
 Anthropologica
 Vol. 47 N? 2,2005

 Canadian
 Anthropology
 Society

 Societe
 canadienne
 d'anthropologie

 Guest Editors / Redacteurs Invites:
 Joseph Spaeder and
 Harvey Feit

 Co-management and Indigenous Communities: Barriers and Bridges to
 Decentralized Resource Management / Cogestion et collectivites autochtones :

 entraves et rapprochements dans la gestion d?centralisee des ressources



 Editor-in-Chief / Redacteur en chef Book Review Editor (French) / Redacteur des
 Winnie Lem, Trent University comptes rendus (frangais)
 1770 West Bank Drive Marie France Labrecque, Universite Laval,
 Peterborough, ON K9L 1Z7 Quebec, QC G1K 7P4
 Tel: (705) 748-1011 (ext. 1617) Fax: (705) 748-1624 Tel : (418) 656-2131, poste 7422
 Email/courriel : wlem@trentu.ca Telecopieur: (418) 656-2831
 Editor, French Manuscripts / Redacteur, Email/courriel: marie-france.labrecque@ant.ulaval.ca
 manuscrits en frangais Art and Museum Review Editors / Redacteurs
 Marie France Labrecque, Universite Laval, des comptes rendus d'exposition
 Quebec, QC G1K 7P4 Barbara Lawson, Redpath Museum, McGill University
 Tel: (418) 656-2131, poste 7422 Email/courriel: barbara.lawson@mcgill.ca
 Telecopieur: (418) 656-2381 ?lise Dubuc, Universite du Quebec a Chicoutimi
 Email/courriel : marie-france.labrecque@ant.ulaval.ca Email/courriel : elise_dubuc@uqac.ca

 Book Review Editor (English) / Redacteurs Managing Editor / Administrateur
 des comptes rendus (anglais) Advertising / Publicity Reprinting Rights / Droits de

 Thomas Dunk reproduction
 Lakehead University Andrew Lyons, Wilfrid Laurier University
 Thunder Bay, ON P7B 5E1 Waterloo, ON N2L 3C5
 Tel: (807) 343-8091 Fax: (807) 346-7831 Tel: (519) 884-0710 (ext. 3660) Fax: (519) 884-8854
 Email/courriel : thomas.dunk@lakeheadu.ca Email/courriel : alyons@wlu.ca

 Editorial Board / Comite de redaction

 Maurice Aymard Ellen Judd Lynne Phillips
 Maison des sciences de University of Manitoba University of Windsor
 I'Homme (France) Michael Lambek Sharon Roseman

 Sally Cole University of Toronto Memorial University of
 Concordia University Guy Lanoue Newfoundland

 Harvey Feit Universite de Montreal Alan Smart
 McMaster University Richard B. Lee University of Calgary

 Maurice Godelier University of Toronto Colin H. Scott
 Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Andrew Lyons McGill University
 sciences sociales (France) Wilfrid Laurier University Gavin Smith

 Jean-Guy Goulet Marie Mauze University of Toronto
 Universite Saint-Paul Ecole des Hautes Etudes en James B. Waldram

 Dipankar Gupta sciences sociales (France) University of Saskatchewan
 Jawaharlal Nehru University

 Editorial Policy
 Open to contributors from Canada and abroad, Anthropologica publishes in French and English, articles and
 reviews in all areas of cultural and social anthropology. All manuscripts are refereed anonymously by two
 reviewers.

 Politique editoriale
 La revue Anthropologica publie en frangais et en anglais, des articles et comptes rendus produits par des
 chercheurs canadiens et etrangers oeuvrant dans les divers domaines de l'etude academique de
 l'anthropologie culturelle et sociale. Chaque manuscrit est soumis pour evaluation a deux lecteurs anonymes.

 Anthropologica ISSN 0003-5459
 Published at Wilfrid Laurier University Press, Waterloo, Ontario for the Canadian Anthropology Society.
 Publiee par Wilfrid Laurier University Press, Waterloo, Ontario pour la Societe Canadienne d'Anthropologie.
 ? 2005 Canadian Anthropology Society / Societe Canadienne d'Anthropologie. Printed in Canada / Imprime
 au Canada. We acknowledge the financial assistance provided by the Social Sciences and Humanities
 Research Council of Canada and Trent University. / Nous reconnaissons l'aide financiere apportee par le
 Counseil de recherches en sciences humaines du Canada et l'universite Trent. We acknowledge the financial
 assistance of the Government of Canada, through the Publications Assistance Program (PAP), toward our
 mailing costs. / Nous reconnaissons l'aide financiere du gouvernement du Canada, par I'entremise du
 Programme d'aide aux publications (PAP), pour nos depenses d'envoi postal. Publications Mail Registration
 No. / Poste-publications enregistrement n? 09373. Agreement No. / N? de la convention
 40064165. Return postage guaranteed / Port de retour garanti. Canada



 Anthropologica
 Vol. 47 N? 2,2005

 Co-management and Indigenous Communities: Barriers and Bridges to
 Decentralized Resource Management / Cogestion et collectivites autochtones :
 entraves et rapprochements dans la gestion decentralisee des ressources

 Guest Editors I Redacteurs Invites : Joseph Spaeder and Harvey Feit

 Co-management and Indigenous Communities: Barriers and Bridges to Decentralized
 Resource Management?Introduction

 Joseph J. Spaeder and Harvey A. Feit. 147
 Cogestion et collectivites autochtones : entraves et rapprochements dans la gestion
 decentralisee des ressources - introduction

 Joseph J. Spaeder et Harvey A. Feit . 155
 Co-management in a Landscape of Resistance: The Political Ecology of Wildlife
 Management in Western Alaska

 Joseph J. Spaeder. 165
 Caribou Hunters and Researchers at the Co-management Interface: Emergent Dilemmas
 and the Dynamics of Legitimacy in Power Sharing

 Gary P. Kofinas. 179
 Co-management?An Attainable Partnership? Two Cases Prom James Bay,
 Northern Quebec and Torres Strait, Northern Queensland

 M.E. Mulrennan and C.H. Scott. 197
 The Anti-politics of TEK: The Institutionalization of Co-management Discourse and Practice

 PaulNadasdy. 215
 The Position of Indigenous Knowledge in Canadian Co-management Organizations

 Stella Spak. 233
 Empowered Co-management: Towards Power-Sharing and Indigenous Rights
 in Clayoquot Sound, BC

 TaraC.Goetze. 247
 Re-cognizing Co-management as Co-governance: Visions and Histories of Conservation
 at James Bay
 Harvey A. Feit . 267

 Article
 Social and Economic Barriers to Subsistence Harvesting in a Northern Alberta
 Aboriginal Community

 Mark Nelson, David C. Natcher and Clifford G. Hickey. 289



 Art and Museum Review/ Compte rendu d'exposition
 Expomediatour : une initiative franco-ontarienne de museologie communautaire

 Marie-Eve Plante. 303

 Book Reviews/ Compte rendus
 La mort de Vargent. Essai d'anthropologie naive, par Denis Blondin
 Manon Boulianne. 305

 Social Change and Continuity in a Village in Northern Anhui, China: A Response to
 Revolution and Reform, by Han Min

 Laurel Bossen. 306
 Boire avec esprit. Biere de mil et societe dogon, par Eric Jolly

 Jean-Claude Muller. 308
 Dance of the Dialectic: Steps in Marx's Method, by Bertell Oilman

 Christopher Krupa. 310
 New Jersey Dreaming: Capital, Culture, and the Class of'58, by Sherry B. Ortner

 Thomas Dunk. 311
 Guardians of the Land in Kelimado: Louis Fontijne's Study of a Colonial District in
 Eastern Indonesia, edited by Gregory Forth

 Sheri Gibbings. 312
 Diary of the Mission of the Immaculate Conception, Volume 1,1848-^9, CD-ROM, Northwestern
 Lake Superior Jesuit Diary Project.

 Ed Hedican. 314

 Note to Contributors/ Note a Pintention des auteurs. 318

 Cover I couverture

 Photo on the left: Emily Saganash preparing a beaver while her granddaughter watches and learns at their
 hunting camp near Waswanipi in the James Bay region of northern Quebec. She will cook the beaver, which
 can provide about 7 kgs. of meat for the family, and sell the fur pelt commercially to supplement her cash
 income. (Photo credit: Harvey Feit)

 Photo on the right: Walter Lui of Erub (Darnley Island, Torres Strait) cutting a green turtle. Green turtles,
 a protected species in Australia, are abundant in Torres Strait, with allowance for indigenous subsistence har
 vesting under the terms of the Torres Strait Treaty (1975) between Australia and Papua New Guinea. (Photo
 credit: collection of Monica Mulrennan and Colin Scott)



 Co-management and Indigenous Communities:
 Barriers and Bridges to Decentralized
 Resource Management?Introduction
 Joseph J. Spaeder /./. Spaeder Consulting
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 Analyzing Co-management

 In recent decades, there has been a profusion of new decentralized institutions for resource management.
 They have developed as a result of the efforts made by
 state managers and local resource users to address an
 array of crises, conflicts and dilemmas surrounding com

 mon property resources. Through processes that are var
 iously described as "co-management" or "co-operative

 management" or "community-based management" man
 agers at the state level and users at the local level have
 together created scores of new decentralized common
 property institutions. As joint ventures, these institutions

 combine different aspects of both state-level and com
 munity-level approaches to governance.

 Accompanying this growth in common property insti
 tutions are efforts to analyze them and, as a consequence,
 the literature on co-management is also growing. Analy
 ses of co-management are becoming quite diverse as a
 variety of approaches have been adopted, and a complex
 mix of differing and sometimes conflicting research find
 ings is emerging. This special theme issue of Anthropo
 logica seeks to explore this diversity and to highlight a set
 of themes and questions related to co-management. It
 also seeks to highlight research on relationships between
 indigenous communities and nation states. The authors in
 this issue adopt a variety of analytical approaches, some

 more than one, and collectively the papers address issues
 raised by political ecology, forms of control deployed by

 modern nation states, critical approaches to issues of
 empowerment and Indigenous visions of relations to the
 state. The findings that these papers present do not fit
 neatly together, nor do they implicitly fit within any one

 of the theoretical frameworks being used, but they do
 pose basic questions and tackle issues of wide import that
 are emerging from this rapidly developing area of
 research. In the process they also challenge some earlier
 approaches and assumptions.

 Anthropologica 47 (2005) 147-154 Co-management and Indigenous Communities /147



 The earlier literature on the effects of decentralized

 resource management was sharply polarized. Discussions
 of the efficacy of decentralized management were replete
 with discourses of enchantment or disenchantment with the

 possibilities of co-management {Sensu Agrawal and Gibson
 1999). These discourses were more prevalent than analy
 ses of the development of co-management schemes, par
 ticularly with reference to North America.1 However, while

 this trend existed it must be pointed out that much of the

 earlier critical discourse that attempted to evaluate these
 regimes was hampered by the fact that most of the insti
 tutions were either too new to possess a track record, or
 there was a lack of sufficient base-line data to allow effec

 tive analyses of their performance. These absences account

 for the formulaic positions taken in some of the literature.

 An aim of this special issue on co-management is to per
 suasively shift the debates about co-management regimes
 in North America beyond such polarizations toward a more

 complex and systematic study of precisely how environ
 mental factors, political regimes, cultural traditions and
 power generate and shape these multi-scalar practices and
 institutions for the governance of lands and peoples.

 A second problematic trend has been that analytic
 attention has tended to focus narrowly on the formal
 agreements that simply outline the structure of co-man
 agement systems. This trend has had the effect of limit
 ing the analysis of these regimes to their political and
 legal frameworks. In turn this has imposed limitations on
 an understanding of the ways in which co-management
 regimes arise and are shaped by local histories of conflict,

 contested property rights and national/global political
 economic strategies. Further a focus on policy and legal
 documentation has inhibited analyses of both the uses
 and the effects of co-management regimes, while also
 ignoring the sometimes unintended and unanticipated

 ways in which they can work. The result of this trend
 combined with the first is that large analytical gaps have
 been left in much of the literature on North American co

 management regimes. The recent literature on African
 and Asian cases has started to correct these gaps, but
 there are relatively few such studies to date from North
 America (but see endnote 1). A further objective in this
 thematic issue is to explore ways to remedy this lacuna.

 We therefore sought papers for this collection which
 situated joint management institutions within the con
 text of local and national histories, competing claims to
 wild lands and wildlife, local repertoires of resistance, or
 issues of control and governance. These regimes all devel
 oped within the contexts of the liberal and neo-liberal
 democratic forms of government that have characterized
 North America in the past few decades. The co-manage

 ment practices that are analyzed in these papers range
 from formal regimes established through extended land
 claims negotiations by Indigenous Peoples with the nation
 state, to systems of government regulations that were in
 some cases arrived at ad hoc, to systems that had their ori

 gins in local stake-holders' political action.
 Co-management is an interdisciplinary field of schol

 arship and co-management researchers use concepts and
 methods drawn from a range of scholarly and applied
 disciplines. This is reflected in the papers included in this
 issue, and authors draw on analytical frameworks in
 anthropology, conservation ecology, environmental stud
 ies, geography, law, political and policy science, history and
 resource management. For example, Feit uses ethnohis
 tory, resource management, analyses of bureaucratic
 practices and, with others, post-Foucauldian analyses of
 the state; Goetze uses conflict management, confidence
 building theory and the international legal recognition
 of Indigenous rights, among other frameworks. Further
 more, co-management research has been closely tied to
 applied research so its style, and also its strength, is often

 its grounded focus and policy relevance. For example,
 one of the editors (Spaeder) holds a doctorate in the inter
 disciplinary field of human ecology (Spaeder 2000) and has
 been engaged since graduate school in applied research
 in wildlife and fisheries co-management, traditional eco
 logical knowledge and ethnogeography, drawing on ana
 lytic frameworks from wildlife ecology, common property
 resource management, institutional analysis and political
 ecology. Along with a number of other researchers in
 these closely related fields (Goetze 2005; Pinkerton and

 Weinstein 1995; Poffenberger 1996; Usher 1995) he com
 bines applied work with scholarly publication. Our inter
 est as editors has been to invite authors to develop analy
 ses that engage the literature and engage central debates
 within anthropology, but that also draw from the diverse
 interdisciplinary traditions of co-management.

 Co-management: A Brief Context
 In recent decades, the control of common property
 resources by centralized governmental structures has
 generated much conflict. Many local communities with
 well-developed local systems of land tenure, ecological
 knowledge and resource use have witnessed the loss of
 both land and management rights as centralized govern
 ments have asserted control over previously ignored hin
 terland areas.2 For example, in some cases the establish
 ment of parks and protected areas has occasioned both the
 displacement of local communities and their loss of access
 to key resources (Brockington 2002; Homewood and
 Rodgers 1991; Stevens, 1997; West and Brechin 1991;
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 Western 1994). In other cases, the imposition of non-local
 control over previously locally-managed wildlife, fish
 eries, forests, wild lands and grazing lands, means that
 access and harvest by local communities, when allowed,
 are now subject to policies and regulations established by
 remote state institutions. This is illustrated in papers
 written for this volume by Spaeder, Mulrennan and Scott,
 Kofinas and Feit.3 As a result of these encapsulating
 forces, few communities remain beyond the reach of state
 structures for resource control and are still able to gov
 ern local resources by means of self-organizing, auto
 nomous communal institutions (sensu Ostrom 1990).

 Through organized opposition and informal resist
 ance, as Spaeder and Feit show in this volume, local com
 munities have frequently challenged what they view as
 coercive and ineffective state structures and policies for
 managing resources. Colburn (1989), Taylor (1995) and
 Scott (1985) have provided earlier examples of these ways
 of challenging authority and power. In some cases intense
 local opposition has effectively limited or dismantled state
 level resource management efforts as Dove (1986), Guha
 (1990) and Peluso (1993) demonstrate. As a result of col
 liding local and state-level forces, social conflict has pre
 vailed in contexts where neither state structures nor local

 institutions could provide effective or equitable or legiti
 mate management of common property resource (Erlich
 and Magdanz 1994; Peluso and Watts 2001).

 In efforts to either mitigate these conflicts, or work
 around them and provide for sustainable resource man
 agement, a plethora of new co-management regimes has
 evolved over the past decade and a half in contexts where
 neither strictly local resource control nor state resource
 control is possible or effective. In practice, different kinds
 of co-management exist from informal consultation to full

 and equal sharing of authority (see Berkes et al. 1991 for
 one such classification). Viewed collectively, these closely
 related social experiments in decentralized participatory
 management constitute a fundamental redesign of con
 ventional institutions linking resource managers and
 resource-dependent local communities. In East Africa and
 Latin America this approach is termed community-based
 conservation or integrated conservation and development.4

 It has been prominent in joint forest management regimes

 in South East Asia,5 and in the co-management of national
 parks in Australia.6

 Co-management of natural resources has been cham
 pioned by both state managers and local communities,
 although often for very different reasons. As Mulrennan
 and Scott, Nadasdy, Kofinas and Feit show in this volume,
 for state-level resource managers these institutions are
 claimed to provide a means of reducing or managing con

 flict; they supply mediating structures for cross-cultural
 communication and knowledge dissemination or collection
 and they increase compliance with provisions for conser
 vation and management. In some cases governments seek
 to co-opt local institutions of governance and control, and
 in many cases co-management has involved the expansion
 of state institutions into new regions.7 Like development,

 as Ferguson (1990) and Escobar (1995) claim, co-man
 agement may be a means of extending the capacity of a
 nation state to govern lands and peoples and of extending
 the institutions and means by which lands and peoples
 become subjects of governance.

 Local communities have also often readily embraced
 this approach for their own reasons, as an effective alter
 native to some forms of coercive state-level management,
 and as a vehicle for maintaining or increasing local control
 over resource decisions which affect their lives and which

 involve the state. In some cases, co-management has
 informally institutionalized local rights and local man
 agement practices without the protracted political strug
 gles necessary to alter the legal foundations of state con
 trol. Goetze's and Spaeder's contributions each underscore
 these dynamics for the communities in which they did
 their research. In other cases calls for joint management
 or local rights have served as a basis of resistance and for
 strengthening local organization (see Spaeder's and Feit's
 papers in this volume).

 Uses of co-management have thus ranged from serv
 ing as a means of enlisting uncontrolled social groups and

 movements in the conservation of resources, while simul

 taneously and covertly co-opting them into compliance
 with nation state regimes, to being a means of empower
 ment of disenfranchised rights claimants, to serving as a
 vehicle for continuing socio-political struggles. We see
 this in the work of Pinkerton (1993), Pinkerton and Wein
 stein (1995), Usher (1995) and Hoekema (1995), as well as
 Goetze (1998) and Agrawal and Gibson (2001).

 Thus in contrast to the "classical" frameworks for

 analyzing co-management, which focussed on whether it
 has contributed to the successful management of
 resources, and whether non-governmental participants
 have been satisfied with the role they play in decision-mak

 ing, researchers have increasingly been attending to polit
 ical and historical contexts, unequal struggles and effects
 of co-management.

 Organizing Themes
 The contributors to this special issue were invited to
 address one or more of a group of organizing themes
 drawn from this recent literature. Together the papers
 direct analytic attention to the ways in which these joint
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 management regimes succeed or fail to mediate conflict,
 institutionalize local proprietary rights and alter power
 relations between local communities and governmental
 management institutions.

 Several of the papers focus on the theme of local
 resource use patterns, land tenure arrangements and the
 social relations of land users. Where earlier analyses
 addressed the linkages between local resource users,
 often indigenous people, and the land and wildlife
 resources upon which they depend (Agrawal and Gibson
 2001; Neumann 1998; Peluso 1992; Pinkerton 1989; Stonich
 1993), Spaeder, Mulrennan and Scott, and Feit also ana
 lyze in their papers the importance of the social relations
 of property and the structure of formal and informal
 claims to land and management rights.

 A second thematic focus is the political-economic and
 ecological dimensions of environmental resource use at dif

 ferent scales of analysis from the village, to regional,
 national and transnational arenas. The analyses of Goetze,
 Kofinas, Mulrennan and Scott, Nadasdy and Spaeder in
 this volume each address the linkages between local
 resource use patterns, cultures and micro-politics and
 the larger institutions, ideas and forces that significantly
 shape the contexts of those patterns. Their analyses com
 plement the work done by Peters (1987), Peluso (1992),
 Gibson (1999) and Paulson and Gezon (2005).

 Another thematic focus is on the cultural practices and

 meanings of nature and natural resources. Authors such
 as Hecht and Cockburn (1990), Moore (1993) as well as
 Fairhead and Leach (1998), have explored the processes
 by which the cultural construction of natural resources fig
 ures prominently in land use and in the degradation or
 sustenance of environments.8 This focus leads to questions
 about the ways that divergent groups of social actors at
 different "scales" or "locations" value and socially construe

 resources, how these divergent perceptions contribute to
 resource conflicts and whether and how they enter into the

 practices of co-management regimes. These issues are
 addressed by Spak and Spaeder in this volume.

 We also invited papers which offer historical analyses
 of the development of co-management institutions involv
 ing resource-dependent communities. Authors consider
 local histories as more than just resistance to national
 and global processes, and they provide a fuller account of
 local socio-environmental histories and processes as well

 as their potential effects, if any, on wider arenas. This is
 illustrated in the article by Feit.

 We think these four organizing themes help to move
 the analysis of co-management toward a more critical
 study of the diversity of nation state-local relationships in
 North America by integrating studies of environmental co

 management with analyses of tenure and rights, gover
 nance, history, meaning and power.

 Previewing the Issue(s)
 Joseph Spaeder's paper on "Co-management in a Land
 scape of Resistance" opens this collection by providing an
 account of how two different co-management arrange
 ments developed "from below," through the proactive
 agency of Yup'ik Eskimo hunters in Western Alaska. He
 shows how these initiatives developed in the context of
 emerging conflicts over the formalization of state land
 tenure which was at odds with Yup'ik tenure traditions,
 and how the Yup'ik moved from everyday resistance to
 multi-level political action in order to achieve their goals.
 He therefore begins with an overview of the recent history
 of the state legal resource regimes they challenged and
 used. In the course of his analyses he reveals the role of
 conflicts over both rights and knowledge and the signifi
 cance of Yup'ik understandings of animals as social,
 autonomous and sometimes powerful persons for the
 ways that Yup'ik strategies of resistance, negotiation and
 co-management developed. His conclusions reveal how
 these new co-management arrangements were a means to
 renegotiation of relationships and to changing configura
 tions of power between Yup'ik and state institutions.

 Gary Kofinas's paper, "Caribou Hunters and
 Researchers at the Co-management Interface," analyzes
 a crisis that arose in the early phases of the implementa
 tion of a co-management board in the northern Yukon
 Territory. Kofinas provides an ethnographic description of
 how the intersecting conflicts between caribou researchers
 and Gwichin caribou hunters on the one hand, and
 between both these groups and oil resource development
 agencies on the other, created a series of conflicting loy
 alties and choices for each that changed the relationships
 of scientists and hunters. He shows how a co-management
 institution was strengthened as a result of these processes
 and how the state was not monolithic. But Kofinas
 provocatively notes that the boundaries of indigenous
 and state authority became less defined in the processes,
 and he asks whether these developments may still lead to
 the co-option of communities and their embrace of instru
 mental and institutional rationality.

 As in the case described by Spaeder, an important part
 of what happened was shaped both by local political ini
 tiatives, some initially outside the co-management insti
 tutions, and by the wider historical and political contexts.

 Monica Mulrennan and Colin Scott explore two expe
 riences with co-management regimes, one established for
 several decades in northern Quebec and the other more
 recent in the Torres Strait in northern Australia in their
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 paper, "Co-management?An Attainable Partnership?"
 In the James Bay instance they provide a detailed account
 of how a negotiated co-management regime, agreed to in
 the context of Indigenous litigation against the state, has
 been consistently subverted by governments whenever it
 conflicts with powerful industries and lobbies for resource
 interests or with the interests of the state bureaucracy
 itself. In Torres Strait, where co-management is less
 developed, they find similar limitations on effectiveness,
 except when Indigenous peoples mobilize politically or
 take direct action. They see the states' insistence on a
 jurisdictional monopoly as leading to systematic patterns
 of coercion in state-Indigenous relationships and ask
 whether effective co-management depends on the capac
 ity of Indigenous actors to continually challenge central
 government plans or block them in other arenas. Their
 view presents a sobering account of two co-management
 regimes that have been established or expanded through
 struggles but then have been subverted as they are for
 malized and implemented over the longer term, except
 where challenges to the state continue.

 Mulrennan and Scott's findings suggest, among other
 things, that the strategies of resistance and negotiation
 that, according to Spaeder and Kofinas, were necessary
 to create and transform locally initiated co-management
 arrangements and thereby change the terrains of Indige
 nous-state relationships, are also essential for the effec
 tiveness of co-management regimes in ongoing practice.
 In the many cases where there are not the enduring cir
 cumstances, capacity or commitment to sustain long-term
 struggles, then state and other resource interests may sys

 tematically subordinate Indigenous involvements.
 Paul Nadasdy shifts the focus from the problems of

 creating and practicing co-management regimes to a crit
 ical examination of what co-management does and what
 its often unforeseen and unintended effects are. His paper
 on "The Anti-Politics of TEK: The Institutionalization of

 Co-management Discourse and Practice," explores how
 a limited-term co-management project developed
 between the Yukon territorial government and the Klu
 ane First Nation. He argues that when empowerment
 occurs it is often of a specific form, tied to participation
 in projects of modernity and modern state institutions,
 and to rules of the bureaucratic "game." It thus limits the
 questioning of existing structures of resource manage
 ment and may change how First Nations think about
 land and animals.

 At this point an interesting, but implicit, dialogue
 emerges between the first four papers, because there are

 elements that would be strongly supportive of Nadasdy's
 meta-critique of co-management in Spaeder's, Kofinas's

 and in Mulrennan and Scott's papers, especially with
 respect to the unspoken benefits for the state adminis
 tration. But the earlier papers, as well as Goetze's and
 Feit's papers which follow, only partially concur with
 Nadasdy's suggestions about co-management being a
 means to limiting Indigenous critiques of state practices
 and his claim that it limits the Indigenous discourse and
 agency that occurs outside the domain of co-management
 institutions. Readers are invited to consider the issues.

 Stella Spak's paper "The Position of Indigenous
 Knowledge in Canadian Co-management Organizations,"
 analyzes the claims of two Indigenous-government wildlife

 management boards that they prioritize the role of Indige
 nous Knowledge (IK) in their operations. She shows con
 siderable differences in the practices and structures of the

 two boards with respect to Dene Knowledge (IK), one
 board paying mere lip-service to the idea, and the other
 actively researching, inviting and using IK. In the former
 case she describes how this unresponsiveness is estab
 lished in the face of Dene inputs. But her conclusion is that

 in both cases IK, whether barely used or actively sought,
 is put to the service of state scientific and bureaucratic

 management practices that remain unmodified.
 She thus concludes, like Nadasdy, that both co-man

 agement boards' operations do not lead to any challenges
 or re-examinations of state practices of control, that they
 extend state ideas and practices into local communities
 and that they can lead to the perception on the part of
 Indigenous Peoples that their knowledge has a subordi
 nate role vis-a-vis science and bureaucratic expertise.

 Tara Goetze's paper shifts our focus further south to
 the Pacific coast of Vancouver Island in British Columbia,
 where a massive transnational protest movement against
 the cutting of iconic temperate coastal rain forests, and a
 long history of Indigenous political organizing and strug
 gle, created conditions for the negotiation of a co-man
 agement agreement involving substantive power shar
 ing among governments, Nuu-Chah-Nulth and local
 citizens. In her paper "Empowered Co-management:
 Towards Power Sharing and Indigenous Rights in Clay
 oquot Sound, B.C." Goetze documents how Nuu-Chah
 Nulth see their active leadership in negotiation and imple
 mentation of this agreement as affirming some of their
 visions for advancing their Indigenous rights claims, pos
 itively altering systemic relations between themselves
 and governments, and creating new confidence among
 participants in joint decision-making processes. Nonethe
 less, their experience is quite far from what they aspire to
 achieving. In the process she offers insights into Nuu
 Chah-Nulth accounts of how they seek to engage with the
 state, the kinds of relationships and sovereignty they
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 envisage and why they consider that co-management has
 brought them closer to achieving these goals.

 Goetze's analysis of Nuu-Chah-Nulth experience con
 trasts with the accomplishments of co-management dis
 cussed in the three papers that immediately precede it in
 this volume, inasmuch as she analyzes a co-management
 regime that has made a political difference, aiding local
 and Indigenous power-sharing with the state. The context
 however suggests that Mulrennan and Scott's emphasis
 on sustained political mobilization is critical. These jux
 tapositions raise questions about what conditions would
 make similar agreements to those developed at Clay
 oquot Sound possible or whether they depend on rare
 circumstances. Also, how critical were the well developed
 Nuu-Chah-Nulth negotiating and relational visions and
 strategies to the outcomes, and what do they bode for
 ongoing political struggles with the state elsewhere?

 Harvey Feit's paper "Re-cognizing Co-Management
 as Co-Governance: Histories and Visions of Conserva

 tion at James Bay," focusses on co-management prac
 tices created by a joint Cree-government beaver reserve
 system begun in the 1930s and on the relationships of
 those emerging co-management institutions to Cree
 tenure and leadership practices and ideas which have
 long been discussed in anthropology as "Algonquian hunt
 ing territories." Some of these Cree hunting territory
 practices were incorporated into the beaver reserve oper
 ations to make the reserves workable, and the hunting ter

 ritories were partly altered by the development of the
 beaver reserves. But the hunting territories remained
 distinct from the beaver reserves, and they are still in use
 long after the abandonment of the beaver reserves. This
 analysis nevertheless suggests, as several of the other
 papers, that the process of developing co-management
 regimes was a process of expanding the authority, legiti
 macy and capacity of the state to govern northern Quebec.

 But Feit's paper also shows, as many Cree hunters
 claim today, that co-management was also a process in
 which government agents and institutions repeatedly and
 explicitly recognized the capacity, authority and legiti
 macy of Cree governance, rights and practices. This was
 so even though those recognitions were often surrounded
 by ambiguities and contradictions, because they conflicted
 with ideas of the exclusivity of state sovereignty. So the
 analysis here indicates that co-management may not only
 empower the state, it may simultaneously, and without cre

 ating equality, enhance and recognize the independent
 legitimacy of parallel local practices of conservation and
 governance.

 We invite readers to both consider questions about the
 uses, effects and histories of co-management, as well as

 how they shed light on the general issues arising from
 relationships of local polities to nation state practices,
 institutions and ideas.

 Joseph J. Spaeder, J.J. Spaeder Consulting, P.O. Box 2087,
 Homer, Alaska, 99603, U.S.A. E-mail: jjspaeder@earthlink.net
 Harvey A. Feit, Department of Anthropology, McMaster
 University, 1280 Main St. W, Hamilton, Ontario, L8S ?L9,
 Canada. E-mail: feit@mcmaster. ca
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 Notes
 1 Among the notable exceptions are: Pinkerton (1989);

 Berkes et al. (1991); Usher (1995); Hoekema (1995); and
 Igoe (2004).

 2 See for example: McCay and Acheson (1987); Freeman and
 Carbyn (1988); Berkes (1989); Bromley (1992); Ostrom, et
 al. (2002); Nadasdy (2003), Roue (2003); and Rodon, (2003).

 3 Others who have written on this topic include: Dove (1986);
 Feit (1988); Jentoft et al. (2003); and Blaser et al. (2004).

 4 See for example: Redford and Padoch (1992); Murombedzi
 (1991); Western (1994); Gibson (1999); and Igoe (2004).

 5 See the work of: Poffenberger (1990); Poffenberger and
 McGean (1996); and Greenough and Tsing (2003).

 6 See: Weaver (1991) and Hill and Press (1994).
 7 See: Peluso (1993) and Neumann (1998).
 8 See also: Fairhead and Leach (1996); Neumann (1998); and

 Anderson and Berglund (2003).
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 Cogestion et collectivites autochtones : entraves et
 rapprochements dans la gestion decentralisee des
 ressources - introduction

 Joseph J. Spaeder J J. Spaeder Consulting
 Harvey A. Feit McMaster University

 Analyses de la cogestion

 Depuis quelques decennies, nous observons une pro fusion de nouvelles institutions decentralisees pour
 la gestion des ressources. Celles-ci se sont developpees en
 raison des efforts deployes par des administrateurs de
 l'Etat et des usagers locaux de ressources pour repondre
 a un ensemble de crises, de conflits et de dilemmes rela
 tifs aux ressources de propriete commune. Par le biais de
 processus appeles alternativement ?cogestion?, ?gestion
 cooperative* ou ?gestion communautaire?, les adminis
 trateurs de l'Etat et les usagers locaux ont cree ensemble
 une multitude de nouvelles institutions decentralisees de

 propriete commune. En tant qu'entreprises conjointes, ces
 institutions conjuguent differents aspects des modes de
 gouvernance en vigueur aux niveaux des collectivites
 locales et de l'Etat.

 Cette proliferation d'institutions de propriete com
 mune s'accompagne de tentatives d'analyse de ces insti
 tutions, aussi la litterature sur la cogestion est-elle en
 pleine expansion. Les analyses portant sur la cogestion se
 diversifient alors que sont adoptees des approches ana
 lytiques variees et qu'emerge un amalgame complexe de
 resultats de recherche divergents et parfois contradic
 toires. Ce numero special d'Anthropologica tente d'ex
 plorer cette diversite et de soulever un ensemble de
 themes et de questions ayant trait a la cogestion. II
 cherche egalement a mettre en relief la recherche en
 cours sur les rapports entre les collectivites autochtones
 et les Etats-nations. Les auteurs de ce numero adoptent
 des approches analytiques variees (certains d'entre eux
 plus d'une a la fois) et les articles se penchent collective
 ment sur les questions soulevees par l'ecologie politique,
 les formes de controle deployees par les Etats-nations

 modernes, les approches critiques des questions relatives
 a l'habilitation (?empowerment?), et les visions autoch
 tones des rapports qu'ils entretiennent avec l'Etat. Les
 resultats presentes dans ces articles ne se correspondent
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 pas, et ne cadrent pas implicitement avec Tune ou l'autre
 des approches theoriques employees. Neanmoins, ils
 posent des questions essentielles et se penchent sur des
 enjeux d'importance emergeant de ce domaine de
 recherche en pleine expansion. Ce faisant, ils remettent
 egalement en cause quelques-unes des approches et pre
 suppositions moins recentes.

 La litterature anterieure portant sur les effets de la ges

 tion decentralisee des ressources etait nettement partagee.

 Les discussions sur Tefficacite de la gestion decentralisee
 etaient truffees de discours d'enchantement et de desen

 chantement face aux potentialites de la cogestion (Sensu
 Agrawal et Gibson 1999). De tels discours prevalaient sur
 les analyses du developpement des regimes de cogestion,
 particulierement dans les etudes portant sur l'Amerique du
 Nord1. Toutefois, s'il y avait bel et bien la un courant, il faut

 souligner que la plupart des discours critiques anterieurs
 visant a evaluer ces regimes etaient entraves soit par le fait

 que la plupart des institutions etaient trop jeunes pour
 presenter un historique, soit par l'insuffisance des don
 nees de base permettant l'analyse efficace de la perfor
 mance de ces institutions. D'ou les positions stereotypees
 rencontrees dans une partie de la litterature. Eun des
 objectifs de ce numero special sur la cogestion est de depla
 cer de fagon persuasive les debats sur les regimes de coges
 tion en Amerique du Nord au-dela de ces oppositions et vers

 une etude plus complexe et systematique de comment les
 facteurs environnementaux, les regimes politiques, les tra
 ditions culturelles et le pouvoir generent et fa?onnent ces
 pratiques et institutions a echelles multiples pour la gou
 vernance des territoires et des peuples.

 Un second courant s'est avere egalement problema
 tique dans la mesure ou Tattention analytique a trop sou
 vent porte etroitement sur les accords formels, qui decri
 vent simplement la structure des systemes de cogestion.
 Cette tendance a eu pour effet de cantonner l'analyse de
 ces regimes a leurs configurations legates et politiques, et
 done de limiter la comprehension des diverses fagons dont
 les regimes de cogestion sont generes et modeles par des
 histoires locales de conflits, des droits de propriete contes
 tes, et des strategies politico-economiques nationales et
 mondiales. Par ailleurs, l'aecent mis sur la documentation

 legale et politique a freine l'analyse des usages et des
 effets des regimes de cogestion, ainsi que l'observation des
 modes de fonctionnement de ces regimes, lesquels s'ave
 rent parfois non desires et non anticipes. La conjonction
 de ces deux courants a fait en sorte que d'importantes
 lacunes analytiques subsistent dans une bonne partie de
 la litterature sur les regimes de cogestion en Amerique du
 Nord. La litterature recente sur les cas africains et asia

 tiques a commence a remedier a ce probleme, or peu

 d'etudes de ce genre ont ete realisees en Amerique du
 Nord jusqu'a ce jour (cf. toutefois la note de fin #1). Un
 autre des objectifs de ce numero thematique est d'explo
 rer des avenues pour combler ces lacunes.

 Ainsi, pour cette parution, nous avons recherche des
 articles qui reinscrivent les institutions de cogestion au
 coeur des histoires locales et nationales, des revendications
 concurrentes pour la faune et pour les terres en friche, des

 repertoires locaux de resistance, ainsi que des enjeux du
 controle et de la gouvernance. Ces regimes se sont tous
 developpes dans le contexte des formes de gouvernement
 democratiques, liberates et neo-liberales qui caracteri
 sent l'Amerique du Nord depuis quelques decennies. Les
 pratiques de cogestion analysees dans ces articles s'eche
 lonnent des regimes formels, mis en place suite a d'amples
 negotiations entre les peuples autochtones et l'Etatrnation
 autour des revendications de territoire, jusqu'a des sys
 temes parfois ad hoc de reglementation gouvernementale,
 en passant par des systemes ayant pour origine Taction
 politique des intervenants locaux.

 La cogestion est un champ de recherche interdisci
 plinaire, et les chercheurs en cogestion emploient des
 concepts et des methodes tires d'une vaste gamme de
 disciplines academiques et de sciences appliquees. Ceci se
 reflete dans les articles de cette parution, ou les auteurs
 adoptent des cadres d'analyse provenant de l'anthropo
 logie, de l'ecologie de la conservation, des etudes envi
 ronnementales, de la geographie, du droit, des sciences
 politiques, de l'histoire et de la gestion de ressources.
 Feit, par exemple, puise dans l'ethnohistoire, la gestion de
 ressources, les analyses des pratiques bureaucratiques et,
 comme plusieurs autres auteurs, dans les analyses post
 foucauldiennes de l'Etat. Goetze adopte, entre autres
 modeles analytiques, la gestion de conflit, la confidence
 building theory? et la reconnaissance legale internationale
 des droits des peuples autochtones. Par ailleurs, la
 recherche en cogestion est etroitement liee a la recherche
 appliquee, et done son style, ainsi que sa force, decoulent
 le plus souvent de l'accent qu'elle met sur son application
 et de sa pertinence au niveau des politiques. Ainsi, l'un des
 editeurs de ce numero (Spaeder) detient un doctorat dans
 le champ interdisciplinaire de l'ecologie humaine (Spaeder
 2000) et travaille, depuis l'obtention de son diplome, dans
 le domaine de la recherche appliquee en cogestion de la
 faune et des peches, en connaissances ecologiques tradi
 tionnelles et en ethnogeographie. II emploie dans son tra
 vail des cadres d'analyse provenant de l'ecologie de la
 faune, la gestion des ressources de propriete commune,
 l'analyse institutionnelle et l'ecologie politique. A l'instar
 de plusieurs autres chercheurs dans ces domaines etroi
 tement relies (Goetze 2005; Pinkerton et Weinstein 1995;
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 Poffenberger 1996; Usher 1995), il concilie la recherche
 appliquee et la publication de textes academiques. En
 tant qu'editeurs, nous souhaitions inviter des auteurs a
 developper des analyses qui stimulent la production aca
 demique et les debats fondamentaux en anthropologie,
 mais qui puisent egalement dans les diverses traditions
 interdisciplinaires de la cogestion.

 La cogestion : le contexte en bref
 Au cours des dernieres decennies, le controle des res
 sources de propriete commune par des structures gou
 vernementales centralists a genere quantite de conflits.
 Plusieurs collectivites locales beneficiant de systemes
 locaux bien developpes de regime foncier, de connais
 sances ecologiques et d'utilisation des ressources, se sont
 vues perdre leurs droits sur les terres et sur la gestion des
 ressources, a mesure que les gouvernements centralises
 ont pris le controle de zones de l'hinterland ignorees jus
 qu'alors2. Ainsi, des collectivites locales ont ete deplacees
 et ont perdu l'acces a des ressources cles, suite a la mise
 sur pied de pares et d'aires protegees (Brockington 2002;
 Homewood et Rodgers 1991; Stevens 1997; West et Bre
 chin 1991; Western 1994). Dans d'autres cas, des controles

 externes ont ete imposes sur la faune, les peches, les
 forets, les terres en friche et les paturages, lesquels etaient
 auparavant geres localement. Par consequent, l'acces aux
 ressources et la recolte par les collectivites locales, lorsque
 autorises, sont maintenant soumis a des politiques et a des
 reglements elabores par des institutions gouvernemen
 tales eloignees. Ceci est illustre dans les articles ecrits
 pour cette parution par Spaeder, Mulrennan et Scott,
 Kofinas et Feit3. Ces forces d'encerclement ont fait en

 sorte que peu de collectivites demeurent hors de portee
 des structures gouvernementales pour le controle des
 ressources, et done capables d'administrer les ressources
 locales par le biais d'institutions communautaires auto
 nomes et auto-organisees (dans le sens employe par
 Ostrom, 1990).

 Tel que le demontrent Spaeder et Feit dans ce
 numero, les collectivites locales ont frequemment defie,
 par le biais d'une resistance organisee ou informelle, ce qui
 leur semblait etre des politiques et des structures gou
 vernementales de gestion de ressources a la fois coerci
 tives et inefficaces. Colburn (1989), Taylor (1995) et Scott
 (1985) ont fourni des exemples moins recents de ces fagons
 de defier l'autorite et le pouvoir. Dans certains cas, une
 resistance locale intense a effectivement limite ou deman

 tele des tentatives de programmes de gestion des res
 sources par TEtat, comme en temoignent Dove (1986),
 Guha (1990) et Peluso (1993). En raison de forces anta
 gonistes aux niveaux des collectivites locales et de TEtat,

 le conflit social a prevalu dans des contextes ou ni les
 structures gouvernementales ni les institutions locales
 ne pouvaient assurer la gestion efficace, equitable ou legi
 time des ressources de propriete commune (Erlich et
 Magdanz 1994; Peluso et Watts 2001).

 Dans le but soit de mitiger ces conflits, soit de les
 contourner et d'assurer une gestion de ressources durable,

 une plethore de nouveaux regimes de cogestion a evolue
 depuis une quinzaine d'annees, dans des contextes ou ni
 le controle strictement local des ressources ni le controle

 de celles-ci par l'Etat ne s'avere possible ou efficace. Dans
 les faits, il existe differents types de cogestion, s'eche
 lonnant de la consultation informelle jusqu'au partage
 egal et complet de l'autorite (cf. notamment la classifica
 tion de Berkes et al. 1991). Ces experimentations sociales,
 etroitement reliees, en gestion participative decentralisee
 constituent collectivement une reconfiguration fonda
 mentale des institutions conventionnelles liant les ges
 tionnaires de ressources aux collectivites locales qui
 dependent de celles-ci. En Afrique de l'Est et en Amerique
 latine, cette approche est appelee conservation commu
 nautaire? ou conservation et developpement integres?4.
 Elle a ete preponderate dans des regimes de cogestion
 des forets en Asie du Sud-Est5, et dans la cogestion des
 pares nationaux en Australie6.

 La cogestion des ressources naturelles a ete preconi
 see a la fois par les administrateurs de l'Etat et par les col
 lectivites locales, bien que souvent pour des raisons fort
 differentes. Comme le demontrent dans ce numero Mul

 rennan et Scott, Nadasdy, Kofinas et Feit, les gestion
 naires de ressources au niveau de l'Etat affirment que ces
 institutions servent d'outil pour la reduction et la gestion
 du conflit: elles fournissent des structures de mediation

 pour la communication interculturelle ainsi que pour la dis

 semination ou la collecte des connaissances, et favorisent
 l'acquiescement aux mesures de conservation et de ges
 tion. Dans certains cas, les gouvernements cherchent a
 neutraliser les institutions locales de gouvernance et de
 controle, et dans bien d'autres, la cogestion implique l'ex
 pansion des institutions de l'Etat dans de nouvelles
 regions7. A l'instar du developpement, tel que l'affirment
 Ferguson (1990) et Escobar (1995), la cogestion peut favo
 riser la capacite de l'Etat-nation a gouverner les terri
 toires et les peuples, et le deploiement des institutions et
 des moyens a travers lesquels ceux-ci deviennent les
 sujets de la gouvernance.

 De meme, les collectivites locales ont favorablement

 adopte cette approche pour leurs propres raisons : elle
 constitue une alternative efficace a certaines formes coer

 citives de gestion par l'Etat, ainsi qu'un outil permettant
 de preserver et d'accroitre le controle local sur des deci
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 sions en rapport aux ressources qui affectent leurs vies et
 impliquent TEtat. Dans certains cas, la cogestion a infor

 mellement institutionalise les droits et les pratiques de
 gestion des collectivites locales, sans que celles-ci n'aient
 a engager de luttes politiques prolongees pour alterer
 les fondations legates du controle par TEtat. Les contri
 butions de Goetze et de Spaeder insistent toutes deux
 sur ces dynamiques en cours dans les collectivites ou ils
 ont effectue leurs recherches. Dans d'autres cas, les reven

 dications pour la gestion conjointe ou pour les droits des
 collectivites locales ont servi de base a la resistance et ont

 permis de renforcer l'organisation au niveau local (cf. les
 articles de Spaeder et de Feit dans ce numero).

 La cogestion a done servi a enroler des groupes et des
 mouvements sociaux rebelles dans le processus de conser
 vation des ressources (tout en les neutralisant et en les
 poussant subrepticement a acquiescer aux regimes des
 Etats-nations), a habiliter les populations non represen
 tees qui revendiquent leurs droits, et a favoriser la per
 petuation des luttes sociopolitiques. C'est ce que nous
 permettent d'observer les travaux de Pinkerton (1993),
 Pinkerton et Weinstein (1995), Usher (1995) et Hoekema
 (1995), ainsi que ceux de Goetze (1998) et Agrawal et Gib
 son (2001).

 Ainsi, contrairement aux cadres d'analyses ?clas
 siques? de la cogestion, qui tentaient de determiner si
 celle-ci avait contribue au succes de la gestion des res
 sources et si les participants non gouvernementaux etaient

 satisfaits du role qu'ils etaient appeles a jouer dans les
 prises de decision, les chercheurs dirigent de plus en plus
 Tattention sur les contextes politiques et historiques, les
 luttes inegales et les effets de la cogestion.

 Themes organisateurs
 Les contributeurs a ce numero special ont ete invites a
 aborder un ou plusieurs groupes de themes issus de la lit
 terature recente. Collectivement, ces articles portent Tat
 tention analytique sur les fagons dont ces regimes de
 cogestion parviennent ou non a arbitrer les conflits, a
 institutionnaliser les droits de propriete des collectivites
 locales, et a modifier les relations de pouvoir entre les col
 lectivites locales et les institutions de gestion gouverne

 mentales.
 Plusieurs de ces articles mettent Taccent sur le theme

 des schemas locaux d'utilisation des ressources, des
 ententes portant sur les regimes fonciers et des relations
 sociales des usagers des ressources. Alors que les analyses
 anterieures traitaient des liens entre les usagers locaux de
 ressources, souvent des peuples autochtones, et les res
 sources terrestres et fauniques dont ils dependent (Agra
 wal et Gibson 2001; Neumann 1998; Peluso 1992; Pinker

 ton 1989; Stonich 1993), Spaeder, Feit et Mulrennan et
 Scott analysent aussi dans leurs articles l'importance des
 relations sociales de propriete et la structure des reven
 dications formelles et informelles pour les droits sur les
 terres et la gestion des ressources.

 Un deuxieme theme porte sur les dimensions poli
 tico-economiques et ecologiques de l'utilisation des res
 sources environnementales a differentes echelles d'ana

 lyse, soit aux niveaux du village, de la region, de la nation
 et des relations transnationales. Les analyses de Goetze,
 Kofinas, Mulrennan et Scott, Nadasdy et Spaeder dans ce
 volume traitent des liens existant entre les schemas locaux

 d'utilisation de ressources, les cultures et la micropolitique,
 ainsi que des institutions, idees et forces plus larges qui
 influencent de fagon significative le contexte de ces sche

 mas. Leurs analyses apportent un complement au travail
 effectue par Peters (1987), Peluso (1992), Gibson (1999),
 ainsi que Paulson et Gezon (2005).

 Un autre theme concerne les pratiques culturelles et
 les significations accordees a la nature et aux ressources
 naturelles. Des auteurs tels que Hecht et Cockburn (1990),
 Moore (1993), et Fairhead et Leach (1998) ont explore les
 processus a travers lesquels la construction culturelle des
 ressources naturelles figure de fagon preponderante dans
 l'utilisation des terres et dans la degradation ou l'entretien
 des differents environnements8. Ce theme souleve les ques
 tions suivantes : Comment les groupes d'acteurs sociaux
 divergents, a differentes ?echelles? et dans differentes
 ?positions?, pergoivent-ils et definissent-ils socialement
 les ressources? Comment ces perceptions divergentes
 contribuent-elles a des conflits autour des ressources? Les

 acteurs prennent-ils part aux pratiques des regimes de
 cogestion, et si oui, de quelles fagons? Ces questions sont
 abordees par Spak et Spaeder dans ce numero.

 Nous avons egalement invite les auteurs a soumettre
 des articles qui offrent des analyses historiques du deve
 loppement des institutions de cogestion impliquant des col
 lectivites dependantes des ressources. Les auteurs congoi
 vent les histoires locales comme etant plus que de simples
 histoires de resistance aux processus nationaux et mon
 diaux, et fournissent un expose plus riche des histoires et
 des processus socio-environnementaux locaux et de leurs
 effets potentiels, s'il y en a, sur des domaines plus larges.
 Ceci est illustre par l'article de Feit.

 Nous croyons que ces quatre themes organisateurs
 aident a deplacer l'analyse de la cogestion vers une etude
 plus critique de la diversite des relations entre l'Etat
 nation et les collectivites locales en Amerique du Nord, en
 integrant les etudes de la cogestion environnementale
 aux analyses des regimes fonciers, des droits, de la gou
 vernance, de l'histoire, de la signification et du pouvoir.
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 Un apergu des questions

 Larticle de Joseph Spaeder, ?Co-management in a Land
 scape of Resistance*, ouvre cette parution avec une des
 cription de comment deux differentes ententes de coges
 tion se sont developpees a partir de la base, grace au role
 proactif des chasseurs Eskimos Yup'ik de TAlaska occi
 dental. II montre comment ces initiatives ont ete mises sur

 pied dans le cadre de conflits emergents autour de la for
 malisation des regimes fonciers de TEtat allant a Ten
 contre des regimes traditionnels Yup'ik, et comment les
 Yup'ik sont passes de la resistance quotidienne a une
 action politique a multiples niveaux afin d'atteindre leurs
 objectifs. Ainsi, il commence par un survol de l'histoire
 recente des regimes legaux de ressources, mis sur pied par
 TEtat, que les Yup'ik ont defies et utilises. Tout au long de
 ses analyses, il souligne l'importance des conflits autour
 des droits et des connaissances, ainsi que celle des concep
 tions Yup'ik des animaux en tant qu'individus sociaux,
 autonomes et parfois puissants, pour comprendre la fagon
 dont les strategies Yup'ik de resistance, de negotiation et
 de cogestion se sont developpees. Ses conclusions revelent
 comment ces nouvelles ententes de cogestion ont favorise
 la renegotiation des rapports et la transformation des
 configurations du pouvoir entre les Yup'ik et les institu
 tions gouvernementales.

 L'article de Gary Kofinas, ?Caribou Hunters and
 Researchers at the Co-Management Interface*, analyse
 une crise qui a surgi au cours des premieres phases d'im
 plantation d'un conseil de cogestion dans le nord du Ter
 ritoire du Yukon. Kofinas fournit une ethnographie de
 comment les conflits entre les experts en caribou et les
 chasseurs de caribou Gwichin d'une part, et entre ces
 deux groupes et les agences de developpement des res
 sources petrolieres d'autre part, se sont entrecroises pour
 creer une serie de conflits de loyaute et d'options diver
 gentes qui ont transforme les rapports entre les scienti
 fiques et les chasseurs. II montre comment une institution
 de cogestion a ete renforcee en raison de ces processus,
 et comment TEtat s'est revele ne pas etre monolithique.
 Toutefois, Kofinas note de fagon provocante que les fron
 tieres entre l'autorite autochtone et celle de TEtat sont

 devenues plus floues en cours de route, et se demande si
 ces developpements peuvent encore mener les collectivi
 tes a se laisser neutraliser et a adopter une rationalite ins
 trumentale et institutionnelle.

 Tout comme dans le cas etudie par Spaeder, une part
 importante de ce qui s'est produit a ete influencee a la fois

 par des initiatives politiques locales, dont quelques-unes
 ont ete prises hors des institutions de cogestion, et par les
 contextes historiques et politiques plus larges.

 Monica Mulrennan et Colin Scott explorent, dans leur
 article ?Co-management?An Attainable Partnership?*,
 deux experiences de regimes de cogestion, Tun en place
 depuis plusieurs decennies dans le nord du Quebec et
 Tautre mis sur pied plus recemment dans le detroit de
 Torres au nord de TAustralie. Dans Texemple portant sur
 la Baie James, ils fournissent un compte rendu detaille
 expliquant comment un regime de cogestion negocie et
 approuve dans le contexte de litiges autochtones contre
 TEtat est systematiquement subverti par les gouverne
 ments, et ce, a chaque fois qu'il entre en conflit avec les
 industries et les groupes d'interets puissants, ou avec les
 interets de la bureaucratie d'Etat elle-meme. Dans le

 detroit de Torres, oii la cogestion est moins bien deve
 loppee, ils ont observe des contraintes similaires sur Tef
 ficacite, hormis lorsque les peuples autochtones se mobi
 lisent politiquement ou entreprennent une action directe.
 Ils soutiennent que Tinsistance des Etats pour s'assurer
 le monopole de l'autorite mene a des schemas de coerci
 tion systematique dans les rapports entre TEtat et les
 autochtones, et se demandent si Tefficacite de la cogestion
 depend de la capacite des acteurs autochtones a remettre
 continuellement en cause les desseins du gouvernement
 central ou a les freiner dans d'autres domaines. Ces
 auteurs presentent un sombre tableau de deux regimes de
 cogestion qui ont ete mis sur pied ou deployes au travers
 de luttes, mais qui ont par la suite ete subvertis alors
 meme qu'ils etaient formalises et etablis pour une longue
 duree, exception faite des cas ou les collectivites locales ont
 continue a defter TEtat.

 Les resultats de recherche de Mulrennan et Scott

 suggerent, entre autres choses, que les strategies de
 resistance et de negotiation qui, selon Spaeder et Kofinas,
 sont necessaires pour creer et transformer les ententes de

 cogestion initiees localement, et modifier le champ des
 relations entre les autochtones et TEtat, sont egalement
 essentielles pour rendre les regimes de cogestion plus
 efficaces dans une pratique continue. Dans les nombreux
 cas ou font defaut les conditions durables, la capacite ou
 Tengagement a poursuivre des luttes de longue haleine,
 TEtat et les autres groupes d'interets tendent systemati
 quement a controler la participation des autochtones.

 Paul Nadasdy deplace Tattention portant sur les pro
 blemes de la creation et de la pratique des regimes de
 cogestion vers un examen critique de ce que fait la coges
 tion, de ses effets souvent imprevus et non desires. Son
 article ?The Anti-Politics of TEK: The Institutionalization

 of Co-Management Discourse and Practice* explore com
 ment un projet de cogestion de duree limitee s'est deve
 loppe entre le gouvernement territorial du Yukon et la
 Premiere nation Kluane. II soutient que Thabilitation a lieu
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 le plus souvent sous une forme specifique, liee a la parti
 cipation aux projets de la modernite et aux institutions
 modernes de l'Etat, et ce, selon les regies du ?jeu? bureau
 cratique. Ceci freine par consequent la remise en cause des
 structures de gestion de ressources en vigueur et risque
 de transformer la fagon dont les autochtones congoivent
 la terre et les animaux.

 C'est ici qu'un dialogue interessant mais implicite
 prend forme entre les quatre premiers articles, car certains
 elements des articles de Spaeder, Kofinas, et Mulrennan
 et Scott semblent appuyer fortement la metacritique de la
 cogestion effectuee par Nadasdy, particulierement en ce
 qui a trait aux benefices inavoues pour radministration
 d'Etat. Neanmoins, les articles moins recents, ainsi que
 ceux de Goetze et Feit qui suivent dans ce numero, ne
 concordent qu'en partie avec Nadasdy lorsqu'il suggere
 que la cogestion permet de limiter les critiques autochtones
 des pratiques de l'Etat et affirme qu'elle restreint le dis
 cours et Taction autochtones hors du domaine des institu

 tions de cogestion. Les lecteurs sont invites a reflechir
 sur ces questions.

 Earticle de Stella Spak ?The position of Indigenous
 Knowledge in Canadian Co-management Organizations?
 analyse les allegations de deux conseils conjoints de ges
 tion de la faune entre autochtones et gouvernements qui
 affirment donner priorite aux connaissances autochtones
 (CA) dans leurs operations. Elle revele de considerables
 differences entre les pratiques et structures des deux
 conseils en ce qui a trait aux connaissances Dene (CA), un
 conseil feignant d'adherer a l'idee et Tautre etudiant, sol
 licitant, et utilisant activement les CA. Dans le premier
 cas, elle decrit comment ce manque de receptivite s'eta
 blit en depit des apports Dene. Elle conclut neanmoins que
 les connaissances autochtones, soient-elles a peine utilisees
 ou activement sollicitees, sont mises dans les deux cas au
 service de pratiques scientifiques et bureaucratiques de
 gestion d'Etat qui demeurent inchangees.

 Ainsi conclut-elle, a l'instar de Nadasdy, que le fonc
 tionnement des deux conseils de cogestion ne mene a
 aucune remise en cause ou reexamen des pratiques de
 controle de l'Etat, qu'elles favorisent le deploiement des
 idees et pratiques de l'Etat au sein des collectivites locales,
 et qu'elles peuvent mener les peuples autochtones a per
 cevoir leurs connaissances comme ayant un role inferieur
 par rapport a Texpertise scientifique et bureaucratique.

 Earticle de Tara Goetze deplace notre attention plus
 au sud vers la cote Pacifique de Tile de Vancouver en
 Colombie-Britannique, ou un vaste mouvement transna
 tional de contestation contre la coupe des forets pluviales
 temperees de la cote (devenues iconiques) ainsi qu'une
 longue histoire d'organisation politique et de luttes autoch

 tones, ont cree les conditions pour la negotiation d'une
 entente de cogestion impliquant un partage du pouvoir
 substantiel entre les gouvernements, les Nuu-chah-nulth
 et les citoyens locaux. Dans son article ?Empowered Co
 management : Towards Power Sharing and Indigenous
 Rights in Clayoquot Sound, B.C.?, Goetze documente
 comment les Nuu-chah-nulth considerent que leur lea
 dership actif dans la negotiation et Tinstauration de cette
 entente affirme certaines de leurs visions pour Tavance
 ment des revendications des droits autochtones, altere
 de fagon positive leurs rapports systemiques avec les gou
 vernements, et engendre une nouvelle confiance parmi les
 participants aux processus de prise de decisions conjointes.
 Neanmoins, elle note que les experiences des Nuu-chah
 nulth sont encore fort eloignees de ce a quoi ils aspirent.
 Tout au long de son analyse, Goetze offre un apergu des
 recits Nuu-chah-nulth decrivant la fagon dont ils tentent
 d'entrer en relation avec TEtat, le type de rapports et de
 souverainete qu'ils envisagent, et pourquoi ils pensent
 que la cogestion leur a permis de s'approcher de ces objec
 tifs.

 Goetze fait une analyse de l'experience des Nuu-chah
 nulth qui contraste avec les resultats de la cogestion dis
 cutes dans les trois articles precedents de ce numero,
 dans la mesure ou elle se concentre sur un regime de
 cogestion qui a eu un impact au niveau politique en favo
 risant le partage du pouvoir entre TEtat et les collectivi
 tes locales et autochtones. Le contexte suggere toutefois
 que Tinsistance de Mulrennan et Scott sur la mobilisation
 politique soutenue est essentielle. Ces juxtapositions sou
 levent quelques questions : Peut-on determiner les condi
 tions qui favoriseraient la mise sur pied d'ententes simi
 laires a celles developpees a Clayoquot Sound, ou alors ces
 ententes dependent-elles de circonstances exception
 nelles? Dans quelle mesure les visions et les strategies
 complexes des Nuu-chah-nulth pour entrer en relation et
 negocier avec TEtat ont-elles determine les effets de cette
 entente de cogestion, et qu'augurent ceux-ci pour les
 luttes politiques engagees avec TEtat en d'autres lieux?

 Earticle de Harvey Feit, ?Re-cognizing Co-Manage
 ment as Co-Governance: Histories and'Visions of Conser

 vation at James Bay*, se concentre sur les pratiques de
 cogestion elaborees au sein d'un systeme de reserves de
 castors, etabli depuis les annees 1930 entre les Cris et le
 gouvernement, et sur les relations entre ces institutions
 de cogestion emergentes et les pratiques et notions cries
 sur les regimes fonciers et le leadership, longuement trai
 tees en anthropologie sous Tappellation de ?territoires de
 chasse algonquins*. Certaines des pratiques de ces ter
 ritoires de chasse ont ete incorporees dans les operations
 des reserves de castors pour rendre celles-ci plus prati
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 cables, et les territoires de chasse ont ete partiellement
 alteres par le developpement des reserves. Neanmoins, les
 territoires de chasse sont demeures distincts des reserves

 de castors, et sont encore utilises, longtemps apres Taban
 don des reserves. Cette analyse suggere toutefois, tout
 comme plusieurs des autres articles, que le processus de
 developpement des regimes de cogestion a implique le
 deploiement de la capacite, de l'autorite, et de la legitimite
 de l'Etat pour gouverner le Nord du Quebec.

 Neanmoins, l'article de Feit montre egalement que la
 cogestion, tel que Taffirment plusieurs chasseurs cris
 aujourd'hui, est un processus au sein duquel les institutions

 et les agents du gouvernement ont reconnu explicitement
 et a plusieurs reprises la capacite, l'autorite et la legiti
 mite de la gouvernance, des droits et des pratiques cris. Ceci
 s'est avere meme lorsque ces reconnaissances etaient
 accompagnees d'ambigui'tes et de contradictions parce
 qu'elles entraient en conflit avec la notion de souverainete
 exclusive de l'Etat. Ainsi, l'analyse indique a ce point-ci
 que la cogestion peut non seulement renforcer le pouvoir
 de l'Etat, mais egalement accroitre et reconnaitre la legi
 timite independante des pratiques locales de conservation
 et de gouvernance paralleles, et ce, sans creer Tegalite.

 Nous invitons nos lecteurs a reflechir a la fois sur les

 questions des usages, effets et histoires de la cogestion, et
 sur comment celles-ci eclairent les enjeux plus larges qui
 emergent des relations entre les organisations politiques
 locales et les pratiques, institutions et conceptions de
 TEtat-nation.
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 Notes
 1 Parmi les exceptions notables figurent Pinkerton (1989),

 Berkes et al. (1991), Usher (1995), Hoekema (1995) et Igoe
 (2004).

 2 Voir par exemple McCay et Acheson (1987), Freeman et
 Carbyn (1988), Berkes (1989), Bromley (1992), Ostrom et al.
 (2002), Nadasdy (2003), Roue (2003) et Rodon (2003).

 3 D'autres auteurs ont ecrit sur le sujet, notamment Dove
 (1986), Feit (1988), Jentoft et al. (2003) et Blaser et al. (2004).

 4 Voir par exemple Redford et Padoch (1992), Murombedzi
 (1991), Western (1994), Gibson (1999) et Igoe (2004).

 5 Voir les travaux de Poffenberger (1990), Poffenberger et
 McGean (1996) et Greenough et Tsing (2003).

 6 Voir Weaver (1991) et Hill et Press (1994).
 7 Voir Peluso (1993) et Neumann (1998).
 8 Voir egalement Fairhead et Leach (1996), Neumann (1998)

 et Anderson et Berglund (2003).
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 Co-management in a Landscape of Resistance:
 The Political Ecology of Wildlife Management
 in Western Alaska

 Joseph J. Spaeder J J. Spaeder Consulting

 Abstract: This paper examines the evolution, structure and
 operation of co-management regimes for caribou and brown
 bear from a political ecology perspective. Since 1989, Yup'ik
 Eskimo hunters and government managers in Western Alaska
 have established a set of regimes for the joint management of
 caribou and brown bear. The creation of these decentralized
 management institutions occurs in the face of divergent per
 ceptions of wildlife population dynamics, incongruent land tenure
 systems and long-standing traditions of local resistance to exter
 nal game regulation. Political ecology serves as a conceptual
 framework for developing an integrated understanding of how
 environmental factors, political forces and cultural traditions
 interact to produce social conflict and, in these cases, generate
 new institutional responses to conflict.

 Keywords: co-management, political ecology, resource
 conflicts, Yup'ik Eskimos, caribou, brown bear

 Resume : Cet article examine Involution, la structure et le
 fonctionnement des regimes de cogestion du caribou et de Tours
 brun sous Tangle de Tecologie politique. Depuis 1989, les
 chasseurs Eskimos Yup'ik et les administrateurs de TEtat en
 Alaska occidental ont mis sur pied un ensemble de regimes de
 gestion conjointe du caribou et de Tours brun. La creation de ces
 institutions de gestion decentralisee a eu lieu en depit de
 perceptions divergentes sur la dynamique des populations
 fauniques, de regimes fonciers incompatibles et d'une longue
 tradition de resistance locale face a la reglementation exterieure
 du gibier. Lecologie politique sert de cadre conceptuel pour le
 developpement d'une comprehension integree de la fagon dont les
 facteurs environnementaux, les forces politiques et les traditions
 culturelles interagissent pour generer du conflit social et, dans ce
 cas, pour susciter de nouvelles reponses institutionnelles au
 conflit.

 Mots-cles : cogestion, ecologie politique, conflits autour des
 ressources, Eskimos Yup'ik, caribou, ours brun

 Introduction

 In many parts of the world, local communities with long histories of occupancy developed local systems of land
 tenure, ecological knowledge and resource use that con
 tinue to the present (Berkes 1989; Bromley 1992; Freeman
 and Carbyn 1988; McCay and Acheson 1987). For many
 such communities, however, interactions with state struc
 tures for resource control are increasingly unavoidable.1

 With the rise of the global economy, centralized govern
 ments have asserted control over previously ignored hin
 terland areas. Through the assertion of state claims to land
 and resources, previously autonomous communities have
 become encapsulated within the political economy of mod
 ern nation states (Feit 1988). As a result, pure communal
 resource management is no longer possible in many places
 (Berkes 1989; McCay and Acheson 1987; Ostrom 1990).

 In Arctic North America, as well as in many parts of
 the developing world, co-management has emerged as
 the dominant strategy for resolving resource conflicts
 and building partnerships in conservation and manage

 ment between local communities and government agen
 cies. Co-management (also called co-operative manage

 ment) has been highly effective in some cases where
 neither local management nor exclusive government con
 trol provides for sustainable and equitable common prop
 erty management. Co-management has thus become one
 of the principle means by which formerly isolated or
 autonomous communities are linked, or manage their
 linkages, to nation states.

 Co-management refers to decentralized institutional
 arrangements involving the sharing of management
 responsibilities between community-level and state-level
 actors (Osherenko 1988; Pinkerton 1989). Pinkerton (1992:

 331) defines it as "power sharing in the exercise of
 resource management between a government agency and
 a community or organization of stakeholders," while Osh
 erenko's (1988) definition focusses on the formal dimen
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 sions of this approach, stating that co-operative agree
 ments between government agencies and user groups
 apply to a specific species and/or a geographic region and
 include:

 1. A system of rights and obligations for those inter
 ested in the resource;

 2. A collection of rules indicating actions that subjects
 are expected to take under various circumstances;

 3. Procedures for making collective decisions affecting
 the interest of government actors, use organizations
 and individual users (ibid: 94).

 Since regulators and resource users at both local and
 national levels must frequently interact, co-management
 agreements can be viewed as a process of institutionaliz
 ing the de facto interdependence which exists between
 local users and authorities and state-level authorities and

 the users they authorize (McCay and Acheson 1987). Over
 the past decade a growing body of literature has ana
 lyzed successful examples of the co-management or co
 operative management of common property resources
 (Lloyd 1986; Marks 1991; Pinkerton 1989; Richard and
 Pike 1993; Usher 1991). These studies have shown that in
 some cases, local users are able to increase their influence

 over the management of resources upon which they
 depend, while government agencies realize the benefits of
 reduced social conflict and greater user compliance with
 regime rules (Pinkerton 1989).

 This paper examines the evolution, structure and
 operation of co-operative management systems for cari
 bou and brown bear in Alaska through the lens of politi
 cal ecology. After a brief overview of political ecology and
 the social and ecological contexts of Western Alaska, I
 examine first the origins of resource conflicts which pre
 cede co-management, and secondly how the emergence of
 new institutional arrangements alters existing power rela
 tionships and property regimes in both formal and infor

 mal arenas. I argue that these joint management institu
 tions can be best understood within the context of a history

 of competing claims to wildlands and wildlife, local reper
 toires of resistance and divergent perceptions of animals
 and their ecology.

 Emergence of the Political
 Ecology Framework
 In the mid-1980s, growing concern about the localized
 environmental and social impacts of the global economy
 and dissatisfaction with existing models for explaining
 Third World land degradation led scholars in a variety of
 disciplines, including anthropology, to seek new explana
 tory frameworks. Drawing on earlier work in political
 economy, theorists from anthropology, geography and

 other disciplines developed the political ecology frame
 work in an effort to provide a better explanation of how
 land degradation at the hands of both local and non-local
 social actors was mediated by political economic forces,
 especially asymmetric power relations (Blaikie and Brook
 field 1987; Bryant and Bailey 1997; Painter and Durham
 1995; Zimmerer and Bassett 2003).

 The broad interdisciplinary political ecology frame
 work has several distinguishing features, including: a
 focus on analysis of local patterns of resource use; atten
 tion to the political-economic and ecological dimensions of
 environmental resource use at different spatial scales
 ranging from the village level to the regional, national
 and international levels; consideration of the social con
 struction of natural resources by social actors at scale; and
 lastly an emphasis on the importance of historical analy
 sis and ethnographic depth in understanding the inter
 actions between resource-dependent communities and
 regional and international political economies (see Spaeder
 and Feit, introduction to this issue).

 Initially developed to analyze the social causes of
 environmental degradation (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987;
 Peet and Watts 1996; Stonich 1993) this analytical frame
 work has recently been applied more broadly, across a
 range of disciplines, to the analysis of large-scale envi
 ronmental change, community-based conservation and
 resource conflicts in both the first and third worlds (Moore

 1993; Neumann 1998; Peluso 1992).

 From Homelands to Public Lands:
 Encapsulation and Contested
 Proprietary Rights in
 Rural Alaska

 The embeddedness of land-holding in ecological, social,
 cultural and political life means that one tenure regime
 can seldom be legislated away in favor of another. (Ship
 ton and Goheen 1992: 316)

 In Western Alaska and many other parts of rural Alaska,
 a paucity of management personnel, funding and public
 interest allowed native rural residents to continue their

 traditional subsistence activities up through the 1960s,
 largely unimpeded by external game laws and enforce

 ment efforts. However, this situation dramatically changed
 with the passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
 Act (ANCSA) in 1971. With its passage, Alaska Natives
 witnessed the formal extinguishment of aboriginal land
 claims to 90% of the State. In exchange, they received fee
 simple title to approximately 10% of Alaska (44 million
 acres), the establishment of both village-level and regional
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 corporations and cash payments of just over 960 million
 dollars.

 Formal protections for native subsistence rights were
 not established until the passage of the Alaska National
 Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) a decade
 later. Under this law, Native Alaskans gained two impor
 tant subsistence protections. First, ANILCA guaranteed
 rural native people (along with all rural residents) access
 to federal lands for the purpose of undertaking "custom
 ary and traditional" subsistence activities, as defined by
 management agencies under the terms of ANILCA. Sec
 ondly, subsistence users were assured priority over other
 uses, such as commercial fishing and sport hunting, in
 times of scarcity. Access and use of wildlife, however, was
 to be subject to game laws established by state and fed
 eral agencies.

 At this time the State of Alaska had management
 authority over wildlife on both state and federal public
 lands. This act of Congress permitted the State of Alaska
 to retain management offish and wildlife on federal lands,
 as long as they extended the federal subsistence protec
 tions stipulated by ANILCA to their management of
 State lands. The State of Alaska complied until 1990,
 when the State Supreme Court determined that
 ANILCA's subsistence priority was in violation of the
 State constitution. At that point, federal resource agencies

 resumed management authority over federal conservation
 lands.

 Accompanying this transformation of indigenous land
 tenure in the 1970s and 1980s was the establishment and

 expansion of management agency headquarters in
 regional centres across rural Alaska staffed by a profes
 sional cadre of managers, biologists and wardens. While
 their rights to harvest wildlife were guaranteed by law, the
 practical exercise of those rights, in the view of native res
 idents, was attenuated by an extensive system of federal
 and state game laws developed by distant institutions
 and enforced by non-local wardens. Thus, by the early
 1990s, formerly self-managed native communities were
 bereft of formal management authority or meaningful
 input into the management of wildlife resources upon

 which they depended.
 This paper draws on 14 months of field work in a set

 of Kuskokwim River Yup'ik Eskimo communities between
 1992 and 1996. This research included extensive semi
 structured interviews with elders, active hunters and vil

 lage leaders from the caribou and brown bear harvesting
 communities of Kwethluk, Akiachak Quinhagak, as well as
 interviews with federal and State wildlife managers and
 biologists.

 Game Laws and Village-Based
 Repertoires of Resistance

 Scott (1985) observed that subordinate and politically dis
 enfranchised groups in many parts of the globe custom
 arily respond to the hegemony of non-local resource con
 trol with "everyday forms of resistance" rather than more
 overt forms of protest. Scott's early analysis of these
 repertoires of resistance spawned additional work in this
 area (Colburn 1990; Neumann 1998; Peluso 1992), as well
 as critiques of this approach (Abu-Lughod 1990; Gupta and
 Ferguson 1999; Ortner 1995).

 In Western Alaska indigenous hunters practice a
 broad array of such anonymous and unorganized strate
 gies of resistance including widespread disregard for
 most game laws, stealth in harvesting, avoidance of
 agency personnel in the field and nearly total non-com
 pliance with mandatory paperwork, such as game per
 mits and harvest reporting, creating a "landscape of
 resistance" (Scott 1985). Such "everyday forms of resist
 ance" are not usually intended to confront or transform
 the formal land tenure arrangements or game laws
 through outright defiance or formal opposition. On the
 contrary, villagers attempt, by means of stealth and non
 compliance with many game laws, to avoid overt chal
 lenges to the authority of agency managers, to minimize
 risk of apprehension by game wardens and to continue
 the pursuit of customary subsistence practices. Occa
 sionally, as we shall see in the two case studies of resource
 conflicts to follow, local communities choose to augment
 informal resistance with more direct and confrontational

 forms of engagement with external structures of
 resource control.

 Western Alaska's Yukon Delta
 National Wildlife Refuge
 These two case studies of resource conflicts over caribou

 and the brown bear unfolded in the Qavilnguut (Kilbuck)
 Mountains of Western Alaska. Located within the Yukon

 Delta National Wildlife Refuge (YDNWR), this large
 upland region south of the Kuskokwim River consists of
 rolling treeless hills rising to 1000 metres, with riparian
 zones forested with alder, spruce and willow. The Qavil
 nguut Mountains provide habitat for moose, caribou,
 brown and black bear, as well as many species of small fur

 bearing animals. With the passage of the ANILCA in
 1980, the refuge was expanded by seven-fold to 19.6 mil
 lion acres, encapsulating the village sites and traditional
 homelands of some 35 Central Yup'ik Eskimo communi
 ties within what became the nation's second-largest
 national wildlife refuge.
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 The Qavilnguut (Kilbuck) Mountains have been the
 homeland of extended family bands of Yup'ik Eskimos
 for generations. Traditionally, Yup'ik people harvested
 wildlife within a mosaic of distinct territories defined by
 historical land use and occupancy (Andrews 1989; Wolfe,
 et al. 1984). Subsistence territories and key harvesting
 sites, such as fish camps and berry patches, were infor
 mally controlled by kinship groups which limited access
 to these lands and resources (Andrews 1989). The pres
 ence of traditional use territories, however, did not pre
 clude sharing of certain resources among kinship groups,
 especially migratory wildlife.

 Geographic remoteness and the absence of boom and
 bust cycles associated with easily exploitable resources
 have enabled Yup'ik people to successfully maintain use
 of their native language and cultural traditions to a greater
 degree than other native peoples in Alaska and the con
 tinental United States (Langdon 1988). Contemporary
 subsistence activities occur within the context of a mixed

 cash-subsistence economy, sustaining some 16 000 Yup'ik
 Eskimos living throughout the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
 region.

 Today, as in the past, the harvest of wildlife resources

 plays a central role in the subsistence economies, social
 organization and culture of Native Alaskan communities
 (Coffing 1991; Hensel 1992; Langdon 1988; Wolfe, Fall et
 al. 1986). While four species of salmon form the founda
 tion of the subsistence diet, other foods?including cari
 bou, moose, bear, seals, small game and waterfowl?pro
 vide important additional sources of protein and remain
 an important part of the seasonal round of subsistence
 activities. With a high unemployment rate in these remote
 villages, reliance on wild foods remains among the high
 est in the State (Wolfe, Fall et al. 1986).

 Contested and overlapping claims to these lands con
 tribute significantly to conflict between native groups
 and government regulators. As a result of these changes
 in land tenure and the imposition of non-local resource

 management, the YDNWR has been the site of recurrent
 conflicts over resources and a perennial disregard of game
 laws by local native resource users.

 From Conflict to Co-management: Decentralized
 Management of the Qavilnguut (Kilbuck)
 Caribou Herd
 In the mid-1980s, conflict emerged between several Yup'ik
 Eskimo communities and the government wildlife agen
 cies over the management of a small non-migratory cari
 bou herd in the Qavilnguut Mountains of Southwestern
 Alaska (also known as the Kilbuck Mountains) (see map 2).
 Caribou are known to exhibit non-equilibrial population

 dynamics, resulting in cycles of boom and bust (Couturier,
 Brunelle et al. 1990; Russell, Morschel and Klein 1997;
 Martell et al. 1993). Historical accounts indicate the pres
 ence of large numbers of caribou, numbering in the thou
 sands, ranging over the Qavilnguut Mountains and Y-K
 Delta lowlands in the late 1800s (Murie 1935; Skoog 1968).
 By the early 1900s, this extensive caribou herd had nearly
 disappeared from Y-K Delta lowlands leaving only a small
 remnant population in the Qavilnguut Mountains (Hinkes
 1988; Kacyon 1990).

 Prior to 1983, agency personnel believed that very few
 caribou were available for harvest, save for a few strag
 glers from the large neighbouring herd, the Mulchatna
 herd (Hinkes 1988; Jonrowe 1979). In the mid-1980s, the
 Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) began to
 take notice of small but growing groups of caribou in the
 Qavilnguut Mountains and initiated efforts to census the
 population. Early aerial survey efforts, attempted with
 out the benefit of radio telemetry techniques, were incom
 plete and, by the agency's own standards, unscientific.2
 Following aerial surveys of portions of the Qavilnguut
 Mountains in 1984 and 1985, ADF&G staff estimated the
 population to be 200 in 1984 and only 75 in 1985. Without
 additional field work or consultation, the ADF&G made
 a finding that the groups of caribou in the mountains con
 stituted a distinct caribou herd. Shortly thereafter, it was
 asserted that "sustained yield limits had been exceeded"
 (Patten 1985), and the caribou season in the region was
 closed without any indication of when or under what con
 ditions harvest might be resumed. Once the ADF&G,
 and later the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
 (USFWS), came to believe that the Qavilnguut caribou
 constituted a distinct herd rather than a splinter group
 from the Mulchatna herd, legal mandates of state and
 federal agencies were invoked to justify newly initiated
 programs to census the herd and sharply increase enforce
 ment activities in an effort to conserve this small herd.

 Based on their direct observations, village leaders
 vigorously disputed the ADF&G's caribou counts in pub
 lic meetings and opposed the complete closure of the
 herd. Active Yup'ik hunters from Kwethluk and AMachak,

 who frequented the Qavilnguut Mountains, reported
 observing many hundreds more caribou than were being
 reported by government biologists. They also contended
 that the population was growing rather than declining, as
 asserted by the agency. The ADF&G, the Yup'ik hunters
 argued, was substantially under-reporting the size of the
 herd, because the area surveyed by agency biologists was
 too small and because small dispersed groups of caribou
 are difficult to observe from the air. Disagreeing with the

 agency's information and enforcement actions based on
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 that information, a number of active hunters continued to
 hunt caribou that fall and winter, but with greater stealth.

 In announcements to the public and press, the
 ADF&G caribou data came to resemble firm herd census

 figures rather than estimates based on often incomplete
 aerial surveys. During their 1986 aerial survey of the
 region, the ADF&G found very few caribou and, after a
 widely publicized illegal harvest, the ADF&G regional
 biologist publicly declared that less than 12 caribou
 remained in the herd. Several natives caught illegally
 hunting were portrayed as selfish poachers whose actions
 were threatening the survival of the herd. The ADF&G
 continued annual surveys and increased law enforcement
 patrols in the Qavilnguut Mountains in an effort to avert
 what they saw as a "tragedy of the commons" in the mak
 ing (Hardin 1968). Also, in an effort to reduce illegal har
 vests, the ADF&G area biologist publicly pledged to open
 the herd to limited hunting when the herd reached 1 000
 animals (Kacyon 1990; Patten 1985).

 Indigenous Knowledge of Caribou
 The perspective of indigenous hunters regarding the ecol
 ogy and population status of the herd differs greatly from
 those of the agency biologists. One area of sharp dis
 agreement relates to the types of caribou present in the
 region. Active Yup'ik hunters identify three different
 types of caribou based on coat colour and size of the ani

 mals. The first type, found in relatively small numbers, is

 pure-bred wild caribou (or tuntu, in Yup'ik). The second
 and most numerous type is a mixture of wild caribou and
 reindeer. This type, called tuntu suaraat or small caribou
 has smaller frames, shorter legs and bears different fur
 coloration than wild caribou due to interbreeding with
 feral domestic reindeer, which were turned loose by native

 herders in the early 1940s. The third type, referred to as
 woodland caribou, is distinguished largely by its procliv
 ity to inhabit woodland areas bordering the water courses
 at lower elevations in the Qavilnguut Mountains. Accord
 ing to native residents, these woodland caribou comprise
 a portion of the caribou which go uncounted in the annual

 herd censuses. Agency biologists discount this typology,
 asserting that native residents have mistaken natural
 variation among barren ground caribou for differing cari
 bou "types."

 Native models of causality in nature differ in many,
 though not all, respects from those posited by agency
 biologists. In agency wildlife management, the concept
 that animal populations can be actively controlled through

 human intervention and maintained at a sustained yield
 remains foundational (Bailey 1984; Bergstrand and Joint
 Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission for Alaska

 1978; Bolen and Robinson 1995). Maximum sustainable
 yield (MSY) assumes that a particular population of
 wildlife can be maintained at or near an equihbrium point
 by manipulating several variables, including predation,
 human harvest and habitat protection and enhancement
 (Holling 1973; Holling 1994). However, recent develop

 ments in theoretical ecology challenge the generalized
 application of these assumptions (Gunderson, Holling et
 al. 1995; Holling 1994; Walters 1986).

 In contrast, Yup'ik respondents place much less
 emphasis on predation, human or natural, as a variable
 controlling wildlife population dynamics, instead relegat
 ing it to a minor cause of the local decline of particular
 species. While many hunters perceive that caribou harvest
 results in a direct reduction of the herd, they stress tra
 ditional beliefs in the autonomy of wild animals (Fienup
 Riordan 1990; Hensel 1994). Animals are understood to
 increase and decrease according to their own rules and
 patterns; humans can neither accurately predict nor con
 trol animal populations. As one Kwethluk resident put it:
 "Animals mind their own ways; you can't make them come

 [increase]." These perceptions are reflected in the local
 belief that animals have long-term population cycles, dur
 ing which they multiply in numbers and expand their
 range beginning from the interior and moving toward
 the Bering Sea Coast. Animals will colonize areas where
 they have not been seen in many years, increase in num
 bers and after a time, perhaps many decades, will be seen
 to decline, even disappearing entirely only to re-emerge
 from out of the interior at a later time and re-establish
 themselves. The Kilbuck caribou herd is seen to adhere to

 this cyclical pattern, as are moose and beaver. In this
 view, non-equilibrial or non-linear population dynamics are
 considered normative. Consequently, rather than attempt
 to control populations, the chief goal for Yup'ik hunters is
 to gain an understanding of the population trends and
 behaviour of wildlife in their territories and to adapt har
 vesting practices to those dynamics.

 The differing modes of gathering environmental
 knowledge between biologists and hunters also contribute
 to resource conflicts. For instance, biologists' heavy
 reliance on aerial monitoring affords reduced opportuni
 ties for on-the-ground observation of wildlife, the princi
 ple mode of observation by local hunters. The agency's
 extensive use of aerial surveys also fuels the prevalent
 Yup'ik belief that agency aircraft effectively harass wildlife
 and are deployed, in part, to monitor subsistence activi
 ties and to apprehend out-of-season hunters. Many native
 residents also believe that agency biologists, in the process

 of surveying, at times use aircraft to purposefully drive
 caribou and other wildlife away from the villages in an
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 attempt to reduce harvest opportunities. Thus, in addition
 to contesting the resource agency's right to manage
 wildlife on their traditional homelands, Yup'ik hunters
 also dispute the biological data that defines the caribou
 conflict.

 Getting from Conflict to Co-management

 In 1990, four villages adjacent to the herd jointly peti
 tioned the Alaska Board of Game to establish a limited

 caribou harvest. Such direct engagement with regula
 tory institutions marked a major shift away from a sole
 reliance on informal and anonymous forms of resistance.

 This shift was triggered by three factors. First, due to
 below-average subsistence salmon harvests in 1989 and
 1990, the villages were experiencing a pressing need for

 meat. Second, expanded law enforcement efforts by state
 and federal game wardens were becoming increasingly
 contentious in the villages. Intensive efforts by game war
 dens resulted in house searches of suspected poachers,
 fines and confiscated hunting equipment for convicted
 out-of-season hunters. Nearly violent confrontations
 between groups of angry villagers and game wardens
 occurred. Aware that harvests would continue legally or
 not, village leaders were increasingly eager to obtain a
 legal hunt in order to reduce the chance of enforcement
 actions. Third, despite unauthorized harvests, the
 ADF&G's own survey data in 1988 revealed that the herd
 had exceeded 1000 animals, the level at which the area
 biologist, though lacking the authority to do so, had pub
 licly promised a hunting opening.

 The Alaska Board of Game denied the villages'
 request for a limited hunt based on their assessment that
 the herd was too small to sustain a harvest. The board did

 not indicate a threshold population size nor any other
 factors necessary to open a season in the future. To native

 leaders, this decision signalled the agency's unwilling
 ness to fulfil public pledges made by agency staff, and it
 affirmed native peoples' powerlessness to affect change
 from within the wildlife management system.

 Lacking any recourse within the existing regulatory
 structure, one of the four villages, Kwethluk, filed suit in

 1990 in federal court to require the Alaska Board of Game
 to provide a limited subsistence hunt. In a decision which
 surprised both sides, the court awarded the village a one
 time permit-based harvest of 50 caribou, while sharply
 criticizing the Board of Game's routine pattern and prac
 tice of decision making. Citing the agency's lack of a man
 agement plan for the herd, Judge Holland of the Federal
 Court admonished the State Board for failing to establish
 "an articulated and evenly applicable definition of sus
 tainable yield" upon which to base their denial of a limited

 subsistence hunt. His decision reproached the Board for
 acting in an "ad hoc fashion, as though it had unfettered
 discretion to decide what meaning it would attribute to the

 sustained yield issue in any particular case." This ruling,
 coupled with the resolve of native actors to continue liti
 gation if necessary, forced managers to consider villages'
 proposed alternatives to centralized bureaucratic control
 of wildlife.

 Over the next two years, a co-operative caribou man
 agement plan was fashioned by a stakeholder body called
 the Qavilnguut Caribou Working Group, which was com
 posed of representatives from the USFWS, the ADF&G
 and participating village councils. Initially, only a handful
 of villages located closest to the Qavilnguut Mountains
 participated in discussions. Soon the number of partici
 pating villages was increased to 18, in order to include
 nearby villages that were believed to have historically
 hunted or herded reindeer in these mountains.

 The Caribou Working Group began by negotiating
 an annual harvest level for the herd. The group unani
 mously agreed to a harvest level of 5% of the herd, limited

 to bulls only. Permits would be required to legally hunt in
 order to assure that the harvest would be limited.
 Although this conservative harvest figure would initially
 provide access to only 60 animals, it was readily accepted
 by the native representatives as the most efficacious route

 to reach their chief goal of establishing a legal caribou har
 vest. It also satisfied state and federal managers who
 needed to justify the hunt on biological grounds to their
 respective agencies.

 Divergent perceptions of herd numbers and location
 by managers and users were partially addressed through
 the direct participation of native hunters in aerial surveys
 of the herd. Experienced native hunters from Kwethluk
 and Akiachak began to accompany agency biologists dur
 ing the yearly aerial herd census. Native spotters directed
 pilots to previously unsurveyed areas where additional
 caribou were found which, in combination with radio-col
 lared caribou, resulted in a significant increase in the
 "official" size of the herd as reported by the State and fed
 eral managers.

 Finally, an innovative method for allocating permits
 within the villages was established to replace the cen
 tralized allocations of permits by the USFWS. This sys
 tem has several advantages. In addition to having village
 councils distribute the permits (by lottery) to active
 hunters, the system includes special provisions allowing
 the transfer of permits among hunters and proxy permits,
 enabling an active hunter to hunt on behalf of others,
 such as elders, who are unable to do so. The latter two pro
 visions increased the likelihood that the limited number
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 of permits available would go to active hunters who were

 equipped to engage in caribou hunting. Community-based
 permit distribution constitutes an important means of
 strengthening joint management systems by incorporat
 ing local social capital into the management framework.
 It also serves to legitimize village social institutions.

 The style of communication and process of negotiation
 that produced the Qavilnguut Caribou Management Plan
 was distinctive in several ways. First, this case was
 unusual in that governmental agencies were negotiating
 directly with community-based native institutions, rather

 than specially-created committees composed of at-large
 native "representatives" selected by the agency. Second,
 although English remained the official language of dis
 course, native representatives, intent on developing inter
 nal consensus and avoiding public displays of dissent, fre
 quently caucused among themselves in Yup'ik during
 working group meetings. Finally, in a move that reflected
 Yup'ik modes of decision making, the working group oper
 ated principally on the basis of consensus decision mak
 ing with the aim of achieving unanimity. Votes, when
 taken, were unanimous or nearly so.

 After functioning for five years, the regime was sus
 pended, not due to renewed social conflict but due to
 exogenous ecological change. Beginning in 1995, a splin
 ter group of over 40 000 caribou from the neighbouring

 Mulchatna caribou herd migrated south mingling with
 the Qavilnguut herd (numbering some 6 000) and tem
 porarily negating the need for a permit system.

 As is often the case, native actors were forced to sur
 mount formidable barriers in order to initiate the devel

 opment of decentralized joint-management regimes. With
 their shift from resistance to proactive engagement, cou
 pled with their successful leverage through the courts,
 native leaders dramatically changed power relations
 between the regulatory institutions and the regulated
 users. Once native representatives had secured a seat at
 the management table by means of leverage in the courts,
 negotiation and co-operation quickly replaced litigation
 and charges of injustice. As a result of their role in craft
 ing a new joint-management plan local native leaders
 developed an uncommon level of ownership over the new
 regime.

 "Don't Bother the Bears": Contention and
 Co-operation in the Management of
 Brown Bears in Western Alaska
 In 1993, this same set of indigenous villages and state
 and federal management agencies became embroiled in a
 new conflict over the initiation of a large and ambitious
 USFWS research project to census the brown bear pop

 ulation in the Qavilnguut Mountains. This $500 000, five
 year research project called for anaesthetizing, collaring
 and permanently marking 75 or more brown bears in a
 6 700 square mile study area. These Kuskokwim River vil
 lages, with the village Kwethluk playing a key leader
 ship role, united in staunch opposition to the research
 project which was perceived as an unnecessary harass
 ment of a spiritually powerful species. The conflict demon

 strated the new-found abilities of village-based indige
 nous leaders to advance their concerns within regional and
 national political administrative arenas.

 In the Qavilnguut Mountains brown bear are hunted
 principally by subsistence hunters from eight villages
 along the middle Kuskokwim River and Bering Sea
 (Hensel 1994). Within the Yup'ik worldview, animals are
 seen as non-human persons, sentient in nature and capa
 ble of intentional action (Fienup-Riordan 1990). The brown
 bear, possessing both great physical power and special
 numinous powers, is seen in the region as deserving of
 special treatment and respect.3 For example, brown bears
 are understood to have excellent hearing, including the
 ability to comprehend the intentions and attitude of a
 hunter. Respondents in Kwethluk and Akiachak described

 their understanding that bears could hear through the
 ground and that they would know things were said about
 them even when hunters are in the village. In deference
 to the power of brown bears, hunters in many of the har

 vesting villages refrain from speaking about their bear
 hunting plans or even making direct reference to brown
 bear. Hunters in the region continue to follow the tradi
 tional prescriptions for butchering bears, especially ritual
 treatment of the skull, which they are instructed to leave
 in the field (Hensel 1994). Kwethluk elders stated their
 belief that hunters who are presumptuous, boastful or
 explicit about their intentions of bear hunting risk poor
 luck or harm from brown bears. Disrespectful treatment
 of a bear may engender a retaliatory attitude in that ani
 mal, making it more dangerous when it is hunted or
 encountered in the wild. In both private discourse and
 public meetings regarding brown bear, hunters employ
 one of several avoidance terms when referring to brown
 bears, including: tauukaq (literally target), carayak (hor
 rible something) or ungsiq (four-legged animal) (Hensel,
 personal communication 1993; Yup'ik orthography: Jacob
 son 1984). Yup'ik rarely articulate traditional perceptions
 of animals in public arenas, as these views are often
 sharply at odds with the views of government wildlife
 biologists.

 Prior to 1991, the harvest of brown bear in the Qavil
 nguut Mountains occurred almost entirely outside the
 governmental regulatory structure. Subsistence hunters
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 are required by law to obtain a State or federal harvest
 permit prior to hunting brown bear, as well as report the
 number and location of all bears harvested for subsis

 tence use. This regulation created a conflict for Yup'ik
 hunters, as obtaining a permit was perceived as signalling
 one's intention to catch a bear. This conflict, compounded
 by a wide-spread disregard of game laws, resulted in very
 few hunters obtaining the required brown bear permits or

 reporting their harvest. This chasm between customary
 subsistence practice and hunting regulations created
 potential for criminalizing customary food-getting prac
 tices.

 In an effort to bridge this gap and accommodate cus
 tomary practices, the regional native organization repre
 senting 56 tribes in the area requested the establishment
 of special subsistence hunting regulations for brown bear.

 They proposed that the season be lengthened and the
 harvest level be increased from one bear every four years

 to one bear per year, along with several other provisions
 aimed at making the regulation more culturally appro
 priate. Though federal managers reluctantly supported
 the requested regulatory change, they expressed con
 cern about a lack of brown bear harvest and population
 data for the region. To assure themselves that "these lib
 eralized regulations would not endanger the health of the
 population," the regional director of the USFWS directed
 staff to design a new bear population-monitoring project
 in the Qavilnguut Mountains. Thus a proposal intended by
 native leaders to be a minor regulatory accommodation to
 existing practices ultimately furnished the rationale for a
 extensive research project they would come to vigorously
 oppose as disruptive, disrespectful and harmful to the
 bears.

 In early 1992, the USFWS notified several villages
 that hunt in the Qavilnguut Mountains about their
 research plans. Since the project was to be conducted on
 public lands, over which the USFWS claimed exclusive
 management rights, the agency felt no obligation to obtain
 the consent or support of adjacent villages that utilized the

 area. In doing so, agency biologists and managers con
 tinued to ignore indigenous leaders' efforts to maintain
 and advance their proprietary rights over their tradi
 tional homelands and wildlife resources. Furthermore,

 the social landscape had recently changed significantly in
 ways that agency officials did not fully appreciate. As
 described above, power relations in the region had been
 altered as a result of the villages' successful legal challenge

 and negotiation of a new co-management regime for the
 Qavilnguut caribou herd. For some villages, political
 engagement, rather than resistance and disregard, had
 become their principle response to governmental resource

 agencies. Yet, despite those developments, involvement of
 local communities in the project was reduced to inform
 ing them of agency plans to undertake this large research
 project.

 As more villages became aware of the magnitude of
 the brown bear project during the winter and spring of
 1993, local opposition to the project increased rapidly, for
 several reasons. First, the project was seen as unneces
 sary harassment of a species which local hunters asserted

 was neither in decline nor in imminent danger of over-har

 vest at that time. Hunters noted that hunting pressure on
 Western Alaska brown bear appeared to be stable or even
 declining due to decreased interest in brown bear meat by
 young people in some communities which had not acquired
 a taste for the meat. Secondly, hunters believed the Qavil
 nguut Mountain brown bear population was growing
 based on increased numbers of sightings and increased
 incidences of bear damage to fish camps of the previous
 four-year period. Thirdly, the presence of radio collars and

 concerns about residual effects of the tranquilizing drug
 contributed to the sense of many respondents that the cap

 tured bears would be permanently altered from their
 previously wild state and would be more dangerous to
 humans. Lastly, a number of village leaders believed that
 one of the concealed aims of the study was to increase non

 local sport hunting opportunities by documenting the
 presence of a harvestable surplus of bears in the region.

 As opposition to the project swelled in the communi
 ties, village leaders made two demands of the USFWS.
 First, they demanded a one-year moratorium on the
 research project in order to provide local native leaders
 an opportunity to develop an alternative method of obtain
 ing census and trend data for brown bear in a less inva
 sive way. Secondly, following the suspension of the exist
 ing project, they sought to establish a co-management
 regime, including both native and agency members, which
 would provide a forum for setting out mutually agreeable
 approaches to future research and management initiatives
 affecting Western Alaska brown bears.

 Although the USFWS was willing to begin co-man
 agement talks, the Director of the Alaska regional office
 announced the agency's decision to continue the census
 project irrespective of local opposition. Native leaders
 rejected the agency's offer to initiate discussions about the
 development of a brown bear co-management regime. In
 their view any discussions of alternative management
 approaches were strictly contingent upon terminating or
 significantly altering the agency's research project.

 In June of 1993, the first phase of a projected three
 year brown bear capture and collaring effort was
 launched, resulting in 29 bears collared. Under their belief
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 that the conflict was fuelled by misunderstanding on the
 part of local residents regarding the goals and methods of
 biological research, agency officials responded to contin
 ued staunch village opposition by setting up a series of vil

 lage "information and education" meetings. These meet
 ings consisted of agency staff explaining the technical
 aspects of the capture operation and reassuring residents
 of the benign nature of their activities, which included
 locating and then chasing bears with helicopters, drugging

 and tattooing the bears and finally affixing radio collars
 to them. These information and education meetings con
 tributed little to mollifying the distrust and anger
 expressed by native hunters and village leaders.

 Seeking Exogenous Power
 In the face of the USFWS's resolve to carry out the bear

 collaring project, village leaders, with the aid of their
 regional native non-profit organization, once again turned
 to exogenous sources of power. Native representatives
 engaged in litigation and appeals to legislators and higher
 level agency personnel in an effort to stop the project.
 Their legal counsel filed a new lawsuit in federal court in
 the spring of 1993 with a set of allegations. These included
 the failure of the USFWS to consult with the regional
 advisory council to assure that subsistence use of wildlife
 received priority over other uses as stipulated in ANILCA
 and the failure to complete an environmental impact state

 ment. Though a federal court judge denied the village
 leaders' request for a temporary restraining order halting

 the initiation of the bear research, the lawsuit continued.

 In addition, native leaders engaged in an intense lob
 bying effort aimed at bringing the issue to the attention
 of the Alaska Congressional Delegation and top Interior
 Department officials. They succeeded in obtaining the
 support of a key U.S. Senator who intervened at the
 Department of the Interior on behalf of the villages, sup
 porting their request for a year's moratorium. These
 appeals, based on a call for increased local control over
 governmental decisions affecting Native Americans, hap
 pened to coincide with new initiatives in the Clinton admin
 istration for improving relations with native groups and
 "...building a more effective day-to-day working rela
 tionship reflecting respect for the rights of self-govern
 ment due the sovereign tribal governments" (Clinton
 1994). At a time when local and regional managers and
 biologists vowed to forge ahead with the project, this new
 executive branch policy initiative specifically directed
 each executive department and federal agency to:

 Assess the impact of Federal Government plans, proj
 ects, programs, and activities on tribal trust resources

 and assure that tribal government rights and concerns
 are considered during the development of such plans,
 projects, programs, and activities. (Clinton 1994: 1)

 Citing a fundamental lack of trust in the manage
 ment actions of the USFWS, village leaders also pledged
 to withdraw from all existing co-management agreements

 in the region if the brown bear issue was not favourably
 resolved. Thus the fate of a valuable source of social cap

 ital?successful joint regimes governing caribou, water
 fowl and salmon?was threatened, pending the resolution
 of the escalating struggle over the research and treatment

 of brown bears. Such credible threats by native leaders to
 withdraw from co-management regimes led the ADF&G
 to the brink of withdrawing their bear biologists who
 were supplying critical technical expertise to the proj
 ect. This exerted additional pressure on USFWS man
 agers, who acknowledged that their agency lacked the
 requisite knowledge and experience with drugging and
 handling bears to safely complete the research project on
 its own.

 The conflict, which began with four Kuskokwim River
 Yup'ik villages opposing a federal agency, ultimately
 reached the Director of the USFWS and the highest lev
 els of the Interior Department. In 1994, Secretary of the
 Interior Bruce Babbitt, citing the need to create conser
 vation partnerships with local communities, overturned
 the decision of the Alaska regional director and suspended
 the project for a period of one year, pending discussion.

 Following this decision, the villages quickly termi
 nated litigation, opening the way for new negotiations. In
 the fall of 1994, representatives of village governments
 began meeting with state and federal agency staffs to
 develop a brown bear co-management plan as well as a less
 invasive survey method that would involve local users.

 Within months, the two parties, which had only recently
 been at loggerheads, produced a memorandum of agree
 ment outlining their commitment to jointly develop a
 management plan and carry out a community-based har
 vest assessment project for brown bear. They also devel
 oped a set of goals and objectives for the management plan
 that formed a foundation for action. Within a year fund
 ing for the brown bear research project was redirected to
 other research projects by the USFWS regional office,
 making resumption of the project unlikely in the fore
 seeable future.

 The Political Ecology of
 Resource Struggles
 In analyzing decentralized management regimes in the
 North as well as the Third World, a number of authors
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 (Andrews, Borque et al. 1991; East 1991; Richard and
 Pike 1993; Schwarber 1992; Sneed 1997; Western and

 Wright 1994) have tended to focus primarily on the formal

 agreements and written policies. While this approach
 may be useful in comparative studies, its employment
 carries a number of unintended consequences. First, it
 tends to privilege the voices of resource agencies over
 those of local communities, since most policy documents
 and meeting records are drafted by the state. Second, this

 approach results in what Brosius and Tsing (1998:159)
 term "generalization": the problem arising when key
 terms such as "community, territory, rights, resources,
 management, indigenous and traditional are used gener
 ically without regard to local contexts and wide-ranging
 political stakes." Essentializing decentralized manage
 ment in this fashion facilitates the impulse by some NGOs
 and state-level actors to transplant regimes deemed "suc
 cessful" in one context to a new location despite widely
 varying local social and ecological variables between sites.
 Finally, this over-emphasis on formal regime structures
 and agreements tends to occlude an understanding of the
 way co-management regimes are shaped by community
 level politics and cultural practices acting "from below,"
 and the political and economic forces of state structures
 for resource acting "from above."

 In the following section I draw on the political ecology

 framework to analyze: the role of contested proprietary
 rights fuelling conflict and shaping new co-management
 regimes and the alterations in power between new co
 management institutions with state-level actors and
 indigenous efforts to renegotiate their relationship with
 the state. Finally, I discuss the constraints on these and
 the implications of joint management for both state
 resource control and village repertoires of resistance.

 The Primacy of Proprietary Rights
 In both of these cases indigenous opposition to the formal
 land tenure regime constitutes the principle source of
 resource conflicts. As discussed earlier in the historical

 analysis of changes in land tenure, native hunters have
 long contested the deployment of state programs of

 wildlife management on their customary subsistence
 lands. Community-based repertoires of resistance, replete

 with narratives concerning the "unjust game warden,"
 emerged in the 1950s and 1960s in response to the slow but

 inexorable expansion of non-local resource control in
 Western Alaska. Direct confrontations between managers
 and users over land rights were rare because the paral
 lel land tenure regimes maintained by native villages and
 state institutions rarely interacted. Native hunters were
 content to resist in anonymous and informal ways, even

 if it did not advance their claims to land rights, while gov
 ernment managers were content to publicly assert uni
 lateral management rights, even if they lacked the
 resources and political will to enforce them.

 These dual systems of land tenure, one formal and one
 informal, began to change by the early 1980s as the village

 of Kwethluk sought and gained access to formal man
 agement regimes covering their traditional homelands
 in the Kilbuck Mountains. In the caribou case, the lack of

 access to the decision-making process governing caribou
 compelled leaders from Kwethluk to file suit after direct
 appeals to the regulatory agency were rejected. This suc
 cessful legal challenge galvanized the support of other vil
 lages which also deeply resented unilateral governmental
 control over wildlife upon which they depended for sub
 sistence.

 In the brown bear case, contested land rights also
 played a pivotal role in fuelling the struggle for joint man
 agement rights. The resolve of agency officials to initiate
 the project over the strong objections of villagers was
 perceived as a negation of local demands for a voice in
 management decisions. Leaders from Kwethluk, who
 again played a catalytic role, argued that subsistence
 hunters ought to have a meaningful voice in management
 decisions affecting their lives. For local residents, the
 brown bear research project served as a vivid reminder
 of the power of government managers to impose their will

 over lands within their formal jurisdiction, irrespective of
 the concerns of local communities.

 Throughout these cases of resource conflict, contested
 rights to land remain "off stage" and half-hidden. Gov
 ernment managers are unwilling to directly discuss local
 land claims and native leaders have grown disinclined to
 assert such claims in public meetings. Instead they focus
 on demands for joint management rights.

 A New Response to State Structures
 for Resource Control
 What is observed in these cases is not simply the estab
 lishment of new institutions but rather a remarkable

 transformation in the nature of the relationship between
 indigenous communities and state structures for resource
 control. For much of the past 40 years, Yup'ik villagers
 have resisted the gradual transformation of their com
 munal lands to state-controlled public lands by means of
 anonymous and unorganized strategies of resistance.
 These strategies proved highly effective at enabling local
 hunters to informally maintain customary use rights while

 keeping state structures for resource control at bay. Local
 repertoires of resistance, however, were ineffective in
 establishing new joint management rights, as in the cari
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 bou case, or in halting government management actions
 opposed by village leaders, as in the brown bear case.
 Attaining co-management rights required new strategies
 based on legal challenges, legislative appeals and negoti
 ation rather than avoidance and resistance. For these

 reasons, co-management can be seen as the principle
 means by which indigenous actors have sought to rene
 gotiate their relationship with the state.

 In many parts of the developing world, social scientists
 have observed with alarm a trend whereby decentralized
 institutions and approaches to resource management
 (including community-based management and co-man
 agement) have increasingly been appropriated by state
 structures for resource control (Brosius 1999; Brosius,

 Tsing et al. 1998). In the hands of state-level institutions,
 these decentralized initiatives are bent to fit within the

 agency's managerial paradigm, while maintaining a "rhet
 oric of participation."

 In contrast, the cases presented here represent salient
 examples of "co-management from below." Here, local
 indigenous groups not only embraced co-management as
 the most effective instrument by which to acquire joint
 management rights, they demonstrated their willingness
 to overcome substantial barriers to attaining such shared
 management erected by state structures for resource
 control. Formal agreements often imply that state-level
 managers took the lead in developing these management
 regimes, when in fact, responsibility for initiating regime
 formation belongs to local communities.

 Shifting Power Relations between Communities
 and Management Institutions
 The emergence of these co-management regimes gov
 erning bear and caribou has altered power relations
 between agencies and local communities in two important
 ways. First, community-based indigenous leaders have
 demonstrated that, under certain conditions, they are
 able to gain access to exogenous sources of power?such
 as the courts and legislative elites?in order to advance
 their goals. In the process of accessing these external
 sources of power in both cases, native leaders increased
 the transaction costs associated with conventional cen

 tralized management, compelling government managers
 to accept more decentralized and participatory approaches
 to wildlife management.

 Secondly, co-operative agreements governing the
 management of brown bear and caribou have, in effect,
 extended new management rights to participating vil
 lages to propose and review changes in seasons and bag
 limits as well as to approve research plans and methods
 for these species. Previously, these Kuskokwim River

 communities were treated by management agencies as
 undifferentiated rural subsistence users, bereft of any

 special claims or status with respect to specific species or
 traditional territories. However, following the establish
 ment of these new institutional arrangements, local users
 have secured a seat at the management table for discus
 sion and consultation regarding the management of these
 species. Alaskan co-management regimes such as these
 constitute a limited accommodation of village-based claims

 to preferential use-rights and joint management rights.
 Community-based claims to management rights, in limited

 and prescribed ways, received public recognition and
 acceptance through the implementation of these regimes.
 Significantly, this recognition has been achieved without
 incurring the high costs associated with changing laws or
 coercing agencies to formally relinquish power (Kiser
 and Ostrom 1982).

 Finally, the brown bear case demonstrates the new
 found abilities of village-based actors to advance their
 concerns within regional and national political-adminis
 trative arenas. Rather than relying on regional native
 organizations to represent their concerns, village leaders
 presented their case directly to higher-level agency admin
 istrators. At the same time, the brown bear case demon
 strates that the resolution of local conflicts may involve
 complex and highly unpredictable interactions among
 local, regional and national political actors.

 This study presents a more complete understanding
 of joint systems of common property management by
 nesting institutional analysis of co-management regimes
 within an ethnography of resource conflict between state
 level managers and resource dependent communities. I
 have argued that the emergence and expansion of co
 management regimes in Western Alaska cannot be under
 stood apart from an analysis of local histories of conflict
 and competing claims to wildlands and wildlife by local and

 state-level institutions. Political ecology provides a useful
 conceptual framework for understanding how history,
 environmental factors, power and culture interact to pro
 duce social conflicts, and in cases such as these, new insti
 tutional arrangements for managing wildlife. A more
 widespread application of such a framework would expand
 our understanding of the evolution and performance of co
 management regimes, as well as how such institutions
 alter state programs of resource control and community
 based practices of resistance.

 Joseph J. Spaeder, J.J Spaeder Consulting, P.O. Box 2087,
 Homer, Alaska, 99603, U.S.A. E-mail: jjspaeder@earthlink.net
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 Notes
 1 I use the term "state" (lower case "s") when referring gen

 erally to governmental structures for governance at the
 federal or State level (i.e., State of Alaska). Otherwise, I cap
 italize "State" when referring specifically to the State of
 Alaska.

 2 In small non-migratory herds, caribou frequently travel in
 groups of less than 50, making them very difficult to observe
 from the air. A federal biologist involved in Qavilnguut cari
 bou surveys, in noting the difficulties in finding small groups
 of caribou in a study area of 6 400 square kilometers wrote:
 "Since 1987, collared animals have provided a means of
 locating groups which might have been missed during sur
 vey efforts alone....For example, one group of >100 [cari
 bou] took four passes with an airplane to locate, and was
 finally observed only because we continued to search for a
 radio-collared animal" (Hinkes 1988: 7).

 3 Other Alaskan native cultures possess very similar per
 ceptions about the capabilities and behaviour of brown
 bears, including the Inupiat of Kotzebue Sound (Loon and
 Georgette 1989) and the Koyukon Athabaskan (Nelson
 1983).
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 Caribou Hunters and Researchers at the
 Co-management Interface: Emergent
 Dilemmas and the Dynamics of
 Legitimacy in Power Sharing
 Gary E Kofinas Department of Resources Management and

 Institute of Arctic Biology, Fairbanks, Alaska

 Abstract: A crisis involving indigenous knowledge, caribou
 science and proposed oil development illustrates the dynamics
 of legitimacy in formal co-management. Co-management, while
 typically framed as an institution for power sharing, was also a
 force of change that affected the values and actions of those
 involved. Crisis conditions led hunters to express dissatisfaction
 to their co-management board, forcing board members to work
 towards regional consensus, which in turn led to a change in com
 munity perspectives. Co-management decision makers with
 multiple affiliations faced difficult dilemmas while seeking to
 maintain cultural traditions, protect sensitive wildlife habitat,
 and manage for the legitimacy of their co-management process.

 Keywords: co-management, Porcupine Caribou, indigenous
 hunters, legitimacy, traditional knowledge, Arctic Refuge oil
 development, northern wildlife research

 Resume: Une crise de cogestion impliquant les connaissances
 autochtones, la recherche sur le caribou et un projet de deve
 loppement petrolier illustre les dynamiques de la legitimite en
 cours au sein de la cogestion formelle. La cogestion, presentee
 de fagon caracteristique comme une institution visant le partage
 du pouvoir, s'est egalement averee une force de changement qui
 a affecte les valeurs et les actions des sujets impliques. Les
 conditions de crise ont mene les chasseurs a exprimer leur insa
 tisfaction aupres de leur conseil de cogestion, obligeant les

 membres du conseil a travailler en vue d'un consensus regional
 qui, a son tour, a entraine une modification des positions de la
 collectivite. Les decideurs en cogestion aux affiliations mul
 tiples ont fait face a des dilemmes difficiles alors qu'ils cher
 chaient a la fois a preserver leurs traditions culturelles, a pro
 teger un habitat faunique fragile, et a administrer de fagon a
 legitimer leur processus de cogestion.

 Mots-cles: cogestion, caribou de la porcupine, chasseurs autoch
 tones, legitimite, connaissances traditionnelles, developpement
 petrolier de la Reserve de TArctique, recherche sur la faune nor
 dique

 A member of my community] just put a burr in my
 pants... .Someone is making some very negative state
 ments, and too bad it happened behind my back. Now,
 there are some things I don't agree with that go on, but
 there's also a lot of things, a lot of good that comes from

 it [research]. Research is necessary."
 ? Native Community Representative to

 a Caribou Co-management Board

 You take a group of Native people and you put them on
 a board and you give them the mandate to make deci
 sions based on information, and they want damn good
 information. They want [science-based] information.
 I've seen this with the Eorcupine Caribou Board, the

 Mayo Council, the [Yukon] Fish and Wildlife Manage
 ment Board...once they're part of the management
 process and decision making process, they realize the
 importance of this information. But when they're out
 side of this process, they have some fundamental prob
 lems with it.

 ? Government Agency Representative to
 a Caribou Co-management Board

 Introduction

 Few conflicts of northern resource management are more contentious than those arising from the three
 way intersection of indigenous peoples' traditional rela
 tions with animals, proposals for industrial develop

 ment, and natural scientists' quest to advance knowledge
 of wildlife. Historical aspects of such conflicts are well
 articulated in the literature (Berger 1977; Freeman
 1989a; Page 1986). The legacy of internal colonialism in
 the Arctic by nation states (Osherenko and Young 1989),
 differences in root metaphors that underpin conflicts of
 indigenous and science-based knowledge (Berkes 1999;
 Cruikshank 1981, 1998; Gamble 1986; Scott 1996) and
 the inseparable link between property relations, cul
 tural views on control of nature, and power (Asch 1989;
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 Feit 1986; MacPherson 1978; Usher 1983) have been
 noted.

 Twenty years ago, as northern peoples, scholars and
 resource managers assessed these conflicts, there was
 anticipation and hope about the potential benefits of estab

 lishing alternative institutions providing for community
 government power sharing in wildlife management
 (Berkes 1981; Freeman 1981). As a part of that discourse,
 Berkes (1981), Usher (1971; 1986; 1987), Osherenko (1988a;
 1988b), Feit (1973; 1986; 1988), Freeman (1989b), Free

 man and Carbyn (1988) and others framed the problems
 as conflicts between "state" and "indigenous systems" of
 wildlife management, making explicit the assumption that
 institutions for the management of wildlife reflect cultur

 ally defined authority systems of property relations, prac

 tices, and beliefs affecting resources, resource users and
 their greater community (Bromley 1992a, 1992b). Con
 sidering the potential of community-state "power-shar
 ing" alternatives, those advocating the implementation of
 co-management argued that more holistic insights into
 ecosystem dynamics would result from an integration of
 traditional and science-based knowledge, the self-regula
 tory features of indigenous systems would lower enforce

 ment costs for the state, and indigenous challenges to the
 legitimacy of state claims to management would be
 resolved through a redistribution of rights and duties lead

 ing to greater community involvement in decision making.
 There were also questions and speculation about the ulti
 mate shape of future systems of co-management. Antici
 pating problems in the integration of local and state
 approaches to management, Feit (1988) spoke of "dual
 systems of knowing" that could interact to resolve common
 resource management challenges. Pinkerton (1989), con
 cerned about the forces of bureaucratization, asked if nas
 cent co-management arrangements could remain resilient
 and accountable to local communities. Looking ahead,
 Berkes (1981) suggested the emergence of a "third system"
 of management, which drew on the respective strengths of
 differing cultural traditions.

 Some three decades after the implementation of sev
 eral legally based co-management agreements in Arctic
 Canada, there is an opportunity to move beyond specu
 lation and reflect on experience to understand these
 processes and their underlying dynamics. Several schol
 ars have advanced that effort (e.g., Caulfield 1997; Hunt
 ington 1992; Jentoft and Kristoffersen 1989, Kruse et al.
 1998; Pinkerton 1989, 1992, 1994; Pomeroy and Berkes
 1997), contributing to the interdisciplinary study of com

 mon property (McCay, and Acheson 1987; Ostrom et al.
 2002). Most recently, students of co-management have
 focussed on the vertical and horizontal linkages important

 to institutional performance (Berkes 2002; Young 2002)
 and the capacity of power-sharing arrangements to facil
 itate human adaptation (e.g., Berkes and Folke 1998;
 Berkes, Colding and Folke 2003; Kendrick 2003), while
 others have focussed on the power imbalances that appear
 to persist well after the establishment of these arrange

 ments (e.g., Nadasdy 1999; Spak 2002).
 This paper adds to the study of co-management by

 focussing on the problems of legitimacy and emergent
 dilemmas of power sharing. Serving as the basis for the
 analysis is a critical incident of caribou hunters and
 researchers in conflict at a formal caribou co-manage
 ment interface.1 The critical incident of this paper,
 referred to as the "Caribou Co-management Crisis of
 1993,"2 is examined at a micro-level scale of individual
 and group interactions over a three-month period and at
 a decadal scale to explore the implications of manage
 ment as a force for change. The resource regime in which
 the critical incident occurred involves governance of the
 internationally migratory Porcupine Caribou herd. This
 particular critical incident was documented while con
 ducting research on the Canadian co-management of
 the Porcupine Caribou herd with field studies in the
 caribou user communities of Old Crow, Yukon and Fort
 McPherson and Aklavik of Northwest Territories (see
 Kofinas 1998).

 "The Caribou Co-Management Crisis of 1993" arose
 from hunters' concerns regarding the on-going practice of
 biological research on caribou, and resulted in the com
 munity proposal of a two- to three-year moratorium on
 future caribou studies. In many respects, the interface of
 hunters and researchers in the 1993 Crisis challenged
 the legitimacy of caribou science, with the collaring of
 caribou calves being a symbolic flash point in the con
 flict. As a result of the crisis, the co-management board's

 members grappled with dilemmas and worked towards
 regional consensus by creating a new board-level policy
 regarding its role in supporting caribou studies and dis
 seminating information on collared caribou. The new pol
 icy, in turn, reshaped locals' perspectives on caribou col
 lars and reduced conflict about the one-time controversial

 practice.

 The Problem of Legitimacy
 in Co-management

 As a construct, legitimacy is defined here as authority,
 rightfulness and/or truth that is in accordance with estab
 lished or accepted forms or requirements. At its essence,
 legitimacy is a human perception that can be maintained,
 cultivated or eroded, and therefore is dynamic and subject

 to forces for change.
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 Common perceptions of legitimacy are an important
 ingredient of social capital (Coleman 1990), and thus
 essential to a co-management arrangement's capacity to
 achieve consensus among parties and translate consensus
 into collective action. I suggest that there are three inter
 related dimensions of legitimacy that are important to co
 management performance. These include:
 1. the legitimacy of governing institutions (i.e., formal

 and informal rules, norms, conventions that define
 roles and shape human action), such as the legitimacy
 of a formal agreement that establishes a co-manage
 ment partnership;

 2. the legitimacy of knowledge and the underlying par
 adigm that guides the production of knowledge used
 in co-management decision making, such as the find
 ings of a study project and the method used to derive
 its conclusion;

 3. the perceived legitimacy of individuals or organiza
 tions that function as stewards of co-management
 institutions, such as the individuals who serve as com

 munity and state agency representatives on a co
 management board.
 The interrelationship of these dimensions of legiti

 macy requires that an analysis of co-management consider
 holistically the complex interactions of various levels of
 institutional processes, the diversity of views on knowl
 edge and knowledge acquisition, and the authority of indi
 viduals and organizations involved. Moreover, it is impor
 tant to examine how these various aspects of legitimacy
 interact with each other to shape values, opinion and
 behaviour.

 The legitimacy of institutions has long been of concern

 in social science. Weber's (1947,1960) theory of bureau
 cratization, with its focus on substantive and instrumen
 tal rationality, routinization of process, and the tendency
 of bureaucratic organizations towards goal displacement
 is a foundational consideration when addressing the prob
 lems of legitimacy. In her early analysis of these alterna
 tive arrangements, Pinkerton (1989) asked whether the
 emergence of co-management defies Weber's grand pre
 dictions about an ever-increasing scope of bureaucracy in
 society or if co-management is an incremental move in that

 direction. Her question points up the related question of
 whether informal local authority systems of resource
 management can sustain their legitimacy while nested
 within larger, more dominant institutional processes.

 The conflicts of legitimacy that follow from differing

 epistemologies are among the most common topics
 explored in northern co-management studies, with the
 authority systems of people and their underlying notions
 of legitimacy commonly referenced as culturally defined

 paradigms of knowledge (e.g., Levi-Strauss 1966; Nader
 1996). Brody, (1981) Ridington (1990), Rushforth (1992)
 and others have described how the legitimization of belief
 among Athabascans is tied to individual experience, and
 how a hunter's access to power is achieved through dream
 world and intimate experiences with animals, land and
 community. Rushforth (1992) notes that the hunter's expe
 rience shapes the status of the individual within the com
 munity, and thus limits central authority. The skepticism
 of northern traditional hunters about Western scientific

 knowledge is sometimes expressed as the limited firsthand
 experience of scientists in the homelands of hunters, with

 conflicts arising as scientists regard indigenous rational
 ity as "mystical" and "a-rational" (Burch 1995; Feit 1986).

 It is hard to achieve meaningful community-govern
 ment partnerships, given the tendency of conventional
 state wildlife management to marginalize traditional forms
 of knowing (Nakashima 1993). Achieving effective co
 management (i.e., power sharing) is not simply a matter
 of communities asserting their legal rights, but depends
 on the role of state agencies helping to establish the legit
 imacy of traditional or informal local-level management
 systems (Pomeroy and Berkes 1997), a process that may
 require the socialization of biologists to indigenous culture
 (Kendrick 2003).

 Over the last decade the use of the term 'traditional eco

 logical knowledge" has advanced the legitimacy of indige
 nous knowledge among state agencies and researchers
 (Berkes 1999), though the extent to which use of that term

 has resulted in substantively different policy decisions is less

 clear. Indigenous knowledge as a source of information in
 decision making does not, however, account for the role of

 knowledge in informing a process of governance (Nuttall
 1998), with examples illustrating how indigenous approaches
 to decision making (e.g., use of consensus) have been incor
 porated into co-management procedural policies (e.g., Peter
 and Urquhart 1991). As noted by Jentotft and Kristoffersen
 (1989:363), legitimacy in co-management is not just a result
 of a decision itself, such as its distributive effects, but also
 involves the perceived process by which a decision is
 reached.

 There is also evidence that the direction of change as
 a result of co-management is two-way, as science-based
 approaches to wildlife management have been adopted by
 many at the community level (Usher 1995,2000). While the
 framing of "indigenous systems" and "state systems" is
 helpful as a heuristic in the development of theory, it is
 inadequate in accounting for the complexity and diversity
 of current in vivo cases. What is needed in the develop
 ment of a theory of co-management is to move beyond
 typologies and towards an understanding of the mecha
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 nisms of change resulting from the interactions of indi
 viduals and groups.

 The role and perceived legitimacy of the individual in
 northern co-management, the third dimension explored in
 this paper, raises another set of problems and is often
 underappreciated. Kofinas (1998: 174-258), Kruse et al.
 (1998) and Kendrick (2000) have addressed the community
 representation problem when the traditions of gover
 nance are based on local-level face-to-face interactions

 (also see Gallagher 1988). Studying co-management for
 minke whaling in Greenland, Caulfield (1997) notes the
 emergence of an incipient elite, a finding that has impli
 cations when considering the potential rise of oligarchic
 decision making in co-management. A co-management
 oligarchy suggests the potential for community co-man
 agement board members to lose touch with their con
 stituents and be socialized and or co-opted by conven
 tions of state management. Pinkerton and Keitlah (1990)
 seek clarity in the morass of these problems, noting how
 systems of accountability and extraordinary communi
 cation efforts are critical in maintaining the overall legit
 imacy of a co-management system, especially where a
 process is dependent upon a small group of experts. As we
 find in the critical incident of this paper, such efforts often

 come with hardship on the part of those individuals bear
 ing the burden of co-management communications; and a
 need to grapple with dilemmas that follow when their
 own awareness of political process and research science
 is not clearly understood by those outside the immediate
 co-management interface. In this analysis, such dilemmas
 serve as indicators of the inherent conflicts of co-man

 agement and the limitations of power sharing available to
 local communities who are partners in these arrange

 ments.
 Situating the problems of legitimacy in co-manage

 ment in a historical context is critical to understanding the

 turbulence arising in the 1993 incident presented in this
 paper. A long-term view also highlights processes of social
 learning and human adaptation not available in snapshot,

 micro-level analyses. Finally, the appreciation of history
 points to the larger questions of how, if at all, long-stand
 ing co-management arrangements have changed power
 relations between state agencies and caribou-dependent
 communities, and how these processes, in turn, changed
 local communities. To what extent does power sharing
 result from the implementation of formal co-management

 agreements and to what extent is it achieved through the
 voluntary actions of key individuals? Deciphering the
 intricacies of power relations as related to legitimacy is,
 at best, tricky business that requires enough detail to
 avoid attributing all actions to general statements about

 power inequities. Attributing behavioural change to insti
 tutional change is also difficult, especially when assessing
 the interaction of complex organizations of various scales
 and the internal dynamics of community.

 In light of these theoretical and methodological prob
 lems, the 1993 Caribou Crisis is presented here as a
 detailed ethnographic account of co-management trans
 actions?a set of unfolding multi-scale interactions at the
 local, regional, and international levels; and as an enter
 prise of individuals with multiple, and at times competing
 group affiliations who struggle through a complex and
 chaotic social drama to maintain both their immediate

 goals and sense of security for the future.

 A Context for Crisis: The PCH
 Co-management Arrangement
 The Porcupine Caribou herd (PCH) is the eighth largest
 barren ground caribou herd (Rangifer tarandus) in North
 America, and the largest shared migratory herd of mam
 mals in the United States and Canada. The regime for its
 governance is complex, involving two national states,
 three state/territorial-level governments, seven indige
 nous claimant groups, some 17 indigenous communities,
 and countless state management agencies and Native
 organizations.

 The communities of Old Crow, Fort McPherson and
 Aklavik are Canada's three primary user communities
 of Porcupine Caribou, each with intimate cultural, spiri
 tual and economic ties to the animal (Caulfield 1983; Fast
 1998; Kofinas 1998; Slobodin 1962,1981). Harvest levels
 for Porcupine Caribou for the past 30 years have been
 regarded by state managers as relatively low, and have not
 been of serious concern.3 The most controversial issue of

 Porcupine Caribou management is the proposal for oil
 and gas development in the concentrated calving grounds
 of the Porcupine herd on the Coastal Plain of Alaska's Arc
 tic National Wildlife Refuge, a proposal that has been
 formally opposed by all Canadian Porcupine Caribou
 communities, the Porcupine Caribou Management Board,
 and the Canadian Federal Government.

 The controversy over proposed industrial develop
 ment in Alaska's Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is the
 most recent of a long series of proposed economic devel
 opment activities in the region, resulting in intensive
 research on caribou. The value of Porcupine Caribou to
 indigenous people and the potential impacts of hydrocar
 bon development were highlighted throughout the Berger
 Hearings of the 1970's. The subsequent Native rights
 movement that grew out of the Berger assessment, along
 with historic mistrust between state wildlife management
 and indigenous peoples, motivated the creation of a joint
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 co-management agreement for the PCH. Consequently, a
 Canadian agreement for management of the PCH was
 negotiated through the 1970s and signed in 1985 by the
 Canadian Ministry of Environment, the Ministry of Indian
 Affairs and Northern Development, the Yukon Govern
 ment, the Northwest Territories, the Council of Yukon
 Indians, the Inuvialuit Game Council and the Dene
 Nation and the Metis Association of NWT.4

 The Canadian Porcupine Caribou Management
 Agreement established a legal obligation by signatories to
 perform the following actions:
 1. To co-operatively manage the herd and its habitat

 within Canada so as to ensure the conservation with

 a view to providing for the ongoing subsistence needs
 of native users;

 2. To provide for participation of Native users in herd
 management;

 3. To protect certain priority harvesting rights in the
 herd for Native users, while acknowledging that other
 users may also share the harvest;

 4. To acknowledge the rights of Native users as set out
 in the agreement;

 5. To improve communications between governments,
 Native users and others with regard to the manage
 ment of the Porcupine Caribou herd within Canada
 (Canada 1985).*
 The agreement is somewhat unique in its specific ref

 erence to "user communities." Through the terms of the
 agreement, user communities have special rights to hunt
 Porcupine Caribou without a licence or special fees, and
 in the event that a permitting program is necessary for
 conservation, permits would be issued locally.6

 The Porcupine Caribou Management Board (PCMB),
 established by the Canadian Porcupine Caribou Man
 agement Agreement, is an eight-person body composed of
 native and government representatives.7 By the terms of
 the Porcupine Caribou Management Agreement, the
 PCMB serves as a stage for discussions, deliberations
 and generation of recommendations on matters relating
 to caribou and PCH habitat in Canada. Its formal author

 ity is advisory to government ministers, and thus, allows
 the board (and communities through its influence on the
 board) to recommend policy, but with no assurances that
 its recommendation will be followed. Thus to function

 effectively, the PCMB must cultivate and maintain its
 legitimacy in the management process, both with gov
 ernment ministers and government agencies, as well as
 with local user communities and other parties.

 Two types of language determine the force of the agree
 ment's terms?shall statements and may statements. Shall
 statements of the in-Canada Porcupine Caribou Manage

 ment Agreement that direct the board's activities in involv

 ing communities in caribou research specify that:

 D.4 The board shall review technical and scientific

 information relevant to the management of the Porcu
 pine Caribou Herd and its habitats and may advise the
 Minister of its adequacy.
 D.5 The Board shall encourage native users and other
 harvesters of Porcupine Caribou to participate in the
 collection of statistics and biological information.

 With less directive language, the Porcupine Caribou
 Management Agreement also states that the board may:

 E.2.a Review and recommend development of Porcu
 pine Caribou research proposals;
 E.2.b Review available information and recommend

 further research where there appears to be a need;
 E.2.c Review and recommend methods of data collec

 tion and presentation;
 E.3 b With respect to habitat protection, the board
 may identify sensitive habitat areas requiring special
 protection and recommend measures to protect such
 areas.

 Elsewhere the Porcupine Caribou Management Agree
 ment directs the PCMB to recommend the allocation of

 quotas if necessary, and thus, implicitly directs the co-man

 agement body to assume a role in monitoring and antici
 pating changes in the herd's total population. Directives
 for habitat management are provided in the agreement,
 although these and other provisions appear as recom
 mendations that are advisory in nature.

 The Porcupine Caribou Management Agreement's
 language has implications for the co-management body's
 authority in directing the work of wildlife management
 agencies and its mandate to involve communities in the
 studies of those agencies. With its limited access to finan
 cial and human resources, the PCMB and its user caribou

 communities are essentially dependent on government
 agencies to implement any caribou research directives
 that it may recommend. Thus, the PCMB functions within

 its management domain differently from government
 agencies (Urquhart 1995). The co-management board is
 charged with monitoring the status of a living resource's
 health while also making recommendations on the full
 array of other management functions (e.g., education,
 land-use planning, enforcement, human health, etc.), pos
 ing a considerable burden for the board, given its divided
 attentions.

 By virtue of the herd's migratory characteristics, the
 Canadian PCH management is part of a bilateral regime,
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 with the Canadian approach to caribou management and
 indigenous rights differing dramatically from that of
 Alaska. As a result of the Alaska Native Claims Settle

 ment Act (1971) and the absence of special aboriginal title
 to harvesting in the U.S. and Alaskan constitutions, Inu
 piat and Gwich'in caribou user communities of Alaska
 have access to no comparable co-management body.
 Adding to the limited rights in management of Alaskan
 Native communities are protracted state-federal legal
 conflicts, resulting in co-ordination and co-operation prob

 lems between agencies of various land management juris
 dictions and between agencies and communities.

 The United States and Canada signed a bilateral
 agreement for conservation of Porcupine Caribou and
 caribou habitat in 1987, the result of a 20-year negotiation

 process that paralleled the co-management negotiations
 for Porcupine Caribou in Canada. While the agreement
 does set terms directing co-operation among parties and
 establishing a co-ordinating board of caribou users and
 agency representatives,8 the international board has been
 largely inactive as a result of the vagaries of United States
 administrations that support oil development in the calv
 ing grounds of the Porcupine herd of Alaska Consequently,

 there have been problems associated with board mem
 bership and with the United States meeting its obligations
 to convene meetings on a regular basis (Kofinas 1998). One
 of the few products of the International Porcupine Cari
 bou Board is a "Sensitive Habitats Report of the Porcu
 pine Caribou Herd," (IPCB 1993), which was released
 during the critical incident addressed in this paper. It is
 within this context that the 1993 Caribou Crisis of the
 PCH occurred.

 The 1993 Caribou Crisis

 Early Antecedents to the Crisis
 The Caribou Co-management Crisis of 1993 was pre
 ceded by a well documented history of concern and dis
 satisfaction by indigenous Porcupine Caribou hunters
 about the practices of caribou science and indigenous
 people's limited role in the wildlife management.9 Ther
 rien's (1988) early-stage analysis of the Porcupine Caribou
 co-management arrangement indicates that by 1986 (i.e.,
 year-one of PCMB operations) there was dissatisfaction
 among community board members because the new
 agreement afforded the board few opportunities to influ
 ence a caribou research agenda.

 A content analysis of PCMB meeting minutes from its
 first meeting to 1993 reveals a repeated pattern of com
 munication in which Native hunters pose questions about
 the need for caribou research requiring the use of aircraft

 and collars and the handling of animals, and a response by
 agency managers to inform community residents about
 the value of collars in science and/or demonstrating their
 application. Never discussed openly at PCMB meetings
 was what the Gwich'in regard as a negotiated order of
 power-sharing arrangement between Gwich'in and cari
 bou, established in the time before there was time, nunh
 ttrotsit ultsui gwuno (when the earth was first made),

 when caribou were people and people were caribou. As
 told through the stories of the Gwich'in elders, nunh ttrot
 sit ultsui gwuno (when the earth was first made) humans

 and caribou each experienced hardship. Recognizing their
 common needs, caribou and Gwich'in shared something of
 each other and struck an agreement, or as Mary Kendi,
 a Ehdiitat Gwich'in elder of Aklavik put it, "a deal" that
 would define future relations. At their separation, an
 agreement was made for mutual respect, yet the separa
 tion between Gwich'in and caribou would never be com

 plete; part of humans' tinji tthui (human flesh) would
 remain in caribou.10 The mention of this belief here is not

 to suggest that non-Native agency board members were
 unaware of indigenous views of caribou as sentient beings.
 The point is to highlight the absence of such topics in dis
 course at the co-management interface, and the belief of
 agency managers that if hunters could be fully educated
 about the use of collars, they would understand their
 value to management and therefore, support their use.

 Catalyst for 1993 Crisis
 Community-level field research for this paper began in
 February of 1993, with the following summer-to-winter
 spent in Old Crow, Yukon. While conducting interviews,
 joining men on caribou hunts, and learning from the sto
 ries of elders, I also awaited the arrival of the PCMB,
 which had scheduled its next meeting for Old Crow in late
 November, 1993. A key objective of the research was to
 document if and how local-level concerns would emerge as
 board-level transactions.

 During the summer-to-autumn season, I tracked the
 comings and goings of two teams of government caribou
 biologists.11 Team #1 included a regional biologist and an
 assistant, and employed two local hunters as guides,
 hunters and boat drivers. This team travelled up the Por

 cupine River to collect samples of cow caribou for a study
 which involved monitoring body condition. The caribou
 body condition study of Team #1 had been described to
 me by agency managers as the hallmark of co-manage
 ment co-operation because of its direct involvement of
 local hunters. Team #2, included a biologist team leader
 (also a member of the PCMB), two pilots, and two non
 local technicians. Utilizing a helicopter, a fixed wing air
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 craft, radio telemetry equipment and a net gun to capture
 radio collared calves, Team #2 arrived later in the season
 for a study focussed on the value of the herd's calving
 grounds to calf survival, using radio collared cow and calf
 caribou.12

 Team #1 members were unlucky hunters. The 12 to
 15 cow caribou needed for the collection did not avail

 themselves and the researchers departed the community
 with only four sets of specimens. As biologists departed
 for Whitehorse, I was visited by a local hunter who com
 mented on the high expense of flying biologists to conduct

 fieldwork and asked why those who live in the community
 were not hired to conduct the body condition sampling on
 their own. Immediately after Team #l's departure,
 reports in town circulated that a lone calf orphaned by
 Team #1 had been seen on the banks of the river, and
 appeared "lost" and in danger of imminent death by a wolf.
 Later, a community member sought me out and spoke of
 his disapproval of those who "play with animals," citing
 "his religion" as the explanation for caribou's limited
 availability to the team. The hunter made his point by
 describing the coincidence of events in the year's observed

 autumn caribou migration; animals first appeared in large
 numbers early in the season, then disappeared during
 the period of the biologists' field study of body condition,

 and reappeared in large numbers immediately after the
 biologists' departure. Implicitly, the hunter was refer
 encing his belief that inappropriate human actions affect
 the behaviour of caribou, and that when traditional rules
 governing relations with caribou are violated, caribou will
 not offer themselves to the community.

 Team #2's activities began with the layover of a biol
 ogist/pilot who was completing an aerial relocation of col
 lared caribou, the preliminary work for Team #2's recap
 ture and measurement activities that would follow. In an

 effort to be helpful to local hunters with their autumn
 harvest, the biologist provided a map of collared caribou
 locations to the community's chief, and commented to the
 chief about his surprise that the relocations (as noted in
 the map) indicated a proportionally high number of mor
 tality signals from collared calves.13 Over the following

 week, the news of a high number of "dead calf caribou with
 collars" caused concern as it circulated among local resi
 dents and beyond, and residents of the region responded
 by phoning an elder and respected PCMB representative
 from an adjacent community seeking an explanation. The
 PCMB representative, in turn, called several agency biol
 ogists to acquire details about the report, but failed to
 receive details on the study.

 The immediate response of the community residents
 about the "dead calves" provides an indication of com

 munity residents' awareness of their co-management sys
 tem and its community representatives, and a sign that
 community members perceived the co-management
 arrangement as a legitimate and appropriate means for
 addressing concerns over caribou in a crisis situation.14
 The community board member's inability to gain access
 to information about the calf research project reveals a
 prior problem of non-co-operation among agency biolo
 gists, expressed as reluctance by some scientists to get
 entangled in a controversy caused by a biologist from
 another agency. These interactions also reveal a lack of
 prior discussion by the PCMB on the specifics of the calf
 research project, which several board members later
 attributed to unwillingness on the part of the lead biolo
 gist of Team #2 to disclose fully the details of his agency's
 caribou calf research to the board.

 As the events concerning the "dead collared calves"
 unfolded, Team #2 arrived in Old Crow to set up its base
 of operations in a government-owned building at the edge
 of the village. The team's days were spent using aircraft
 to locate and recapture collared calves and their mothers.

 While in the village, the leader of Team #2 received word
 that the community chief requested a meeting with the
 biologist and, after several days of work, Team #2
 departed without responding to the request. In an inter
 view after the incident, the leader of Team #2 explained
 his actions as conflict avoidance:

 [T]he old adage is, if you don't want "no" for an answer,

 don't ask. So to go to [the community] to say that this
 is what I'm doing, what do you think? Somebody's
 gonna say that they don't like it. And then what do you

 do? Spend time trying to educate the community, I
 mean, it probably all stems from "I know what I'm
 doing and I probably know I'm right." Whether that's
 true or not, you know, if I felt uneasy at all about what

 I was doing in terms of having some conservation prob
 lem with the herd, maybe, I would be more apt to go
 and consult and sort of get concurrence and get their
 blessing to go on and do it.

 The autumn's caribou research activities prompted
 wide discussion among locals about the limited utility of
 caribou research for management and the negative effects
 of scientific studies on caribou behaviour (i.e., changes in
 caribou migration patterns that are less concentrated
 than years ago, animals being more "skittish" and there
 fore harder to hunt). Hunters also reported that adult
 caribou with collars appeared to be shunned by other
 caribou of the herd, an assertion that indirectly chal
 lenged the legitimacy of the findings of Team #2's caribou
 research project.15 In those discussions, "caribou studies"
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 were described as a by-product of industries' oil and gas
 development proposals, and not as a means of assessing
 oil development impacts on caribou. According to several
 community hunters, the goal of scientific caribou research
 was being undertaken for the advancement of profes
 sional careers, not for the acquisition of knowledge for
 management of the herd.

 Community Response: A Proposed Moratorium
 on Future Caribou Studies

 After the departure of the research teams, three com
 munity PCMB representatives and the community's Chief
 expressed their support in separate interviews for insti
 tuting a two- to three-year moratorium on all caribou
 research in order to "Give caribou a rest." Calls for a

 two- to three-year moratorium on caribou research were
 also mentioned by other leaders, including a high-profile
 informal community leader (i.e., not elected and not on the
 PCMB) who drew on access to the media to embark on a
 campaign to advocate the moratorium. At several public
 events the informal leader publicly countered the PCMB
 chairperson who defended the need for scientific research
 (Buckley 1993a; 1993b). As a result, the PCMB chairper
 son and the informal leader found themselves in an awk

 ward position of being allied in the fight to stop oil devel
 opment in the concentrated calving area of Alaska's Arctic

 National Wildlife Refuge, yet at odds about the future of
 caribou research. As the stress of the situation surfaced

 at the co-management board level, community and gov
 ernment board members talked of the importance of
 maintaining good intra-group relations among the board's
 membership and the difficulties of sharing their under
 standing of caribou science with fellow community mem
 bers. Several members talked of the strong bonds of loy
 alty and trust that had evolved between all PCMB
 members through their shared experience at meetings.
 One government PCMB member spoke to the group of his
 commitment to the co-management agreement, and how
 his membership on the board superseded his responsi
 bilities as an agency manager.

 The public debate on caribou research appeared to
 several board members as potentially threatening to the
 legitimacy of PCMB at a political level. Since the PCMB
 is an advisory co-management body, much of its political
 capital is accrued by maintaining its role in resolving dif
 ficult public policy issues in a manner that is perceived by
 government ministers to be reasonable. With concerns
 about the PCMB's future, non-native members talked
 about another wildlife management board of the region as
 a "renegade" or "run-away management board," meaning
 that it had deviated widely from the interests of senior

 bureaucrats, and its recommendations were no longer
 taken seriously by government. By maintaining and even
 cultivating its legitimacy, a co-management board pro
 vides elected officials the opportunity to hand off difficult
 decisions that might otherwise erode their political capi
 tal. For those at the co-management interface, cultivating
 a co-management board's legitimacy is an on-going bal
 ancing act that occasionally requires compromise by all,
 and at times, makes special demands of members who are
 the least powerful partners in the arrangement (i.e., com
 munities). Complicating the problem of the board's legit
 imacy in this incident was the informal leader's attempt
 to influence decision making by bringing the debate to the
 public at large (vs. the internal confines of a board-level
 process) and thus, circumventing what most board mem
 bers viewed as the perceived boundaries of the co-man
 agement process.

 Contributing to the solidarity of the PCMB on a
 grander scale throughout the conflict was the external
 threat of proposed oil development on calving grounds in
 Alaska. As it happened, the media attention on the cari
 bou research debate occurred as the International Por

 cupine Caribou Board met and agreed to publish its Sen
 sitive Habitats Report of the PCH (IPCB 1993), a
 document identifying the PCH's calving and post-calving
 grounds (including the Coastal Plain in Alaska) as its
 most sensitive habitat.16 Board members realized that

 the Sensitive Habitats Report would assist in the politi
 cal fight to stop Arctic Refuge oil development. As well,
 community PCMB representatives were reminded that
 much of the data compilation, analysis and the overall
 conceptualization of the report was undertaken by their
 fellow PCMB member (and leader of research Team #2
 involved with the calf study).

 After the decision to release the Sensitive Habitats

 Report, community PCMB members supporting the idea
 of a moratorium on research abandoned that idea and

 aligned themselves with government board members. In
 the course of the shift, the informal leader who had pub
 licly voiced opposition to future studies was then openly
 labelled by some board members as "the problem" and

 more privately, was vilified by the group for breaching the
 norms of the co-management process by publicly chal
 lenging the board. (See first quote at beginning of this
 paper.) An agency manager and PCMB member later
 explained the shift in opinion as part of a socialization
 process by which Native co-management board mem
 bers' perspectives on science are transformed when serv
 ing on a joint management body. (See second quote at
 beginning of this paper.)
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 Voicing of Community Concerns to the
 Co-management Board

 The PCMB convened its scheduled fall meeting in Old
 Crow immediately following these events.17 As a part of
 all the board's meetings, an open public meeting was held
 with members of the hosting community. The agenda of
 the public meeting, set by the PCMB, was focussed only
 on community involvement in the political lobby to stop oil
 development in Arctic Refuge and with no mention of the

 caribou research problem. As the PCMB chairperson
 brought closure to the public meeting, the community's
 chief (not a member of the PCMB) stood and spoke:

 One issue that is of concern, that comes up in the com

 munity is that studies have been going on long enough.

 The issue behind that is the collaring thing. Porcupine
 Caribou Herd research gotta stop messing with the
 young calves because they are growing and they get
 tired as they grow. That is one of the concerns this
 community has this winter. I think the Porcupine Cari
 bou Board should put that into a resolution tomorrow.
 The community is concerned about that and I'm here
 to speak on that issue.

 Following the statement by the Chief, local hunters
 expressed concern about the disrespect for caribou by
 researchers and the impact of repeated biological
 research. Several community members called for a two
 to three-year moratorium on all PCH studies. One hunter
 shared his eyewitness account of caribou harassment by
 helicopters. Another asked why a method for capturing
 and collaring caribou swimming at caribou river crossings,
 previously used in the 1970s and employing local hunters
 with their boats, was no longer practiced. An elder talked
 about the confusion between what he understood to be a
 need for studies that ensure the herd's health and what

 appeared to be a wasteful allocation of research dollars for

 activities offering limited value to herd management. Rec
 ognizing that the Porcupine herd is the most studied cari
 bou herd in the world, the elder asked, "Don't you know
 enough yet?"

 All government members of the PCMB interviewed
 after that meeting stated that the public call for a mora
 torium was unanticipated by the board. Given the public
 debate before the meeting, their claims of surprise are not
 easily evaluated here, but likely follow from government
 board members' incorrect assumption that the informal
 leader's critique of caribou research via the media was
 part of a personal agenda and not a widely-held concern
 of residents of the communities. Another explanation is
 that board members hoped that the issue would dissi

 pate, as it had in the past, and thus, focussed the public
 meeting on political lobbying. It is most surprising that
 Native community representatives had not adequately
 communicated the level of community concern about the
 caribou research to fellow board members, and together
 with them, explored ways of addressing those concerns
 directly.18

 The leader of Team #2 responded to the community
 by presenting statistical evidence indicating that calves
 orphaned in the fall season are more likely to survive the
 loss of a mother than perish,19 and thus, matched the ear

 lier pattern of responding to local concerns with infor
 mation. The meeting ended with the chairman reflecting
 publicly on the difficulties faced by the group, comment
 ing, "You know, bringing traditional knowledge together

 with science has always been a hard one," and with com
 munity members expressing their dissatisfaction with
 the unwillingness of the PCMB to respond to their con
 cerns.

 Crisis Boiling Point to Board-level Consensus:
 Passing a Resolution to Support Future
 Caribou Studies

 Bringing the crisis to a flash point was the uninvited
 arrival of a delegation of Canadian government personnel
 to discuss Canadian Government plans to open gas and oil
 leasing rights for bid within the Canadian range of the Por

 cupine herd, which angered community leaders and board
 members alike. Needing a private stage to sort through
 the issues, the board called an in-camera (members-only)
 session, inviting the community chief who was leading
 the charge for a moratorium on caribou studies and not the

 oil industry-government delegation.20
 The in-camera discussion began with a Native board

 member telling of his grandfather's rich but limited knowl
 edge of caribou movements. The leader of Team #2 who

 was also a board member expressed frustration at being
 the target of repeated community attacks on caribou stud
 ies while community leaders selectively gleaned the ben
 efits of his studies for management and lobbying. Having
 invested a career in studying the Porcupine herd, he pre
 sented the board with an ultimatum: he would conduct no
 future PCH research unless his research received full

 board support. A manager noted that funding cycles for
 biological studies makes it difficult to cease and then re
 initiate a well-supported caribou research program. Com

 munity board members discussed the value of scientific
 research in managing a caribou herd in the face of
 unknown contaminants, future impact assessment
 processes and fluctuating herd populations. The mem
 bers pondered the dilemma and considered their choices.
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 On the one hand, there was a desire by community mem
 bers to be respectful of and maintain local cultural tradi
 tions on caribou. On the other hand, there was a need to
 be strategic when confronting new environmental threats
 and interfacing with systems of authority in which the
 legitimacy of knowledge differs from that of the local
 indigenous culture.

 The local chief listened, talked, and then concluded
 that he was "convinced" science would provide his com
 munity with a "bigger hammer" in its efforts to lobby
 against proposed oil development in Alaska's Arctic
 Refuge. The instrumental value of Western science was
 formally acknowledged and endorsed by all members of
 the co-management board as well as the community chief.
 The board achieved consensus, with the understanding
 that the calf-collaring project's funding would soon end.
 As a part of the consensus it was also agreed that all
 future caribou research would be reviewed and, if
 endorsed by the PCMB, would receive full public board
 support. Reconvening its regular meeting, the PCMB
 passed by consensus a formal resolution supporting future
 caribou studies. No one from the board or the community
 voiced concerns or critical comments about caribou
 research for the remainder of the meeting.

 Post-Crisis Conditions: Changes in Research
 Review Protocol and a New Policy to Achieve
 Community Buy-in for Collars
 A government agency wildlife manager and member of the
 PCMB later described the board's resolution as an impor
 tant policy shift in the business of Porcupine Caribou co

 management. Admitting his own role in the crisis, the
 agency manager noted that prior to the crisis, government

 managers and community board members alike had found
 it convenient to sit back and watch as caribou biologists
 bore the burden of defending their studies to local com
 munity members. In the future, the manager proclaimed,
 the co-management board would change its strategy by
 being openly supportive of caribou researchers and more
 assertive when endorsing the legitimacy of caribou sci
 ence. The new policy of the board also relocated review
 and approval of future PCH research projects from agen
 cies to the Porcupine Caribou Management Board.

 Four months later, the board met again and revisited
 community concerns regarding use of collars by endors
 ing a new communication strategy to achieve better "com

 munity buy-in" for the use of radio collars. The strategy
 called for maps of caribou radio satellite collar locations
 to be faxed to local renewable resource councils, tribal
 offices, hunters' and trappers' committees and schools as
 a way of making the data immediately available and use

 ful to local hunters. The strategy would essentially extend
 the instrumental value of using radio collars for science to

 using radio collars for assisting in the harvesting of cari
 bou. Soon after initiating the new program, local hunters
 began using the faxed maps when planning their hunts.21

 While community concerns about the caribou research
 activities of autumn 1993 remained high into the follow
 ing year at the community level, statements of concern
 about collaring of caribou at subsequent PCMB meet
 ings have been mostly absent since the implementation of
 the collar information sharing program. In its place, how
 ever, emerged a new issue concerning the appropriateness
 of using radio collar data as a means of locating caribou
 for hunting. In response, the PCMB passed a follow-up
 resolution directing agencies to delay the dissemination
 of collar locations to the public by two weeks.

 The events of the crisis unfolded as agency managers
 and biologists began to grapple with implementing new
 land-claims agreements in Yukon that explicitly state that

 wildlife management "integrate the relevant knowledge
 and experience both of Yukon Indian People and the sci
 entific community in order to achieve conservation" (e.g.,
 Section 16.1.1.7 of the Yukon First Nations Umbrella

 Final Agreement). During the 10 years that followed the
 1993 Crisis, caribou researchers modified their research
 program for the herd by employing hunters to intercept
 and collar caribou from boats at river crossings, a practice
 which had been common in the 1970s. A revised body con
 dition monitoring study (i.e., a continuation of Team #l's
 study) was introduced, in which local hunters work inde
 pendently of agency biologists. The program brought lim
 ited success initially because of hunters' unwillingness to
 "mess with animals" but later worked well. Another

 agency study was initiated to documented local knowledge
 related to disturbance of the Dempster Highway (Smith
 and Cooley 2004). Several other study projects incorpo
 rating community knowledge of caribou and caribou hunt
 ing were also undertaken starting in 1997, focussing on
 ecological monitoring and integrated assessment of
 change, with the former leader of Team #2 PCMB mem
 ber being one of their strongest advocates.

 Discussion
 The 1993 Caribou Crisis of the Porcupine herd differs
 from the now famous "Caribou Crisis" of the 1950s and

 1960s, involving caribou herds to the east (Banfield 1956).
 Whereas the former Caribou Crisis was publicized by
 managers and biologists (Banfield 1950, 1956, 1964;
 Symington 1965) and followed from the findings of scien
 tific studies assuming that unregulated Native hunting
 was a key driver in the apparent decline of barren ground
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 caribou populations (Kelsall 1968), the 1993 Caribou Co
 management Crisis of the Porcupine Herd was prompted
 by local community members' perceptions that research
 activities were having a negative effect on caribou. The
 1993 incident's reversed direction of causality (i.e.,
 researchers rather than native hunters are perceived as
 having an impact on caribou), and the reversed perception
 of crisis (i.e., the community members see the crisis, not
 the researchers), is one indication of the dynamics of
 power sharing and the issues of legitimacy that can
 emerge.

 The Function of Agreements

 Clearly, differing "authority systems" are at the heart of
 the 1993 incident. Everden's (1993) image of paradigm as
 iceberg is helpful, suggesting that while navigating the
 conflicts of culture and environment, focus is commonly
 placed on the above-surface features (i.e., actions and
 words), while the submerged elements (i.e., the unspoken
 assumptions) are hugely significant in understanding the
 problem. The weakness of formal caribou agreements,
 both the Canadian Porcupine Caribou Agreement and
 the International Agreement for the Conservation of Por
 cupine Caribou, also explains much of the cause of the 1993

 Crisis. Both agreements were drafted and signed well
 before northern resource management had adopted the
 common use of the term "traditional ecological knowl
 edge." While there has long been a self awareness of the
 legitimacy of indigenous knowledge by Native caribou
 hunters, the absence of terminology in the agreement
 making its legitimacy explicit resulted in local communi
 ties having limited involvement in research and monitor
 ing. The recent recognition of knowledge integration in the

 Yukon Land Claim explains the more recent changes.
 Had the establishment of the PCH co-management

 system changed the conditions of state wildlife manage
 ment described years ago? The, "If you don't want 'no' for
 an answer, don't ask" adage espoused by the leader of
 Team #2 during the crisis illustrates how local commu
 nities can be ignored by agencies and the importance of
 voluntary co-operation on the part of agencies in a co
 management process when the legitimacy of local knowl
 edge is not made explicit (Pomeroy and Berkes 1997). It
 also shows us how communities and agencies can con
 currently share political positions (e.g., being against oil
 development in Arctic Refuge) while at the same time be
 engaged in serious conflict about matters of culture. Yet
 the crisis also illustrates how co-management can serve
 as a stage for communities to voice their concerns publicly,

 and together with various groups, work through varying
 degrees of conflict to find common ground.

 Clearly, the problems for the PCMB associated with
 proposed development of the Arctic National Wildlife
 Refuge and the limited effectiveness of the International
 Porcupine Caribou Board are critical to understanding
 how the Canadian "stand-alone co-management" arrange
 ment is encapsulated as a part of an international geo-polit
 ical debate, and how those greater political conditions can
 limit the options in a regional scale co-management
 processes.

 Co-managers with Multiple Affiliations
 Yet, the problems of legitimacy in power sharing are
 apparent here not simply as struggles of authority sys
 tems, but as a set of challenges faced by individuals closely
 engaged in and affected by the co-management process.
 Those directly involved in the 1993 Crisis faced an array
 of dilemmas, especially when holding multiple affiliations
 in two or more organizations (e.g., community hunter and
 PCMB board member). The nature of the individuals'
 dilemmas differed, depending on affiliations. Several
 agency board members confronted the challenge of rep
 resenting their home agencies, while at the same time
 seeking to retain the trust of user communities, by claim
 ing allegiance to the agreement, not to their agencies.
 Native community board members faced the challenge of
 endorsing science-based research, while facing critical
 community leaders with limited understanding of science.

 Elsewhere, I have addressed the "cost of power sharing"
 in caribou co-management (Kofinas 1998), suggesting
 that the avoidance of costs, as opposed to a focus on the
 pursuit of benefits, helps to explain many of the patterns
 of interaction among participants in a co-management
 process. The 1993 caribou crisis illustrates how co-man

 agement, although fraught with problems, did facilitate
 the sorting out of dilemmas and prioritizing of concerns,

 and in the end arrived at a workable level of consistency.
 The emergence of the co-management board as an

 independent social unit with its own sense of identity,
 allegiances and organizational development is an impor
 tant variable in this assessment of community-state power
 sharing. In the 1993 crisis, PCMB members not only
 faced decisions regarding research and management of
 the herd, it also made decisions regarding how best to

 maintain its own legitimacy. Does the focus on the future
 legitimacy of the board represent a form of goal dis
 placement, typical of other bureaucracies? It does not
 appear so. The effort to achieve congruency does, however,
 suggest the need for co-managers to balance the dual
 objectives of resource conservation and institutional legit
 imacy, which is neither simple nor easy, and at best comes

 with significant compromise.
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 Clearly, a key factor in the PCMB's strong perform
 ance has been the perceived presence of a unifying exter
 nal threat to caribou?the proposal for development on the
 herd's calving grounds. The presence of this external
 threat functioned to confirm the board's solidarity, gal
 vanize group members, and dissolve the critical differ
 ences. The emergence of the co-management board as a
 social unit with legal authority fulfills the visions of its
 founders, the communities, and many of its members?but

 it is also potentially problematic for communities that
 seek to influence board level recommendations. However,
 in this case I do not find the emergence of a co-manage

 ment oligarchy. Instead, I observed committed individu
 als, translating the needs of the greater collective with an
 insider's appreciation of the problems.

 Co-management as a Force for Change
 The 1993 Caribou Crisis marks an important moment in
 the history of the PCH co-management process and
 demonstrates how an arrangement can evolve well after
 the signing of agreements to enhance the role of commu
 nities and build a greater mutual understanding between
 researchers and hunters. Viewing the history of co-man
 agement as periods of pre- co-management, early-stage
 co-management, and developing co-management, we first
 find communities outside the caribou management process
 of agencies, then find them engaged with limited access
 and with frustration, and ultimately guiding agency and
 university research through the co-management body.
 We also observe changes at the individual level, including
 the transformation of the caribou biologist (leader of
 Team #2 and PCMB member) who moved from a pref
 erence for conflict avoidance to engagement as an advo
 cate of local knowledge. Most important, these changes
 suggest the need for analysts to take a long-term view
 when analyzing co-management performance, rather than
 focussing on snapshot images at specific points in time.

 It is, however, ironic that the 1993 Crisis with its ulti

 matum from a caribou biologist resulted in a commitment
 from board members to be more supportive of caribou
 research in the future. The acceptance by the local leader
 of caribou studies as a "hammer" in political battles
 against development, and the board's introduction of radio
 collars as a tool for caribou harvesting, raises questions
 about the consequence of co-management as a force for
 culture change. Should the dissemination of collar infor
 mation be viewed as an intentional form of social engi
 neering by the PCMB in an area in which communities
 had once resisted? Were the theories of cognitive disso
 nance (i.e., get them to do it and they will eventually sup
 port it) intentionally applied by those at the interface as

 part of the co-management process to achieve community
 buy-in? Are the actions of the PCMB to be interpreted as
 the co-option of communities to embrace the instrumen
 tal rationality of science? Will the long-term use of the con
 structs of science along with the current loss of native lan
 guage ultimately lead to a greater dominance of the
 science paradigm? Will community acceptance of collars
 ultimately degrade indigenous forms of legitimacy, or are
 these changes simply part of a process of human adapta
 tion that co-management is helping to facilitate? Clearly,
 understanding co-management as a force for cultural
 change and exploring the ethics of social engineering by
 co-management boards are topics worthy of future explo
 ration.

 Conclusion
 Power sharing arrangements and their attendant prob
 lems of legitimacy are neither simple nor are they a
 panacea for harmony. The co-management decision-mak
 ing process documented in this incident involved conflicts

 of differing paradigms, the struggles of decision makers
 who had multiple and at times conflicting organizational
 affiliations, and the ambitions of caribou hunting people
 to sustain a preferred way of life. These conflicts were
 encapsulated within a greater controversy involving oil
 development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The
 ability of the co-management system and in particular, the
 PCMB, to achieve a workable consensus in the 1993 Cri
 sis in spite of high turbulence, speaks well of the board's
 capacity to meet its obligations to protect caribou and
 provide security to caribou people. And while the arrange
 ment's performance in achieving regional consensus is
 clearly impressive in this incident, its ultimate success will
 depend to a great extent on the ability of the board, cari
 bou user communities, state agencies and others to bal
 ance the co-management institution's legitimacy with
 those of local authority systems.

 The PCMB's decision to disseminate caribou collar
 data to local communities as a means of achieving better
 community buy-in for scientific use of collars raises impor
 tant and outstanding questions. Answering these ques
 tions requires a framework that assumes formal co-man
 agement institutions and local cultures are highly
 dynamic. As a drama of unfolding events, the 1993 Crisis
 reveals an uneven, multidirectional, and ongoing set of
 processes of change, with legitimacy of knowledge, insti
 tutions and individuals as an interacting part of the
 dynamic. The 1993 Crisis represents a relatively early
 set of co-management transactions occurring only eight
 years after the signing of the Porcupine Caribou Man
 agement Agreement. The long-term durability of this
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 arrangement and the future of its local authority systems

 are unknown. Emerging from such processes are trans
 formed authority systems, where the boundaries of indige

 nous and state authority systems are less defined. While
 imperfect, their ongoing and emerging paths are essen
 tial to caribou and local communities as strategies for the
 future.
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 Notes
 1 Formal co-management arrangements are those based on

 legal agreements and differ from de facto power sharing
 (Acheson 1989).

 2 Reference to the situation as one of "crisis" is taken from an

 agency board member's memo, written to the Yukon Direc
 tor of Wildlife.

 3 Total annual harvest generally ranges from 3 000 to 6 000
 animals, which is well below 3% of the herd's total popula
 tion. Population levels of the PCH are reported as having
 increased from 135 000 to 178 000 animals during the period
 1983 to 1989, and there was a decline to 123 000 animals in
 2001.

 4 Because of a change in land claims status, the rights con
 veyed to the Dene Nation and the Metis Association of
 NWT are now assumed by the Gwich'in Tribal Council. The
 Canadian Porcupine Agreement differs from Canada's other
 long-standing co-management arrangement, the Beverly
 Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Agreement. In the Bev
 erly-Qamanirjuaq agreement, native organizations signed
 as witnesses to the agreement being between territorial- and
 federal-level governments. The main driver behind estab
 lishing theses agreements also differ. Whereas the Bev
 erly-Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Agreement of cen
 tral Canada grew out of conflicts regarding hunters' and

 managers' differing perceptions in populations levels, the
 PCH co-management agreement was the result of habitat
 issues that find their roots in the Arctic Gas and Macken

 zie Valley Eipeline environmental assessment process of
 the mid-1970s, the land claims settlement in the Inuvialuit
 Settlement Region, and early attempts to negotiate an
 international caribou agreement.

 5 The co-management agreement, while being a "stand
 alone," (i.e., signed independent of land claims processes) is
 explicitly referenced in the Inuvialuit Final Agreements, the
 Yukon First Nation Umbrella Final Agreement, and the
 Gwich'in Land Claims Agreement, all of which are consti
 tutionally entrenched.

 6 Canadian Eorcupine Caribou user communities are Old
 Crow, Dawson, Mayo, Fort McEherson, Tsiigehtchic,
 Aklavik, Inuvik and Tutktoyaktuk.

 7 Terms of the Canadian Eorcupine Caribou Agreement pro
 vide for membership to the ECMB by each of the signato
 ries, as well as a provision for a Yukon-at-Large member and
 a member from Old Crow.

 8 The ECMB Chairperson and agency members of Yukon
 government, the Canadian Federal Government, and North
 west Territories sit on the International Eorcupine Caribou
 Board as the Canadian delegation.

 9 Transcripts from the Mackenzie Valley Eipeline hearings
 document local hunters' concern regarding the intensive use
 of aircraft for surveying the seasonal movement of the herd
 and their effects on herd movement and local hunting. It is
 noteworthy that during this same era, caribou biologists
 commonly spent considerable time (i.e. months) working in
 communities conducting field work, hiring teams of local res
 idents as research assistants at a level that is greater than
 the employment of caribou research in 1993. This period also
 predates the use of aircraft to capture caribou and affix
 caribou radio collars for tracking. Instead caribou were
 collared at river crossings with local hunters working along
 side researchers. While some elders talked fondly to me of
 their work with select biologists of this period, others also

 mentioned how their "old stories" were dismissed by some
 biologists.

 10 Mary Kendi told me of the symbolic reminder of tinji tthui
 (human flesh) left from the caribou-human exchange. When
 bringing a caribou leg to John Vaneltsi, Alfred Francis and
 Mary Vittrikwa, each located the tinji tthui ti (human flesh)
 near the patella, with Mary Kendi noting that the symbolic
 reminder is in the rear leg of the caribou. As Roy Moses and
 Charlie Eeter Charlie described it (in separate but consis
 tent accounts), on the hind leg of the caribou and in front of
 that leg there is a piece of flesh extending from the top of
 the shank downward. Here is found the tinji tthui (human
 flesh), a part that is not eaten. See Slobodin (1981) for a dif
 ferent account of this story.

 11 Research on the Eorcupine Caribou herd finds its roots in
 the studies of Olaus Murie (1935), and resumed in the early
 1950s with use of aircraft observations (Munro 1953). It
 intensified in the early 1970s as a part of the Mackenzie and
 Arctic Gas pipeline impact assessment processes (Jakim
 chuk 1975a, 1975b) and further concentrated with interest
 in oil development in the Coastal Elain of the Arctic National

 Wildlife Refuge (Griffith et al. 2002; Russell et al. 1992). As
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 a result of this well funded and on-going research program,
 Porcupine Caribou are regarded as the most studied herd
 of ungulates in Arctic North America.

 12 Net gunning caribou from helicopters is a method of cast
 ing a large net on wildlife, and is employed to capture select
 animals. It has been developed, in part, to avoid the use tran
 quilizer drugs.

 13 The aerial transect map was faxed to the community's
 Chief by the Alaskan PCH caribou researcher on Sep
 tember 28, 1993. The map's dotted lines trace the biolo
 gist's aerial flight path. Symbols show where caribou were
 located. "Mortality signals" (i.e., which indicates that the
 collar has not moved for an extended period of time trans

 mit a unique signal). The map hung for a five-day period
 on the community's office building, with no written expla
 nation.

 14 These conditions stand in contrast to findings of Kruse et
 al (1998) whose research showed a lack of knowledge by
 Beverly and Qamanirjuaq caribou users of their co-man
 agement system and their co-management board repre
 sentatives. One explanation for the difference is the rela
 tively smaller size of the PCH region.

 15 A traditional hunter's knowledge of caribou behaviour
 includes a detailed account of social relations among caribou
 and their collective behaviour to avoid predators. Shunned
 caribou, like shunned hunters of a former time, are less
 likely to survive. See Kofinas (1998:120-171).

 16 International agreements are notorious for creating inef
 fectual regimes because of an unwillingness of federal-level
 parties to implement their terms. See Young (1994). The
 International Agreement for the Conservation of Porcu
 pine Caribou and the International Porcupine Caribou
 Board, established from it, suffer from the same problem.

 17 PCMB meetings occur three times a year, rotating meeting
 location to different caribou user communities and regional
 centers.

 18 Indirect patterns of communication by the public and a co
 management board are explored in the Alaska context by
 Morrow, and Hensel (1992).

 19 See Russell et al. (1991) for description of the study
 described.

 20 The in-camera session is the only time in my work with the
 PCMB that I was excluded from observing its members'
 work. The events of the in-camera were reconstructed based
 on interviews with seven of the individuals who partici
 pated in the meeting and an internal memo filed by a PCMB
 government member.

 21 Collared caribou locations have also been posted of the
 web, and local hunters with access to internet services reg
 ularly access the information when planning hunts.
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 Co-management?An Attainable Partnership?
 Two Cases from James Bay, Northern Quebec
 and Torres Strait, Northern Queensland

 M.E. Mulrennan Concordia University
 CH. Scott McGill University

 Abstract: Two case studies of indigenous peoples engaged in
 resource co-management arrangements?James Bay Crees
 and Torres Strait Islanders?support three arguments. First,
 co-management involving true power-sharing with central gov
 ernments is very different from "co-management," so-called,
 that offers mere advisory status (though the latter may some
 times be developed into the former). Second, power-sharing by
 the state depends on sustained political action by indigenous peo
 ple demonstrating that there are real costs to the state, or
 interests influential with the state, in ignoring indigenous
 demands and priorities. Finally, the degree to which indige
 nous knowledge and institutions shape co-management practice
 is directly related to the power of the indigenous people involved.

 Keywords: hunter-fishers, co-management, indigenous rights,
 James Bay Crees, Torres Strait Islanders

 Resume: Deux etudes de cas de peuples autochtones parti
 cipant a des ententes de cogestion de ressources, les Cris de la
 Baie James et les insulaires du detroit de Torres, appuient trois
 propositions. D'abord, la cogestion impliquant un reel partage
 du pouvoir avec les gouvernements centraux est fort differente
 de la soi-disant ?cogestion? qui offre un simple statut consultatif
 (bien que ce dernier type de cogestion puisse parfois mener au
 premier). En deuxieme lieu, le partage du pouvoir par l'Etat
 depend d'une action politique soutenue engagee par les peuples
 autochtones, demontrant que le fait d'ignorer les demandes et
 les priorites autochtones implique des couts reels pour l'Etat ou
 pour les interets influents aupres de celui-ci. Finalement, le
 degre d'influence des connaissances et des institutions autoch
 tones sur la pratique de cogestion est directement lie au pouvoir
 du peuple autochtone implique.

 Mots-cles: chasseurs-pecheurs, cogestion, droits autochtones,
 Cris de la Baie James, Insulaires du detroit de Torres

 Introduction

 This paper examines the potential for co-management arrangements to assist in preserving the rights and
 interests in land and sea resources of indigenous1 hunt
 ing/fishing peoples, and to mediate conflicts over resources

 between these peoples and state central governments,2 in
 two cases: the Cree of subarctic James Bay, northern
 Quebec (Canada) and the indigenous Melanesians of the
 tropical islands and reefs of Torres Strait, northern
 Queensland (Australia). It is motivated by questions that
 we believe to be of crucial importance not just for co
 management arrangements per se, but for the character
 of relations between indigenous peoples and the "settler
 states" more broadly, of which these arrangements are
 expressions. These questions include the following. To

 what extent, and under what circumstances, can indige
 nous relations with state management systems be built on
 principles of consent, as opposed to coercion? What man
 ner of institutional design might assist in overcoming?in
 practice if not in legal-constitutional theory?the state's
 dogmatic insistence on its own jurisdictional monopoly?
 And what factors enable indigenous actors to reduce
 asymmetries of power in contexts of conflicting resource
 development goals? We do not pretend to fully answer
 these questions, but the brief histories and analysis of
 disappointment and improvement that we present for
 Crees and Islanders do provide some direction.

 These two groups have features in common with many

 indigenous peoples occupying peripheral areas in settler
 state contexts (Havemann 1999; Perry 1996): a significant

 measure of reliance on wildlife resources for subsistence

 and commercial purposes, some of which are thought to
 be in "crisis" in regard to declining stocks; the continued
 importance of customary land and sea tenure, indigenous
 knowledge, and local management systems; multiple
 industrial pressures on traditional land and sea resources;

 the majority status of their populations within their tra
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 ditional territories; and some of the available legal and pol

 icy manoeuvres by which they attempt to maintain or
 regain control of resources. Both have been leaders, in
 their respective countries, in establishing self-governing
 structures and gaining recognition of Native title rights.

 A significant contemporary movement in global polit
 ical and environmental relations is the development of
 structures and processes aimed at increased co-opera
 tion between indigenous peoples and state systems in the

 management of natural resources (Abel and Friesen 1991;
 Berkes 1989; Pinkerton 1989; Usher 1997). This is occur
 ring not only because of the growing international promi
 nence of ideologies of indigenous along with other human
 rights (Niezen 2000), but also because it is increasingly evi
 dent that the knowledge and participation of indigenous
 communities is fundamental in devising strategies for
 environmentally sustainable resource use, and for coping
 with environmental changes that are both local and global
 in scope and consequence (UNCED 1993; WCED 1987).
 This movement is testing the limits of state systems to
 achieve genuine decentralization, sharing of powers, and
 the accommodation of indigenous ethnonational aspira
 tions.

 Co-management carries a particular burden in devel
 oped "settler" states such as Australia and Canada, where
 immigrant majorities pose significant impediments to the
 agenda of indigenous people to regain sovereign control
 of their homeland and sea resources. The power-sharing
 implicit in the idea of co-management seems to assist the
 project of decolonization, and notwithstanding the small
 size of indigenous populations in these states, they have
 signalled their determination to bring about such reform.
 Declarations by the James Bay Cree that they will exer
 cise their right to determine their own political affiliation
 in the event of the separation of Quebec from the rest of
 Canada (Grand Council of the Crees of Quebec 1998), or
 by Torres Strait Islanders that they reserve the option of
 secession from Australia (Lui 1994), are not without
 impact in arenas of national and international opinion.
 The consent of these indigenous polities to Australian or
 Canadian federal arrangements depends on the ability of
 such systems to seriously renegotiate proprietary and
 jurisdictional arrangements, including management of
 resources and environment in indigenous homelands.

 The active structuring of regional self-government
 involvement in resource management has a shorter his

 tory in indigenous Australia than in Canada, but there has
 been recent convergence in the political and legal condi
 tions under which indigenous groups in both countries
 operate due to several developments: the enhanced legal
 status of Native title rights under the 1992 "Mabo" deci

 sion of the High Court of Australia (1992) and the recent
 "Delgamuukw" decision of the Supreme Court of Canada
 (1997); the legacy of efforts through the 1980s and early
 1990s to recognize aboriginal self-government in Canadian
 constitutional negotiations (Asch 1993; Scott 1993),
 together with a national constitutional review and the

 work of the federal Council for Aboriginal and Torres
 Strait Islander Reconciliation in Australia (Jull 1992,
 1996); and international human rights scrutiny (Davidson
 1993). Aboriginal policy and legal measures in Canada
 and Australia involve increasing mutual resonance, which
 has generated research interest in comparison of the two
 countries (Havemann 1999; Howitt2001; Jull 1991,1993;
 Richardson et al. 1995; Robinson 1998; Scott 1992).

 In northern Canada, recent decades have seen the
 development of several co-management institutions (e.g.,
 the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board,
 the Porcupine Caribou Management Board, the Wildlife
 and Environmental Management Regime of the Inuvialuit
 Final Agreement; the Nunavut Wildlife Management
 Board, the James Bay and Northern Quebec Hunting
 Fishing-Trapping Coordinating Committee, and others;
 see Berkes 1989; Brooke 1995; Feit 1988,1989; Freeman
 and Carbyn 1988; Freeman et al. 1993; Penn 1995; Pinker
 ton 1989; Usher 1993,1997). Indigenous Australians have
 become involved in parallel initiatives which to date have
 received limited comparative analysis?the Kakadu and
 Uluru National Park Plans of Management, the Kowan
 yama Land and Natural Resources Management Office,
 the Dhimurru Land Management Aboriginal Corpora
 tion Plan, the Cape York Land Use Agreement, and the

 Marine Strategy for Torres Strait (Baker et al. 2001; Mul
 rennan 1993; Mulrennan and Hanssen 1994; Press et al.
 1995; Robinson 1998; Sharp 1998; Teehan 1997; Woenne
 Green et al. 1994).

 We first outline the resource and environmental co

 management provisions of the James Bay and Northern
 Quebec Agreement (JBNQA) (Anon. 1975) and a recent
 significant amendment to those provisions, the Agree

 ment Concerning a New Relationship between Le Gou
 vernement du Quebec and the Crees of Quebec (Anon.
 2002). We then examine the concurrent development of
 marine resource management regimes in the Torres
 Strait, beginning with the Torres Strait Treaty (signed in
 1978; ratified in 1985) which provides one of the primary

 legislative and administrative frameworks for marine
 resource management in the region, and proceeding to a
 consideration of how Islander political strategies and
 Native Title sea claims have put pressure on Common
 wealth and Queensland governments to strengthen the
 Islander role. We find that in neither case have these
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 arrangements established a condition of equitable "part
 nership" in the management of the environment and nat
 ural resources. Progress has been made, however, in pro
 portion to the difficulty indigenous groups can cause
 central governments which cling too zealously to monop
 olistic views of the state's jurisdiction, or to central gov
 ernment-licensed competitors for resources on indige
 nous territories. Recent developments?such as the
 Agreement Concerning a New Relationship and the cre
 ation of a new fisheries consultative structure (approved
 in December 2002) in Torres Strait?illustrate some of the

 different means employed, and conditions affecting, the
 emergence of more balanced partnerships.

 The James Bay Cree
 The James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement

 The James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement (JBNQA)
 (Anon. 1975), regarded as the first modern land claims set

 tlement in Canada under the federal policy of addressing
 outstanding native land rights (Peters 1992), was essen
 tially a settlement designed to resolve conflicts over the
 construction of the James Bay hydro-electric develop
 ment project (announced in April 1971 without consulta
 tion with James Bay Crees and Inuit of Quebec). Details
 of the circumstances behind the signing of the Agree
 ment are available elsewhere (LaRusic et al. 1979; Salis
 bury 1986). For present purposes it is sufficient to note
 that the decision of Crees and Inuit to negotiate and ulti
 mately sign the Agreement is widely acknowledged to
 have been taken in response to their lack of alternatives
 or bargaining power (Diamond 1985; Feit 1980) and "under
 duress in the context of an early 1970s understanding of
 aboriginal rights" (Rynard, 2001: 5).

 The Agreement included an extinguishment clause
 which required that Crees and Inuit "cede, release, sur
 render and convey all their Native claims, rights, titles,
 and interests, whatever they may be, in and to land in the

 territory" (Anon. 1975: Section 2.1). In exchange, provi
 sions were made for the ownership and control of land, the

 management of fisheries and wildlife, and environmental
 and social impact assessment, as well as a host of com
 mitments regarding cash compensation, royalties, health
 and social services, education, economic development, an
 income security program for hunters and local as well as
 regional self-government powers.

 The Agreement overlaid the indigenous tenure system
 of James Bay Crees with three new categories of land:
 Category I lands, amounting to less than 2% of the terri
 tory, are for the exclusive use and benefit of Crees; Cat
 egory II lands, which represent about 20% of the area, are

 provincial Crown (public) lands over which Crees have
 exclusive hunting, fishing and trapping rights; and Cate
 gory III lands, which make up the majority of the terri
 tory, are also public lands on which Crees have exclusive
 rights to certain wildlife species, but have to share other
 animal populations with sport hunters and fishermen,
 subject to preferential and guaranteed levels of subsis
 tence harvesting for Crees. Beyond wildlife, Cree own
 ership or rights to any natural resources in either Cate
 gory II or III lands are not recognized nor do they have
 control over the development of these lands. Quebec
 received a "right to develop" on both Category II and III
 lands (98% of the territory), subject, in the case of Cate
 gory II lands, to replacement with land of similar quality
 if development caused irremediable damage to Cree
 resources. The Agreement does not extend beyond the low
 tide mark and no provision is made for Cree interests in
 the offshore (Mulrennan and Scott 2000).

 The fisheries and wildlife provisions of the Agree
 ment (Berkes 1989; Feit 1989; Penn 1995) include: the
 establishment of exclusive and preferential harvesting
 rights both by area and by species; various mechanisms
 for the allocation of the harvest of shared species among
 Native and non-Native groups outside the exclusive hunt
 ing area; in lieu of central government regulation of Cree

 wildlife harvesting, recognition of the Cree system of
 management, including their hunting territories, and the
 authority of Cree "hunting bosses" in charge of these ter
 ritories;3 and a Hunting, Fishing, Trapping Coordinating
 Committee (HFTCC) as the primary co-management
 institution in the implementation of the hunting, fishing
 and trapping regime (Section 24) of the Agreement.

 The HFTCC was established to "review, manage, and
 in certain cases, supervise and regulate" the regime estab
 lished by the Agreement (Section 24.4.1). It was intended
 to balance the power of Cree, Inuit, Innu, Quebec and
 Canadian government representatives in setting and
 administering wildlife policy, and is comprised of equal
 numbers of voting members in aboriginal and central
 government delegations, with a Chair who alternates
 between the two, and who casts a tie-breaking vote when
 one is needed.

 The environmental protection regime of the JBNQA
 (Section 22) also comes into play in addressing conflicts
 over resource development (Wilkinson and Vincelli 1995).
 It is intended to provide for the adoption of environmen
 tal and social measures to minimize the negative impact
 of development and to protect "the Cree people, their
 economies and the wildlife resources upon which they
 depend" (JBNQA, Section 22). The primary focus of the
 regime is on impact assessment and review, and on envi
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 ronmental regulations. There are no provisions for land
 use planning or water management and all of the bodies
 established to oversee the regime are advisory; final deci
 sion-making authority rests with federal or provincial
 governments.

 Assessment of Provisions for Protection
 and Co-management
 The JBNQA established institutional linkages between
 aboriginal resource users/managers and the federal and
 Quebec governments, while promising compensation for
 losses of traditional resources to external development
 (Feit 1989). But this strategy has encountered many obsta
 cles in reducing the power asymmetry between the "joint"

 managers, or balancing interests in economic policy-mak
 ing, where the sides take quite different views of what is
 environmentally "sustainable" in relation to their respec
 tive interests. A number of significant problems limit the
 effectiveness of the co-management institutions (Berkes
 1989; Penn 1995; Peters 1992; Rynard 2001). They include
 a lack of clarity and consistency in the interpretation of the

 Agreement (less euphemistically, conflict over politically
 motivated reinterpretation), limited HFTCC powers rel
 ative to other mandates within government administra
 tion, and logistical difficulties in connecting technical sci
 entific and bureaucratic approaches to local knowledge
 and management systems.

 In particular, conflict has arisen over Quebec Gov
 ernment policies which promote capital-intensive devel
 opment, or which bow to the political pressure of large
 recreational hunting and fishing lobbies, in contraven
 tion of the principle of the primacy of Native subsistence
 use and needs in the area. The ability of the HFTCC to
 give equal effect to aboriginal voices and powerful vested
 interests within senior government administrations has
 proven to be limited. The statutory and bureaucratic sep
 aration of wildlife issues from other fundamental resource

 allocation decisions, such as hydro or forest management
 practices (for which the Quebec Government claims juris
 diction) can easily render moot the ideal of co-manage
 ment. Quebec, for example, has treated forest manage
 ment as outside the mandate of the HFTCC, despite its
 implications for wildlife. Confidence in the ability of the
 HFTCC to jointly determine wildlife management policy
 has thus been strained.

 Co-management structures at James Bay must be
 seen in the broader context of a negotiated settlement of
 aboriginal claims that postponed but failed to resolve fun
 damental issues of control of the region. Thus, Crees
 gained recognition under the JBNQA of their right to
 continue a way of life based on harvesting of wildlife

 resources, while the Government of Quebec gained its
 "right to develop" in the Cree region. When these two gen
 eral rights come into conflict?as, for instance, with the
 damage caused by forest clear-cutting to wildlife resources
 and Cree hunting practices?the limits of the doctrine of
 co-management become starkly apparent. A wildlife co
 management committee, however it is structured inter
 nally, can have limited effect if decisions about the crucial

 habitat upon which wildlife depends remain wholly or
 predominantly in the hands of external government
 departments. Until recently, the Government of Quebec
 has rejected the idea that Crees have any authority to
 decide future phases of James Bay hydro-electric devel
 opment, for example.4 A key problem, then, has been that

 Crees have a say about only some of the critical resources
 on which hunting is ecosystemically dependent; and this
 reflects the unequal power of the parties entering into
 comanagement arrangements.

 Forestry, in the southern third of Cree territory, rep
 resents a significant threat to the continuity of hunting
 (Feit and Beaulieu 2001). The paved highway infrastruc
 ture associated with hydro-electric development has accel
 erated the development of secondary and tertiary logging
 roads; over the past two decades about 2 400 km of roads
 have been constructed to service the La Grande hydro
 project and forestry operations in the area (Penn 1995:15).
 Clear-cutting practices have devastated many family
 hunting territories, at least in the short term. The long
 term sustainability of forestry as currently practised is
 undemonstrated, and full recovery of forest ecosystems is

 questionable (Desjardins 1999). In this industry, as with
 hydro-development, Cree until recently lacked any direct
 role in deciding forest management policy, and even envi
 ronmental review was refused by the Government of Que
 bec, on grounds that its forest management practices do
 not represent long-term loss of land quality or wildlife pro

 ductivity. The provincial Ministere des Terres et Forets
 (Lands and Forests) resisted even an advisory role for the
 HFTCC to recommend adjustments to minimize the
 impact of forest cutting on wildlife.

 The rapid expansion of roads associated with hydro
 and forestry operations has brought a third major
 threat?sport hunters and fishermen by the thousands
 each year. Losses are particularly significant for those
 Cree hunters whose territories are crossed by public
 access roads, yet public access to the territory continues
 to be exempt from assessment of ecological and social
 impacts (Penn 1995). A crisis in moose management else

 where in Quebec has prompted the Ministere des Loisirs,
 de la Chasse et de la Peche (Recreation, Hunting and
 Fishing) to encourage use of the James Bay region by
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 sport hunters, hoping to relieve hunting pressure on game
 resources further south, and to relieve political pressure
 on the provincial government. The resulting influx of
 recreational hunters has contributed to widescale moose

 population decline in the southern James Bay region,
 where measures have now had to be taken to limit the

 sport hunt. In this episode, Quebec government repre
 sentatives sought (unsuccessfully) a moratorium on Cree
 subsistence hunting as a prerequisite for imposing a mora

 torium on the sport hunt?in contravention of the JBNQA
 principle of Cree subsistence priority (Dionne and Lajoie
 1995).

 Management goals and methods of the provincial gov
 ernment are frequently not congruent with those of the
 Crees. Government scientific managers estimate wildlife
 population and biological productivity at a broad regional
 scale. Yet Cree customary tenure and management is
 geared to the smaller territorial units of multifamily hunt

 ing groups. Some of these territories support the har
 vesting of only a few moose annually, and the concentra
 tion of sport hunting in territories with road access has

 meant that Cree families on such territories suffer dis

 proportionate impacts?even if moose harvesting levels
 are sustainable from a regional perspective. This is the
 sort of conflict between indigenous and state systems
 that co-management should in theory be capable of
 addressing; but such resolution has been elusive.

 Cree hunters have also registered profound concern
 over the sport hunting of caribou along the more northerly

 portions of the hydro road network. Over a thousand
 sport hunters are licensed annually by lottery to kill two
 caribou each. They enter Cree territory for a period of a
 few weeks in mid-winter, hunting along roughly 700 kilo

 metres of highway crossing the hunting territories of a few
 dozen Cree families. Caribou populations undergo high
 amplitude, long-term population cycles, and their num
 bers, though now declining, have been large enough in the
 past decade that there is not yet a major issue of economic
 losses to Cree hunters per se. Rather, the sheer numbers
 and density of this sport hunting presence, combined with
 hunting practices that are regarded as unethical by Crees,
 frequently compounded by inexperienced and unsafe
 sport hunting, as well as vandalism and theft of Cree
 property, add up to an invasion from the perspective of
 Cree hunters (Scott and Webber 2001).

 Cree opposition to sport hunting of moose and caribou
 has been one of the most divisive issues facing the HFTCC.
 By and large, policy-makers in the provincial Ministere des
 Loisirs, de la Chasse et de la Peche have dominated, while
 the Committee has failed to give effect to Cree interests
 on these issues. Although aboriginal representatives have

 equivalent voting power on the Committee, a tie-breaking
 vote is exercized by the Committee Chair, which rotates
 annually between the government and aboriginal delega
 tions on the Committee. Contentious issues have been

 settled by the vote of the Committee chair, rather than
 through the evolution of real consensus-building between
 aboriginal and government delegations (ibid.).

 There has been significant resistance on the part of
 Quebec authorities to implementing other sport hunting
 related provisions that were designed to protect Cree
 interests. The province has opposed JBNQA provisions
 designed to ensure a predominance of Cree control in
 regulating sport hunting and fishing through outfitting
 and guiding, and long ignored the promised implementa
 tion of a system of Cree conservation officials, although
 there has been recent progress on the latter issue.

 The statutory ability of the HFTCC to shape policy
 has been narrowly interpreted by central government
 authorities, who prefer to treat the Committee as mainly
 advisory in capacity.5 This attitude has forced Crees into
 difficult choices: either compromise and comply with Que
 bec wishes on major issues, perhaps in exchange for other
 trade-offs; or undertake the costly route of legal action to
 uphold the terms and principles of the JBNQA.

 It appears that JBNQA provisions for protection of
 the natural resource base, regional economy and Cree
 decision-making remain, in practice, subordinate to
 Quebec's "right to develop." Indeed Penn suggests that
 provisions relating to wildlife and environmental man
 agement are only fully understood when "read alongside
 the parallel sections dealing with hydro-electric develop

 ment, the administration of public lands, mining and
 forestry" (Penn 1995: iii). There are numerous inconsis
 tencies and problems of compatibility, and the "right to
 develop" receives primacy over the protection of subsis
 tence harvesting rights.

 Meanwhile, the existence of an environmental regime
 under the JBNQA did not result in systematic or adequate
 strategies for documenting and understanding, let alone
 countering, the industrial impacts of hydro-electricity,
 large-scale forestry, and the extensive development of
 roads infrastructure. From a Cree perspective between
 20 000 and 25 000 km2 of prime lands have been taken out

 of production as a combined result of hydro development
 and forestry (ibid.). Yet hydro-development was exempted
 from the assessment of social impacts, including those
 resulting from ecological impacts, and forestry was
 exempted from both environmental and social impact
 assessment. Impact assessment procedures, to the extent
 they do apply, are strictly advisory in nature, and Quebec
 retains decision-making authority.
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 Additional problems arise with this regime because
 the various committees operate within very specific man
 dates, are territorial in focus, and limit aboriginal repre
 sentatives to minority status. Penn (ibid.: 37) observes that
 the dependence of the Agreement on an advisory com
 mittee structure has posed a significant impediment to
 Cree participation. Advisory committees are premised
 on certain assumptions about power relations and deci
 sion-making, which very easily break down in cross-cul
 tural settings. Differences in linguistic background and
 educational experiences serve to further exclude and
 obscure Cree involvement.

 While it may be true that Crees would have exer
 cized even less influence in the absence of the co-man

 agement institutions provided for in the JBNQA, these
 institutions have not achieved a true sharing of power
 and authority between Cree and central governments,
 even on matters where this was the explicit intent. While
 the Crees have enjoyed certain influence and benefits
 with regard to the management and development of home
 land resources under the JBNQA, some of the explicit cen

 tral government commitments under the Agreement
 remained unfulfilled because of the Crees' finite ability to

 pursue litigation. Not surprisingly, Cree regional political
 leaders have for some time been seeking an opportunity
 to re-negotiate land tenure and resource co-management
 arrangements with the Quebec Government.

 Agreement Concerning a New Relationship
 Such an opportunity arose with the Agreement Concern
 ing a New Relationship between Le Gouvernement du
 Quebec and the Crees of Quebec (Anon. 2002). It arose
 because both sides were bogged down in litigation over
 forestry and other JBNQA-related grievances; because
 Crees had demonstrated their ability to derail the planned
 development of the Great Whale hydro-electric complex
 in the late 1980s/early 1990s; because the Crees and other
 First Nations in Quebec had shown that with their rights
 of self-determination neglected they could become sig
 nificant impediments to the ruling Parti Quebecois' own
 aspirations for national self-determination; and because
 the Quebec Government was therefore now attempting a
 Cree consent-based approach to development in Cree
 territory.

 The New Relationship agreement addresses some
 of the aforementioned lacunae in the mandate of co-man

 agement bodies under the original JBNQA through the
 establishment of a new Forestry Board that will work in
 tandem with local Working Groups. In important respects,
 these bodies resemble the consultative model of the
 HFTCC and the environmental review bodies of the

 JBNQA. But radically revised forest management stan
 dards intended to limit the impact of industrial forestry
 on Cree hunting territories, like other provisions of the
 new agreement, are assimilated to the JBNQA, giving
 them the status of treaty with constitutional protection in

 the Canadian system. Hence, although the co-manage
 ment bodies are consultative with respect to matters that
 remain within the discretionary latitude of the provincial
 minister responsible, this discretionary latitude has been
 greatly reduced by terms of treaty that cannot unilater
 ally be weakened by government. These terms include the
 micro-management of forestry operations on the scale of
 Cree hunting territories, and strict limits on the permis
 sible configuration and intensity of cutting.6

 The new agreement fortifies Cree involvement in the
 economic development of their region, through sharing of

 revenue from hydro-electric, forestry and mineral exploita

 tion on a scale unprecedented in northern Canada, with a
 guaranteed minimum of $70 million to be paid annually to
 the Crees for the next 50 years. The Crees, in return,
 have agreed to a new hydro-electric plan that will involve
 the damming and diversion of most of the flow of the
 Rupert River?a plan that leaves unmodified, at least for
 the time being, the Broadback and Nottaway Rivers, orig
 inally part of a much larger Nottaway-Broadback-Rupert
 phase of hydro-electric development. Obligatory dispute
 resolution procedures, prior to either party resorting to lit

 igation, have also been built into the new agreement. It is
 too early to assess how any of these measures relating to
 resource management, economic development and a more
 co-operative and conciliatory relationship will actually
 work out in practice. But there are promising features
 that bear watching.

 The Torres Strait Islanders
 Torres Strait Treaty
 The Torres Strait Treaty is a bilateral agreement between
 Australia and Papua New Guinea (PNG), which was rat
 ified in 1985 to settle a border dispute between the two
 countries in the wake of PNG's independence (1975). The
 primary controversy was the presence of a residual colo
 nial border within a few hundred metres of the northern

 shoreline which effectively excluded PNG's access to the
 waters and resources of the northern part of Torres Strait.

 Following years of intense negotiations several new
 boundaries were established, including the international
 border as well as lines defining separate seabed and fish
 eries jurisdictions between the two countries (Babbage
 1990). Border delimitation also brought into play several
 other complex functions, making the Treaty a major con
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 temporary determinant of the legal and administrative
 framework for the region.

 In relation to indigenous resource use and manage
 ment, the treaty establishes an area known as the Torres
 Strait Protected Zone (TSPZ), whose primary purpose is
 "to acknowledge and protect the traditional way of life and
 livelihood of the traditional inhabitants,"7 while also aim

 ing "to preserve and protect the marine environment and
 indigenous flora and fauna in and in the vicinity of the Pro
 tected Zone" (Article 10). Traditional customary rights of
 free movement, access to and usage of areas of land,
 seabed, sea, estuaries and coastal tide areas are also rec
 ognized within the Treaty.

 Special provisions have been made for Islander use of
 marine resources within the TSPZ, with official recogni
 tion of traditional (subsistence) fishing, including an
 exemption from prosecution for hunting protected species,

 subject to considerations of conservation. Both countries
 undertake to "minimize any restrictive effects on the tra
 ditional activities of the traditional inhabitants" in the

 pursuit of conservation objectives (Article 14). Traditional
 fishing is given priority over commercial fishing, and
 Islander involvement in commercial fishing is facilitated
 through exclusive commercial access to some fisheries
 (trochus, beche-de-mer and pearl shell), exclusive rights
 to any expanded commercial use of certain other fish
 eries (tropical rock lobster, mackerel and barramundi),
 and nominal licence fees.

 An elaborate consultative and advisory structure was
 established under Article 30 of the Treaty, involving
 Islander, central government and industry representa
 tives. The Torres Strait Protected Zone Joint Authority
 (TSPZJA) represents the top-level fisheries decision

 making committee which until recently comprised only
 the Commonwealth and Queensland ministers in charge
 of fisheries. Advising the TSPZJA are two bodies on
 which Islanders, together with fishing industry repre
 sentatives, have consultative status: the Torres Strait
 Fisheries Management Committee (TSFMC), and the
 Torres Strait Fishing Industry and Islanders Consulta
 tive Committee (TSFIICC) which includes working
 groups on individual fisheries. Islander representatives
 have been a minority on the consultative committees,
 which, as purely advisory bodies, do not vote, and simply
 record dissenting views in the event of non-consensus.8
 A Torres Strait Fisheries Scientific Advisory Committee
 (TSFSAC) also advises the TSFMC. This scientific com

 mittee has not included Islanders and funding has tended
 to be allocated to fisheries research projects reflecting the
 dominant commercial fishing interests (Mulrennan and
 Hanssen 1994) or to research "which has been of little use

 to management needs of Torres Strait fisheries" (Sen
 2000: 4).

 The Treaty also establishes the basis for environ
 mental management in Torres Strait, including the pro
 tection and preservation of the marine environment (Arti
 cle 13), the protection of indigenous flora and fauna
 (Article 14), and the prohibition of mining and drilling of
 the seabed (Article 15). An Environmental Management
 Committee (EMC) has provided the primary mechanism
 for communication and consultation, while research proj
 ects, such as the Torres Strait Baseline Study (Lawrence
 and Cansfield-Smith 1991) in Australia and relevant stud

 ies in PNG, provide information.

 Assessment of Provisions for Protection
 and Co-management
 Islander dissatisfaction with the Treaty is deeply held.
 From the outset Islanders were reduced to mere pawns
 in the treaty negotiating process with their concerns and
 interests "lost in the negotiations, political bickering, and

 media display" (Nietschmann 1985: 149) of the initial
 talks. Indeed at one point a proposal to draw the inter
 national boundary through the centre of the Torres
 Strait?a move that would have bisected the region with
 enormous implications for the day to day reality of
 Islanders?was under consideration. Frustrations with

 the subsequent implementation of the treaty are related
 to an on-going sense among the Islanders that the major
 concern of federal and state government policy in the
 area is the maintenance of Australia's territorial integrity
 and a national frontier with countries to the north, rather

 than the provision of equitable living conditions and eco
 nomic opportunities in the region, or a real role for
 Islanders in managing and developing the region's
 resources (Tsamenyi and Mfudwo 1993).

 Islander initiatives have tended to be offset by outside

 commercial fishing and other external interests in the
 area (Allen 1993). The increasing presence of trawlers
 and commercial freezer vessels which frequently operate
 in the immediate vicinity of home islands, exploiting

 marine resources within the customary marine estates of
 Islander communities, provide no commercial benefits to
 Islanders through royalty or lease payments, equity pro
 visions, or as compensation for the adverse environmen
 tal impact of commercial fishing, particularly prawn trawl
 ing, on the subsistence resources of their communities.

 Prawn trawling, in some respects, is the marine equiv
 alent of clear-cut forestry. Both target a few species rel
 atively low in the food chain that may be "sustainable"
 resources in narrowly defined industrial terms, but the
 environmental destruction caused can make survival dif
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 ficult for a range of other species and the people who
 depend on them. Prawn trawling rakes the seabed, tear
 ing from the bottom anything of size in its path. Islanders

 who witnessed the early days of prawning testify with sad
 ness that the sponges and sea whips that used to come up
 in prawning nets have been all but extirpated in a large
 section of Torres Strait. Prawning by-catch includes trop
 ical rock lobster on spawning migrations, a mainstay of the

 Islander small-boat fishery. While it is no longer legal to
 sell by-catch lobster, Islanders believe that lobsters caught
 and returned to the water several times in the course of

 a migration sustain injuries severe enough to make them
 easy prey for sharks and other predators. Prawning oper
 ations are also said by Islanders to negatively impact
 mackerel populations; prawns were formerly a more abun
 dant food source for this species, which is important in the

 Islanders' small-boat commercial fishery.
 Big-boat reef fishing operations pose a different sort

 of threat, competing in particular for coral trout and red
 emperor. These boats can travel in heavy weather, and by
 anchoring on the lee side of large reefs, send out dinghies
 to operate in weather that is impossible for Islanders to

 work in. Islanders have long regarded such conditions as
 a form of natural respite for the fish, enabling a form of
 rotational management, since they often prevent Islanders

 in their dinghies from crossing open seas to get to the shel

 ter of reefs. But increasingly, when the weather settles,
 Islanders travel to fishing sites, incurring equipment and
 fuel costs in the process, only to find that non-Islander big

 boats have already worked over an area. Hence, the eco
 nomic sustainability of small-boat operations is threat
 ened, even if, from the point of view of scientific man
 agers, the big-boat fishery is sustainable.

 Although the concept of "community fishing" in Tor
 res Strait has received national and international acclaim,
 many Islanders express dissatisfaction with its operation
 on-the-water (Mulrennan and Hanssen 1994). Islander
 oriented initiatives are frequently countered by the sheer
 strength of commercial fishing interests in the area, which
 have been more heavily represented on consultative com
 mittees. The small-boat fishery focusses on stationary
 hand-line fishing for coral trout and other restaurant fish,

 simple line trolling for mackerel, and free diving or hookah
 diving for tropical rock lobster (crayfish), sea cucumber
 and trochus shell. Prawn trawling and bigger-boat coral
 trout and mackerel fishing, in contrast, require large cap
 ital outlays and complex bureaucratic procedures, and
 involve few Islanders.9 "Islanders are not involved at all,"

 according to Altman et al. (1994: 11), "in the species
 [prawns] that represented 78 per cent of the Torres Strait
 commercial fisheries by value in 1992." The Torres Strait

 fishing industry has an estimated total annual value of
 approximately A$35 m (Australian Fisheries Manage
 ment Authority [AFMA], 2000).

 Management of dugong and sea turtles in Torres
 Strait provides an illustration of the practical benefits to
 be gained from the incorporation of Islander resource
 management knowledge and expertise into the regime
 established under the Treaty. Dugongs are listed by the
 International Union for the Conservation of Nature
 (IUCN 1996) as "vulnerable to extinction" and as "a vul
 nerable species" under Queensland's Nature Conservation
 Act 1992. Scientists express concerns about the level of
 dugong exploitation in the region (Johannes and Mac
 Farlane 1991; Marsh 1999; Marsh et al. 1997); a recent
 estimate of the total annual Islander catch is 790 dugongs
 (AFMA 2000). Population models indicate that a total
 population of about 16 500 animals would be needed to sus
 tain an annual catch of this order (Marsh 1986). Since
 population estimates for the region vary between 13 300
 (1987 survey) and 27 900 (1996 survey) dugongs, reflect
 ing possible biases in the survey technique and the migra
 tion of dugong into and out of the region, it is difficult to
 evaluate whether the current harvest of dugong is sus
 tainable (Marsh 1999).

 Similar uncertainties exist in relation to sea turtle

 management. Green turtles, which account for about 99%
 of the traditional turtle catch (Harris et al. 1993), are
 listed as "endangered" by the IUCN (1996) and were
 declared "vulnerable" under the Endangered Species
 Protection Act (Commonwealth) 1992. Population esti
 mates from an aerial survey conducted in 1991 reported
 a minimum of 65 200 green turtles in the western and
 central Torres Strait (Harris 1997).10 An earlier survey in
 1987 estimated that there were 44 000 turtles in the same

 region (Marsh and Lawler 1992). The indigenous harvest
 in Torres Strait, including the Islanders and coastal
 Papuans, is thought to be in the order of 5100 to 6 700 tur
 tles per year (Kwan 1990), a harvest that, in combination
 with levels of egg harvesting, is judged by some to be
 unsustainable (Perkins and Limpus 1993). Estimates of
 harvesting levels over the last two decades suggest that
 the annual catch within the TSPZ has remained about
 3 000 turtles (Harris 1997). This value is consistent with
 the latest estimated catch level of 2 795 turtles and is

 regarded as sustainable (AFMA 2000).
 Scientists readily admit to the broad margins of uncer

 tainty associated with population estimates and tend to err
 on the side of caution given limited information on stock
 identity, population dynamics, estimates of annual catch,
 and the impact of a range of anthropogenic and environ
 mental factors on these species (Harris 1997; Marsh 1999).
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 Over the past decade, the potential of community level
 management to provide an integrated approach to edu
 cation, caretaking, monitoring and harvest regulation and
 improve the quality of information available has been
 strongly endorsed by scientists (Harris 1997; Kwan 2002;
 Marsh 1999; Marsh et al. 1997) and government man
 agers working in the region (AFMA 2000). Scientific field
 research has begun to address the knowledge of Islanders,

 in regard to distinctive stocks, their browsing, reproduc
 tive and migratory behaviour and catch per unit effort
 indicators (Kwan 2003; Nietschmann 1989). While some
 notable progress has been made in establishing and devel
 oping productive dialogue between Islander hunters,
 research scientists and fisheries managers at the com
 munity level (Kwan 2002,2003), the tendency to frame this

 dialogue on professional researchers' terms?to define its
 objectives and channel its outcomes?has been a liability.
 Islanders tend to view scientific research with some skep
 ticism, a legacy of their limited involvement in the process,

 inadequate and culturally inappropriate communication of
 research findings to the community level, and political
 uses by central governments of research conclusions that
 Islanders know to be unsound (Mulrennan 2003; Mul
 rennan and Hanssen 1994).

 The EMC, Torres Strait Fisheries Management Com
 mittee (TSFMC) and the Torres Strait Fisheries Scientific
 Advisory Committee (TSFSAC), on which the Islanders
 have had minority representation, has been heavily biased
 towards Western scientific approaches and provides an
 ineffective platform for Islanders to raise their environ

 mental concerns or communicate their knowledge of the
 resources. More recent proposals to include active Islander
 hunter/fishers rather than career bureaucrats and politi
 cians from the regional leadership, and to include more
 social science expertise on the cultural and socio-environ
 mental aspects of natural resource management, are aimed
 at increased engagement of Islander knowledge and
 expertise in the research process (Sen 2000). The estab
 lishment of true partnerships in management decision

 making will however require more substantial transfor
 mations, not just in the openness of scientific managers to

 Islander expertise, but in political structures of authority.
 While the Torres Strait Treaty provides for the

 acknowledgment and protection of the rights of tradi
 tional inhabitants, the status of the Torres Strait Treaty
 as an international treaty by no means resolves the rights
 of Islanders within Australian domestic law. The 1992

 High Court decision on Mabo, rendered on a Torres Strait
 (Mer Island) claim, established the principle of aboriginal
 title to land-based traditional estates, which has subse
 quently been applied to most Islander communities within

 the region. The struggle for comparable recognition of sea

 rights lags behind and will depend on the outcome of a
 regional claim lodged (November 2001) by the Torres
 Strait Islanders to the waters, reefs, sandbanks, shoals,
 seabeds and subsoil of the Torres Strait.

 In the interim, as impacts of industrial fishing on
 Islanders' small-boat operations proceed apace, the uni
 lateral declaration by Eastern Islanders of exclusive "eco
 nomic zones" within their traditional marine estates is

 aimed at protecting their economic base and the conser
 vation and management of existing marine resources.
 Direct action measures to defend these zones have led to

 physical confrontations on the seas with non-indigenous
 commercial fishermen, and to the arrest and acquittal of
 Islanders (Haigh 1999a, 1999b, 2000; Mulrennan 2003;

 Mulrennan and Scott 2001).
 Recognition of traditional marine tenure, in state

 policy and/or legal arenas, will inevitably require sig
 nificant changes in management institutions. Fears have
 been expressed by Commonwealth fisheries officials
 that decentralized control of the seas could lead to highly
 complex management regimes which would be difficult
 to legislate, administer and enforce, in addition to dis
 advantaging long-range, bigger-boat fishing operations
 (Mulrennan and Hanssen 1994). Some of these concerns

 may in time be eased through improved understanding
 of traditional marine tenure and management practices,
 and the realization that self-managing small-boat
 Islander fisheries with properly protected rights could
 be important partners in co-management. Other con
 cerns may be more persistent?if Islander small-boat
 fishing is to be sustainable, tighter limits and restrictions

 on big-boat fishing may be unavoidable and will be polit
 ically fraught.

 Recent Progress
 Over the past two years, a combination of impending
 Native Title litigation, political negotiations between the
 Torres Strait Regional Authority (TSRA)11 and the fed
 eral government, as well as protest and direct action
 (including a resolution by Islander fishermen to ban all
 non-indigenous fishing in the region) has prompted sig
 nificant steps toward a strengthened Islander role in co
 management. Key among these is the creation of a new
 fisheries management, decision-making and consultative
 structure "that will revolutionalise fisheries management
 in the Torres Strait" (TSRA press release 06/1^02:1). The
 new design is intended to "streamline the current struc
 ture and dramatically increase indigenous input into the
 TSPZ JA at both the consultative and decision-making
 levels" (ibid: 1).
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 The following measures have been negotiated: inclu
 sion of the Chairman of the TSRA with the Common

 wealth and State fisheries ministers on the top level fish
 eries management committee (the TSPZ JA); strengthened
 Islander representation through the establishment of a
 Torres Strait Regional Fisheries Council (TSRFC); the
 creation of a Sea Council of Elders at the community and
 regional levels, to complement existing Fishermen's Com
 mittees; the provision of technical and administrative sup
 port through the establishment of a full-time Islander
 Fisheries Coordinator and a full-time Project Officer posi
 tion; greater attention to smaller traditional fisheries,
 including a separate turtle and dugong management com

 mittee; and improved collaboration as well as better inter
 sectoral exchange of information between working groups
 for different species (reef fin-fish, rock lobster, prawns,
 etc.).

 According to the Islander leadership, these struc
 tural changes, which can be accommodated through
 amendments to existing legislative frameworks, are
 intended to achieve the short-term goal of increased
 Islander participation in fisheries policy. The longer-term
 goal of "total management and control over the Torres
 Strait fisheries resources" (James Bon, Eastern Island
 Cluster Representative, pers. comm. 2001), articulated by
 many Islanders, would clearly require more substantial
 changes. As at James Bay, progress has depended partly
 on reasoned negotiations, and partly on activist meas
 ures to increase the political and economic costs to central
 governments, and to non-indigenous "stakeholders," of
 ignoring Islander priorities.

 Discussion
 The terms "co-operative management," "joint manage
 ment" and "co-management" are used to describe various
 degrees of integration of local- and state-level manage
 ment systems. In recent years these terms have been
 widely applied to regimes that "create a permanent, insti
 tutionalized relationship between governments and rep
 resentative aboriginal bodies" (Usher 1997:1). Efforts to
 define these terms more precisely are generally avoided
 in the interest of including "the wide variety of possible
 arrangements" (Berkes 1994:18). And indeed, the number
 and range of institutional arrangements that fall under the

 umbrella of "co-management" is large (Notzke 1995).
 Berkes (1994) and Pinkerton (1989) recognize a continuum
 of co-management arrangements based on the extent of
 power and responsibility sharing, from limited amounts of

 local participation in government management to the del
 egation of full management authority to the local level.
 According to Berkes (1994:18) "real co-management

 involves shared decision-making power by the partners
 and requires governments to devolve some of their power
 to the partners; but in practice there is a diversity of
 partnership arrangements that involve various degrees of
 power-sharing."

 Over the past 25 years numerous co-management
 regimes for lands, resources and the environment have
 been created in Canada and Australia. While the stated

 objectives of these regimes are often similar, they differ
 widely in substance and effect. More judicious application
 of the term is needed to conceptually clarify and practi
 cally test the institutional potential of co-management
 through comparative study. Two decades ago when there

 were fewer cases of co-management and little experience
 with the concept, it was perhaps expedient to employ a
 broadly inclusive definition of co-management. Appre
 hension on the part of both government and aboriginal
 partners was alleviated through the promotion of co-man
 agement as a flexible arrangement, open to a range of
 designs and interpretations; emphasis was placed on the
 willingness of aboriginal peoples and the state to work
 together at "bridging the two solitudes" (Berkes 1994:18).
 Perhaps it was felt that foundational issues of power in the
 relationship could be diplomatically skirted while the lim
 its of establishing a relationship based on mutual respect

 were explored. The risk of this approach is that cases of
 authentically joint management may be confused with
 arrangements in which state-managers pay no more than
 lip service to a philosophy of shared decision-making and
 co-operative-management.

 In spite of, or perhaps because of, the ambiguity sur
 rounding the definition of co-management, it has been
 readily embraced as a desirable end when in many cases
 self-management may be a more efficient or more just
 approach?the involvement of state authorities in matters
 already successfully managed locally is more likely to be
 disruptive than constructive. In JBNQA negotiations,
 Crees sought in the first instance to gain recognition of
 exclusive rights to as many resources as possible, and to
 erect barriers to the intrusion of state authority into local

 decision-making. Co-management was resorted to when
 local tenure arrangements and the authority of indigenous

 stewardship were unavoidably compromised by the juris
 dictional demands of the state, and when Crees needed to
 stem incremental loss, or to promote recuperation, of a
 degree of local control. In Torres Strait, similarly, where
 Islander forms of indigenous tenure and resource man
 agement have been largely by-passed by central govern
 ment policies, aspirations for self-management are
 expressed in demands for exclusive rights to traditional
 marine territories and resources; but Islanders have also

 206 / M.E. Mulrennan and CH. Scott Anthropologica 47 (2005)

������������ ������������� 



 been driven into pragmatic compromises to protect their
 rights and interests through joint management arrange
 ments.

 Unfortunately, there were and are important mat
 ters of resource policy and administration, crucial to the
 sustainability of indigenous lifeways and environments,
 that state-level governments refuse to submit even to
 shared management. Even in cases where meaningful
 co-management rights are negotiated and protected in law,

 they may be undermined by recalcitrant central govern
 ments. This has been seen in the case of the JBNQA,
 whose raison d'etre was to clear the way for state-spon
 sored resource development; and in that of the Torres
 Strait Treaty, born out of the sovereign and transnational

 concerns of state governments over a strategic water
 way. In both cases, since protecting the rights and inter
 ests of indigenous inhabitants was a derivative motivation
 for the central governments concerned, it is not surpris
 ing that state-centred decisions and management
 approaches are prone to eclipse the priorities and initia
 tives of local people.

 Co-management at its best might provide an effective
 context for dialogue between traditional knowledge and
 western science. According to Berkes, "co-management
 creates the potential for some healthy synergy between
 the kinds of knowledge held by the two solitudes by
 enabling the use of detailed local knowledge accumulated
 through a long series of observations over many genera
 tions" (Berkes 1994:20). The integration of indigenous and

 western scientific knowledge and management practices
 figures prominently?at least in principle?in the devel
 opment of conservation and sustainable development
 strategies like the Arctic Marine Conservation Strategy,
 the Arctic Environmental Strategy and the Northwest
 Territories Sustainable Development Policy (see Brooke
 1993; Snider 1990) in Canada; or the Cobourg Marine
 Park Plan of Management, and the Yolngu Marine Pro
 tection Strategy (see Smyth 1996) in Australia. Yet the
 involvement of indigenous knowledge has not kept pace

 with the institutional development of these management
 policies and structures. In Torres Strait, as at James Bay,
 isolated "top-down" studies with narrow policy objectives
 (such as coping with public anxiety about possible heavy

 metal contamination from mining and hydro-electric oper
 ations) have all too often deflected attention from more

 inclusive approaches to environmental management and
 the resolution of conflicts over contested resources that

 would afford indigenous knowledge and institutions effec
 tive scope.

 Despite tremendous interest in documenting indige
 nous knowledge (e.g., CARC 1997), the problem of how to

 provide living institutional links between local knowledge,

 scientific research, and developing co-management insti
 tutions has only begun to be broached. It is not at all evi
 dent that such synergies of knowledge and management
 approach can develop except when they are motivated
 by real power-sharing. A share of jurisdiction in the man
 agement of wildlife resources is of central symbolic and
 material importance to contemporary hunting/fishing
 societies, and indispensable for overcoming the mistrust
 engendered by past disenfranchisement and subordination
 of local knowledge in favour of the perspectives of south
 ern-raised, urban-educated government manager-scien
 tists.

 In the cases at hand, James Bay Crees have negoti
 ated a treaty amendment that for the first time obliges for
 est management planners to think in terms of the Crees'
 own resource management units, knowledge and author
 ity?their hunting territories, under the stewardship of
 senior hunting leaders, whose knowledge must now be
 heard at the level of the local working groups. Torres
 Strait Islander fishermen and elders, for their part, have
 negotiated channels, through their regional fisheries coun
 cil, to deliberate with the Torres Strait Fisheries Man
 agement Committees in its advice to the PZJA (which
 now has the Chair of the TSRA as one of its three voting
 members). In neither case is there sufficient depth of
 experience to assess the probable success of these initia
 tives, but in both cases they have been driven by the
 demands of local people on the land and on the water,
 seeking to have their knowledge of urgent environmental
 issues acted upon.

 Conclusions
 We have stressed the point, and it is not an original one,
 that co-management involving true power-sharing with
 central governments is very different from the variety that
 offers mere advisory status. The application of "co-" in the
 latter case is a semantic confusion, and grouping the two
 kinds together is, in effect, obfuscating. To warrant the
 term, "co-management" should respond as much to indige
 nous tenure, knowledge and management practices as to
 state-organized property definitions, management sci
 ence and bureaucracy. We have seen that such mutuality
 is prone to being subverted by the more powerful party
 imposing its wishes on the weaker. State agencies tend to
 see their own jurisdictions in isolation, and to protect
 them even more vigorously from indigenous "competi
 tors' than from other state agencies.

 It is possible, however that advisory or consultative
 arrangements can be developed into something closer to
 true co-management, whether it is legally recognized or
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 simply the reality of practical procedure. In either case,
 it is not likely to be something offered altruistically by
 state authorities, but rather something won through polit
 ical activism. Our own and other cases (e.g., Albrecht
 1990; Goetze 1998) suggest that when indigenous people

 manage to threaten the interests of central governments,
 or of other actors who have high priority with central
 governments, it is more likely that the political "will" to
 genuinely co-manage will be forthcoming.

 In the case of Torres Strait, direct action undertaken
 and threatened by Eastern Islanders in defense of exclu
 sive economic zones within their traditional marine estates

 has helped to induce governments to make concessions at
 the negotiating table, pending the resolution of Islanders'
 case for Native title to the sea. At the same time, central
 government players are not all unhelpful, from Islanders'
 perspective. There are manager-scientists who have come
 to believe that Islanders are sources of important knowl
 edge for better marine resource management, or that
 Islander practices and institutions are more compatible

 with a healthy marine environment than is industrial fish
 ing. While this combination of strategies and sympathies
 has not resulted, to date, in devolution to Islanders of
 jurisdiction for marine resource management, we may
 observe that their efforts are bearing some fruit to the
 extent of direct participation in policy-making bodies for
 the Torres Strait Protected Zone.

 Islanders currently lack some of the legal and con
 stitutional tools at the disposal of Crees, and this may in
 part account for the fact that the latter have seemed less
 inclined to take direct action in the forests than Islanders

 have done on the seas. The Crees' New Relationship
 remains partly within but also gets beyond a merely con
 sultative and advisory role in forest management, inas

 much as the terms of the new agreement are specified and
 embedded in a broader treaty framework secured through
 nation-to-nation negotiations. Unlike Crees, Islanders
 have gained neither compensation for past losses, nor
 revenue-sharing for ongoing resource extraction from
 their region by non-Islanders. A challenge that remains
 is to gain from the Australian courts a clear and legally
 enforceable recognition of title to sea-based resources.

 Without some combination of title and a share of juris
 dictional powers recognized by the state, indigenous power

 is especially arduous and tenuous, and there is a greater
 risk of perpetuating the fallacy of "consultative" co-man
 agement without decision-making substance or actual
 protection of indigenous interests.

 Our experience with the Cree and Islander cases is
 that indigenous institutions of land and sea tenure,
 resource management and environmental knowledge have

 had little effect on co-management institutions, processes
 and decisions, so long as the indigenous role has been
 merely advisory. The original JBNQA established a self
 management role for Cree hunting territories and terri
 tory leaders, but this authority did not apply to non
 Crees, so the "two solitudes" remained unbridged. Strong
 self-management anchors true co-management. With the
 new (treaty-specified) requirements that forests be man
 aged at the scale of Cree hunting territories, and that
 the management recommendations of local working
 groups be informed by Cree hunting territory leaders, a
 bridging step has occurred. Islander fishermen, thanks to
 their grassroots planning and execution of direct action on
 the seas, and their lobbying, have secured a role and voice
 that might lead to the sustained dialogue between local
 knowledge experts and scientific managers that is needed
 to make knowledge-based management a truly joint proj
 ect. Such a project will hold little prospect for Islanders,
 however, if space for indigenous institutions and prac
 tices of marine use and management, free from over
 whelming competition from outsiders, fails to be estab
 lished. Knowledge pertains to a particular complex of
 socio-environmental relations, which in turn depends on
 co-existence with outsiders on terms of indigenous con
 sent.
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 Notes
 1 We adopt the term "indigenous" as applying to both Crees

 and Torres Strait Islanders, rather than the term "aborig
 inal," because the latter carries a specific connotation in Aus
 tralia that is unsuitable for this paper. "Aboriginal" con
 notes continental Aborigines, as opposed to Torres Strait
 Islanders, who are predominantly Melanesian.

 2 The term "central government" is used throughout this
 paper with reference to the Commonwealth or federal gov
 ernment of Australia and the state government of Queens
 land and/or the federal government of Canada and the
 provincial government of Quebec. The application of the
 term "central" is, of course, relative. In federal systems
 such as Canada and Australia, provinces or states have a
 stake in limiting or preventing centralist tendencies at the
 federal government level; but these provinces and states
 themselves reiterate, from indigenous standpoints, cen
 tralist and hierarchical tendencies.

 3 Deregulation of Native fishing and hunting activities is sub
 ject to the principle of conservation.
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 4 Crees were able through court challenges and publicity
 campaigns, however, to force reluctant Quebec and Cana
 dian governments to comply with the impact assessment
 procedures of the environmental regime of the JBNQA; a
 success which postponed the commencement of construction
 of the Great Whale Hydro-electric Project and led ulti
 mately to its indefinite suspension in 1994. Government
 resistance has made it costly for Crees to achieve such
 enforcement of JBNQA provisions, however; at one point,
 the Grand Council of the Crees of Quebec were conducting
 11 court actions against the Quebec and Canadian Govern

 ments in their opposition to the Great Whale Project (Mul
 rennan 1998).

 5 The HFTCC is regarded as an advisory or consultative
 body except with respect to certain harvesting limits and
 allocations where its decisions are binding. HFTCC deci
 sions regarding Native and non-Native upper kill limits for
 moose, caribou and black bear are subject to ministerial
 override only when demanded for reasons of conservation
 (Anon. 1975: section 24.4.30)

 6 See Scott (2005) for a more detailed account of the terms of
 the new agreement.

 7 "Traditional inhabitants" are defined as Torres Strait
 Islanders and coastal Papua New Guineans who live in and
 adjacent to Torres Strait, and maintain traditional custom
 ary associations with the region. "Traditional activities"
 are defined as those activities performed by the traditional
 inhabitants in accordance with local tradition, and include
 traditional marine harvesting, barter and market trade, as
 well as religious and secular ceremonies.

 8 It is noteworthy that this consultative structure has been
 described as the strongest form of indigenous involvement
 in marine resource management in Australia (Altman et al.
 1994; Smyth 1996).

 9 Marketing and preparation of products is another major fac
 tor in the development and growth of fisheries and is par
 ticularly complex in the Torres Strait because of its isolation
 from southern markets.

 10 The survey coincided with turtle nesting season and thus
 missed the large numbers of mating or nesting green tur
 tles in the eastern Torres Strait (Harris 1997).

 11 The Torres Strait Regional Authority is a regional self
 government body representing the Islander communities of
 Torres Strait vis-a-vis the Commonwealth Government of
 Australia.
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 The Anti-politics of TEK: The Institutionalization
 of Co-management Discourse and Practice

 Paul Nadasdy University ofWisconsin?Madison

 Abstract: Co-operative resource management holds out the
 promise of positive social change on two fronts: improved man
 agement and the empowerment of local communities. The insti
 tutionalization of co-management discourse and practice, how
 ever, has unintended political consequences analogous to those
 identified by recent critics of development discourse. As a result,
 co-management may actually be preventing rather than fos
 tering the kind of change proponents desire. In this paper, I
 examine the discourse and practice of co-management and how
 they constrain the ways people can act?and even think?about
 wildlife management. I focus on the case of the Ruby Range
 Sheep Steering Committee, a co-management body established
 to address concerns about a population of Dall Sheep in the
 southwest Yukon.

 Keywords: co-management, traditional ecological knowledge,
 bureaucratization, power, development, First Nations, Yukon

 Resume: La gestion cooperative des ressources porte en elle
 la promesse de transformations sociales positives a deux
 niveaux: une meilleure gestion et l'habilitation des collectivites
 locales. Toutefois, l'institutionnalisation du discours et de la
 pratique de la cogestion comporte des consequences politiques
 non desirees, analogues a celles qui ont ete identifiees dans des
 critiques recentes du discours du developpement. Ainsi, la coges
 tion pourrait en fait empecher plutot que promouvoir le type de
 changements souhaites par ses partisans. Dans cet article, j'exa

 mine le discours et la pratique de la cogestion et comment ceux
 ci orientent la fagon dont les gens peuvent agir, voire penser, en
 ce qui a trait a la gestion de la faune. Je mets l'accent sur le cas
 du Comite de direction des moutons du Ruby Range, un orga
 nisme de cogestion mis sur pied afin de repondre a des preoc
 cupations relatives a une population de moutons Dall dans le sud
 ouest du Yukon.

 Mots-cles : cogestion, connaissance traditionnelle sur l'envi
 ronnement, bureaucratisation, pouvoir, developpement, Ere
 mieres Nations, Yukon

 Introduction

 Over the past 20 years, co-operative management (co management) has become the accepted?even pre
 ferred?approach to wildlife management in the Canadian
 north.1 Throughout this period, provincial and territorial
 governments have worked with First Nations to establish
 a wide variety of co-management boards and committees
 throughout the region. Some of these co-management
 initiatives have been ad hoc responses to specific man
 agement problems; but, increasingly, First Nations and
 governments are establishing permanent co-management
 bodies through the land claims process. Given the cross
 cultural nature of co-management, it is not surprising
 that anthropologists have been involved with such efforts

 from the beginning. Whether based at universities, work

 ing as consultants, or employed directly by First Nation
 governments, anthropologists have played an important
 role in advocating, designing and evaluating processes of

 wildlife co-management. Despite this involvement, how
 ever (and perhaps partially because of it), anthropolo
 gists and other scholars studying co-management have
 generally failed to engage in much critical analysis.
 Although they have identified numerous problems with
 the design and implementation of various co-manage

 ment schemes, few have critically examined the project of
 co-management itself and the assumptions underlying it.
 Instead, most have accepted at face value proponents'
 claims about the potential beneficial effects of co-man
 agement and have worked to improve and facilitate co

 management processes.2
 In the standard view advanced by its proponents, co

 management has two important potential benefits. First,
 proponents believe that co-management will lead to an
 overall improvement in the practice of wildlife manage

 ment. For one thing, it allows for the integration of "tra
 ditional ecological knowledge" (TEK) held by First Nation
 hunters with the knowledge produced by wildlife biolo
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 gists, thus increasing the overall stock of knowledge on
 which management strategies are based. In addition,
 decentralized co-management regimes are potentially
 more responsive to local ecological conditions and more
 adaptive to highly variable northern ecosystems than are
 more centralized systems of state management. Secondly,
 proponents of co-management claim that the use of TEK
 will empower the aboriginal elders and hunters that hold
 such knowledge?and, by extension, aboriginal commu
 nities more generally (on the potential benefits of co
 management, see e.g., Berkes 1994; Freeman 1992; Free
 man and Carbyn 1988; Johannes 1989; Johnson 1992).

 In this article, I argue that we must not simply accept

 these claims at face value if we hope to understand co
 management as a social phenomenon and gauge its real
 impact on northern native communities. Accordingly, I
 question?rather than proceed from?the standard
 assumptions about co-management. Without denying the
 sincerity of those who hope for improved management and
 the empowerment of First Nation people through co
 management, we must also acknowledge that the complex
 process of co-management may have a number of other
 unforeseen?and unintended?consequences (see Fer
 guson 1994:20-21). To get at these unintended effects, I
 focus on the "institutionalization" of co-management dis
 course and practice. The need to integrate co-management
 processes with existing institutional structures of state
 management has led to a tendency to view co-management
 as a series of technical problems (primarily associated
 with the question of how to gather "traditional knowl
 edge" and incorporate it into the management process),
 rather than as a real alternative to the existing structures
 and practices of state management. This view effectively
 obscures the political and ethical dimensions of co-man
 agement. Indeed, it has engendered and naturalized a
 discourse that specifically excludes political and ethical
 considerations, which are treated as externalities, if they
 are considered at all. It also leads almost automatically to
 the bureaucratization of the people and communities who
 participate in co-management. Rather than empowering
 local aboriginal communities, then, co-management may
 actually be preventing the kind of change proponents
 desire. Indeed, co-management may actually be serving
 to extend state power into the very communities that it is

 supposedly empowering.
 This paper is based on three years of fieldwork in

 Burwash Landing, a small village in the southwest Yukon,
 and especially on my experiences with a specific co-man
 agement process there, that of the Ruby Range Sheep
 Steering Committee (RRSSC). The RRSSC was a multi
 stakeholder body established in 1995 to co-operatively

 manage a population of Dall Sheep3 in the Ruby Range,
 near Burwash Landing. Kluane First Nation (KFN) and
 the Yukon Territorial Government established the RRSSC

 in response to concerns about a decline in the sheep pop
 ulation. I was present at the formation of the RRSSC
 and attended and participated in all its meetings. The
 committee was given the explicit mandate to consider
 both scientific and traditional/local knowledge in formu
 lating its recommendations to the Yukon Fish and Wildlife

 Management Board (itself a co-management body estab
 lished under the Yukon land claim with jurisdiction over
 the entire territory). To this end, the RRSSC heard a
 great deal of testimony by biologists as well as First
 Nation elders and hunters, some of whom were them
 selves members of the committee. As will become appar
 ent, however, the discourse of co-management and the
 institutional context in which the RRSSC was embedded

 constrained the ways in which it was possible to talk and
 even think about Dall sheep and how to go about manag
 ing them.

 Co-management in the Context of
 International Development
 Scholars have generally attributed the rise of co-man
 agement in North America to the growing power and
 political organization of native people in a context of
 increasing environmental threat posed by development.
 The close relationship between co-management and abo
 riginal land claims in Canada indicates that the growth of
 First Nation political power has indeed played an impor
 tant role in the proliferation of co-management regimes
 throughout the country, but it would be a mistake to see
 co-management as a purely Canadian, or even northern,
 phenomenon. The rise of co-management is clearly related
 to the emergence of community-based or "participatory"
 models of development/conservation elsewhere around
 the world. Indeed, one might argue that co-management
 in North America is merely a regional manifestation of

 what is in reality a global phenomenon. Any attempt to
 understand co-management in Canada, then, must take
 this wider international context into account.

 By the mid-1970s, it was becoming clear?even to
 major international aid organizations like the World
 Bank?that the top-down capital-intensive development
 projects they had been funding were simply not working.
 Development experts attributed this to the fact that local
 people were being left out of the development process and
 began to advocate a more participatory community-based
 approach. Participatory development supposedly has a
 number of advantages over the old centralized approach
 (Chambers 1997; Rahnema 1992). For one thing, a bottom

 216 / Paul Nadasdy Anthropologica 47 (2005)

������������ ������������� 



 up approach is supposed to be more rational and cost
 effective because it reduces the need for centralized

 bureaucratic management, which tends to be inefficient
 and expensive. Proponents also claim that the participa
 tory approach to development is actually more likely to
 succeed than the old top-down approach for two reasons.
 First, local people have knowledge of their societies and
 environments that outsiders lack, and this knowledge
 turns out to be vital to the success of any development
 project. Thus, the proponents of participatory develop
 ment advocate the collection and use of "indigenous" or
 "local" knowledge. Secondly, participatory development is
 seen as easier to implement. It had long been recognized
 that one of the biggest obstacles to top-down develop
 ment was the intransigence of local people. Having had no
 input into these development projects, and often seeing
 their own interests threatened, local people frequently
 opposed them. States and donor agencies found their abil
 ity to coerce local communities into accepting unpopular
 projects quite limited, and problems of enforcement were
 often a major factor in project failure (Agrawal and Gib
 son 2001: 5; Wells and Brandon 1992). By involving local
 people from the start, participatory projects supposedly
 avoid many of the problems of non-compliance and oppo
 sition that plague more centralized projects. Related to
 this is another oft-cited advantage of participatory devel
 opment: it is supposed to lead to the "empowerment" of
 local populations by giving them a meaningful role in
 planning and implementing projects that will directly
 affect them.

 The shift toward "community" and "participation" in
 international development has been accompanied by a
 corresponding shift in the realm of environmental con
 servation. This should not be surprising since, with the rise
 of notions about "sustainable development," it has become
 increasingly difficult to distinguish "development" from
 "conservation" (Escobar 1995:192-211; Kottak 1999: 26
 27). And, indeed, top-down conservation projects suffered
 from many of the same problems as their development
 analogues: financially inefficient bureaucratic manage
 ment and stiff opposition from local people who saw such
 projects as threats to their own interests. These difficul
 ties led scholars and conservationists, like their counter
 parts working in development, to conclude that a com
 munity-based approach is the best option for developing
 workable conservation programs (Wells and Brandon
 1992; Western and Wright 1994; World Wide Fund for
 Nature 1993).

 Since its introduction in the early 1980s, the notion of

 "participation" has become commonplace in the discourse
 of development/conservation. Indeed, "since the early

 1990s every major bilateral development agency empha
 sized participatory policies," and it has become "difficult
 to find a development project that does not in one way or
 another claim to adopt a 'participatory' approach involv
 ing 'bottom-up' planning, acknowledging the importance
 of Indigenous' knowledge and claiming to 'empower' local
 people" (Henkel and Stirrat 2001:168). Along these same
 lines, Agrawal and Gibson (2001:1) note a recent survey
 showing that more than 50 countries currently pursue
 partnerships with local communities to better protect
 their forests. From its modest beginnings in the mid
 1970s, the participatory community-based model has
 become one of the most important models for develop
 ment/conservation around the globe. Indeed, some schol
 ars have begun to refer to participation as the "new ortho
 doxy" (Henkel and Stirrat 2001; Stirrat 1997).

 All this interest in communities and participation has
 been accompanied by an increase in scholarship around
 the world exploring approaches to and potential benefits
 of community participation. Much of this work has
 focussed on the collection and use of indigenous (or local)
 knowledge (see, e.g., Fischer 2000; Freeman and Carbyn
 1988; Sillitoe 1998) and/or has analyzed local institutions
 for the ownership and management of common property
 (Berkes 1989; McCay and Acheson 1989; Ostrom 1990).
 Often closely interrelated with one another (e.g., see
 Inglis 1993), traditional knowledge and common prop
 erty regimes are seen as important community-based
 resources that can and should be harnessed and used as

 the foundation for participatory community-based devel
 opment/conservation.

 The emergence of co-management in North America
 must be understood as a part of this global trend toward
 community-based and participatory development/con
 servation. Co-management arose in the North American
 Arctic and Subarctic as much in response to the problems
 of centralized state management described above (i.e.,
 problems of inefficiency and enforcement) as to the (admit

 tedly related) rise of First Nation power and political
 organization (e.g., Feit 1998; Pratt 1994). And, as we shall
 see below, the discourse of co-management in Canada is
 strikingly similar to that of participatory development
 elsewhere in the world. Indeed, it would seem that there
 is little justification for distinguishing the rise of co-man
 agement in the Canadian "Fourth World" from the rise of
 community-based development/conservation in the "Third

 World."*
 Unlike wildlife co-management in the Canadian

 North, however, the practice of international develop
 ment/conservation has been the subject of wide-ranging
 and sustained criticism at the theoretical as well as prac
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 tical level, and the new community-based participatory
 approach has received its share of such criticism (e.g.,
 Agrawal and Gibson 2001; Cooke and Kothari 2001; Mosse
 1994; Rahnema 1992; Stirrat 1997). If co-management in
 North America is, as I maintain, a regional incarnation of
 the global shift toward participatory community-based
 forms of development/conservation, it should be vulner
 able to many of the same types of criticism. Given the sim

 ilarities between the discourse and institutional practices
 of co-management and international development/con
 servation, however, one approach in particular seems
 especially relevant: a strand of critical work recently
 developed by scholars focussing on the discourse of devel
 opment and the institutional forms and practices that it
 engenders (see e.g., Cooke and Kothari 2001; Escobar
 1991, 1995; Ferguson 1994; Fisher 1997; Sachs 1992).

 Discourse-based Critiques of Development/
 Conservation
 Recent discourse-based critics of development are gen
 erally in agreement with a long line of other critics when
 they assert that development projects usually fail to
 achieve their explicit goals. Indeed, some (e.g., Ferguson
 1994) painstakingly document the "failures" of particular
 projects. They take their analyses of development a step
 further, however, arguing that while development projects

 may "fail," they nevertheless have powerful and far-reach
 ing?if unintended?effects. Following Foucault (1977),
 James Ferguson refers to these unintended side effects of
 development as its "instrument-effects," because they
 "are effects that are at one and the same time instru

 ments of what 'turns out' to be an exercise of power"
 (1994: 255). Development discourse, he argues, obscures
 the political dimensions of poverty and state interven
 tion while simultaneously facilitating the expansion of
 state bureaucratic power (1994: 256).

 This recent critique of development by Ferguson and
 others builds upon the notion that "development," as a
 concept, is based on a set of underlying assumptions about
 the world that are rooted in the political and economic con

 text of global capitalism. Since development projects are
 explicitly designed to be carried out within existing polit
 ical and institutional contexts, development workers have
 no choice but take that context for granted. The practices
 and complex institutional structures of the "development
 industry" are not neutral, but instead constrain thought
 and action in significant ways, and end up reinforcing
 existing political and economic inequalities. "Develop
 ment," then, is "much more than a socio-economic endeav
 our; it is a perception which models reality..." (Sachs
 1992: 1), and this perception, these scholars argue, has

 become hegemonic. Because proponents of development
 necessarily take for granted existing relations of inequal
 ity and exploitation, they tend to view the project of devel

 opment itself as a relatively straightforward exercise that

 involves identifying a series of "problems" that stand in
 the way of development (such as poverty), finding tech
 nical solutions to those problems, and implementing those
 solutions (e.g., Escobar 1995: chapter 2). This view of
 development necessarily obscures the relations of politi
 cal and economic inequality and exploitation that are the
 root causes of such "problems" in the first place. In his
 analysis of the Thaba-Tseka rural development project in
 Lesotho, for example, Ferguson argues that:

 .. .the project was set up to provide technical solutions
 to "problems" which were not technical in nature. We
 have seen that the conceptual apparatus systemati
 cally translated all the ills of the country into simple,
 technical problems and thus constituted a suitable
 object for the apolitical, technical "development" inter
 vention that "development" agencies are in the business
 of making. (Ferguson 1994:87)

 According to Ferguson, the "real" solutions to the
 problems faced by "the poor" in Lesotho are not at all
 technical in nature, but political. Indeed, he argues that
 solving the "problem of poverty" in Lesotho would require

 nothing short of a revolution. Solutions of this sort, how
 ever, are of no use to development institutions like the

 World Bank, which "are not in the business of promoting
 political realignments or supporting revolutionary strug
 gles" (Ferguson 1994: 68-69). Indeed, in the discourse of
 development, "political" solutions of this sort are not even
 recognized as solutions at all. As Ferguson put it, devel
 opment agencies "seek only the kind of advice they can
 take," and he illustrates this with an account of his con
 versation with a "developer" who had asked him his advice
 on what his country could do to help the people of Lesotho:

 When I suggested that his country might contemplate
 sanctions against apartheid, he replied, with predictable
 irritation, "No, no! I mean developments The only
 "advice" that is in question here is advice about how to
 "do development" better. There is a ready ear for crit
 icisms of "bad development projects," so long as these
 are followed up with calls for "good development proj
 ects." (Ferguson 1994:284, emphasis original)

 Thus, the range of possible solutions to development
 "problems" is constrained by the "development" prob
 lematic, which is itself the product of existing political
 and economic relations. Indeed, development agencies,
 dependent as they are on existing political structures,
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 would themselves be threatened by revolutionary "solu
 tions" of the kind advocated by Ferguson and other crit
 ics of development discourse. The depoliticizing tendency
 of development, then, is more than merely an unfortunate,
 but unavoidable, by-product of development:

 By uncompromisingly reducing poverty to a technical
 problem, and by promising technical solutions to the
 sufferings of powerless and oppressed people, the hege

 monic problematic of "development" is the principle
 means through which the question of poverty is depoliti
 cized in the world today. At the same time, by making
 the intentional blueprints for "development" so highly
 visible, a "development" project can end up performing
 extremely sensitive political operations involving the
 extension and expansion of institutional state power
 almost invisibly, under the cover of a neutral technical

 mission to which no one can object. (Ferguson 1994:256)

 But what are these "sensitive political operations"
 that extend and expand state power? Here, Ferguson is
 referring to the extension of bureaucratic forms of man
 agement and control. We have seen that from the vantage
 point of development organizations, the "problems" of
 development are seen as technical. Thus, their solution
 generally requires the application of expert knowledge
 and the provision of government services. Given the insti
 tutional context in which development is carried out, this
 means the creation of new bureaucratic structures?often

 physically located in the areas experiencing "develop
 ment." Indeed, Ferguson argues that, at least in some
 cases, the expansion of the state and the bureaucratization
 of "nearly all aspects of life... may well be the most last
 ing legacy of the 'development' intervention" (Ferguson
 1994: 266-267). To the extent that the discourse of devel

 opment portrays this creation of new bureaucratic struc
 tures (i.e., "development") as a neutral technical exercise
 to which "no one can object," it serves to disguise?even
 as it facilitates?the expansion of state bureaucratic power
 (see also Escobar 1995:123). It is this dynamic that leads
 Ferguson to refer to development as "the anti-politics
 machine."

 Although Ferguson himself focused on a fairly cen
 tralized "development" project in Lesotho in the late
 1970s and early 1980s, other scholars have demonstrated
 the usefulness of his discourse-oriented approach for ana
 lyzing a wide range of other development/conservation
 projects and interactions (e.g., Brosius 1999; Fisher 1997;
 Pigg 1992).

 Perhaps most significant for the purposes of this arti

 cle is a body of recent critical work specifically applying
 a discourse-oriented approach to the analysis of partici

 patory community-based development projects (Cooke
 and Kothari 2001; Escobar 1995:141-153; Rahnema 1992).
 These scholars have argued that the rhetoric of "partici
 pation" is itself a particularly European construct whose
 use is implicated in relations of power.5 These critics of
 participation point out that participatory development
 has not brought about a change in existing institutional
 practices of development; indeed, they argue, participa
 tory processes are quite compatible with top-down plan
 ning systems (Mosse 2001:17). Rather than representing
 a "new paradigm" of development, as some proponents
 claim (e.g., Chambers 1997), participatory processes have
 simply been grafted onto existing centralized planning
 systems (of donor states or agencies). This means that
 despite all the rhetoric about "participation," power rela
 tions between donors and local people have not really
 changed all that much. Important decisions about the dis
 tribution of resources continue to be based on the agen
 das and policies of external donors rather than on infor
 mation gathered through participatory processes. Indeed,
 a number of scholars (e.g., Kothari 2001; Mosse 2001)
 have argued that even the "local/indigenous knowledge"
 that results from participatory processes is a product of
 power relations between donors and villagers. Because
 outside facilitators "own the research tools, choose the top
 ics, record the information, and abstract and summarize
 according to the project criteria of relevance," participa
 tory processes end up producing knowledge that reflects
 donor agendas more than local realities (Mosse 2001:19).

 All of this calls into question assumptions about the
 liberating effects of participation. Henkel and Stirrat
 (2001) argue that we must be careful about accepting at
 face value claims that participatory development leads to
 the empowerment of local people. This "empowerment,"
 they argue, may not be as liberating as is often supposed.
 The key question, they point out, is not "how much" peo
 ple are empowered, but rather what it is that they are
 "empowered" to do. Their answer to this question is clear:

 .. .in the case of many if not all participatory projects it

 seems evident that what people are "empowered to
 do" is to take part in the modern sector of "developing"
 societies. More generally, they are being empowered to
 be elements in the great project of "the modern:" as cit
 izens of the institutions of the modern state, as con
 sumers in the increasingly global market... and so on.
 Empowerment in this sense is not just a matter of "giv
 ing power" to formerly disempowered people. The cur
 rency in which this power is given is that of the project

 of modernity. In other words, the attempt to empower

 people through the projects envisaged and imple
 mented by the practitioners of the new orthodoxy is
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 always an attempt, however benevolent, to reshape the
 personhood of the participants. It is in this sense that
 we argue that "empowerment" is tantamount to what
 Foucault calls subjection. (2001:182)

 Because participatory development takes for granted
 existing political and economic relations, the form and
 nature of "participation" is shaped by those relations and
 the assumptions underlying them. To be "empowered,"
 local people must first agree to the rules of the game, rules

 that they had no role in creating and that constrain what
 it is possible to do and think. Worse yet, the fact that
 local people "participate" in these projects makes them

 much more difficult to challenge than more centralized
 development projects. For this reason, some scholars
 have argued that "participation" is often less about pro
 viding an alternative to official discourse and practices
 than it is about legitimizing decisions made in the centre
 (Cohen 1985; Kothari 2001).

 These observations are equally applicable to the dis
 course and practice of co-management in Canada. Accord
 ingly, I turn now to an examination of the "instrument
 effects" of co-management. I begin by looking at the
 discourse on TEK and how it constrains the ways in which
 people can act?and even think?about wildlife manage
 ment.

 The Anti-politics of TEK: The Instrument
 Effects of Co-management
 As we saw above, proponents of co-management, like pro
 ponents of participatory development elsewhere, take it
 for granted that co-management will lead to improved
 wildlife management and the empowerment of local First
 Nation communities. Their primary concern is how to
 make co-management "work." For this reason, most of the
 discourse about co-management focusses on improving the
 techniques of co-management, especially on how to go
 about collecting "TEK" and integrating it with the knowl
 edge of biologists and other scientists for use in the man
 agement process. The collection and integration of TEK,
 however, is far from straightforward; there are a multitude

 of epistemological, methodological, practical and ethical
 difficulties.6 Accordingly, much of the discourse on co
 management, like that on development, focusses on iden
 tifying these "problems" and devising solutions for deal
 ing with them. These problems, along with their solutions,
 tend to be conceived of as technical; the problem of how
 to collect TEK requires the development of proper pro
 tocols that take into account cultural differences between

 the holders and the collectors of TEK (e.g., Johnson 1992);

 the problem of how to integrate TEK and science requires

 the development of appropriate techniques for presenting,
 comparing, and testing these two very different "types"
 of knowledge (e.g., Usher 2000); the problem of intellec
 tual property rights requires the development of appro
 priate protocols and laws that safeguard local control
 over TEK, while making it available to resource man
 agers (e.g., Stevenson 1996; but see Wenzel 1999 for a dis
 cussion of the difficulties surrounding the treatment of
 TEK as intellectual property); and so on.

 Problems of this sort are certainly pressing enough in
 the context of contemporary co-management practice.
 As I have argued elsewhere (Nadasdy 1999,2003), how
 ever, any treatment of TEK that focusses on "knowledge
 integration" as a technical problem necessarily ignores
 (i.e., takes for granted) the political dimensions of co

 management. Yet, co-management is an extremely com
 plex and culturally charged political undertaking, if there
 ever was one. It is, after all, supposed to be a key com
 ponent in current efforts to restructure aboriginal-state
 relations in Canada, and it clearly involves (at least the
 oretically) broad changes in jurisdiction over and regula
 tion of a wide array of important resources. In light of the
 deeply political nature of co-management, the general
 lack of attention to power in the discourse on co-man
 agement is startling. How is it that those participating in
 and writing about co-management can have remained so
 silent on the question of power?

 This silence is not simply an oversight, nor is it eas
 ily corrected. Rather, it stems almost automatically from
 one of the assumptions underlying the discourse of co
 management: that the value of TEK lies in its incorpo
 ration into the management process. It is the assumption
 that traditional knowledge is simply a new form of "data"
 to be incorporated into existing management bureaucra
 cies and acted upon by scientists and resource managers
 that has made it possible to see the integration of TEK and
 science as a purely technical, rather than political or eth
 ical, problem (see Cruikshank 1998; Nadasdy 1999).

 As is the case in development/conservation, this "tech
 nical" view of co-management has a number of tangible
 effects that are deeply political in their own right. The
 focus on "technical" issues takes for granted existing
 institutions of state management (into which TEK is to be
 inserted) and so precludes any meaningful inquiry into the
 political dimensions of co-management. One who takes for
 granted the institutional context of co-management can
 not question the power relations that underlie that context.
 For this reason, some important questions go unasked:

 What are people's "real" motives for engaging in co-man
 agement and invoking terms like "traditional knowledge"?
 How are thoughts and actions constrained and directed by
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 the use of such terms? Who really benefits from co-man
 agement and how?7 Insofar as we take for granted the
 institutionalized bureaucratic system of state manage

 ment, we necessarily also take for granted an important
 aspect of existing aboriginal-state relations in the Cana
 dian North. That traditional knowledge might be used to
 re-think the unexamined assumptions about the world
 that underlie aboriginal-state relations, including scien
 tific wildlife management, is a possibility that is seldom
 entertained in the literature on co-management.

 I now turn to the case of the Ruby Range Sheep
 Steering Committee to illuminate some of the ways in
 which the discourse of co-management can serve to con
 strain thought and action?and so obscure the political
 dimensions of co-management. First, however, it will be
 necessary to describe the RRSSC in a bit more detail
 and situate it in the wider political context of sheep hunt
 ing in the Yukon.

 The Ruby Range Sheep Steering
 Committee
 In the fall of 1995, the Kluane First Nation hosted a meet
 ing in Burwash Landing, Yukon to express their concerns
 about declining populations of Dall sheep in the nearby
 Ruby and Nisling mountain ranges. This meeting led
 directly to the creation of the Ruby Range Sheep Steer
 ing Committee, a multi-stakeholder body charged with the
 task of developing a set of recommendations for the man
 agement of Dall sheep in the Ruby Range. The commit
 tee met for a period of three years (from 1995 through
 1998) and consisted of representatives from the two First
 Nations that had interests in Ruby Range sheep, gov
 ernment biologists, members of several territorial co
 management boards, local big game outfitters and mem
 bers of two Yukon environmental organizations.

 The RRSSC was a temporary and ad hoc committee
 established to address a single management issue, the
 decline of the sheep population in the Ruby Range. It
 was not, however, completely isolated from the more com
 prehensive territorial co-management regime that was at
 the time being established under the auspices of the Yukon
 Umbrella Final Agreement. This agreement, while not a
 land claim agreement in itself, provided a framework for
 the negotiation of individual Yukon First Nation Final
 Agreements. It also provided for the establishment in
 1993 of the Yukon Fish and Wildlife Management Board
 as the primary instrument for the co-management of
 wildlife in the territory. Its members, half of whom are
 appointed by the Yukon government and half by the Coun
 cil for Yukon First Nations, deal with wildlife issues that
 are of territory-wide significance. The Umbrella Final

 Agreement also provides for the establishment of a
 Renewable Resources Council in the traditional territory
 of each of the Yukon First Nations. These Councils, which
 come into existence one by one with the ratification of each
 First Nation's Final Agreement, are supposed to deal
 with a wide array of local resource issues, including
 wildlife. A Kluane area Renewable Resources Council
 would have been the proper body to deal with concerns
 about the Ruby Range Sheep population, but there was no
 such committee at the time because KFN had not yet
 concluded their Final Agreement with the federal and
 territorial governments. The only solution, then, was to
 establish a temporary committee to address the prob
 lem. Thus was born the RRSSC. But since the Yukon

 Fish and Wildlife Management Board has jurisdiction
 over the entire Yukon, including KFN's traditional terri
 tory, it was decided that the RRSSC would submit its
 recommendations to the Board, rather than directly to the
 Yukon Minister of Renewable Resources (now the Minis
 ter of Environment) as a Renewable Resources Council
 would have done, and that the Board would then consider
 these recommendations and prepare its own set of rec
 ommendations regarding Ruby Range sheep for submis
 sion to the Minister.

 I now turn to a brief description of the political con
 text that gave rise to the RRSSC and in which it func
 tioned.

 The Politics of Ruby Range Sheep
 Dall sheep are found throughout much of the Yukon and
 Alaska, but certain areas of the southwest Yukon, includ
 ing the Ruby Range, boast an especially high density of
 these animals. The pure white Dall sheep with its large
 curving horns is a prized trophy animal for big game
 hunters all over the world. As trophy animals, Dall sheep
 represent a significant potential income for big game out
 fitters, who charge hunters quite substantial sums for
 their hunts, as well as for the territorial government,

 which sells hunting licences and collects trophy fees and
 taxes.

 At the same time, Dall sheep have been, and continue
 to be, an important part of the diet of aboriginal people in

 the southwest Yukon for at least the last 2000 years.8
 Elsewhere (Nadasdy 2003), I have examined the impor
 tance of hunting?and of sheep hunting in particular?to
 Kluane people. So here I will simply state that Kluane peo
 ple think of themselves as sheep hunters. They have
 detailed knowledge of where to go to hunt sheep and
 know the locations of dozens of traditionally used sheep
 hunting camps throughout their traditional territory,
 many of them in the Ruby Range. Kluane people speak
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 highly of the virtues of sheep meat, and occasionally have
 gone to great lengths to get it. I was told one story, from
 the days before the restoration of Kluane people's hunt
 ing rights in the Kluane National Park and Game Sanc
 tuary (see Nadasdy 2003: chap. 1), in which a man risked
 fines and/or imprisonment to get sheep for his father's
 funeral potlatch, because he felt that a proper ceremony
 could not be held without sheep meat. On several occa
 sions, I have even heard KFN members use their self
 ascribed status as sheep hunters to contrast themselves
 with members of another First Nation, whom they claimed
 did not traditionally rely on sheep for subsistence.

 Struggles between those who see animals as trophies
 and those who see them as food have historically played
 an important role in shaping the politics of big game hunt
 ing in the Yukon (see McCandless 1985, n.d.). These strug
 gles were exacerbated by the 1991 Canadian Supreme
 Court decision R v. Sparrow, which upheld Canadian
 First Nation peoples' aboriginal right to hunt and fish
 for subsistence, and so effectively exempted them from
 territorial hunting and fishing regulations. Non-First
 Nation hunters, on the other hand (even those engaged in
 subsistence hunting), must abide by all state-imposed
 hunting regulations, including seasons, bag limits, quotas,
 and, in the case of sheep, the full curl rule (see below). Per

 haps not surprisingly, this situation has led to significant
 friction and ill will between First Nation and non-First

 Nation hunters in the territory and throughout Canada.
 Because of their economic value and vulnerability to

 over-hunting, Dall sheep have become the focus of a strug

 gle that especially intense. In fact, it is so intense that,
 despite overwhelming archaeological and oral evidence of
 extensive sheep hunting in aboriginal times, it was not
 until 1998 that the territorial government finally even
 acknowledged at KFN's land claim negotiations that Dall
 sheep should qualify as a traditional subsistence animal.9
 Because of their concerns about the sheep population in
 the Ruby Range, KFN members claimed to have
 refrained from hunting sheep there for several years
 prior to the formation of the Ruby Range Sheep Steering
 Committee. Since First Nation hunters do not have to

 report their kills to the Department of Environment,
 some non-First Nation members of the RRSSC clearly
 doubted the veracity of this claim.10 Though all KFN
 members with whom I spoke supported this voluntary ces
 sation of hunting in principle, some of them clearly had
 misgivings about it in light of continued (and what they
 saw as excessive) hunting by non-First Nation hunters,
 especially outfitters. Several times, when discussions
 about hunting became heated, one KFN member threat
 ened not only to resume hunting sheep, but to "clean

 them out." He argued that First Nation people might as
 well get as many sheep as they could right now, since the
 non-native hunters were going to wipe them out any
 way.11 It was in this politically charged atmosphere that
 members of the RRSSC attempted to carry out their
 mandate.

 The Anti-politics of the RRSSC
 As discussed above, the RRSSC had a mandate to con
 sider both scientific and traditional knowledge in formu
 lating its management recommendations. Elsewhere
 (1999,2003), I have examined the RRSSC in some detail,
 especially efforts by its members to "Integrate" these dif
 ferent "types" of knowledge and the political consequences

 of those efforts. Here, I will simply point out that the
 RRSSC's mandate to integrate scientific and traditional
 knowledge about Dall sheep constrained how RRSSC
 members could talk and think about the issues they con
 fronted. As is to be expected, there was a great deal of dis
 cussion in RRSSC meetings about knowledge: what did
 various parties know about Ruby Range sheep? How reli
 able was their knowledge? How could more and better
 knowledge be obtained? RRSSC members also clearly
 took a problem-oriented approach to the issue of sheep

 management. Much of the work of the RRSSC consisted
 of identifying a series of problems facing either RRSSC
 members (e.g., how to reconcile discrepancies between the
 knowledge of different RRSSC members) or the sheep
 themselves (e.g., aerial harassment, natural predation) and
 developing solutions to these problems. RRSSC mem
 bers did not always agree on the severity of some of these
 problems?or even if they should qualify as "problems" at
 all (e.g., they were utterly unable to agree on the role
 human hunting had played in the population decline), nor
 could they always agree on potential solutions. But all
 parties to the RRSSC took for granted the need to iden
 tify and solve the "problems" of Dall sheep management
 in the Ruby Range.

 As a result of this approach, RRSSC members nec
 essarily also took for granted (some of them in spite of
 themselves) existing institutional structures of wildlife

 management in the territory. Some of the solutions that
 RRSSC members discussed might be considered
 "extreme" insofar as they entailed changing laws, regu
 lations, or long-standing practices that were, in fact,
 unlikely to be changed. None of the solutions they dis
 cussed, however, were so extreme as to represent a rejec
 tion of existing structures of wildlife management in the
 territory. Indeed, these structures were never seriously
 questioned at all; instead, they formed the backdrop
 against which discussions of sheep management took
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 place. This is not to say, however, that there were not
 RRSSC members who had more radical "solutions" in
 mind. One Kluane First Nation hunter and member of the

 RRSSC, for example, discussed such a solution with me
 on a number of occasions, though always outside of the for
 mal RRSSC meetings. He felt that the territorial gov
 ernment?beholden as it was to so many special interests
 and bogged down by the glacial pace of bureaucratic
 change?would never be able to manage the sheep prop
 erly. He suggested that if the government really wanted
 to save the sheep, it would do well to devolve control over

 their management to the First Nation. It is significant
 that, despite his firm beliefs about this, he never sug
 gested this solution at a meeting of the RRSSC.12 A con
 summate politician with many years of experience deal
 ing with the territorial government, he was very well
 aware of how government members of the RRSSC would
 have received such a "solution." At best, they would have
 seen it as "unrealistic," since there was clearly no chance
 of such a thing happening; it was simply out of the realm
 of possibility. As this hunter-politician himself put it: the

 government was not yet "ready" for such a solution. At
 worst, government members of the RRSSC might even
 have viewed his solution as counterproductive, so bla
 tantly "political" that it undermined committee members'

 ability to trust one another and work together to manage
 the Ruby Range sheep. Regardless of how particular
 RRSSC members might have viewed it, however, a "polit
 ical" solution of this sort would clearly have fallen well out
 side the committee's mandate.

 The committee was created to solve a "management
 problem" (the problem of not enough sheep), not to
 address "political" issues, such as whether First Nations
 or the Yukon should have jurisdiction over wildlife in the
 territory. This highlights the degree to which the RRSSC
 itself was a product of the technical problem-oriented
 approach to management that I have been discussing.
 Just as Ferguson's "political" solution to the "problem" of
 poverty in Lesotho (i.e., end apartheid) did not qualify as
 an acceptable solution in the eyes of development work
 ers, so this Kluane hunter-politician's call for rethinking
 jurisdiction over wildlife in the Yukon would not have

 qualified as an acceptable solution to the technical prob
 lem of sheep management. That he himself understood
 this situation clearly is evident in the fact that he quickly
 lost faith in the RRSSC process, preferring instead to look

 for a solution to the Ruby Range sheep "problem" in the
 overtly "political" arena of KFN's land claim negotia
 tions.13

 All solutions to the problem of sheep management
 discussed by the RRSSC took for granted the "realities"

 of wildlife management in the Yukon. That many members

 of the RRSSC would have been unreceptive to a political
 "solution" like the one described above should not be sur

 prising. After all, the Yukon Department of Environment
 is no more "in the business of promoting political realign

 ments or supporting revolutionary struggles" than is the
 World Bank. Like their counterparts in "development"
 around the world, most of those actively working to pro
 mote, plan, and implement co-management in northern
 Canada have some stake in existing structures of state
 management; and this goes as much for First Nation Fish
 and Wildlife Officers and contract anthropologists as it
 does for territorial biologists. For this reason, it is very dif

 ficult to for them to question the assumptions upon which
 these structures are based. The discourse on co-manage

 ment, then, precisely because it does not explicitly engage
 the question of power, ends up both reflecting and rein
 forcing the very power relations it obscures.

 Re-examining the Claims for
 Co-management
 We are now in a position to re-examine the claims made
 by proponents of co-management. As we saw above, they
 make two major claims regarding the potential benefits
 of co-management: first, that it is more effective than
 centralized state management and, second, that it empow
 ers local First Nation people. As we also saw, these are the
 same claims that are made for participatory community
 based development in other parts of the world. Finally, we

 saw that recent critics of development have effectively
 called these claims into question. Not surprisingly, many
 of their criticisms are equally valid when applied to co
 management. I shall consider each of the claims for co
 management separately.

 Claim #1: Co-management is More Effective
 than State Management
 The claim that co-management is more effective than cen
 tralized state management is based on the notion that
 First Nation hunters and elders possess knowledge that
 government managers do not, and that incorporating this
 knowledge into existing management processes will nec
 essarily improve those processes. The simplistic assump
 tion that "traditional knowledge" is just sitting out there

 waiting to be collected and used by those engaged in co
 management, however, ignores the institutional realities of
 wildlife management in the Canadian North. Elsewhere
 (Nadasdy 1999, 2003), I have argued that the production
 of "traditional knowledge" for use in co-management
 involves elaborate processes of compartmentalization and
 distillation. These processes are specifically geared toward
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 rendering the lived experiences of local First Nation peo
 ple into a form that is compatible with (and useable within)
 existing institutional structures of state management.
 Because the standards of relevance by which traditional
 knowledge is distilled derive from the need for it to be "use

 ful," those aspects of local First Nation people's experi
 ences that might actually present an alternative to the
 official discourse are distilled out as useless or irrelevant

 (see, e.g., Nadasdy 1999:7-10). Fortius reason, traditional
 knowledge often reflects existing management policies
 and agendas more than local understandings. This is
 exactly analogous to the process described by critics of par
 ticipatory development (see above) by which local knowl
 edge is produced in community-based development proj
 ects, and it calls into question the degree to which
 co-management really represents an alternative and "more

 effective" approach to wildlife management. Many First
 Nation people are clearly aware of this. One of the most
 common complaints I heard at meetings and conferences
 on TEK and co-management was that traditional knowl
 edge is never used as the sole basis for decision-making;
 instead, it is used only to confirm the knowledge produced
 by wildlife biologists and legitimate the decisions made by
 bureaucratic managers.

 Claim #2: Co-management Empowers Local
 First Nation People
 As Ferguson and other critics of development discourse
 point out, to argue that co-management does not work is
 to say nothing about what co-management actually does.
 So we need to do more than simply deny the claim that co
 management is (necessarily) more effective than top
 down state management if we want to understand co
 management. I have already shown that the discourse of
 co-management serves to obscure?and so reinforce?
 existing power relations, but it does even more than that.
 Like development, co-management actually helps extend
 the power of the state. Elsewhere (Nadasdy 1999:11-13),
 I have argued that the project of "knowledge-integra
 tion" effectively extends the networks of scientific
 resource management into First Nation communities and
 concentrates power in bureaucratic centres rather than
 empowering local people. Here I will examine another,
 though related, aspect of the expansion of state power:
 bureaucratization.

 Recall Ferguson's claim that bureaucratic expansion
 may well be the most significant and lasting effect of
 development. A similar argument can be made for co
 management in Canada; after all, co-management is noth
 ing if not bureaucratizing. Indeed, co-management in the
 North has essentially consisted of establishing a host of

 bureaucratic boards and committees whose memberships
 are appointed equally by First Nations and government.
 The number of boards and committees so established

 gives some sense of the bureaucratizing tendencies of co
 management. The Yukon Umbrella Final Agreement
 (UFA), for example, provides for the establishment of no
 fewer than eight territory-wide co-management bodies,14

 along with a host of regional and local co-management
 boards and committees that involve members from only a
 limited number of Yukon First Nations. The consequences
 of this proliferation for individual First Nations is strik

 ing. Kluane First Nation members, for example, currently
 hold seats on a number of these territorial boards and com

 mittees. Upon ratification of KFN's Final Agreement,
 they will also have a significant number of seats on the Klu

 ane Park Management Board, the Dan Keyi Renewable
 Resources Council, the Kluane Settlement Lands Com
 mission, and possibly a few others. Finally, they will no
 doubt continue to participate in various short term ad hoc
 co-management initiatives created outside the land claims

 process, such as the Ruby Range Sheep Steering Com
 mittee, the Aishihik-Kluane Caribou Recovery Steering
 Group, and the Spruce Bark Beetle Advisory Committee,
 all of which KFN members participated in, to varying
 degrees, during the period of my fieldwork.

 Each of these co-management bodies differs in the
 level of participation required; some meet only a few
 times a year, while others require quite significant com
 mitments of time and energy. There is no question, how
 ever, that participation in these co-management processes
 represents a huge burden in terms of both time and labour

 in a village whose year round population consists of
 approximately 40 adult members.15 There is some justi
 fiable fear among First Nation people that co-manage
 ment processes of this sort might be preventing rather
 than fostering meaningful change by ensnaring partici
 pants in a tangle of bureaucracy and endless meetings.

 Some might object, however, that while the time
 devoted to these boards and committees may indeed be
 significant, these bodies are not "bureaucratic," but
 instead stand outside the established bureaucratic system.
 Indeed, members of the co-management boards estab
 lished under the UFA are seldom professional bureau
 crats; rather, they tend to be "regular citizens" appointed
 to serve for relatively short terms by First Nation and ter
 ritorial governments. In what sense, then, is participation
 on these boards bureaucratizing? To answer this question,
 it is worth reviewing Max Weber's characterization of
 bureaucracy. In his well-known essay on the subject, he
 noted that the most salient feature of bureaucracies is

 their tendency to institutionalize "rationality":
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 Bureaucratization offers above all the optimum possi
 bility for carrying through the principle of specializing

 administrative functions according to purely objective
 considerations. Individual performances are allocated
 to functionaries who have specialized training and who
 by constant practice learn more and more. The "objec
 tive" discharge of business primarily means a discharge
 of business according to calculable rules and "without
 regard for persons.".. .[Bureaucracy's] specific nature,
 which is welcomed by capitalism, develops more per
 fectly, the more bureaucracy is "dehumanized," the
 more perfectly it succeeds in eliminating from official
 business love, hatred, and all purely personal, irra
 tional, and emotional elements which escape calculation.

 This is the specific nature of bureaucracy and it is
 appraised as its special virtue. (Weber 1946: 215-216)

 Co-management boards and committees are never
 established in an administrative vacuum. Rather, their
 creation is always accompanied by the creation of a set of
 administrative rules and procedures that regulate not
 only how they function internally, but how they relate to

 external bureaucratic institutions. Indeed, the relationship
 between co-management bodies and the existing bureau
 cracy is always clearly spelled out (e.g., in the land claim
 agreements that created them). These "calculable rules"
 are necessary precisely because they allow these co-man
 agement bodies to function "without regard for persons."
 That is, the specific identities of co-management board
 members become irrelevant. So long as they abide by
 the established rules of procedure, the boards continue to
 function despite the regular turnover in membership.
 Such rules enable co-management boards to interface
 with existing offices and institutions of state manage
 ment, and this is absolutely essential if they are to play
 their appointed roles. In this important sense, co-man
 agement boards are inherently bureaucratic entities.

 These boards and committees, however, are not the
 only manifestation of the bureaucratization associated
 with co-management. In an important sense, these co
 management bodies have been established to function as
 intermediaries between First Nation and federal/territo

 rial governments. For First Nations to participate in these
 processes at all, they have had to organize and express
 themselves in ways compatible with the government
 bureaucracies with which they deal. This has necessarily
 entailed a significant degree of bureaucratization within
 First Nation communities themselves. Many First Nation
 people now spend a considerable portion of their lives
 working in First Nation offices, as Fish and Wildlife Offi

 cers, Heritage Directors, Land Claim Negotiators and so
 on. To function effectively in these positions, they have had

 to learn the intricacies of Canadian law, scientific resource

 management and other fields relevant to their work. They
 have become adept at using computers, telephones and the
 other trappings of modern bureaucratic life, and they
 feel at home meeting with biologists and government
 bureaucrats in the context of land claim negotiations and
 co-management meetings. In other words, just to get to
 the point where co-management is a meaningful possi
 bility, First Nation people have had to build bureaucratic
 infrastructures modelled on and linked to those of gov
 ernment.

 First Nation bureaucracies, like their federal and ter
 ritorial counterparts, necessarily function "without regard
 for persons." As long as the Fish and Wildlife Officer, for

 example, performs his or her job correctly, it does not mat
 ter who he or she is. This "rationalization" is essential for

 First Nation participation in co-management and other
 such processes because it allows federal and territorial

 bureaucrats (who are responsible for negotiating and
 implementing these processes on behalf of their respec
 tive governments) to interact with their First Nation
 counterparts according to the "calculable rules" within

 which they already function. In other words, it makes
 government to government relations among First
 Nations, Canada, and the territories possible.

 Despite the rhetoric about "co-operation" and "par
 ticipation," then, co-management does not represent as
 radical a break from centralized state management as is
 often supposed. Indeed, far from representing an alter
 native to bureaucratic state management, co-manage
 ment processes have instead been inserted into that
 bureaucracy. This perspective sheds new light on claims
 about the empowering tendencies of co-management. Co
 management, it seems, much like participatory develop
 ment elsewhere in the world, has "empowered" First
 Nation people to participate in existing processes of state
 management. First Nation people have simply been given
 their own "slot" in the bureaucratic system. To participate,
 however, they have had to accept the rules and assump
 tions of the state management game. This can be seen
 clearly in the role played by co-management boards in the
 Yukon.

 Co-management bodies in the Yukon have a purely
 advisory role; they make recommendations, not decisions,
 and those recommendations must be implemented (or
 not) by politicians and bureaucrats whose actions are
 judged by standards that have nothing to do with First
 Nation peoples' knowledge and values and everything to
 do with the exigencies of the wider political and economic
 situation.16 The Yukon Fish and Wildlife Management
 Board, for example, which was "established as the primary
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 instrument of Fish and Wildlife Management in the
 Yukon" (Council for Yukon Indians 1993:166) in fact only
 has the power to make recommendations to the Yukon
 Minister of Environment, who is under no obligation to fol
 low those recommendations, but only to respond to them
 in writing within a specified period of time.17 The minis
 ter and his or her bureaucratic advisors in the Department
 of Environment, regardless of their personal background
 and/or sympathies,18 must necessarily act within existing
 institutional and political frameworks (at least if they

 want to keep their jobs) (Nadasdy 1999, 2003). Thus,
 despite the widespread establishment of co-management
 bodies, the state management system remains essentially
 unaltered and unchallenged. Indeed, co-management
 boards and councils (along with First Nation manage
 ment bureaucracies) can be viewed simply as new ele
 ments of existing state management bureaucracies.

 Bureaucratization, however, does more than simply
 force First Nation people to comply with the existing
 institutional forms and social hierarchies of state man

 agement. It forces them to accept, at least implicitly, a set
 of Euro-Canadian values and assumptions that constrain
 the ways in which it is possible to think and act. As Mar
 cuse (1964), Habermas (1989) and others have pointed
 out, the bureaucratic systems of modern capitalism and
 science, like all cultural systems, are ultimately grounded
 in subjective values, which themselves derive from non
 rational sources. So, although modern Euro-North Amer
 ican bureaucrats pursue their objectives "rationally"
 according to a institutionalized set of rules for purposive
 rational action, those objectives are themselves based on
 subjective values and non-rational assumptions about the
 world. Furthermore, the rationalization of bureaucratic
 and scientific functions serves to legitimize the assump
 tions underlying bureaucratic objectives. This in turn
 obscures?and in effect legitimates?the non-rational
 assumptions that underlie the whole system.

 By accepting and adapting to governments' bureau
 cratic approach to aboriginal-state relations, First Nation
 people therefore also tacitly accept the assumptions about
 the nature of land and animals that underlie the rules

 and functions of that bureaucracy. Though First Nation
 people can and do voice their disagreements with these
 assumptions, very little comes of their protests because in
 the context of contemporary bureaucratic wildlife man
 agement and land claim negotiations, decisions/conces
 sions simply cannot be based on anything other than
 Euro-North American assumptions about land and ani
 mals (Nadasdy 2003). When First Nation people make
 arguments based on their conception of animals as intel
 ligent social and spiritual beings, they get nowhere

 because government biologists and resource managers,
 regardless of their own personal beliefs and understand
 ings, simply cannot implement management decisions
 based on such alternate conceptions of animals. An exam
 ple from the RRSSC process illustrates this clearly.

 The Full Curl Rule, the Nature of Sheep, and the
 Politics of Sheep Management in the Yukon
 At one meeting of the RRSSC, a number of KFN mem
 bers expressed concern over the use of the "full curl rule"
 to regulate sheep hunting in the Ruby Range. The full curl

 rule makes it illegal for a hunter to shoot anything but a
 full curl ram. The horns of Dall rams curl around and

 outward from their heads as they grow. Though rams
 reach sexual maturity at around one and a half years of
 age, their horns do not usually achieve full curl (360
 degrees) until sometime between their eighth and ninth
 years. Since the maximum life expectancy for Dall sheep
 in the southwest Yukon is 13?with most rams dying
 between the ages of seven and 10 (Hoefs 1984:103)?the
 full curl rule allows hunters to take only the oldest mature

 rams from the population.19 KFN members argued that
 these old rams are especially important to the overall
 sheep population because of their role as teachers; it is
 from them that younger rams learn proper mating and
 rutting behaviour as well as more general survival strate
 gies. Thus, killing too many full curl rams has an impact
 on the population far in excess of the number of animals
 actually killed by hunters. One person specifically likened
 it to killing off all the elders in the community; although
 the actual number of people killed might not be great, the

 damage to the community in terms of knowledge and
 social reproduction would be incalculable. KFN mem
 bers raised these concerns in the hopes that they would
 lead to a switch from use of the full curl rule to a quota sys
 tem as a means for limiting the sheep kill in the area.20

 As it turns out, First Nation people got nowhere with
 this argument. In response to their concerns, biologists did
 examine the existing scientific literature that had a bear
 ing on the issue of the full curl rule, but they were unable
 to find any evidence against its use. As a result, the
 RRSSC never seriously considered recommending the
 implementation of a quota system. But why not? How
 could the committee, charged as it was with the task of
 integrating TEK and science, have simply ignored such a
 potentially significant argument rooted in the knowledge
 of First Nation elders and hunters? Part of the problem
 was the conception of sheep underlying Kluane people's
 objections to the full curl rule. Their concerns were based
 on the notion that sheep are intelligent social beings, that
 they have agency which must be taken into account in any
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 attempt to understand them. This contrasts sharply with
 the conception of sheep (and animals more generally)
 commonly held and acted upon by Euro-Canadian wildlife
 biologists. Consider, for example, the rationale underlying
 the widely accepted (by biologists) prohibition against
 hunting ewes. Since ewes bear young, they represent not
 only themselves but all of their unborn potential offspring

 as well. Thus, killing an ewe has a much greater impact on

 the future population than the death of a single animal.
 This argument is structurally identical to First Nation
 argument against use of the full curl rule. Significantly,
 however, the argument for a ban on hunting ewes is math

 ematical rather than social in nature. Everything that
 one needs to know about sheep to calculate the potential
 impact of killing an ewe can be expressed numerically
 (e.g., average numbers of offspring, number of repro
 ductive years per ewe, and so on). One does not need to
 grant sheep agency in order to find the argument com
 pelling. Instead, they remain passive objects of mathe
 matical manipulation.

 This is not to say that the notion of animals as social

 beings is so foreign to Euro-Canadian biologists that they
 could not understand or cope with KFN hunters' objec
 tions. In fact, I would not want to argue that the notion of

 animals-as-social beings is foreign to Euro-Canadians at
 all. Indeed, many are quite accustomed to treating pets in
 this way. Nor would I argue that Kluane people's con
 ception of sheep-as-social-beings is somehow culturally
 incompatible with a "scientific" understanding of animal
 populations. Indeed, the scientific study of primates takes
 such an approach for granted, and recent work by behav
 ioural ecologists has led them to make claims about
 African elephants that bear a striking resemblance to
 those made by Kluane people about sheep (see Pennisi
 2001). Thus, there is nothing inherently "unscientific"
 about a social understanding of even non-primate animal
 behaviour.

 In point of fact, biologists on the RRSSC who had
 been working with First Nation people for many years had

 at least a basic understanding of how First Nation con
 ceptions of animals differ from their own. They clearly
 understood, at least to some degree, Kluane people's jus
 tification for opposing the full curl rule. That RRSSC

 members did not act on First Nation concerns about the

 full curl rule, then, must have had more to do with their

 broader political implications than with any epistemolog
 ical or methodological "problems" of knowledge-integra
 tion. The fact is that despite their own personal beliefs and

 understandings, bureaucratic wildlife managers?in their
 official capacities?could not act upon those understand
 ings. Biologists on the RRSSC simply could not support

 the switch to a quota system based solely on Kluane peo
 ple's arguments, regardless of how well they understood
 these arguments or how personally sympathetic they
 might have been. Biologists have to be able to justify
 (with scientific evidence) the positions they take on wildlife

 management. They must be able to answer the criticisms
 of other biologists employed by those with competing
 political interests. For them to take a position that they
 could not defend in this way would be viewed as irre
 sponsible. This could jeopardize not only the manage

 ment process, but their jobs as well. Had they gone ahead
 and recommended the switch to a quota system anyway,
 they would certainly have been criticized by the outfitters

 on the RRSSC for being biased and "unscientific." They
 would have been utterly unable to defend themselves
 from these charges, their reputation as scientists would
 have been damaged, and they might conceivably even
 have lost their jobs. And all of this would have been for
 naught since, without incontrovertible scientific proof
 showing that the full curl rule was damaging the sheep
 populations, the government could not have implemented
 such a recommendation anyway, considering the political
 power wielded by outfitters in the territory (it would have

 been difficult enough even with such proof). Supporting
 Kluane people's position regarding the full curl rule in the
 absence of scientific evidence simply was not an option for
 biologists on the RRSSC.

 It is not only government bureaucrats who are con
 strained by the implicit assumptions underlying the rules
 and forms of government bureaucracy. First Nation
 bureaucrats too, to the extent that they accept the rational

 rules and functions of Euro-Canadian style bureaucracy,
 must tacitly accept the underlying assumptions that
 accompany them (e.g., about the nature of land and ani
 mals). Like Euro-North American bureaucrats, they are
 constrained by the "calculable rules" of bureaucracy and
 the implicit non-rational assumptions about the nature of
 the world upon which these rules are based. So long as
 they accept the existing bureaucratic contexts of land
 claim negotiations and co-management, they cannot do
 otherwise. There are simply no acceptable bureaucratic
 rules or functions that allow First Nation people as
 bureaucrats to act upon the land and animals according
 to their own particular?and alternative?conceptions of
 the world. And, to the extent that they accept the exist
 ing bureaucratic rules and functions of co-management
 and land claims, it is difficult for them to question the legit
 imacy of these processes or the implicit assumptions that
 inform them.

 Thus, we see that co-management, which is suppos
 edly empowering First Nation people, may in fact be hav
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 ing exactly the opposite effect. Although on the surface co

 management may seem to be giving aboriginal people
 increased control over their lives and land, these processes

 might instead be seen as subtle extensions of empire,
 replacing local aboriginal ways of talking, thinking and act

 ing with those specifically sanctioned by the state. At the

 same time, First Nation participation in co-management
 makes it much more difficult for them to challenge these
 processes than it had been for them to question the top
 down decisions of the old state management system. Thus,

 co-management?like participatory development proj
 ects elsewhere in the world?may be less about providing
 real alternatives to official discourse and practices than
 legitimating decisions made in (or at least shaped by the
 assumptions of) the centre (see, e.g., Feit and Beaulieu
 2001).

 Conclusion
 This is not to say that these imperialist aspects of co
 management are intentional, or even conscious. I do not
 mean to impugn the morality of those government offi
 cials, anthropologists and others who engage in and con
 tribute to the discourse on co-management. On the con
 trary, I believe that the vast majority of them sincerely
 believe in the potential benefits of co-management dis
 cussed above (i.e., improved management and the empow
 erment of aboriginal people) and are genuinely interested
 in granting First Nation people a meaningful role in their
 own governance and the management of local resources.
 The instrument-effects I discuss in this article are unin

 tended and unforeseen by those who participate in the
 (official) discourse and practice of co-management. As
 Ferguson notes:

 If unintended effects of a project end up having polit
 ical uses, even seeming to be "instruments" of some
 larger political deployment, this is not any kind of con
 spiracy; it really just does happen to be the way things

 work out. (Ferguson 1994:256)

 Indeed, the negative consequences co-management
 that I describe in this article are subtle enough that few
 scholars or government officials seem to have noted them.
 As a result, when bureaucrats (whether federal, territorial
 or First Nation) encounter difficulties in their attempts to

 co-manage wildlife, they tend to put the blame on a lack of

 technical expertise (e.g., "we'll get it right when we figure
 out exactly how to do it") and/or selfish political interests
 on the part of others (e.g., bad faith in negotiations) rather
 than on the structure of and assumptions underlying co

 management itself. As processes of co-management, like

 development, become more and more bureaucratically
 entrenched, however, certain segments of society come to
 have a vested interest in them. To quote Ferguson again:

 But because things do work out this way [see above
 quotel, and because "failed" development projects can
 so successfully help to accomplish important strategic
 tasks behind the backs of the most sincere participants,

 it does become less mysterious why "failed" develop
 ment projects should end up being replicated again
 and again. It is perhaps reasonable to suggest that it
 may even be because development projects turn out to
 have such uses, even if they are in some sense unfore
 seen, that they continue to attract so much interest
 and support. (Ferguson 1994:256)

 In some ways it is beginning to make sense to talk
 about a "co-management industry" that, much like the
 "development industry" critiqued by Ferguson, Escobar
 and others, employs or otherwise provides a living for a
 host of government employees, scholars, First Nation
 officials and consultants. These people all have a vested
 interest in the discourse and practice of co-management,

 whether or not it is "successful" and quite regardless of
 its instrument-effects. For this reason alone, it is imper
 ative that anthropologists and other scholars critically
 examine their own involvement in processes of knowl
 edge-integration and co-management.
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 Notes
 1 The meaning of the term "co-management" is somewhat

 vague, having been used to refer to many different types of
 institutional arrangements. These run the gamut from sim
 ple consultation, which consists of an explicit attempt on the
 part of resource managers to elicit the views of local people
 but in which "resource users may be heard but not heeded,
 and perhaps not even understood" (Berkes, George and Pre
 ston 1991:7), to the actual institutionalization of joint decision

 making. See Berkes, George and Preston (1991) for a dis
 cussion of the spectrum of co-management institutions.

 2 Notable exceptions to this include the contributors to this
 special issue. See also Cruikshank (1998), Ellen et al. (2000),
 Feit (1998), Morrow and Hensel (1992), Nadasdy (1999)
 and Scott and Webber (2001).

 3 A smaller cousin of the Bighorn sheep found in the Rock
 ies, the pure white Dall sheep with its large curving horns
 is found throughout much of the Yukon Territory and
 Alaska.

 4 Even the scholarly literature on co-management in Canada
 is thoroughly integrated with the literature on community
 based development/conservation in the rest of the world.
 Articles by scholars studying co-management in Canada
 frequently appear in collections alongside and/or cite the
 works of scholars working on similar issues in other parts
 of the world (e.g., Inglis 1993; Johannes 1989; Williams and
 Hunn 1982).

 5 In a provocative article, Henkel and Stirrat (2001) argue that
 the concept of "participation" underlying participatory
 development has its roots in the Protestant Reformation,
 and that many of its religious and symbolic connotations
 have survived?though somewhat transformed?the con
 cept's application to development.

 6 This reference to the ethical problems of knowledge-inte
 gration may strike some readers as inconsistent in light of
 my argument that the reduction of co-management to a
 series of technological problems obscures its political and
 ethical dimensions. The ethical difficulties scholars have
 addressed, however, have to do with how TEK is collected
 and integrated with science (including the thorny politi
 cal/ethical problem of how to recognize and protect propri
 etary rights in traditional knowledge while still allowing for
 its use in public management processes) and not with
 whether the collection and integration of TEK is even an
 appropriate undertaking. Notably absent from such dis
 cussions is any consideration of broader ethical issues, such
 as whether knowledge-integration is a good thing in the first
 place, or the ethical dimensions of existing wildlife man
 agement structures.

 7 Unfortunately, one of the few published articles to ask ques
 tions of this sort, a 1996 article entitled "Traditional Knowl

 edge Threatens Environmental Assessment" published in
 the Canadian Journal Policy Options (Howard and Wid
 dowson 1996), is closer to a racist tirade than a constructive

 analysis of the political issues surrounding co-management.
 Though the article received some effective (and much
 deserved) criticism (see Berkes and Henley 1997; Stevenson
 1997), it nevertheless remains one of the few contributions

 to the literature on TEK that questions, rather than takes
 for granted, the political agendas of those engaged in the

 effort to integrate TEK and science (though, in the process,
 its authors make their own unfortunate and unsubstantiated

 assumptions about those actors and their agendas).
 8 In the summers of 1948 and 1949, McClellan (1975: 120)

 reports having seen "good numbers of sheep being dried at
 a Thtchone meat camp on the Big Arm of Kluane Lake." See
 also Arthurs (1995) for archaeological evidence of sheep
 hunting in the area.

 9 Until that time, they had refused to consider including
 sheep with moose and caribou as animals to which First
 Nation people had special rights in the event of the need to
 establish a Total Allowable Harvest as per 16.9.0 of the
 Yukon Umbrella Final Agreement (Council for Yukon Indi
 ans 1993:176-177).

 10 I have no independent way to verify this claim for the period
 before my arrival in Burwash in December of 1995?aside
 from the fact that I trust those who made it?but I can

 verify the fact that no KFN members took any sheep in the
 Ruby Range during the period in which the RRSSC was
 meeting.

 11 It was my impression that no one in the room took this
 threat very seriously, but it is likely that over the years
 native people throughout Canada have at least on occasion
 reacted to excessive hunting and/or trapping by Euro-Cana
 dians in just this way. Harvey Feit, for example, notes that
 Cree elders in the southernmost section of the Cree area

 admit that they themselves trapped out the beaver popu
 lation in the 1930s because they saw no possibility of main
 taining that population in the face of increased pressure by
 Euro-Canadian trappers. By 1950, however, once the area
 had been closed to Euro-Canadian trappers, the beaver
 population recovered (Feit 1986:187). Shepard Krech, too,
 describes a similar episode of pre-emptive overtrapping
 among the Northern Ojibwa in the 1840s (1999: 193).

 12 It also illustrates one of the forms of "self-censorship" in co
 management that I have alluded to elsewhere (Nadasdy
 1999:14).

 13 Another of the potential dangers of co-management is
 reflected in the fact that KFN's subsequent efforts to
 address their concerns about Ruby Range sheep through
 land claim negotiations were rebuffed by government nego
 tiators, who flatly stated that because there was already a

 management tool in place for dealing with KFN's concerns
 about Ruby Range Sheep (i.e., the RRSSC), the Yukon gov
 ernment was unwilling to include provisions for protecting
 the sheep in KFN's land claim agreement.

 14 These include: the Surface Rights Board, the Yukon Land
 Use Planning Council, the Yukon Development Assessment
 Board, the Yukon Heritage Resources Board, the Geo
 graphical Place Names Board, the Water Board, the Yukon
 Fish and Wildlife Management Board and the Dispute Res
 olution Board.

 15 It is very difficult to give a meaningful figure for the popu
 lation of Burwash Landing. Although there is a core of
 perennial year round residents, many people split their
 time between Burwash and Whitehorse or Haines Junction.
 A significant number come to live with relatives in Burwash
 for several months or years at a time, while others go off in
 a similar fashion to reside in other Yukon communities or to

 find work elsewhere in the territory or Canada. There is also

 Anthropologica 47 (2005) The Anti-politics of TEK / 229

������������ ������������� 



 significant seasonal variation; students return to the village
 in the summer, and many people take seasonal jobs in con
 struction or highway maintenance that take them out of the
 community for parts of the year. This figure is, therefore,
 only a very rough estimate.

 16 The same is true for most of the co-management bodies in
 Canada. Even in those exceptional cases where co-man
 agement bodies technically have some degree of decision
 making authority (e.g., under the James Bay and Northern
 Quebec Agreement), government has been loathe to relin
 quish its control, often treating these boards as if their role
 was an advisory one (see, e.g., Scott and Webber 2001).

 17 As of 2002, when this article was written, territorial min
 isters had in fact accepted nearly all of the Board's rec
 ommendations (in the 11 years of the Board's existence,
 ministers had rejected only four such recommendations;
 and the board and minister had eventually been able to
 work out a compromise on three of these). In 2003, however,
 the Board submitted 34 recommendations that dealt with

 wildlife in captivity (e.g., game farming), a very sensitive
 issue for most First Nation people who regard many such
 practices as disrespectful to animals (see Nadasdy 2003:79
 94). Of those 34 recommendations, the minister rejected 18,
 replaced or modified nine, and accepted only seven. The
 minister's ability to disregard recommendations that were
 based on First Nation concerns about respectful treat
 ment of animals highlighted the political context within
 which the Board is embedded. This incident led many First
 Nation people with whom I spoke to lose faith in the co
 management processes set up under the Yukon land claim
 agreements.

 18 There have been First Nation ministers, for example, who
 have been personally sympathetic to First Nation positions
 on management.

 19 The full curl rule, along with season and bag limits, is at
 present the principle mechanism for managing sheep hunt
 ing in the territory. See Nadasdy (2003) for a more complete
 description of Sheep management regulations in the Yukon.

 20 A quota system would spread the kill more evenly over the
 entire population, rather than focusing it on a particular age
 group.

 References
 Agrawal, A., and C Gibson, eds.

 2001 Communities and the Environment. New Brunswick,
 NJ: Rutgers University Press.

 Arthurs, D.
 1995 Archaeological Surveys in the Donjek, Jarvis,

 Kaskawulsh, and Alsek Valleys, Kluane Park Reserve
 1993. Winnipeg: Department of Canadian Heritage,
 Parks Canada, Archaeological Field Services.

 Berkes, E, ed.
 1989 Common Property Resources: Ecology and Com

 munity-Based Sustainable Development. London:
 Belhaven Press.

 1994 Co-Management: Bridging the Two Solitudes. North
 ern Perspectives 22(2-3): 18-20.

 Berkes, F, E George and R. Ereston
 1991 Co-Management: The Evolution of the Theory and

 Eractice of the Joint Administration of Living

 Resources. TASO Research Report. Hamilton,
 Ontario: Program for Technology Assessment in Sub
 arctic Ontario, McMaster University.

 Berkes, E, and T. Henley
 1997 Co-management and Traditional Knowledge:

 Threat or Opportunity? Policy Options (March):
 29-31.

 Brosius, P
 1999 Green Dots, Pink Hearts: Displacing Politics from the

 Malaysian Rain Forest. American Anthropologist
 101(1): 36-57.

 Chambers, R.
 1997 Whose Reality Counts? Putting the First Last. Lon

 don: IT Publications.
 Cohen, S.

 1985 Visions of Social Control: Crime, Punishment, and
 Classification. New York: Polity Press.

 Cooke, B., and U. Kothari, eds.
 2001 Participation: The New Tyranny? New York: Zed

 Books.
 Council for Yukon Indians

 1993 Umbrella Final Agreement between the Government
 of Canada, the Council for Yukon Indians, and the
 Government of the Yukon. Ottawa: Minister of Indian

 Affairs and Northern Development.
 Cruikshank, J.

 1998 Yukon Arcadia: Oral Tradition, Indigenous Knowl
 edge, and the Fragmentation of Meaning. In The
 Social Life of Stories: Narrative and Knowledge in
 the Yukon Territory. Pp. 45-70. Lincoln: University of
 Nebraska Press.

 Ellen, Roy, Peter Parkes and Alan Becker, eds.
 2000 Indigenous Environmental Knowledge and Its Trans

 formations: Critical Anthropological Perspectives.
 Amsterdam: Harwood Academic Press.

 Escobar, A.
 1991 Anthropology and the Development Encounter: The

 Making and Marketing of Development Anthropol
 ogy. American Ethnologist 18(4): 658-682.

 1995 Encountering Development: The Making and Unmak
 ing of the Third World. Princeton: Princeton Univer
 sity Press.

 Feit, H.
 1986 Hunting and the Quest for Power: The James Bay

 Cree and Whitemen in the Twentieth Century. In
 Native Peoples: The Canadian Experience. R.B. Mor
 rison and C.R. Wilson, eds. Pp. 171-207. Toronto:
 McClelland and Stewart.

 1998 Reflections on Local Knowledge and Wildlife Resource
 Management: Differences, Dominance and Decen
 tralization. In Aboriginal Environmental Knowledge
 in the North. L. Dorais, M. Nagy and L. Muller-Wille,
 eds. Pp. 123-148. Quebec: GETIC.

 Feit, H., and R. Beaulieu
 2001 Voices from a Disappearing Forest: Government,

 Corporate, and Cree Participatory Forestry Man
 agement Practices. In Aboriginal Autonomy and
 Development in Northern Quebec and Labrador.
 C. Scott, ed. Pp. 119-148. Vancouver: University of
 British Columbia Press.

 230 / Paul Nadasdy Anthropologica 47 (2005)

������������ ������������� 



 Ferguson, J.
 1994 The Anti-Politics Machine: "Development," Depoliti

 cization, and Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho. Min
 neapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

 Fischer, F.
 2000 Citizens, Experts, and the Environment: The Politics

 of Local Knowledge. Durham, NC: Duke University
 Press.

 Fisher, W
 1997 Doing Good? The Politics and Antipolitics of NGO

 Practices. Annual Review of Anthropology 26:439-64.
 Foucault, M.

 1977 Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. New
 York: Pantheon Books.

 Freeman, M.
 1992 The Nature and Utility of Traditional Ecological

 Knowledge. Northern Perspectives 20(1): 9-12.
 Freeman, M., and L. Carbyn, eds.

 1988 Traditional Knowledge and Renewable Resource
 Management in Northern Regions. Edmonton:
 Boreal Institute for Northern Studies.

 Habermas, J.
 1989 Technology and Science as "Ideology." In Jiirgen

 Habermas on Society and Politics: A Reader. S. Sei
 dman, ed. Pp. 237-265. Boston: Beacon Press.

 Henkel, H., and R. Stirrat
 2001 Participation as Spiritual Duty; Empowerment as

 Secular Subjection. In Participation: The New
 Tyranny? B. Cooke and U. Kothari, eds. Pp. 168-184.
 New York: Zed Books.

 Hoefs, M.
 1984 Population Dynamics and Horn Growth Character

 istics of Dall Sheep (Ovid Dalli) and Their Relevance
 to Management. In Northern Ecology and Resource

 Management: Memorial Essays Honoring Don Gill.
 R. Olson, R. Hastings and F. Geddes, eds. Pp. 99-115.
 Edmonton: University of Alberta Press.

 Howard, A., and F. Widdowson
 1996 Traditional Knowledge Threatens Environmental

 Assessment. Policy Options (November): 34-36.
 Inglis, Julian, ed.

 1993 Traditional Ecological Knowledge: Concepts and
 Cases. Ottawa: International Program on Traditional
 Ecological Knowledge and International Develop
 ment Research Centre.

 Johannes, R., ed.
 1989 Traditional Ecological Knowledge: A Collection of

 Essays. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN, World Conser
 vation Union.

 Johnson, M., ed.
 1992 Lore: Capturing Traditional Environmental Knowl

 edge. Yellowknife: Dene Cultural Institute.
 Kothari, U.

 2001 Power, Knowledge and Social Control in Participatory
 Development. In Participation: The New Tyranny?
 Pp. 139-152. New York: Zed Books.

 Kottak, C.
 1999 The New Ecological Anthropology. American Anthro

 pologist 101(1): 23-35.

 Krech, S.
 1999 The Ecological Indian: Myth and History. New York:

 WW. Norton.
 Marcuse, H.

 1964 One Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of
 Advanced Industrial Society. Boston: Beacon Eress.

 McCandless, R.
 1985 Yukon Wildlife: A Social History. Edmonton: Uni

 versity of Alberta Eress.
 N.d. Trophies or Meat: Yukon Game Management. Yukon

 Territorial Archives, Whitehorse.
 McCay, B., and J. Acheson, eds.

 1989 The Question of the Commons: The Culture and
 Ecology of Communal Resources. Tucson: University
 of Arizona Eress.

 McClellan, C
 1975 My Old Eeople Say: An Ethnographic Survey of

 Southern Yukon Territory. Ottawa: National Museum
 of Man.

 Morrow, E, and C Hensel
 1992 Hidden Dissension: Minority-Majority Relationships

 and the Use of Contested Terminology. Arctic Anthro
 pology 29(1): 38-53.

 Mosse, D.
 1994 Authority, Gender, and Knowledge: Theoretical

 Reflections on the Eractice of Farticipatory Rural
 Appraisal. Development and Change 25: 497-526.

 2001 "Eeople's Knowledge," Earticipation and Eatron
 age: Operations and Representations in Rural
 Development. In Earticipation: The New Tyranny?
 B. Cooke and U. Kothari, eds. Ep. 16-35. New York:
 Zed Books.

 Nadasdy, E
 1999 The Eolitics of TEK: Eower and the "Integration" of

 Knowledge. Arctic Anthropology 36(1-2): 1-18.
 2003 Hunters and Bureaucrats: Eower, Knowledge, and

 Aboriginal-State Relations in the Southwest Yukon.
 Vancouver: University of British Columbia Eress.

 Ostrom, E.
 1990 Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institu

 tions for Collective Action. New York: Cambridge
 University Eress.

 Eennisi, E.
 2001 Elephant Matriarchs Tell Friend from Foe. Science

 292: 417-419.
 Figg,S.L.

 1992 Inventing Social Categories through Place: Social
 Representations and Development in Nepal. Com
 parative Studies in Society and History 34(3): 491
 513.

 Pratt, K.
 1994 "They Never Ask the Eeople": Native Views about

 the Nunivak Wilderness. In Key Issues in Hunter
 Gatherer Research. E. Burch and L. Ellanna, eds. Ep.
 333-356. Oxford: Berg.

 Rahnema, M.
 1992 Earticipation. In The Development Dictionary: A

 Guide to Knowledge as Eower. W. Sachs, ed. Ep. 116
 131. London: Zed Books.

 Anthropologica 47 (2005) The Anti-politics of TEK / 231

������������ ������������� 



 Sachs, W, ed.
 1992 The Development Dictionary: A Guide to Knowledge

 as Power. London: Zed Books.
 Scott, C, and J. Webber

 2001 Conflicts between Cree Hunting and Sports Hunting:
 Co-Management Decision Making at James Bay. In
 Aboriginal Autonomy and Development in North
 ern Quebec and Labrador. C. Scott, ed. Pp. 149-174.
 Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

 Sillitoe, P
 1998 The Development of Indigenous Knowledge: A New

 Applied Anthropology. Current Anthropology 39(2):
 223-235.

 Stevenson, M.
 1996 In Search of Inuit Ecological Knowledge: A Protocol

 for Its Collection, Interpretation, and Use: A Dis
 cussion Paper. Report to the Department of Renew
 able Resources, GNWT, Qiqiqtaaluk Wildlife Board,
 and Parks Canada. Iqaluit, Nunavut.

 1997 Ignorance and Prejudice Threaten Environmental
 Assessment. Policy Options (March): 25-28.

 Stirrat, R.
 1997 The New Orthodoxy and Old Truths: Participation,

 Empowerment and Other Buzzwords. In Assessing
 Participation: A Debate from South Asia. S. Bastian
 and N. Bastian, eds. Pp. 67-92. Delhi: Konark.

 Usher, P
 2000 Traditional Ecological Knowledge in Environmen

 tal Assessment and Management. Arctic 53(2): 183
 193.

 Weber, M.
 1946 Bureaucracy. In From Max Weber: Essays in Soci

 ology. H.H. Gerth and C.W. Mills, eds. Ep. 196-244.
 New York: Oxford University Eress.

 Wells, M., and K. Brandon
 1992 Eeople and Earks: Linking Erotected Area Manage

 ment with Local Communities. Washington, DC:
 World Bank, World Wildlife Rind and United States
 Agency for International Development.

 Wenzel, G.
 1999 Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Inuit: Reflec

 tions on TEK Research and Ethics. Arctic 52(2): 113
 124.

 Western, D., and M. Wright, eds.
 1994 Natural Connections: Eerpectives in Community

 Based Conservation. Washington, DC: Island Eress.
 Williams, N., and E. Hunn, eds.

 1982 Resource Managers: North American and Australian
 Hunter-Gatherers. Boulder: Westview Eress.

 World Wide Rind for Nature

 1993 Conservation with Eeople. Gland, Switzerland: WWF
 International.

 232 / Eaul Nadasdy Anthropologica 47 (2005)



 The Position of Indigenous Knowledge in Canadian
 Co-management Organizations

 Stella Spak University of Victoria

 Abstract: Northern Canada has seen the emergence of vari
 ous forms of resource co-management agreements over the
 last decades. Co-management arrangements either result from
 land-claim agreements between First Nations/Inuit, or crises
 (real or perceived) regarding a particular resource. Co-man
 agement organizations consisting of Indigenous and govern
 ment representatives often claim to base their natural resource
 management decision-making on both biological resource science
 and the represented Indigenous peoples' knowledge. This paper
 examines the actual ability of Canadian natural resource co-man
 agement boards to learn from the Indigenous Knowledge of rep
 resented First Nations communities. It will explore how the epis
 temological frameworks and employment structures within
 which co-management boards in Canada operate, shape the
 boards relationship to Indigenous knowledge. In particular the
 paper will examine the effect of power on the position of Indige
 nous Knowledge vis-a-vis biological resource science in the
 Canadian co-management arena.

 Keywords: co-management, Indigenous Knowledge, tradi
 tional environmental knowledge, power

 Resume: Le Nord canadien a vu emerger diverses formes
 d'accords de cogestion de ressources au cours des dernieres
 decennies. Ces accords resultent soit d'ententes de revendica
 tion territoriale entre les Eremieres nations/Inuits et l'Etat,
 soit de crises (reelles ou percues comme telles) autour d'une res
 source donnee. Les organisations de cogestion composees de
 representants autochtones et gouvernementaux affirment sou
 vent baser leurs decisions en matiere de gestion des ressources
 naturelles a la fois sur la science des ressources biologiques et
 sur les connaissances des peuples autochtones representes dans
 ces organisations. Cet article examine la capacite reelle des
 conseils de cogestion de ressources naturelles au Canada a tirer
 parti des connaissances autochtones des collectivites represen
 tees. II explore comment les cadres epistemologiques et les
 structures de l'emploi au sein desquels operent les conseils de
 cogestion du Canada faconnent le rapport qu'entretiennent ces
 conseils avec les connaissances autochtones. En particulier, l'ar
 ticle examine les effets de pouvoir sur la position des connais
 sances autochtones face a la science des ressources biologiques,
 dans le domaine de la cogestion au Canada.

 Mots-cles : cogestion, Connaissances autochtones, connais
 sances traditionnelles sur l'environnement, pouvoir

 Introduction

 What are the realities of "co-management" in regard to First Nations involvement and Indigenous
 Knowledge? While there certainly is an extensive litera
 ture on Indigenous Knowledge and epistemologies and
 their importance for natural resource management,1 inad
 equate attention has been given both to the settings within

 which the integration of Indigenous Knowledge and bio
 logical resource science is supposed to take place, and to
 the actual results of such knowledge integration.

 Using the "crisis-based" Beverly and Qamanirjuaq
 Caribou Management Board (BQCMB) as its main case
 study, this paper will explore the influence of power on the

 position of Indigenous Knowledge in Canadian co-man
 agement organizations. It will analyze how the epistemo
 logical frameworks within which co-management boards
 operate are shaped by structures of power, governance
 and employment and how these structures affect the abil

 ity of Indigenous communities to effectively intervene in

 the resource management process with their knowledge
 and concerns.

 This paper is based on 18 months of fieldwork carried
 out between 1996 and 1998 in the Dene communities of
 Tadoule Lake (Northern Manitoba), Fond du Lac (North
 ern Saskatchewan) and Lutsel K'e (NWT), as well as on
 attendance at all BQCMB meetings over the same time
 period. All three Dene communities (respective popula
 tions are about 350,700 and 250) are inaccessible by road
 for most of the year (save for approximately six weeks of

 winter ice roads used to ship in heavy supplies), and coun
 try foods such as caribou and fish make up a large part of
 the diet. In addition to participant observation, I con
 ducted structured and unstructured interviews (at times

 with the help of a translator) with knowledgeable hunters
 and Elders regarding their experience with the BQCMB,
 on which all three communities are represented.2 I
 approached BQCMB meetings through participant obser
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 vation (I generally tried to be a silent observer of the
 meetings but at times I was pulled out of my silent state)
 and through communication with government and com
 munity board members during coffee and evening breaks.
 I also attended Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board

 meetings in Inuvik and Tsiigethchic.

 Western/First Nations Understandings of
 Indigenous Knowledge
 Euro-Canadian and First Nations understandings of
 Indigenous Knowledge, tellingly referred to as Tradi
 tional Environmental Knowledge (TEK) in the natural
 resource management context, are not necessarily con
 gruent. The term "Traditional Environmental Knowl
 edge" became popular in the 1980s when interest in
 Indigenous ways of knowing (until then only a topic of
 research in Anthropology, Cultural Ecology, Ethnoscience,

 etc.) and understanding the environment became more
 widespread and, in particular, was adopted by interna
 tional development organizations (see Brokensha et al.
 1980). Based on the idea that TEK had been undervalued
 and could make important contributions to natural
 resource conservation and management, various TEK
 working groups were founded in the 1980s (such as the
 International Conservation Union (IUCN) Traditional
 Ecological Working Group, etc.). The widespread inter
 national recognition of the existence of non-Western envi
 ronmental knowledge soon led to an increased focus on the
 existence of such knowledge and its importance for nat
 ural resource management within Canada and particularly
 the Canadian North.

 Many Western scientists see Indigenous Knowledge
 as the knowledge Indigenous peoples have of the plants
 and animals in their environment, including their overall
 interaction, and give definitions such as this: "TEK is the
 system of knowledge gained by experience, observation
 and analysis of natural events that is transmitted among
 members of a community" (Huntington 1998:66). Parts of
 this knowledge are further often paralleled with the sci
 entific discipline of ecology. In spite of the problematic
 nature of the TEK concept some First Nations scholars
 are also using the term,3 but their definition of its mean
 ing generally differs considerably from the common def
 inition used in natural resource management contexts.
 LaDuke, for example, defines TEK as "the culturally and
 spiritually based way in which Indigenous people relate
 to their ecosystems" (LaDuke 1994). This definition thus
 moves away from the purely physical, functional non
 Native view of TEK. Discussing Indigenous ways of know
 ing, Leroy Little Bear writes that: "In Aboriginal philos
 ophy, existence consists of energy. All things are animate,

 imbued with spirit and in constant motion. In this realm
 of energy and spirit, interrelationships between all enti
 ties are of paramount importance..." (Little Bear 2000:
 77). Little Bear, like LaDuke, therefore draws attention
 to the importance of the relationship between the physi
 cal and spiritual in Indigenous ways of knowing. Explain
 ing their knowledge of animals, and their relationship

 with important animals such as caribou, Dene Elders
 often point out that having respect for the animals is of
 paramount importance to the continued sustainable har
 vest (Morris Lockhart 1998). From the perspective of
 many Western resource biologists, however, such funda
 mental aspects of Indigenous Knowledge are viewed as
 religious beliefs that should be separated from the phys
 ically observable information they have in mind if they are

 to believe in the validity and importance of TEK in the
 first place.

 As one can see the ideas surrounding Indigenous
 Knowledge and what it represents are varied. The aspects
 of Indigenous Knowledge with which I will concern myself
 in the confines of this paper are the environmental under

 standings of knowledgeable Dene Elders and community
 members. In order to avoid the all encompassing gener
 ality of the term "Indigenous Knowledge," I will use
 terms such as knowledge of the Elders, views of the
 Elders, Dene knowledge etc. as much as possible when
 referring to the Dene's environmental knowledge.

 Power and Its Effect on the
 Co-management Process
 The role of Indigenous, or in our case Dene Knowledge,
 in co-management organizations presumably depends on

 whose understanding of the nature of this knowledge is
 applied. It is thus important to examine whose episte
 mologies ultimately dominate co-management organiza
 tions. Since the position and interpretation of Indigenous
 Knowledge, (or rather Dene Knowledge or Cree Knowl
 edge or Gwich'in Knowledge) in co-management organi
 zations does in the end likely have more to do with the cur
 rent power relations within which co-management boards
 operate than the actual knowledges themselves, an exam
 ination of the role of power and its effects on the ability

 of Indigenous communities participating in co-manage
 ment processes to intervene in resource management
 with their knowledge and interest, will thus be necessary.

 In his discussion of the integration of TEK and West
 ern science in the Yukon Nadasdy argues that much of this

 "integration" can more usefully be seen as a process that
 is "extending the social and conceptual networks of sci
 entific resource management [and with it state power] into
 local communities rather than as part of an attempt to

 234 / Stella Spak Anthropologica 47 (2005)

������������ ������������� 



 meld two distinct epistemological systems" (Nadasdy
 1999:12).

 Power is the ability to enforce a certain kind of ideol
 ogy, a certain way of seeing and understanding the world.
 Power is the state's ability to enforce a view of the natu
 ral world as a resource to be managed according to max
 imum sustainable yield principles. How we understand the

 human/environment relationship and, consequently, what
 a resource is and how it should be managed, can be seen
 as having less to do with any ultimate truth but as merely

 reflecting the way power is organized in a particular time

 period. The state's ability to get resource users to accept
 state resource management practices as the best, most
 rational approach to resource management, not because
 they are forced to do so, but rather because they have been
 educated to believe in the values and rationale behind

 state management practices and therefore support it vol
 untarily, can thus be seen as an ultimate expression of
 state power.

 In order to fully appreciate the underlying forces
 shaping the following co-management case studies this ini

 tial discussion of knowledge and power should be kept in
 mind. Let us proceed to a brief overview of the differing
 understandings of what "natural resources" are.

 What Is a Resource?
 Co-management organizations operating in Dene territory
 claim to use Indigenous Knowledge, or TEK in order to
 better manage natural resources. Most Dene and gov
 ernment resource "managers" do however generally have
 different ways of seeing and understanding a resource.
 Their understanding of what constitutes optimum
 resource management is therefore also fundamentally
 different. The term resource management itself is a Euro
 pean expression exemplifying European attitudes and
 approaches toward nature. It is an expression stemming
 from the world-view put forward by Western industrial
 ized societies that largely view a resource as something to
 be "tapped into" and used, generally in the way of pro
 viding raw materials for various industries. In this view
 a resource is something to be used and controlled by
 humans. In this approach the proper management of such
 a resource (at least as far as its renewable plant and ani
 mal "components" are concerned) ensures its optimum
 economic exploitation without depleting or destroying its
 reproductive capacity (i.e., its sustainable use in order to
 ensure the continuation of the resources as far as they are
 deemed necessary for human survival). This anthro
 pocentric attitude is a key component upon which the
 government resource management rationale is based.
 The usage of the term "management" in regards to

 resource activities further conveys the impression that
 humans actively manage a resource as if they could assign
 each component of the resource a specific task.

 This way of seeing the world and its resources is dia
 metrically opposed to the understandings and paradigms
 within which many Dene traditionally operate. The most
 important distinction between European and traditional
 Dene attitudes towards nature is that the Dene do not see

 themselves as being separate from or above nature. In this

 worldview humans are a part of nature. They thus cannot
 control or manage that of which they are a part, but they
 can and must regulate their own behaviour in order to
 ensure the continuation of the balanced reciprocity that
 exists between them and their surroundings.

 When I began talking to Dene hunters about their
 experience with the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou
 Management Board (BQCMB), many immediately stopped
 me in my tracks to point out that they did not see how one

 could manage caribou as if one were God. One could only
 control one's own behaviour in order to ensure that it did

 not negatively impact on the caribou. An important aspect

 of this, they pointed out, consists of treating hunted animals

 with respect (Enzoe 1998, personal communication).
 The term "resource management" is thus a Euro

 pean concept based on human dominance over nature
 that disregards many non-Western views and under
 standings. Not surprisingly, there is no equivalent term for
 resource management in Indigenous languages. The clos
 est one can come in translation is "looking after a
 resource" (Notzke 1994).

 As one can see, Dene Elders and hunters and gov
 ernment resource "managers" may have very different
 understandings of the human environment relationship
 and, consequently, of what a resource is. How does the co
 management process manage to respect and reflect these
 different understandings?

 Co-management in Canada
 The Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management
 Board belongs to what is commonly referred to as "crisis
 based" co-management. In Canada, co-management
 agreements are often divided into "land-claims based"
 and "crisis-based" agreements (RCAP1996). These clas
 sifications refer to the "events" that led to the creation of

 a particular co-management agreement.
 Since 1975, Canada has signed 13 "agreements" with

 First Nations and Inuit that are referred to as "Land
 Claim Agreements." Federal and Provincial/Territorial
 governments hold the position that conservation-oriented,
 renewable resource regulations established in the
 provinces and territories prior to the signing of a land
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 claim agreement are not extinguished through such agree
 ments (Berkes in Pinkerton 1989:189). Thus, once a land
 claim agreement is initiated, wildlife and resource man
 agement within the claim area is subject to a "double
 administration" which consequently leads to the co-man
 agement of the natural resources in the claim area. Cri
 sis-based co-management agreements,4 as the name
 implies, generally result out of a real or perceived resource
 crisis, and/or are set up in order to avert potential bio
 logical and/or political crises. Crisis-based co-manage

 ment boards such as the BQCMB are thus, in essence,
 tools for conflict resolution. They create a forum at which

 representatives from Indigenous communities, govern
 ment and/or industry can come together in an attempt to
 resolve their differences.

 The Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou
 Management Board
 The Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management
 Board was established in 1982 in response to a perceived
 "caribou crisis." Incomplete biological data on the Beverly
 and Qamanirjuaq Caribou herd population led to the
 assumption that both herds were drastically declining in
 the late 1970s. Biologists, given the task of coming up
 with a census of the caribou population, could (and can
 still) only afford to fly over part of the extensive area
 used by the caribou when they attempted to count the ani
 mals. After "sampling" the herd population they pro
 ceeded to compile estimates of the total population of the
 herds. The final result of their survey showed that the

 population size was dangerously low and most likely
 decreasing at a precipitous rate (Snowden, Kusagak and
 Mcleod 1982:1-15).

 The Dene and Inuit who have depended on the cari
 bou for countless generations disagreed vehemently with
 these census results, stating that the animal population
 density of part of the herd range is not necessarily a good
 indicator of the rest of the herd range. In that particular

 year, they pointed out, the caribou had moved further
 north than normal as a result of disturbances (e.g., noise

 of machinery and planes, tagging of caribou) from mining

 operations and biologists. Therefore, they said, biologists
 had missed the bulk of the herd population (ibid.).

 The data and viewpoint of the biologists were never
 theless used by provincial and territorial (Saskatchewan,
 Manitoba, NWT) game officials and governments as the
 sole point of reference for the decision to impose severe
 hunting quotas on Inuit, Dene and Metis hunters. Pre
 dictably, the Inuit, Dene and Metis were angry and frus
 trated with this turn of events. They concluded that the

 biologists' decision had been made out of ignorance, dis

 regarding their long-standing connection with the caribou
 and their profound knowledge of the animals' habits. Fur
 thermore, they were (and many still are) doubtful of the
 utility of the biologists' knowledge since biologists, they
 argue, do not spend much time in the caribou range but
 are city dwellers with a lack of day-to-day contact with the
 resource. The counter-argument of many biologists was
 that they did not believe that hunters, who often only
 had a limited amount of formal education, could have
 much to contribute to caribou biology (Snowden, Kusagak
 and Macleod 1982:1-6).

 In order to address the presumed "caribou crisis,"
 representatives of five government agencies5 re-activated
 a long-standing Administrative Committee on Caribou
 Conservation in 1979 as a Caribou Management Group
 (CMG).6 Due to the vast nature of the territory and a
 lack of manpower to actively control hunting, the Com

 mittee soon concluded that they could not effectively man
 age the herds without involving the Indigenous caribou
 user groups. Thus, they extended an invitation to user
 communities to have representatives participate in their
 CMG. In answer to this, and in order to assert their rights
 to manage their own resources, the Dene and Metis
 groups in Manitoba, Saskatchewan and the NWT called
 for a user-only board which would include both treaty
 and non-treaty Indians, who were the traditional hunters,

 and would grant government officials advisory status
 only (Snowdrift Resolution, April 30,1981, Minutes of the
 Negotiation of the BQCMB Agreement, December 1981,
 p. 3). The Dene and Metis were concerned that aboriginal
 participation as community representatives on a govern
 ment board would erode existing treaty rights without giv
 ing them real management powers. But a user-only board

 was rejected by the provincial and territorial govern
 ments and in June of 1982, after reassurances from the
 government that participation in an advisory board would
 not affect existing treaty rights, the Beverly and Qamanir
 juaq Caribou Management Board was established (Osh
 erenko 1988: 95; Snowden, Kusagak and Macleod 1982).

 The Structure of the BQCMB
 Until recently the BQCMB was comprised of 13 mem
 bers, of whom eight represented Dene, Inuit and Metis
 communities and five represented the provincial and ter
 ritorial resource ministries, the Department of Indian
 Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND) and Envi
 ronment Canada. DIAND and Environment Canada rep
 resentation was "phased out" over the last few years while
 the new Nunavut territory has signed on to the agreement

 and now also has (apart from the already existing user rep

 resentation) representation through a regional govern
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 ment biologist (Caribou News in Brief, 1999). The Board
 also has a secretary/treasurer, a retired DIAND employee,
 who takes the minutes and performs all administrative
 tasks. Government representatives are appointed by their
 respective departments while community representatives
 are appointed by the renewable resource departments
 administering their respective traditional territory upon
 the recommendation of the communities (some communi

 ties did however seem to be under the impression that the

 government appoints community representatives).
 As can be seen, the majority of BQCMB representa

 tives are Indigenous. This, coupled with the BQCMB's
 claim to "heavily rely on the traditional knowledge of its
 user constituents" (BQCMB, 1986:5), leads one to assume
 that Indigenous Knowledge and Indigenous concerns
 must play an extensive role in the BQCMB's operations.
 It is, however, important to be aware of the actual nature

 of the agreement establishing the BQCMB. The Beverly
 and Qamanirjuaq Barren Ground Caribou Management
 Agreement is really only an agreement between the gov
 ernment of Canada, the government of Manitoba, the
 government of Saskatchewan and the government of the
 Northwest Territories (and, since 1999, the Interim Com
 missioner of Nunavut). While the parties signatory to the
 agreement recognize that "goodwill and co-operation
 amongst the above governments and the traditional users
 of these caribou" (BQCMB Agreement 1982) is neces
 sary, and while the agreement further states that "as well
 as the value of the caribou to all Canadians generally, a
 special relationship exists between traditional users and
 the caribou" (ibid, 1982), the Dene, Metis and Inuit7 who
 sit on the BQCMB as representatives are not actually
 party to the agreement that established the BQCMB.
 The BQCMB is further solely of an advisory nature and
 thus can only effect change if it manages to persuade
 government agencies of the usefulness of its recommen
 dations. This, as I will elaborate below, further weakens
 the Board's ability to involve Indigenous Knowledge and
 represent Indigenous concerns in spite of its claim to
 "heavily rely on the traditional knowledge of its user con
 stituents" (BQCMB 1986: 5).

 Over the years a number of publications have dealt
 with the BQCMB. Some, such as Scotter (1991), are writ
 ten by former government employees involved in the cre

 ation of the Board and are of a rather overly positive and
 descriptive nature, claiming, for example, that the
 BQCMB blends traditional knowledge and practices with
 modern wildlife science (Scotter 1991: 319). Taking such
 claims and the publications of the BQCMB at face value,
 some academics have heralded the BQCMB as a model co
 management board that integrates traditional knowledge

 and western science for the benefit of the sustainable

 management of the resource (Osherenko 1988). While
 only Cizek (1990) thoroughly questioned the actual abil
 ity and commitment of the BQCMB to respect and involve
 the communities' traditional environmental knowledge,
 Peter Usher also pointed to some of the BQCMB's weak
 nesses in his 1991 evaluation of the Board.8 Asked by the
 BQCMB to evaluate the first 10 years of the BQCMB's
 operations and make recommendations for the future,
 Usher pointed to the difficulties of adequately repre
 senting communities through single board members
 whose only real involvement with government resource
 management issues was to attend BQCMB meetings twice
 or three times a year. Usher also noted the BQCMB's
 strong reliance on scientific and bureaucratic jargon but
 conceded that efforts had been made to explain technical
 issues. In this regard he recommended that the Board
 establish information and orientation procedures in order
 to educate new community representatives, but in doing
 so he neglected to thoroughly question the appropriate
 ness of such heavy reliance on bureaucratic and technical
 jargon. Usher also made reference to the Board's limited
 use of Indigenous Knowledge of caribou, but without giv
 ing clear recommendations on how this could be rectified.

 Overall Usher rated the BQCMB a success, in part due to
 its improvement of interagency co-ordination, while point
 ing out that its real ability had not yet been tested by a cri

 sis. Many of Usher's points and observations made in
 1991 are good, but they were not adequately reflected in
 his recommendations. He assumed overall respect and
 approval for the Board among community members,
 whereas my own experience in the communities revealed
 (see below) a more ambiguous response.9 He further
 failed to question the overall implications of a co-man
 agement process in which communities and community
 representatives are seen to be in need of education on how
 best to participate in the government's management
 process.

 Attracted by the BQCMB's publications and papers,
 such as Osherenko's and Scotter's, which claimed that
 traditional knowledge and Western biology were now
 integrated by the BQCMB, my own research initially set
 out with the hope of understanding how the BQCMB
 brought both Indigenous and Western knowledge to bear
 on its operations. When I attended my first BQCMB
 meeting I was struck by the fact that little seemed to dis
 tinguish this meeting from any other Euro-Canadian
 bureaucratic meeting. Meetings were generally held in
 rented hotel board rooms, or in school classrooms when

 meetings were held in the Indigenous communities. After
 the opening prayer (the only visible cultural concession to
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 the participation of Indigenous community members in
 BQCMB meetings), the minutes of the previous meeting
 would be approved as well as the meeting's agenda. Most
 agenda items concerned issues the respective govern
 ment agencies were grappling with at the time (e.g., pro
 tected areas strategies, review of management plans, fit
 of administrative activities with those of other government

 agencies) and since BQCMB meetings only last two to
 three days, the Board generally does not spend much
 time on individual items. Due to the essentially bureau
 cratic nature of much of the discussion on the agenda
 items, government representatives generally held the
 floor for about 80% of the time.10 This cannot be attributed

 to the disinterest of the community representatives in
 the overall issues affecting caribou (their strong interest
 in the continued health and survival of caribou is indis

 putable). Rather, this lack of active participation by com
 munity representatives in the discussion is a direct result
 of having to participate in a process in which their inter
 ests are overwhelmed by the language and expertise of
 other interest groups (Crowfoot and Wondolleck 1990:1;
 Morrow and Hensel 1992). They are not involved in (nor
 informed about) the various government departments'
 politics and policies, nor are they (for the most part) famil
 iar with the heavily jargonized "bureaucratese" and "biolo
 gese"11 most government representatives employ in their
 discussions. The lack of intelligibility or relevance of much

 of the discussions taking place at BQCMB meetings for
 the community representatives generally manifested itself

 in increasingly lower attendance rates as the meetings
 wore on. Even when agenda items did raise comments
 from Indigenous community members, as was, for exam
 ple, the case during the discussion of the provinces' "pro
 tected areas strategies," the discussion would be steered
 towards the aspects identified as relevant by the Board's
 government representatives. The focus tended to be on
 operational "how to" questions, clearly steering away
 from possible larger philosophical issues that specific
 items might raise. Accordingly, the expressed uneasiness
 of various Indigenous community representatives with
 the very idea of protecting specific areas while allowing
 the exploitation of the land right next to such areas was
 essentially ignored in favour of action-oriented sugges
 tions.

 One came away with the impression that the BQCMB
 meeting constituted a good opportunity for the different
 provincial, federal and territorial renewable resource
 employees to consult with each other and exchange infor
 mation. It is admittedly a good idea for provincial, terri
 torial and federal renewable resource organizations to
 exchange information, especially with respect to migra

 tory species, but I was unable to learn how the BQCMB,
 with the help of such bureaucratic meetings, managed to
 "heavily rely on the traditional knowledge of its user con
 stituents." Subsequent discussions with the Indigenous
 BQCMB representatives and formal and informal inter
 views with Elders and active hunters in represented com
 munities revealed that they were not under the impres
 sion that the BQCMB was interested in their Indigenous
 knowledge.

 The BQCMB and Indigenous Knowledge
 While a surprising number of Elders and active hunters
 were only vaguely aware of the existence of the BQCMB,
 others who had attended one or two of the BQCMB's
 community meetings felt that "They [the BQCMB] are not
 interested in what the Elders have to say. They just go by

 what is there you know. What's in the books." Most Elders
 who have had the chance to attend and speak at BQCMB
 meetings feel a need to speak about their dislike of the
 practice of satellite collaring caribou. As already men
 tioned, treating animals with respect is of utmost impor
 tance in Dene views on sustainable human/animal rela

 tionships. An important aspect of this is to accept the gift
 of sustenance if an animal has offered itself to the hunter.

 To many Elders, the practice of satellite collaring is a
 sign of ultimate disrespect towards the animals. Accord
 ing to traditional Dene understandings, animals con
 sciously participate in hunting and a hunter can only kill
 animals that have allowed themselves to be hunted. The

 placing of a satellite collar around an animal, instead of
 accepting its offer, is denying the animal's right of choice
 and hence exhibits not only extreme disrespect towards
 the animal, but also endangers the continuation of every
 body's survival as the animals may refrain from offering
 themselves in the future.12

 In the eyes of the Elders, the satellite collaring of cari
 bou thus represents a real threat to the future availabil
 ity of caribou. At every community meeting I attended,
 Elders stated their discomfort with this practice, attempt
 ing to convey the need to be respectful of caribou to gov
 ernment renewable resource biologists. Such comments
 were either politely ignored by government board mem
 bers, or attempts were made to explain the usefulness of
 the information derived from satellite collaring (e.g., hop

 ing to track migration routes) and the lack of harm to the
 animals given the diminutive size and weight of the collars.
 The unwillingness or inability of government renewable
 resource biologists to understand that the issue is much
 more complex and that it relates to wider philosophical
 questions of proper human/animal relationships, leads
 Elders to believe that the BQCMB is not interested in
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 what they have to say, thus the comment that the biologists

 only go by what is in the books (i.e., they are only inter
 ested in Euro-Canadian approaches).

 One Elder in Lutsel K'e further elaborated on the dif

 ficulties of meeting and working with Euro-Canadians
 on resource management issues by pointing out that:

 The people, the White people, whatever they write
 down on a piece of paper, they just follow their rules and

 they don't care what the people that live off the land
 have to say, and so that is why it gets really complicated

 when they have meetings like this you know. They have
 to have the rules of the White people and the rules of
 the Dene people, it has to be communicated and a deci
 sion has to be made right there instead of, you know,
 only White people making decisions compared to the
 Dene people.13 (Lutsel K'e 1998)

 The Elder's observation speaks of the fact that, while
 co-management boards such as the BQCMB meet in First
 Nations communities ostensibly in order to involve the
 "resource users" in the management of the resources,
 community members are mostly invited to comment on
 plans that have already been developed in order to achieve
 goals set by state-mandated experts (Feit 1998: 130).
 Thus, in order to be included, community input has to
 support the plan of action set by state resource manage
 ment agencies.

 In Canadian natural resource management contexts,
 in particular in the North, reference to the importance of
 TEK abounds. However, much is made of the difficulty of
 integrating or utilizing TEK in state-sponsored resource

 management practices. Generally, state resource man
 agers who are willing to take TEK seriously focus their
 efforts on attempting to research and package TEK in a
 manner in which it can fit into, strengthen, and support the

 goals, problems and objectives that state management
 agencies have identified as important. Thus Elders and
 hunters might, for example, be asked about their knowl
 edge of caribou migration patterns in order to fill gaps in
 the seasonal distribution data of renewable resource agen
 cies. Nadasdy (1999) speaks directly to this issue, observ
 ing that scientists and resource managers (who are heav
 ily invested in scientific management as a profession) tend

 to view TEK as a supplementary body of information that

 does not threaten the fundamental assumptions of wildlife

 management. The implicit assumption is thus that the
 value of TEK lies in its use by wildlife managers rather than

 seeing it as knowledge that might be used to re-think the
 unexamined cultural assumptions of how humans ought to
 relate to the world around them, which unconsciously forms

 the basis of scientific wildlife management itself (Nadasdy

 1999:5). Thus, rather than seeking out Indigenous Knowl
 edge in order to learn from other perspectives, TEK is
 often reduced to information or data that can be inserted

 into state resource management practices, leaving the
 overall approach of scientific resource management
 unchanged (Cruikshank 1998: 53; Nadasdy 1999: 5).

 Attendance of BQCMB meetings made it clear that if
 TEK was to be considered at all by the Board, it was
 seen in exactly this manner. After 15 years of existence,
 the BQCMB was, at its 44th Meeting in Thompson, Man
 itoba in 1997, wrestling with the idea of getting a TEK
 study off the ground in order to seek out information
 community members had of important Caribou habitats.
 This TEK was then to be included in a government report
 titled "Protecting Beverly and Qamanirjuag Caribou and
 the Caribou Range" (the report was commissioned due to
 increased pressures from the mining industry). A con
 sultant had been hired to help design the study, but most
 government board members did not like the wider philo
 sophical issues raised by the consultant. The consultant
 pointed out that TEK studies must be community-based.
 The TEK study should thus, so the consultant, be driven
 by the Dene resource users with the assistance of the
 government managers, not vice versa. Good TEK studies,
 he continued, acknowledge and accommodate the princi
 ples of reciprocity, that is, they ensure that issues of inter
 est and concern to the Dene resource users are not pushed
 aside in favour of a research agenda solely set by wildlife
 managers or biologists. Interview questions, he explained,
 need a context and rationale resource users can under

 stand, and community members participating in the study
 need to know what their knowledge will be used for. The
 consultant also explained the necessity of honouring the
 individuals' and communities' intellectual property right
 to their TEK. The consultant further pointed to the dan
 gers of decontextualizing TEK through recording, since
 TEK, he explained, is a "high context communication sys
 tem." Taken out of context and used through the "eyes"
 of Western scientific knowledge, he elaborated, TEK does
 not only run the risk of being misinterpreted, but it
 becomes possible to use TEK while excluding the actual
 holders and interpreters of this knowledge from partici
 pating in the decision-making process in any meaningful
 way (Stevenson 1997: 6,13).

 When the BQCMB received and reviewed the con
 sultants proposal at their 44th board meeting the gov
 ernment board member repeatedly pointed out that they
 just wanted a quick study that would allow the biologists
 to fill the gaps they had in their database, or, as one gov
 ernment representative pointed out, "we just want to col
 lect information for our purpose" (44th BQCMB meeting,
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 Nov. 1997). Being essentially uncomfortable with the con
 sultant's recommendations, most of the Board's govern
 ment members were quick to cite a lack of funds for such
 a study. The ensuing discussion made it very clear that the
 BQCMB was not interested in considering the overall
 ethical implications of working with Dene Knowledge,
 but simply wanted to "use TEK data in order to fill its
 information gaps" (Wakelyn 1996:7). The government
 representatives seemed to be worried that a, as they
 called it, "large scale" study would provide them with all
 kinds of TEK they did not need or want rather than the
 specific data they had in mind. Continuing on with their
 arguments against the consultant's proposal they pointed
 out that government renewable resource officers and abo
 riginal caribou users should not be seen as occupying two
 sides in the issue of caribou management since they would
 all benefit from the caribou's proper management. Thus,
 as they saw it, their wish to address the specific "gaps"
 biologists had in their information on caribou with a sim
 ple and quick study was justified. They saw no need to con
 sider all of the consultant's recommendations.

 While it is of course true that successful caribou pro
 tection will benefit the Dene communities who depend
 on caribou, the underlying assumption behind the gov
 ernment board members' arguments is that only the gov
 ernment's overall approach will ensure the resource's
 long-term survival. Any approach or knowledge not eas
 ily fitted into the government's operations is simply
 deemed superfluous.

 As the topic of TEK was raised during the 44th
 BQCMB meeting, one of the Board's community repre
 sentatives further observed that, if the BQCMB was inter
 ested in TEK, it should have acted on that interest when
 the Board was first established. Thus, while a BQCMB
 report from 1986 already claimed that the Board attempts
 to "heavily rely on the traditional knowledge of its user
 constituents," even the Board's long time community rep
 resentatives had, until 1997, not been given the impression

 that such an interest actually existed, thereby corrobo
 rating the Elder's observation that the BQCMB simply
 was not interested in their knowledge.

 When I discussed the BQCMB's relationship to the
 communities and their knowledge with community mem
 bers one hunter explained that in his opinion the BQCMB
 was: "Trying to pass their way [of doing things] into our
 life that's how people look at it."14 The fear is therefore
 that the "rules of the Dene" are not only ignored but that

 participation in co-management may be an attempt to
 get the Dene to buy into the "rules of the White people."
 Co-management is often romanticized as a Canadian way
 of dealing with difficult and potentially conflict-laden sit

 uations in a peaceful, inclusive and democratic manner.
 The heavy emphasis co-management boards such as the
 BQCMB have on educating resource users about wildlife
 management (the BQCMB invested much of its meagre
 funding into a "Caribou Schools Program" in which chil
 dren and community members learn about important sci
 entific caribou management issues) can, however, indeed
 be perceived as an attempt to get First Nations to buy into

 the Western approach to resource management, thus lay
 ing the groundwork for future co-operation. Sadly, such
 attempts at education can be well meant and sincere, but
 they reflect the ignorance that can be encountered among
 some wildlife biologists. This ignorance was clearly evident
 during the 1998 BQCMB meeting in Tadoule Lake. On the
 last day of the meeting, the community's school invited all
 Board members to speak to the assembled students. Giv
 ing what he seemed to hope would be an inspirational
 speech, a board member and well known caribou biologist
 informed the assembled Dene children that if they stayed
 in school and then went on to higher education, maybe one

 day they too would know as much about caribou as he did.
 His well meant speech revealed a stunning lack of under
 standing, completely ignoring the fact that if it were not
 for their ancestors' knowledge of caribou the assembled
 children would never have been born. He further made it

 very clear that real knowledge about caribou was some
 thing to be learned in the institutional scientific setting,
 not on the land, thus emphasizing the importance of "book

 learning."
 The BQCMB is, unfortunately, not set up to equi

 tably share decision-making in regard to the best possi
 ble ways of managing the human/caribou relationship.
 Rather, it attempts to convince user communities of the
 importance of the state's approach to resource manage
 ment. Co-management boards such as the BQCMB
 involve Indigenous resource users because this is seen as
 the only way to ensure greater compliance with state
 resource management policies, and/or because co-man
 agement is seen as the only alternative to confrontation
 when Indigenous resource users become critical of state
 management policies, rules and regulations, and threaten
 to assert their rights in political and legal arenas. Most
 crisis-based co-management agreements are only of an
 advisory nature and, like the BQCMB itself, simply invite
 resource users to observe and possibly participate in
 state resource management procedures. TEK, if it is
 considered at all, is merely seen as data that may fill
 information gaps state resource managers have in par
 ticular areas (Wakelyn 1996: 7), not knowledge with the
 potential to refocus the overall approach of state resource
 management.
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 Since the BQCMB is only advisory in nature and
 lacks any real decision-making powers, it is not very sur
 prising that its relationship to Indigenous Knowledge is
 dominated by an unquestioned adherence to state
 resource management practices. But to what degree is the
 BQCMB's inability to be serious about Indigenous Knowl
 edge a direct result of its structure and status and to
 what degree is it representative of the relationship that all

 co-management organizations in Canada have to Indige
 nous Knowledge? An examination of the policy-making,
 land-claims based Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board

 (GRRB) will help in delineating the extent to which a
 view of Indigenous Knowledge as merely data to be
 inserted into state resource management is endemic to co

 management organizations in Canada, or simply a result
 of the status (advisory versus policy making) of a partic
 ular board.

 The Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board
 As this brief examination of the land-claims based
 Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board will show, co-man
 agement board practices need not be as bureaucratic or
 distant from communities as those of the BQCMB.
 Although the structure and scale of these two boards are
 quite different, this brief example does show that co-man
 agement boards can be shaped to better suit knowledge
 exchanges.

 The Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board (GRRB) is
 the main instrument of renewable resource management
 in the Gwich'in Settlement Area (GSA).1* While the
 Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board does not just con
 cern itself with one species, it (unlike the BQCMB which
 covers a vast region and involves two provincial and two
 territorial governments) has the advantage of looking
 after the renewable resources of just one particular region.

 The GRRB has been in operation since 1994 and has
 professed to have spent $958 000 on Gwich'in Environ
 mental Knowledge Projects during its first four years of
 operation alone (Charlie and Clarkson 1998:8). The GRRB
 consists of six regular members, of whom three are
 appointed by the Gwich'in Tribal Council, two by the Gov
 ernment of Canada (Department of Fisheries and Oceans,
 Canadian Wildlife Service) and one by the Government of
 the NWT (Department of Resources Wildlife and Eco
 nomic Development). Each board member has an alter
 nate in case of inability to attend, and all Board members
 recommend and appoint a Chairperson from the GSA.
 Counting both the regular and alternate members as well
 as the Chair, seven of the GRRB's members are Gwich'in,
 while six represent government departments. The GRRB,
 further, has a staff support team of 10 to 12 employees.16

 The Board and its support staff are linked to the four
 Gwich'in communities in the GSA through so-called
 Renewable Resource Councils (RRCs) that exist in each
 community and are comprised of up to seven concerned
 and interested community members. It is within the
 GRRB's mandate to frequently consult with the RRCs.
 Thus, unlike the BQCMB, the GRRB does not expect
 single community representatives to be able to represent
 entire communities. Rather, the important link to the
 communities is established through a group of community
 members.

 The GRRB has the power to establish policies and
 propose regulations. Its decisions are, however, subject to
 ministerial override (Articles 12.8.23-30 of the Gwich'in
 Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement).

 Attendance at a GRRB meeting in the Gwich'in com
 munity of Tsiigehtchic revealed that, while the meeting
 had the usual trappings of bureaucracy,17 there were some
 fundamental differences between GRRB meetings and
 BQCMB meetings. For example, the language used at
 the GRRB meeting was kept relatively free of the spe
 cialized jargon encountered at the BQCMB, and a much
 higher percentage of the agenda items covered issues
 and projects undertaken jointly by the GRRB and the
 RRCs, as a result of which the overall discussions had
 much higher Indigenous participation. During a discussion
 of the progress of a specific fish monitoring study, a direct

 exchange ensued between the GRRB's staff fish biologist
 and an Elder concerning the specific locations and meth
 ods used in the study. Both made use of Gwich'in place
 names in order to be more specific. After having hoped in
 vain to observe such direct exchanges at BQCMB meet
 ings it was refreshing to finally witness such discussions.

 The overall attitudes and actions of the GRRB's fish

 eries and wildlife biologists differed from those I had
 encountered at the BQCMB. During breaks and at the
 evening meals of the GRRB meeting I attended in the
 Gwich'in community of Tsiigethchic, GRRB biologists
 could frequently be observed in unofficial conversations
 with various community members and the seating pref
 erence during meals did not break down into Euro-Cana
 dian and Indigenous camps (as had generally been the
 case at BQCMB meetings). As the GRRB's biologists
 explained to me during private discussions, being open to
 and learning from the Elders' "Gwich'in knowledge of
 the land" (preferably on site) while also sharing their own
 knowledge with them, was simply common sense. During
 our conversations it became apparent that especially those
 biologists who had spent extensive periods of time on the
 land with Gwich'in had a healthy respect for "Gwich'in
 knowledge of the land.
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 With one notable exception, the BQCMB's biologists
 have not had much exposure of this kind, and thus by
 and large seemed to view Indigenous Knowledge as either
 something people may have possessed in the past or as a
 nebulous sort of knowledge with strong religious, cul
 tural and political undertones. They considered it to be
 something less real than their scientific knowledge, some
 thing they have to consider because of political rather
 than scientific reasons.

 The GRRB's strong commitment to "Gwich'in knowl
 edge of the land" is of course not simply due to the atti
 tudes of its biologists. It results from the GRRB's position
 as a renewable resource board within the Gwich'in Set

 tlement Area. When referring to wildlife harvesting and
 management in the Gwich'in Settlement Area, the
 Gwich'in Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement states
 that its objectives are "to respect the harvesting and
 wildlife management customs and practices of the
 Gwich'in and provide for their ongoing needs for wildlife,"
 as well as "to involve the Gwich'in in a direct and mean

 ingful manner in the planning and management of wildlife
 and wildlife habitat" (GCLCA 12.1.1). At a renewable
 resource workshop in February of 1994, the year the
 GRRB was established, the Gwich'in further stated that
 their traditional knowledge about the land and wildlife
 should be recorded and used in resource management
 (Charlie and Clarkson 1998:2). Thus the GRRB has clear
 directives and essentially no choice but to seek out and use
 "Gwich'in knowledge of the land" in its operations.

 When one compares the employment structures
 within which the BQCMB's and GRRB's biologists work,
 one can find further explanations for their differing rela
 tionship to the represented Indigenous communities and
 the communities' knowledge. The BQCMB's biologists
 are employees of the respective government agencies
 represented at the BQCMB. They are thus under the
 direct influence of their respective renewable resource
 agencies whose concerns and interests they are required
 to represent. Representation of the concerns and interests
 of the Indigenous communities is not a very important
 aspect of their overall positions and thus tends to get
 ignored unless it is in line with the interests of their
 employers. The fisheries and wildlife biologists advising
 the GRRB on renewable resource management are, on the
 other hand, not employed by external government agen
 cies, but work exclusively for the GRRB. An ability to
 work with, learn from and be responsive to Gwich'in
 knowledge of the land is thus a necessary component of
 their successful employment.

 Despite its active Gwich'in participation and numer
 ous "Gwich'in knowledge projects," the GRRB does, how

 ever, exhibit a strong tendency toward reliance on "Euro
 Canadian scientific/bureaucratic" resource management
 practices in its overall approach. Animals continue to be
 outfitted with satellite transmitters, and Gwich'in knowl
 edge of fish, moose, caribou and so on, is in the end pre
 dominantly used to support and help the GRRB's biolo
 gists, who are trained in the state's approach to resource
 management, with their work. Ultimately, the GRRB and
 its staff biologists function within and under the wider
 Canadian renewable resource management structures.
 The GRRB's biologists therefore have to work with and
 be responsive to Gwich'in knowledge and concerns while
 at the same time reflecting the overall administrative
 policies of the territorial bureaucracy to whom the GRRB
 is in the end accountable. The GRRB thus takes Gwich'in

 knowledge of the land seriously and spends quite a large
 proportion of its funding on such projects. The use of
 Gwich'in knowledge of the land does not, nevertheless,
 generally lead to any challenges or re-examinations of
 the overall assumptions and theories of state resource

 management practices (such as the view of resources as
 something to be managed according to maximum sus
 tainable yield principles and the heavy reliance on numer
 ical data). Rather, Gwich'in knowledge of the land is used
 to support state resource management practices by pro
 viding information on, for instance, animal and habitat
 health and possible population densities. The GRRB's
 moose survey, habitat and harvest study of 1998 is a good
 example of this. The study set out to determine moose
 density, distribution and population changes using the
 communities' TEK and biology (Marshal 1998:7). While
 much of the study was carried out by Gwich'in hunters
 who relied on their extensive traditional environmental

 knowledge of the area, the overall rationale and frame
 work within which the study took place remained
 grounded in classic state resource management practices.

 To summarize, then, the land claims based Gwich'in
 Renewable Resource Board is structured in a manner

 that allows it to work with Indigenous Knowledge and use
 Gwich'in knowledge of the land in its operations. The
 GRRB's use of Gwich'in knowledge does, however, in the
 end still reflect the view of Indigenous Knowledge as
 information to be used in order to fill the information

 gaps of resource biologists, rather than knowledge that
 might lead to a wider discussion on and re-examinations
 of state resource management practices.

 While the BQCMB's inability to be serious about
 Indigenous Knowledge is, in part, a direct result of its
 structure and status, its overall view of Indigenous Knowl
 edge as "data that may fill the information gaps of
 resource biologists" does, unfortunately, appear to be rep
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 resentative of the relationship Canadian co-management
 organizations have to Indigenous Knowledge.

 Conclusion
 All knowledges, including scientific knowledge, are embed
 ded in the larger socio-cultural processes which give them
 meaning (Latour 1987; Longino 1990; Nader 1996; Woolgar
 1988; Young 1972). The production of scientific knowledge
 is therefore a social process that simultaneously produces
 the artefacts of science and their utility (Latour 1987).
 Taken out of the socio-cultural framework within which it

 has meaning, knowledge may either appear pointless and
 illogical, or it becomes reduced to mere data that can be eas
 ily understood and fitted into other ways of knowing.

 The overall rationale within which co-management
 boards in Canada operate remains based on Euro-Cana
 dian scientific/bureaucratic knowledge and values (e.g.,
 maximum sustainable yield). Even co-management boards
 which make a serious effort to include Indigenous Knowl
 edge in their operations (such as the GRRB), do so with
 out stepping outside of the state's Euro-Canadian scien
 tific/bureaucratic framework of resource management.
 Scientifically trained resource biologists do in the end
 decide which aspects of Indigenous Knowledge are to be
 included into the management process and which are to
 be ignored. Not surprisingly, Indigenous Knowledge not
 congruent with scientific resource management practices
 (such as the importance of maintaining respectful rela
 tionships with animals and the problematic of satellite
 collaring) tends to be ignored in favour of TEK data that
 can be easily inserted into existing biological information
 gaps. Indigenous knowledge used in the co-management
 process is thus taken out of the socio-cultural context
 within which it was created and is "as distilled TEK arte

 facts" (Nadasdy 1999) or data, integrated into another cul
 ture's resource management practices.

 Nadasdy's observation that the integration of TEK
 and science through co-management organizations may
 more usefully be seen as a process that is "extending the
 social and conceptual networks of scientific resource man
 agement [and with it state power] into local communities
 rather than as part of an attempt to meld two distinct epis
 temological systems" (Nadasdy 1999: 12) is therefore
 unfortunately very accurate. In the end, as Nadasdy
 points out, this process in which the life experiences of
 Elders, through distillation and compartmentalization,
 are rendered into forms that can be used and interpreted
 far from these communities, only serves to concentrate
 power in the hands of distant "centres of calculation" at
 the expense of local people. TEK research and co-man
 agement can thus be seen as a way of extending the net

 works of scientific resource management into local com
 munities. Communities who participate in co-manage
 ment organizations will be trained not only to accept the
 ultimate authority of science-based resource manage
 ment, but are also led to see the utility of their own knowl

 edge as mere supporting data for science rather than
 alternative systems of "resource management."

 The use of data stemming from Indigenous Knowl
 edge undoubtedly often leads to improved state resource
 management. Indigenous participation in state-sponsored
 natural resource co-management organizations does, how
 ever, clearly display the power of the state to "promote
 certain forms of behaviour, activity and feeling" among
 Indigenous participants in the co-management process.
 State-sponsored co-management regimes, whether they
 are the result of a real or perceived resource crises or part
 of the administrative structure of land claims, will
 inevitably exercise the state's power to "educate" the
 younger generation of Indigenous "resource users" to
 see the human/animal, human/environment interface in
 the same way as state resource managers.

 Instead of using resource co-management as a tool to
 assimilate isolated land- based Indigenous communities
 and thereby aiding in the concentration of power in dis
 tant administrative centres, the autonomy of these com
 munities over their resources should be respected. Rather
 then dictating resource management practices, state
 resource biologists should serve such communities as
 experts who are available to help while respecting their
 autonomy and their right and ability to shape the meta
 morphosis of their traditions.

 Only in settings in which Indigenous Knowledge and
 biological resource science are brought together in sincere
 attempts of learning, outside of the structural restraints
 and power imbalances created by the process of inte
 grating (or subordinating) Indigenous knowledge into
 biological resource science-based management, can real
 two-directional learning be facilitated.

 Stella Spak, PhD, University of Victoria, Indigenous Gover
 nance Program, Faculty of Human and Social Development,
 PO Box 1700, Victoria, British Columbia, V8W2Y2, Canada.
 E-mail: stspak@shaw.ca

 Notes
 1 See Berkes 1988, 1994, 1999; Feit 1988; Freeman 1992;

 Johnson 1992; Stevenson 1996; McGregor 2000; Nakashima
 1990; Inglis 1993; Battiste 2000; Little Bear 2000; Cajete
 2000; Henderson 2000; Freeman and Carbyn 1988; Freeman
 1989,1992; Feit 1988; Doubleday 1993; Lewis 1993; Johnson
 1992; Brook 1993; Clarkson 1992; Stevenson 1996; and
 Charlie and Clarkson 1998.
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 2 I would like to acknowledge and thank the people of Tadoule
 Lake, Lac Brochet, Fond du Lac and Lutsel K'e for their hos
 pitality and friendship without which none of this research
 would have been possible. In particular I would like to thank
 the following Elders for their time, interest and wisdom:
 Eliza Enzoe, Samuel Enzoe, Morris Lockhart, Madeleine
 Drybone, the late Zepp Cassowy, Pierre Catholigue, Alisette
 Abel, Joe Martin, the late Pierre Fern, Abraham Samuel,
 Neomi Denechezeh, Fred Duck, Jimmy Clipping, Charlie
 Kithithee, Alex Kithithee and Alex Sandberry.

 3 The non-Native definition of Indigenous Knowledge is
 inscribed in the three words "Traditional" "Environmental"

 or "Ecological" and "Knowledge." The term "traditional"
 freezes practices in time giving the impression that TEK is
 knowledge of the past. The terms "environmental" or "eco
 logical" speak of the scientific thinking in the West which
 sees human beings as separate from the non-human parts
 of the world, a view that is essentially non/sensical from a
 First Nations perspective. The term "knowledge" leads to
 the core of the problematic of the TEK concept. Many
 anthropologists have long argued that knowledge is cul
 turally constructed (e.g., Evans-Pritchard 1937). What is
 defined as valid TEK by resource biologists and what is
 excluded from that definition is thus generally based on
 their cultural assumptions of what constitutes real knowl
 edge and what does not. The type of knowledge readily
 accepted cross-culturally (e.g., animal health, migration
 patterns) would be more aptly described as information
 rather than knowledge (see Hensel and Morrow 1992 and
 Nadasdy 1999 et al. for a detailed discussion of the Western
 domination of the TEK discourse through the use of unex
 amined or contested terminology).

 4 While this paper focusses solely on agreements between
 governments and First Nations, agreements between First
 Nations and particular industries operating in their terri
 tory are also frequently referred to as crisis based co-man
 agement agreements.

 5 DIAND, Environment Canada and the renewable resource
 organizations of the NWT, Manitoba and Saskatchewan.

 6 This Administrative Committee on Caribou Conservation
 had been established during the presumed "caribou crisis"
 of the 1950s and had, albeit not very actively, functioned as
 a policy advisory body on northern caribou.

 7 Since 1999, the Inuit are essentially party to the agree
 ment through Nunavut.

 8 Usherl991, The Beverly-Kaminuriak Caribou Management
 Board: An Evaluation of the First Ten Years and Recom
 mendations for the Future.

 9 Perhaps the longer involvement with the BQCMB has, over
 time, led to greater knowledge of its shortcomings and
 hence dissatisfaction with it among community members.

 10 This was the same at all of the four BQCMB meetings I
 attended over the 1996-98 period.

 11 Bureaucratic abbreviations such as RWED (Resources
 Wildlife and Economic Development), GIS (Geographic
 Information Systems) etc., as well as biological terminology
 such as habitat, sustainable management, recruitment etc.

 were used indiscriminately and without explanation. I was
 asked about the meaning of some of these terms by com
 munity representatives in private, thus revealing that they

 generally did not feel comfortable to interrupt the discus
 sion in order to enquire about terminology.

 12 The importance of not playing with animals in this way is
 explained in the traditional Dene story "When the Caribou
 Had no Fear," narrated by John Clipping and translated by
 Mary Code of Tadoule Lake.

 13 Not all interviewees wanted to be identified by name due to
 the potential political nature of their comments.

 14 Not all interviewees wanted to be identified by name due to
 the potential political nature of their comments.

 15 The Gwich'in Renewable Resource Board (GRRB) was
 established as part of the Gwich'in Comprehensive Land
 Claim Agreement signed in April of 1992 in Fort McPher
 son, NWT. Originally, the Gwich'in were part of the Denen
 deh Claim, but they were frustrated with its slow progress,
 which was in part due to a debate over whether the proposed
 Agreement in Principle (AIP) would compromise aboriginal
 rights and title. The Gwich'in felt that these discussions
 were too philosophical and, hoping to achieve immediate
 improvements to the lives of their people, decided to break
 away and settle a Gwich'in Regional Claim (Abel 1993:257).

 16 His staff support team includes a secretary, Gwich'in envi
 ronmental knowledge co-ordinator, as well as forestry, fish
 eries and wildlife biologists.

 17 For example, a structured and itemized agenda, the pass
 ing of motions in order to approve or amend, the following
 of "Robert's Rules of Order," and so on.
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 Empowered Co-management: Towards Power-Sharing
 and Indigenous Rights in Clayoquot Sound, BC1

 Tara C. Goetze McMaster University

 Abstract: This article reports and takes up Aboriginal per
 spectives on co-management that highlight the intrinsic linkages
 between the environmental and socio-political dimensions of
 natural resources. In doing so, it explores the capacity of co
 management to address Aboriginal claims for self-determination
 and increased control over traditional territories within liberal

 democratic state systems. Analysis of the Interim Measures
 Agreement between the Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations and
 British Columbia demonstrates how co-management involving
 Aboriginal peoples in a negotiated framework of substantive
 power-sharing provides a venue for augmented levels of confi
 dence in indigenous-state decision-making processes. Addi
 tionally, it advances Aboriginal participants' rights claims against
 the state. Negotiating such "empowered" co-management rep
 resents a positive shift in relations between indigenous peo
 ples and governments within settler states in the absence of con
 stitutional change.

 Keywords: co-management, Aboriginal rights, Clayoquot
 Sound, resource management, Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations,
 Aboriginal-state relations

 Resume: Cet article decrit et adopte des positions autochtones
 sur la cogestion qui mettent en relief les liens intrinseques
 entre les dimensions environnementales et sociopolitiques des
 ressources naturelles. Ce faisant, il explore la capacite de la
 cogestion a repondre aux revendications autochtones pour l'au
 todetermination et pour le controle accru sur les territoires
 traditionnels a l'interieur de systemes etatiques democrates
 liberaux. Eanalyse de l'Entente de mesures provisoires entre les
 Bremieres nations Nuu-chah-nulth et la Colombie-Britannique
 demontre que la cogestion impliquant des peuples autochtones
 dans le cadre negocie d'un partage substantiel du pouvoir per
 met de renforcer la confiance dans les processus de prise de deci
 sion conjointe entre les autochtones et l'Etat, tout en faisant pro
 gresser les revendications des droits des participants
 autochtones contre l'Etat. La negociation de ce type de coges
 tion ?habilitee? represente une amelioration des rapports entre
 les peuples autochtones et les gouvernements au sein d'etats
 colonisateurs, en 1'absence de changements constitutionnels.

 Mots-cles : Cogestion, Droits autochtones, Clayoquot Sound,
 Gestion de ressources, Bremieres nations Nuu-chah-nulth, Rela
 tions autochtones-Etat

 As long as our Chiefs survive, our rights and title will
 remain. We exercise our Aboriginal rights and hold
 our title as a result of the Hahuulhi of our Chiefs and

 we seek to protect the land, sea, and resources within
 our territories. (Nuu-chah-nulth Tribal Council 1991:4)

 Before, the First Nations were outside the door, and we

 couldn't get in. If we got in, it would be there just to get

 up and say what we have, but it had no meaning. Now,
 we're actually at the table facing the government and
 various ministries and others, planning and making
 decisions for resources in Clayoquot Sound, and that's
 a huge difference than the way it was before. A lot of the

 things that go on now in Clayoquot Sound, if they don't

 have First Nations involvement, they don't go any
 where.2 (Stephen Charleson, Hesquiaht First Nation)

 Introduction

 In the past three decades, co-operative management of resources involving indigenous peoples in North Amer
 ica has been investigated from a variety of perspectives.

 While a spectrum of the theoretical and practical insights
 concerning indigenous-state co-management regimes has
 emerged, many of these analyses have been dominated by
 a particular scope of inquiry: co-management was seen
 primarily from a resource-centred perspective. This
 makes sense, given that the primary motivation for initi
 ating co-management in these settings is usually to ame
 liorate the management of a resource in crisis, threatened

 by competing interests whose effects are typically com
 pounded by divergent knowledge systems. Yet even early
 on, the literature revealed a shared understanding that co

 management is not only about improving the management
 of resources, it is also about negotiating and redefining
 relationships between people with varying interests in, and
 varying degrees of authority over, the resource(s) (Fin
 layson 1994; Hoekema 1995; Pinkerton 1989; Usher 1986).
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 It is this aspect of co-management, its socio-political
 nature, that became the focus of my research on co-man

 agement in Clayoquot Sound and is, I suggest, an ana
 lytical approach in need of development.3

 My interest here is to direct the lens to specifically
 consider the sociality and politics emergent from the man
 agement of and claims to natural resources among com
 peting actors which allows for a more comprehensive
 understanding of the benefits, limitations and challenges
 of co-management regimes. This is particularly significant

 for arrangements that involve indigenous peoples as co
 managers within liberal-democratic settler state systems.

 Research concerning the implications of the Interim
 Measures Agreement for Clayoquot Sound (IMA) between
 the Government of British Columbia (BC) and the five
 Central Region Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations serves as a
 particularly revealing example of how such "analytical
 reach" is essential in co-management research.4 Without
 the socio-political and historical context one could not
 understand how a uniquely empowered form of co-man
 agement developed. Without a sense of indigenous-set
 tler relations that shaped the ongoing regional resource
 conflicts one could not understand how the institutions

 and relationships empowered via the Agreement could
 develop and endure as they did. Without an appreciation,
 in particular, of long-standing Nuu-chah-nulth negotia
 tion and knowledge practices one could not comprehend
 the range of goals and relations emerging by means of the
 process, or the richness of the linkages amongst their
 social, political and environmental dimensions.

 In the process of documenting Nuu-chah-nulth per
 spectives on the impacts of this co-management agree
 ment, the value of analytically emphasizing the connec
 tions between local, resource-driven issues and the
 broader socio-political concerns of Aboriginal co-man
 agers in Clayoquot Sound emerged with great clarity.
 Indeed, the two opening statements are representative of
 the views expressed by Nuu-chah-nulth leaders and par
 ticipants during the interview process as well as at meet
 ings of the co-management board. Their words reflect
 the significance of developing co-management regimes
 that provide a means of recognizing and negotiating the
 interlinked enviro-socio-political dynamic that charac
 terizes Nuu-chah-nulth understandings of resource man
 agement. These understandings, in turn, inform many of
 their claims against Canadian governments.

 Thus informed by Nuu-chah-nulth statements regard
 ing the Interim Measures Agreement (IMA), this analy
 sis illustrates how a co-management arrangement that
 allows indigenous participants determinative authority
 in the decision-making process provides the means to

 address certain long-standing issues between an indige
 nous people and Canadian governments. I focus here on
 the important theoretical and practical insights Nuu
 chah-nulth comments reveal concerning, first, politics as
 power-sharing, secondly, broad-based systemic change
 in indigenous-state relations, and thirdly, the mobilization

 of indigenous rights claims at the local level. Acting as the
 institutional and processual means to these key socio
 political ends, empowered co-management thus repre
 sents a promising arrangement for shifting Aboriginal
 state relations from paternalism towards effective
 partnership.

 Effective Power-Sharing? Incorporating
 Analytical Reach into the Study of
 Co-management
 Briefly stated, the process of incorporating analytical
 reach into co-management research reflects the need for
 a clearer consideration of the political and social outcomes
 of joint resource management as these relate to co-man
 agers' interests. As became clear in Clayoquot Sound,
 this is closely linked to the issue of power-sharing, which
 "effective" co-management not only requires, but cre
 ates, when it is successful.5 Having said that, the reality
 is that provisions for power-sharing in co-management
 vary widely, most noticeably with respect to the decision
 making authority accorded indigenous co-managers. Most
 co-management arrangements that involve indigenous
 peoples are designed as measures of "consultation," inas
 much as they legally designate "advisory"' status to the
 co-management board. This does not involve indigenous
 participants in the process of decision-making with any
 substantive or legally binding authority and often results
 in the continuation of conflict and deterioration of the

 resource(s) (Berkes 1989; Berkes, George and Preston
 1991; Feit 1988; Hoekema 1995; Ivanitz 1996; Mulrennan
 1994; Weiner 1991).

 The consideration of analytical reach emerged com
 mensurately from two sources. On the one hand, Nuu
 chah-nulth statements concerning the benefits of Clay
 oquot co-management suggested unique perspectives on
 the significance of co-operating with government in
 resource management issues. While they were concerned
 with protecting the ecosystems and resources of their
 traditional lands, this perspective was framed in terms of
 a concern for the political mechanisms that would allow
 them to effectively undertake such protection: devolu
 tion of decision-making authority and the implementation
 of indigenous rights chief among them. The co-manage
 ment provisions of the IMA are considered to meet some
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 of those concerns. As Stephen Charleson, an IMA nego
 tiator for the Hesquiaht noted:

 One of our rights that the IMA has brought to the fore

 is that we have a place at the table and we have a big
 voice and we have all the knowledge about resources
 that's been passed down from generation to generation.

 We have something to say about how things go in Clay
 oquot Sound. We have the right to be consulted, and we
 have the right to make informed decisions. Before we
 didn't have that right. In the past.. .consultation to the

 Province was a phone call or a letter saying that this is
 what they're going to do, and "as per our consultation
 policy, consider this letter as the consultation"...Now
 it's a lot more than that. It's one of the rights that we

 have as a people, to be consulted in what happens in our

 back yards and in our front yards and all around us.
 [With co-management] what we wanted to do was to flip

 all of that, put it up in the air, and we'd be on top. We'd

 be the decision makers and all of these things would go

 according to the way we say it's going to go, and at the
 end of [the negotiations] we were confident that it was
 a start....Everything had to flow through the Central
 Region [co-management] Board.6

 Charleson's thinking reflects a broadly held view among
 Nuu-chah-nulth that resource protection and political
 engagement are mutually supportive.

 On the other hand, as I have indicated above, a common

 analytical theme in the literature on co-management in
 North America argues that the resolution of conflicts iden

 tified as contributing to a resource crisis is linked to more
 effective management of the resource through increasing
 resource users' involvement in the management process
 (Finlayson 1994; Hoekema 1995; Pinkerton 1989; Usher
 1986). Consulting with the stakeholders (often including

 Aboriginal peoples) at the "bottom"' would temper the
 resource-centred failings of state-driven, "top-down"' man
 agement regimes.7 The socio-political element (users' par
 ticipation) was generally considered to serve the greater
 environmental goal (improved resource management);
 reduced stakeholder conflict led to enhanced ecosystem
 health. This was evident in case studies from British Colum

 bia, Alaska, the Yukon, Ontario, Quebec, and Newfoundland

 (Berkes 1989; Berkes, George and Preston 1991; Feit 1988;
 Finlayson 1994; Shaffer N.d.; Usher 1986; Weiner 1991;
 Yupitak Bista 1976). There has been little specific consid
 eration of the ways in which joint decision-making regimes
 might act to augment the determinative power of the "bot

 tom end" co-managers vis-a-vis the state, a significant
 question where Aboriginal stakeholders are involved. Cer
 tainly, the link between the ecological and the socio-politi
 cal in analyses of co-management across a variety of con

 texts has been considered. Usher argues that resource
 management should be approached as a practical exercise
 that, ideally, should meet several public policy objectives:
 "these include legal or human rights, economic efficiency,

 social and economic equity, as well as conservation" (1986:
 69). Binder and Hanbidge remark that co-management
 involves issues such as "institutional structures and para
 digms, internal and external conflicts, questions of equity,
 effectiveness and efficiency, and the enforcement and main

 tenance of interests and rights" as well as the sustainable
 management of resources (1994: 121). Pinkerton (1989)
 similarly observes co-management's potential for address
 ing a spectrum of extra-ecological issues which enhance the

 primary resource-oriented objectives. These "secondary"
 benefits include reducing conflict through participatory
 democracy, community-based development and decentral
 izing decision-making. Finally, Nakashima asserts that in
 evaluating co-management "it is important to consider the

 extent to which it fulfils the aspirations, not only of state
 managers, but also of Native peoples" (1994:99). Moreover,
 researchers have increasingly recognized the connection
 between the level of power-sharing negotiated in a co-man
 agement agreement and the successful implementation of
 its management decisions, and advocated some form of
 power-sharing for local users participating in co-manage
 ment, particularly if they are indigenous peoples (Berkes,
 George and Preston 1991; M'Gonigle 1988; Usher 1986).s
 Such early research is useful in inspiring further investi
 gation that identifies which Aboriginal aspirations are
 involved in the negotiation of co-management and how
 they are, or may be, fulfilled through various power-shar
 ing provisions in these agreements.

 It is broadly understood that co-management is not a
 "simple"' environmental issue, for the very environment
 it seeks to manage is itself a socialized and politicized
 landscape. Like indigenous peoples elsewhere, for Nuu
 chah-nulth, the ecological is socio-political; such issues
 are not divisible. This could also be argued for non-Abo
 riginal stakeholders in Clayoquot Sound, the most obvi
 ous example being the activities of local and international
 environmental groups whose politicization of landscapes
 and resources is well documented (Berman 1994; Car
 ruthers, Backus, Mertens and Lackey 1997; Dorst 1990).
 As Aboriginal peoples' and researchers' views empha
 size, co-management involves negotiating different cul
 tural perceptions of the environment, understandings

 which are linked to the political interests and aspirations
 for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples alike (Feit
 1988,1998; Goetze 1998; RCAP 1996). In Clayoquot, the
 act of including indigenous users in a legal and institutional

 framework of devolved decision-making authority over
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 traditionally claimed resources forwards several key Nuu
 chah-nulth socio-political claims within the state, includ
 ing governance of their territories and resources, pro
 tection of cultural heritage sites, and pursuit of traditional

 harvesting activities (NTC1991). For example, Ahousaht
 Ha-uAih Howard Tom explained how "the land and its
 resources always belonged to the Chiefs, and the positions
 of all First Nations throughout the Nuu-chah-nulth area?
 and that's the first item you'll see on the negotiating
 table?is that resources belong to the Ha-wiih of the
 Nuu-chah-nulth people. It's always been that way, as far
 back as they can remember."9 Negotiating a resource
 management agreement with the Nuu-chah-nulth thus
 necessitates the recognition of their traditional struc
 tures of governance in which Hereditary Chiefs were
 responsible for the management and distribution of lands
 and resources for their communities.

 As Nuu-chah-nulth consistently pointed out, co-man
 agement as negotiated in the IMA acts a catalyst for
 addressing a spectrum of socio-cultural, political and legal
 issues that are significant in their own right, beyond the

 managerial challenges of contested resources, yet firmly
 enmeshed in those processes.10 In this sense, the Clay
 oquot experience is somewhat different from that in some

 other regions of Canada where co-management regimes
 have been used as forms of co-optation, means of secur
 ing or allocating sovereignty among governments, or

 means of exclusion in practice (Feit this volume; Nadasdy
 2002; Scott and Webber 2001).

 The Clayoquot experience presents an uncommon
 opportunity for an inquiry into broader socio-political
 implications because the Central Region Board (CRB), the
 institutional structure that co-manages the resources of
 Clayoquot Sound, was designed to provide Nuu-chah
 nulth with the structures and processes of an empowered
 co-management regime. As I explain below, according to
 Nuu-chah-nulth, this means that it has facilitated the
 process of advancing their aspirations concerning politi
 cal and structural equity, or "systemic change," and the
 protection and practice of indigenous rights. This paper
 is therefore focussed on examining the conditions that

 make the exercise of Aboriginal power through co-man
 agement both more likely and more effective.

 Nuu-Chah-Nulth Perspectives: Resources,
 Relationships and Responses
 Nuu-chah-nulth approaches to the use and management
 of resources and their historical experience of European
 contact and colonial expansion inform their contempo
 rary responses to state control over traditional territories
 and resources. A brief review of these experiences reveals

 a rich history of political organization and strategizing in
 which Nuu-chah-nulth have made repeated efforts to re
 negotiate their relationship with the Canadian state.
 Negotiating the IMA, then, is best understood as another
 step in a long-standing process aimed at gaining author
 ity over the use and management of Nuu-chah-nulth lands
 and waters.

 As with many Northwest Coast communities, the
 abundant marine and forest resources available to Nuu

 chah-nulth contributed to the evolution of a complex cul
 ture that enjoyed consistent material abundance. In the
 past, Nuu-chah-nulth were whalers, and they continue to
 rely heavily on marine resources such as salmon, shellfish
 and roe for subsistence and commercial purposes. In addi
 tion to subsistence hunting and trapping of forest ani
 mals, gathering forest resources such as plants, roots
 and berries for food, medicine and ceremonies continue to

 be important activities. As before, the temperate rain
 forest provides trees for woven bark items, dugout canoes,
 boxes and paddles. For Nuu-chah-nulth, the forests and
 waters of Clayoquot Sound were and still are the source
 of food, medicine and history; they provide sustenance,
 education and a connection to the spiritual world.

 Historically, Nuu-chah-nulth management of natural
 resources was closely tied to social and political organi
 zation. Nuu-chah-nulth resource use and management
 strategies are based on two central concepts: hishuk ish
 ts'awalk and hahuulhi11 Hishuk ish ts'awalk (translated
 as "everything is one") represents the Nuu-chah-nulth
 respect for and belief in the sacredness of all life forms,
 and the "oneness" between humans and the environment.

 It is the belief that all life is sacred and deserving of deep
 respect, which is understood as the principles of conser
 vation and protection in relation to the earth. It is the ide
 ological foundation for their approach to responsible stew
 ardship. This stewardship is based on a system of land
 tenure known as hahuulhi (translated as "private own
 ership"), a system of hereditary ownership and manage
 ment of resources. According to elder and Ha-wiih Roy
 Haiyupis, haahulhi is "the key to the social and cultural
 practices, tribal membership and property ownership,
 economical, environmental and resource controls to pro
 mote effective enhancement levels to sustain life for the

 tribe today and for generations to come" (Haiyupis,
 1988c: 1 in Scientific Panel 1995:9). A Ha-wiih (Hereditary
 Chief) inherits his hahuulhi and is responsible for man
 aging the resources within it in a manner that provides for
 the continued well-being of his mus chum (tribal members)

 and their future generations. Territorial boundaries were
 continually reaffirmed in the songs, dances and painted
 curtains that are an integral element of Nuu-chah-nulth
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 gatherings, and current Ha-wiih can indicate the bound
 aries of their hahuulhi on a map.

 Coupled with strong traditions of managing their
 lands and resources, Nuu-chah-nulth have a long history
 of interaction with non-Native actors. Within these rela

 tionships, they have consistently sought to build, maintain,

 or reinforce their leverage vis-a-vis the relative power of
 others. These actions can be traced back to the economic

 partnerships of the fur trade. Beginning in the 1770s,
 European interests focussed on the profits that the sale
 of sea otter pelts made possible, drawing coastal peoples
 into trading relationships, alliances over which Aboriginal
 partners exercised a significant amount of control. Nuu
 chah-nulth were among the first groups involved in the fur

 trade on the north Pacific coast, during which they "vig
 orously asserted their demands," resulting in the obser
 vation that they were "expert and skilful traders" (Fisher
 1992:4). Nuu-chah-nulth were known for their bargaining
 abilities, negotiating with confidence in a manner that
 forced their European counterparts to modify their trad
 ing methods to accommodate Nuu-chah-nulth protocol in
 order to secure the exchange relationship. As years
 passed, Nuu-chah-nulth leaders such as Maquinna and

 Wickaninish were recognized as among the most power
 ful trading chiefs on the coast, developing long-standing
 ties with Spanish and English traders. These associa
 tions were strengthened by marriages to traders, fur
 thering the alliance between European and Native trad
 ing partners. Overall, Nuu-chah-nulth traders resisted
 various Europeans' attempts to subjugate their interests
 during the fur trade era, which proved to establish a
 mutually beneficial reciprocal relationship, while pro
 ducing the capital accumulations desired by Europeans
 (Fisher 1992; Gunther 1972; Innis 1956).

 By the late 1850s, the fur trade had ended, and the
 focus of non-Native activity shifted to consolidating Euro
 pean settlement on the island, which was accomplished by
 the end of the 19th century. Unlike traders, the more
 numerous settlers sought to establish a permanent eco
 nomic, political and socio-cultural presence, a mission
 that did not require Aboriginal involvement. A few years
 after the establishment of the colony of Vancouver Island
 in 1849, Governor James Douglas undertook the pur
 chase of 14 small segments of land from particular tribes
 living around three major settlement areas along the
 south and north east coasts of the island. The aim of these

 reserved areas was the protection of both settlers and
 tribes from potential conflicts over areas available for
 occupation and use. Based on a European conception of
 land tenure, only areas of visible use and occupation by
 tribes (i.e., villages and cultivated fields) were purchased.

 Tribes were free to continue to hunt, fish and trap in
 other areas. The availability of such lands quickly dimin
 ished, however as increasing numbers of settlers bought
 land traditionally used for Aboriginal subsistence activi
 ties. In occupying areas and accessing a wide range of
 resources once dominated by Aboriginal users, settlers'
 growing incursions into traditional territories created
 increasing displeasure among Aboriginal peoples, and
 resulted in demands for the recognition of Aboriginal
 title and political autonomy via the negotiation of com
 prehensive treaties. The early decades of the 20th century
 brought awareness among Northwest Coast Aboriginal
 peoples of the need to politically organize themselves in
 response to the activities of the settler state (Fisher 1992;
 Tennant 1990).

 Nuu-chah-nulth participated in this process as set
 tlement activities moved into their territories. In the

 1930s, the Nuu-chah-nulth were, albeit modestly, involved
 in the activities of the Native Brotherhood of British

 Columbia, which was formed after the collapse of the
 Allied Indian Tribes of British Columbia, whose land
 claim activities had been outlawed in 1927. Over the sub

 sequent decades, Nuu-chah-nulth participation increased
 as the Brotherhood forwarded grievances, including
 demands for increased recognition of Aboriginal rights
 relating to traditional resources activities off reserves. At
 the Brotherhood's annual assembly in 1958, the Nuu
 chah-nulth formed their tribal council, naming it the Allied

 Tribes of the West Coast. Changing its name to the Nuu
 chah-nulth Tribal Council (NTC) in 1973, the group played
 an important part in the emergence of broad-based tribal
 groups organized to raise issues and assert various claims
 against the Canadian state. The NTC represented a
 departure from state-dominated definitions of Aboriginal
 identity, issues and political organization in that its found
 ing was inspired by indigenous perspectives and priorities.
 Prior to the formation of these tribal councils, neither
 state legislation nor state administrators recognized the
 existence of tribal groups (Ponting 1997; Tennant 1990).
 The creation of tribal councils marked a return to the

 traditional basis of Aboriginal social and political organ
 ization in coastal British Columbia. Together with the
 Nisga'a Tribal Council, the NTC became one of the most
 powerful and influential Aboriginal lobbying organiza
 tions at both the provincial and federal levels, actively
 shaping Aboriginal peoples' visions of themselves and
 their relation to the state (Kopas 1972; Tennant 1990).

 In the mid-1970s, the Ahousaht Nation's increasing
 opposition to logging in Clayoquot Sound led the NTC to
 launch the NTC Forestry Program, which involved an
 in-depth study of forestry issues in the area, and resulted
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 in an augmented level of co-operation between forestry
 companies and Nuu-chah-nulth Nations (Cassidy and
 Dale 1988). Conflicts involving issues of resource use,
 such as damage to streams from logging debris, were
 addressed through negotiations. Contracts to repair such
 damage were often forwarded to newly formed Nuu
 chah-nulth companies. A forestry committee was also
 formed to advise the NTC's forestry manager and inter
 act with companies on a consultative basis, though only
 relating to activities on reserve lands. At the time, it was
 "one of the most comprehensive forestry initiatives under

 taken by a Native group in the province" (Cassidy and
 Dale 1988:110).

 The need to settle matters of governance and man
 agement of resources in off-reserve lands became a cen
 tral issue of the Nuu-chah-nulth land claim in the next
 decade. The NTC's formal claim to their traditional ter

 ritories covering the west coast of Vancouver Island was
 accepted by the federal government in 1983, and they
 entered the treaty process in 1994. The philosophy behind
 the Nuu-chah-nulth claim is that, while they aim to ensure

 the recognition and protection of their Aboriginal rights
 to resources and self-governance, a fair settlement will be

 based on sharing those resources with non-Native inter
 ests within a co-operative decision-making framework
 (Goetze 1998). As a part of this treaty process, the nego
 tiation of the IMA reflects Nuu-chah-nulth Nations'

 lengthy historical experience with co-operation, resist
 ance and negotiation as means to forwarding their inter
 ests in relations with powerful economic and political
 actors.12

 The Road to Clayoquot Co-management
 The context for negotiating co-management in Clayoquot
 Sound was also influenced by British Columbia's historical
 approach to resource management and land use planning.
 Management of the Sound's primary resource, old-growth
 temperate rainforests, was subject to multinational forestry

 corporations' pursuit of short-term profit through maxi
 mally efficient extraction with little interference from the

 government. The Province's objective was to encourage
 economic development and job creation (Drushka 1993).
 Indeed, maximizing timber production was the "traditional

 role" of the Ministry of Forest's (MOF) Forest Service
 (CORE 1994:17). In the 1970s, the provincial government

 made an effort to promote sustainability in extraction activ
 ities, but the economic recession of the early 1980s saw a
 further relaxation in forest management guidelines.

 Henceforth, compliance with forestry guidelines
 designed to protect other resource values, such as salmon
 spawning streams, recreation activities and tourism, was

 left largely to the goodwill of the forestry companies who
 held extraction licences. As a result, community consul
 tation was cursory, and MOF's policy regarding First
 Nations' consultation, participation and protection of
 rights was only marginally acknowledged by licensees, if
 at all. According to Richard Lucas, a Hesquiaht negotia
 tor, at that time, "participation" in the forest manage

 ment process meant that, "we were told what was going
 on, and then a lot of times we weren't even told. We'd be

 sitting there and then see people moving in with logging
 equipment, and that. You never knew what was going
 on." The political and economic incentive for greater tim
 ber extraction meant that both industry and government
 routinely ignored enforcing provisions for consideration
 of such values (Pinkerton 1997). By the government's
 own admission, this approach to resource management
 was unsustainable (M'Gonigle and Parfitt 1994). In 1992,
 a new provincial land use strategy was developed, which
 included initiatives to increase protected areas, develop
 new forest practices legislation, and promote forest
 renewal in British Columbia.13

 In Clayoquot Sound, local ramifications of such reg
 ulatory failures were described in numerous of my inter
 views with Nuu-chah-nulth and non-Native residents

 alike: a MacMillan Bloedel clearcut threatened the Village
 of Tofino's water supply; countless sites of cultural and his

 torical significance to Nuu-chah-nulth were destroyed;
 and there was the popularly observed fact that the major
 ity of salmon streams in the Sound were now dormant.
 Furthermore, as Tla-o-qui-aht negotiator, Francis Frank,
 explained, the limited consultative provisions that existed
 did not provide Nuu-chah-nulth with the ability to par
 ticipate in the process of decision-making that concerned
 the resource base of their territories: "Throughout the
 years, our voice and involvement in management decisions
 was totally nullified....In years gone by [there] were pri
 marily advisory committees, and that's the only capacity
 in which they could function. They couldn't make decisions.
 Decisions were made by Ministers and bureaucrats in
 Victoria."

 Significant public protest against what was seen as
 unfettered logging in Clayoquot began in 1980, when
 MacMillan Bloedel announced its intention to begin logging
 on Meares Island.14 Nuu-chah-nulth leaders denounced the

 proposal, citing the spiritual significance of the island to the

 Tla-o-qui-aht and Ahousaht First Nations and their out
 standing land claim over the area. In 1984, when MacMil
 lan Bloedel workers arrived on Meares Island to begin log

 ging operations, they were met by a blockade of
 Nuu-chah-nulth, local environmentalists and other sup
 porters. Meares Island was declared a Tribal Park. In
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 response, MacMillan Bloedel sought and won a court
 injunction to clear the blockades. In 1985, however, the
 Tla-o-qui-aht and Ahousaht First Nations won their own
 injunction to stop the logging on Meares until Nuu-chah
 nulth land claims had been addressed in a treaty. Similar
 protests continued in Clayoquot Sound throughout the late

 1980s, often involving the blockading of logging access
 roads.

 These protest actions culminated in the summer of
 1993, when tens of thousands of Canadians, together with
 Nuu-chah-nulth and local residents, participated in a pre
 viously unprecedented scale of protest in Canada over
 the existing and proposed resource use policies for Clay
 oquot Sound. Over 800 citizens were arrested as a result
 of these protests. To further capture the provincial gov
 ernment's attention, Nuu-chah-nulth allied themselves
 with the Natural Resources Defence Council, an influen

 tial environmental group headed by Bobby Kennedy Jr.,
 and embarked on an intense lobbying campaign in the
 USA. The resulting publicity, both in the USA and glob
 ally, together with the subsequent cancellation of numer
 ous lucrative timber and fibre contracts with American

 and European companies, provided the economic and
 political pressure needed to bring the Province to the
 negotiating table.

 Even from a brief summary of the events that led to
 Clayoquot co-management, the politicization of the cen
 tral ecological issues is clear; for the Nuu-chah-nulth as

 well as local citizens and environmentalists concerned,
 the social, political and ecological issues were fused in a
 mutual desire to gain increased local control over Clay
 oquot resources, and cannot be considered exclusive of one

 another. It is in this context that the agreement estab
 lishing Clayoquot Sound co-management was negotiated
 and subsequently implemented.

 The Interim Measures Agreement for
 Clayoquot Sound: An Empowered
 Co-management Model
 The 1994 Interim Measures Agreement for Clayoquot
 Sound was the direct result of these protests as well as the
 consistent lobbying efforts of the Nuu-chah-nulth for
 recognition of their land claim.15 The Agreement was
 negotiated over a period of several months, during which
 time Nuu-chah-nulth negotiators threatened to walk out
 because of government unwillingness to negotiate the
 devolution of authority Nuu-chah-nulth desired (Goetze
 1998). Persistence and strategic negotiation resulted in an

 agreement that goes beyond addressing the pressing
 managerial issues (e.g., stakeholder access and conflict,

 sustainable use and ecosystem health) concerning the
 use of resources in Clayoquot Sound. The IMA also rec
 ognizes many key political claims of Nuu-chah-nulth that
 are inherently tied to resource management: the tradi
 tional Nuu-chah-nulth structure of governance; the
 authority of the Ha-wiih; the government-to-government
 relationship between First Nations and British Columbia
 formally recognized by the Province in 1993; and the need

 to incorporate Nuu-chah-nulth perspectives and respect
 their resource interests in jointly managing the area.

 IMA provisions concerning resource management
 centred on the creation of a new, co-operative management

 institution, the Central Region Board, with equal Nuu
 chah-nulth?provincial representation. As part of the co
 operative management of the terrestrial and marine
 resources in the Sound, with the exception of ocean fish

 eries, the Board reviews all resource use and development
 proposals.16

 The key power-sharing feature of the Agreement
 governing the Board's decision-making activities is that,
 should voting be necessary, a double majority clause

 would come into effect. As understood by Nuu-chah-nulth,
 this means that a majority of Nuu-chah-nulth as well as
 a majority of all CRB members is required for a decision
 to pass. As the Province understands it, a double major
 ity requires a majority of both Nuu-chah-nulth and provin
 cial?in reality, local?representatives.17 Either way, the
 clause gives the Nuu-chah-nulth participants effective
 veto power over any Board decisions. Board members
 agreed at their first meeting, however, that the CRB
 would make its decisions by consensus, a format that
 most Board members believed to be more inclusive, and
 one that is consistent with traditional Nuu-chah-nulth
 decision-making practices.

 The legal caveat to this power, common to Aboriginal
 state agreements, is that the Province retains ultimate
 statutory authority, meaning Cabinet may overturn CRB
 decisions. Should this occur, however, the Central Region
 Resource Council (CRRC), composed of Nuu-chah-nulth
 Ha-wiih and provincial Cabinet Ministers, would be gath
 ered. The CRRC's role is to conduct a public inquiry into
 government reversals of Board decisions. Given the con

 tinuing volatility of resource issues in Clayoquot Sound
 this is a situation the provincial government would gen
 erally rather avoid, providing an additional degree of
 leverage for Clayoquot co-managers in the decision-mak
 ing process.

 Thus, in practice, the IMA gives Nuu-chah-nulth co
 managers tangible, determinative authority to make deci
 sions about resource use in Clayoquot Sound. While CRB
 decisions may not be legally binding, they are most cer
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 tainly, and demonstrably, politically binding. The impor
 tance of this significant level of de facto authority which
 the CRB wields in addition to its de jure authority, is
 founded in part in Nuu-chah-nulth members' capacity to
 constrain any cavalier behaviour on the part of the
 Province in the process of implementing Board decisions.
 Given that there have been complex and contested
 resource use decisions before the Board, it is noteworthy
 that since its inception in 1994, the double majority has not

 been invoked by the CRB, nor has there been an attempt
 to reverse any of its decisions regarding resource man
 agement and land use in Clayoquot Sound.18

 The presence of the Board's "veto"' element is unique
 to this co-management agreement in Canada and it is
 this powerful provision that, along with recourse to the
 CRRC, moves the IMA beyond consultation to what may
 be termed substantive power-sharing. Despite the
 Province's statutory authority, the IMA gives Nuu-chah
 nulth members determinative dejure authority and sig
 nificant legal and political leverage in the decision-mak
 ing process; the IMA provides for a co-management model
 in which Nuu-chah-nulth members can effectively exercise

 decision-making authority concerning their resource-ori
 ented interests.

 In making its decisions, the CRB receives most of its
 referrals from the Ministry of Forests (MOF) and the
 Ministry of Environment, Lands, and Parks (MELP). Up
 to 1998, when this study was completed, consensus deci
 sions had been reached on referrals within the 30-day
 timeframe stipulated in the IMA. Of the forest harvest
 ing applications the Board has reviewed, all had been
 approved, but modifications were made to many. For
 instance, the modifications to many MOF referrals
 involved demanding stricter compliance with new man
 agement guidelines, which include: ensuring the integrity
 of biodiversity in a cutblock to be logged; completing
 inventories and maps of medicinal plants, sacred sites
 and culturally modified trees important to Nuu-chah
 nulth within areas to be harvested; and increasing oppor
 tunities for skills training and economic development for
 local people, especially Nuu-chah-nulth.19 Many referrals
 from the Lands branch of MELP on wildlife manage
 ment, foreshore development and aquaculture have also
 involved conditional approval; a few have been deferred
 due to a lack of information and others denied.20 Clearly,

 critics' suggestions that the CRB is merely rubber-stamp
 ing government initiatives for resource development are

 misplaced. Toquaht Ha-wiih and CRB member, Bert
 Mack, suggested that CRB co-management initiated a
 significant improvement in the level of his inclusion in
 decisions that affect his territories:

 The Province ['s representatives] come to me when it
 has to do with any form of, say for instance, an economic

 development that is to be placed in my territory... .Also,

 the logging companies. If they find anything that has
 to do with our traditions and our culture in the forest,

 they'll come and report to me and let me know what
 they've found.

 In the process of reaching decisions regarding man
 agement and planning for the resources of Clayoquot
 Sound, the Board must integrate considerations for eco
 nomic development and socio-cultural issues. In addition
 to efficiently managing the resources of the Sound, the
 CRB is charged with, and has had success in encouraging,
 conciliation between stakeholders in the Sound, protect
 ing Nuu-chah-nulth rights, and developing opportunities
 that support economic diversification in the Clayoquot
 region. In pursuing the goal of creating viable and sus
 tainable communities as well as a viable and sustainable

 use of the resource base, the CRB "strives to see a broad
 picture when considering issues. The social, economic
 and environmental concerns of local communities are

 addressed in the review of each proposal and application
 that is brought to the CRB" (CRB 1996a: 2).

 The successful operation of the CRB has not, of
 course, been without challenges. In its first four years of
 operation, the CRB had not yet developed an overall
 strategy to guide its operations. Indeed, at this time, most
 of the Board's energy was directed towards discussing and
 responding to referrals it received, such as applications for
 logging permits. During interviews, some representa
 tives argued that the CRB was focussing too much on
 short-term issues at the expense of dealing with long
 term transition processes such as economic diversification,

 reducing Nuu-chah-nulth unemployment and developing
 plans for viable forestry in the Sound. Another area of dif
 ficulty noted by some Board members was the nature of
 the consensus decision-making process, which they felt to
 be a tedious and time-consuming one compared to voting.
 This, in combination with the complexity of the new
 resource management regulations, means that co-man
 agement has proved to be a slower, more costly and more
 administratively complex process than the standard top
 down state management model. Finally, some commu
 nity members identified the CRB as the reason for the
 reduction in logging and the accompanying loss of jobs in
 the region, although decisions to shut down operations are

 made by logging companies independently of the CRB's
 actions. This reflected the low level of community aware
 ness concerning the function and objectives of the CRB.
 A similar level of ignorance on the part of government
 bureaucrats regarding the CRB's mandated operations
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 and scope of authority has resulted in delays in imple
 menting Board decisions, a situation compounded by Cab
 inet's failure to encourage timely compliance with CRB
 decisions.

 Regardless of its difficulties, the introduction of the
 CRB has provided several benefits to local Nuu-chah
 nulth and non-Native communities. First, it has seen con

 siderable progress being made in incorporating other for
 est values besides timber production in managing the
 forests and other natural resources of Clayoquot Sound
 since 1994.21 For example, Nuu-chah-nulth Elders will
 walk a proposed cut-block with forestry representatives
 to ensure cutting does not compromise areas of cultural
 significance. This is also noticeable in the incorporation of

 Nuu-chah-nulth members' traditional knowledge in CRB
 decisions that, in turn, govern forestry activities that take
 place on their territories.

 Secondly, the CRB is an institution that provides a
 substantial increase in local control over local resources

 for all communities in Clayoquot Sound. Ahousaht Ha
 wiih, Nelson Keitlah, former co-chair of the CRB sug
 gested that, "the uniqueness of what we did was the cre
 ation of the CRB involving non-First Nations. I think
 that's the absolute uniqueness, where we all get together
 and sit around a table in a meaningful way and try to
 reach an objective." By involving both local non-Native
 and Nuu-chah-nulth representatives in shared resource
 management, the CRB is inclusive of other local stake
 holders in the management process. This, in turn, has
 facilitated the process of relationship-building, reducing
 the level of conflict between stakeholders. In Ucluelet

 negotiator, Larry Baird's, words: "Three years ago, four
 years ago [in 1993] it was kind of like a simmering pot,
 Clayoquot Sound. Occasionally it would boil over. And
 now...I think it's on low. It's not even simmering. It's
 lukewarm. Which is good!"

 Thirdly, the CRB has allowed for unprecedented co
 operative relationships to develop between Nuu-chah
 nulth and local representatives. Bob Mundy, a CRB mem
 ber representing the Ucluelet, reflected on this process:

 Our whole scheme in the CRB is that we wanted it to be

 the people's choice, whatever they wanted, how they
 wanted things to happen. We wanted the communities
 to feel that they had a part in decisions....So, that's
 basically how we handled a lot of different things here,
 to try and pull people together because...the [non
 Native] community is supposed to be a part of it, along
 with First Nations. I think we've helped to pull people
 together, in fact. I think it's a good thing, because if

 we're going to work together then we have to pull
 together... .As we've always stated, we're not going any

 where and probably some of the people that live here
 now aren't going anywhere, so we have to pull together
 and make some decisions together, for the good of the
 land and for the good of everything. Whether it's fish
 ing, logging, or whatever it is, we have to pull together
 to get the best interests of all the people.

 According to this perspective, the foundational impetus for

 the operation of the CRB is one of negotiating and mobi
 lizing mutual interests wherever possible. The success of
 this co-operative spirit is evidenced in the consistency
 with which the Board has been able to reach consensus

 based decisions, at times over highly contested issues
 that have been the source of conflict in the past.

 Finally, the veto provision of the IMA profoundly aug
 ments the level of practical control the Nuu-chah-nulth
 may exercise over the management of resources on their
 traditional territories. It effectively devolves a measure of
 state authority to the local level in a manner that advances

 Nuu-chah-nulth aspirations for power-sharing, partner
 ship-oriented arrangements with the Canadian govern

 ments. This is empowered co-management. It is so termed
 as it exceeds the advisory powers co-management regimes
 typically allow indigenous participants to practice. This is
 not to imply that such co-management "gives power" to
 "powerless" Aboriginal co-managers. Rather, it is empow
 ering in that it facilitates the exercise of power historically
 held by Aboriginal peoples in managing their resources as
 autonomous nations. As described by Stephen Charleson,
 for Nuu-chah-nulth, this means that the CRB provides
 them with unprecedented leverage in the decision-making
 process: "Before [the CRB] a lot of the things that we
 were trying to stop weren't slowed down. All we could do
 was beg and plead and yell and scream, and there was no
 action. Now, with this IMA...we have something in our
 back pockets that the Province has signed, and.. .whether
 they like it or not, they have to listen to us, and.. .do some

 things that they weren't prepared to do before." Larry
 Baird adds that the CRB "gives recognition and gives us
 a seat at many tables where we're being discussed, as
 opposed to, "Well, we think this is good for them." I never
 did like that. I would no more profess to know what is
 good for you and I wouldn't make that determination. And

 I wouldn't expect you to accept anything like that." In
 sum, empowered co-management both recognizes Abo
 riginal authority over traditional territories and allows
 for its effective exercise in practice.

 Having reviewed the managerial activities of the CRB,
 as well as the challenges and benefits of such empowered
 co-management practice, further analysis will highlight
 the broader socio-political implications of the Clayoquot
 model. As the next two sections reveal, gaining such a
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 measure of decision-making authority in the co-manage
 ment process has allowed Central Region Nuu-chah-nulth
 to redefine their relationship with the state while pro
 tecting and asserting their Aboriginal rights.

 Co-management, Confidence-building
 and Systemic Change
 Realizing significant changes in minority-state relations
 in liberal-democratic state systems typically involves
 structural changes, such as constitutional amendment,
 or mutual recognition of rights through treaties and agree

 ments that fundamentally alter the dynamic of interaction

 between the state and a group demanding a heightened
 status within it. As such, systemic change as it is used in
 this analytical context involves the fundamental restruc
 turing of the relationship between indigenous peoples
 and liberal-democratic governments, specifically in terms
 of the distribution of power. This is a forbidding prospect
 for most, if not all, governments.

 In Canada, the drive for such restructuring of the
 state-indigenous relationship centres on Aboriginal peo
 ples' demands to shift relations from the paternalistic
 colonial vestiges of the past to a government-to-govern
 ment, nation-to-nation relationship based on respect and
 partnership (RCAP 1996). As noted in the Report of the
 Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, while Cana
 dian governments are "coming gradually to accept the idea

 of shared sovereignty and Aboriginal self-government,
 they have been loath to hand over the full range of pow
 ers needed by genuinely self-governing nations or the
 resources needed to make self-government a success"
 (RCAP 1996: 25). In other words, both the federal and
 provincial governments are "using the phraseology of
 Aboriginal self-government, but denying its substance"
 (Penner 1987: 22-23). The notion of empowering Aborig
 inal peoples is viewed as possible only at the sufferance of
 the state, and as such, it has been limited to delegation of
 administrative authority, as opposed to the negotiation of
 legislative powers.

 This explicit reluctance, along with a long history of
 troubled relations between Aboriginal peoples and suc
 cessive governments, represent some of the most signif
 icant impediments to mobilizing such a relational shift in
 the Canadian context, as in other settler states.22 The
 resulting reality is that attempts at negotiating new rela
 tionships must contend with a firmly entrenched legacy
 of suspicion and distrust. As elsewhere, in Clayoquot
 Sound, Aboriginal peoples suspect governments' capacity
 to negotiate in good faith, and to share power beyond the
 tokenism of delegated municipal authority. Governments
 continue to doubt Aboriginal peoples' capacity to make

 sound decisions and to limit their claims against the state.
 Needless to say, this lack of trust, or "crisis of confidence,"

 profoundly limits the progression towards negotiating
 power-sharing relationships with Aboriginal peoples in
 Canada.23 In such an atmosphere, the first objective must
 be to build confidence, a process which ultimately seeks
 to "transform [hostile] relationships into more cooperative

 ones" (Richter 1994: 81). Only when a minimum level of
 mutual confidence has been established can serious
 restructuring of a relationship occur.24 My evaluation of
 Clayoquot co-management includes an examination of
 the potential for veto-based joint management arrange
 ments to address such crises of confidence by enhancing
 confidence between participants.

 As suggested above, Nuu-chah-nulth experiences with
 Canadian governments both historically and more
 recently have done little to foster relations characterized
 by confidence or mutual trust. Indeed, the lack of trust
 between Nuu-chah-nulth, state representatives, local
 stakeholders and the forestry industry is fittingly
 described as a "crisis of confidence." It is interesting then,
 that several Nuu-chah-nulth interviewees indicated that

 the IMA has acted as an interim measure, not just in the
 literal, legal sense, but as a political middle ground: though
 the power-sharing relationship is limited to an institu
 tion defined by the state, the provisions of the Agree
 ment allow the state to experience power-sharing with
 First Nations, while affording Nuu-chah-nulth a degree
 of the autonomy they ultimately desire with a broader
 treaty.

 On the one hand, the presence of the double majority
 clause regarding CRB operations represents a successful
 negotiation of greater decision-making power for First
 Nations. Bob Mundy, explained that with the double major
 ity clause, "if we have to, we have that veto power within
 our reach....We're able to say no to something that we
 don't like and [we're] able to make sure that it doesn't
 happen.. .we have the power to do that." At the same time,
 the Province can maintain it has not given up any of its
 statutory authority. On the other hand, the fact that the
 veto element of the IMA has never been used has both sur

 prised and assured government representatives and local
 communities, who feared the Nuu-chah-nulth would invoke

 it readily and indiscriminately. That the Agreement was
 extended in 1996 and again in 1999 further augmented
 the Nuu-chah-nulth sense of confidence in negotiating a

 more autonomous relationship with the government of
 British Columbia.

 Tensions still remain, primarily between Nuu-chah
 nulth and the Province but also between local stakehold

 ers and forestry corporations. Yet most conflicts may now
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 be negotiated within the co-operative framework of the
 CRB. In providing such a space for discussion, co-man
 agement allows for a period of adjustment or confidence
 building for governments, First Nations and local com
 munities to be affected by the changes the broader NTC
 treaty will bring. As suggested by Stephen Charleson:

 [The Interim Measures Extension Agreement] is the
 second generation of a negotiated agreement that the
 Premier signed on behalf of the provincial government

 [with our] Hereditary Chiefs....So, their honour's at
 stake, you know, if they don't honour this IMA, what do
 we have to look forward to in their treatment of a

 treaty, the Province and Canada? There's not much to
 look forward to if something like this, a small step in the

 huge plans that we have, if they don't honour that....
 And what this also accomplishes is that in this period
 in Clayoquot Sound [the CRB] acclimatizes the rest of
 the population of BC on how things are changing.
 They're going to change when treaty's signed, and
 they're going to be implemented. There are a lot of
 attitudes and ideas of First Nations that they're going
 to have to throw out the window.

 The IMA introduced a new partnership-oriented deci
 sion-making institution that encourages dialogue between
 Nuu-chah-nulth, government representatives and local
 communities. As noted above, the CRB has facilitated
 the development of more positive and constructive stake
 holder relationships within a structure of co-operative
 power-sharing between First Nations and the provincial
 government.

 Elder Nelson Keitlah believes that "power is going
 into the hands of the people that should have had the
 power to begin with." Keitlah's sentiment was echoed by
 many Nuu-chah-nulth whom I interviewed, who see this
 context of a power-sharing partnership as a significant
 shift from the state paternalism they have historically
 experienced. Indeed, several Nuu-chah-nulth Nations
 outside of the Central Region consider the CRB a desir
 able model for resource management of traditional terri
 tories as a part of the new treaty structures. This conti
 nuity would certainly ease the transition to a post-Treaty
 environment in Clayoquot Sound, given the familiarity
 with sharing decision-making authority the IMA has made
 possible.

 With Nuu-chah-nulth themselves identifying the con
 fidence-building capacity of the CRB when questioned
 generally about the benefits of CRB co-management, the
 political mechanisms and implications of co-management
 under the IMA take on a new significance. The success of
 the CRB lies not only in its continued operation as a nego

 tiated arrangement which emphasizes a co-operative rela
 tionship between the state and First Nations in a context
 of joint decision-making regarding the management of
 highly contested resources. Beyond this, the CRB is an
 arena of Aboriginal-state power-sharing which is building
 the confidence of the parties currently negotiating broader

 legal and political arrangements of self-governance for a
 group of indigenous peoples encapsulated by the state. It
 familiarizes the parties to the viability of power-sharing
 arrangements between Aboriginal peoples and govern
 ments. Finally, it reveals that Nuu-chah-nulth are both
 aware of and pursue strategies that address the "crisis of
 confidence" between stakeholders.

 In sum, from the Nuu-chah-nulth perspective, co
 management of resources as negotiated in the IMA pro
 vides a means to two key socio-political ends: (1) greater
 systemic changes in terms of restructuring the relation
 ship between Nuu-chah-nulth and the provincial govern

 ment from one of monopolized control to one of partner
 ship in resource management decision-making; and (2),
 establishing confidence in the long-term feasibility of
 such a co-operative, power-sharing relationship in a more
 extensive treaty arrangement.

 Co-management and Indigenous Rights
 The relationship between empowered co-management
 and the demands for rights made by indigenous peoples
 within state systems is another issue Nuu-chah-nulth
 raised in discussing the Clayoquot co-management model.
 Co-management may be connected to indigenous rights
 as they relate to ownership or access to resources, and the

 authority over the resources that ownership confers. Yet
 the recognition of indigenous rights in legal documents
 does not necessarily result in those rights being enjoyed
 by people in their day-to-day lives. Herein lies the prob
 lem for Nuu-chah-nulth, as for other indigenous peoples:
 to what extent do those provisions allow the recognized
 rights to be exercisedP.

 Evaluating co-management regimes from a "rights
 in-practice" perspective expands this discussion. This
 analytical approach understands rights not only as legal
 categories or features of political discourse but also as tan
 gible activities to be enjoyed in daily life. It is important,

 then, that rights are both "recognized" and "practiced":
 they are relevant only insofar as they are part of the lived

 experiences of an individual or group. As Stavenhagen
 (1994) notes, rights are only protected inasmuch as they
 are exercised. Since many indigenous claims against set
 tler states are based on demands for the recognition and
 protection of certain rights, it is relevant in analyses of co
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 management to assess how these institutional arrange
 ments might address these demands. Nuu-chah-nulth
 statements highlight the ways in which the CRB model
 achieves two critical goals regarding their Aboriginal
 rights by facilitating the process of clarifying and engag
 ing rights that remain legally undefined, and secondly,
 transposing internationally formulated rights declara
 tions to locally exercised rights-in-practice.

 As several Nuu-chah-nulth interviewees pointed out,
 a number of their cultural, political and resource rights are

 implicitly recognized and protected by the IMA and the
 operations of the CRB. For example, Ha-wiih Howard
 Tom noted how the IMA is "about sharing of the resource,

 getting some of the revenue, making sure that it's envi
 ronmentally sensitive, whether it be forestry or fisheries

 or mining.. .it takes in many things, the C[ulturally] Modi

 fied] T[rees]s, the heritage sites, economic develop
 ment."25 Stephen Charleson adds that the IMA is signif
 icant in that "First Nations' rights to govern themselves
 are recognized in the [Interim Measures] Agreement
 where they recognized the Hereditary system [of gover
 nance]. That's a huge achievement, you know, that they
 recognized our form of government." Several of the IMA's

 general provisions were repeatedly identified as being
 tied to Nuu-chah-nulth rights claims. These include: the
 explicit endorsement of the government-to-government
 relationship between First Nations and the Province;
 engaging the traditional Ha-wiih structure of authority
 as signatories to the Agreement; the numerous provi
 sions that stipulate the necessity of "incorporating the per
 spective of First Nations;" and Article 9(d), which states
 that it is the responsibility of the CRB to "ensur[e] that
 British Columbia's fiduciary obligation with respect to
 Aboriginal rights have been met."26

 Furthermore, Nuu-chah-nulth co-managers and nego
 tiators point to the fact that, one of the CRB's stated
 objectives is the consideration of "options for treaty set
 tlement for the First Nations," including the "expansion of
 the land and resource base for First Nations" and the

 protection of "Aboriginal uses of resources" in Clayoquot
 Sound. Such considerations speak to Nuu-chah-nulth
 demands for the recognition of their traditional property
 rights. Finally, the ability to veto decisions relating to their
 land and resource interests via the double majority clause
 is considered, as noted above, a powerful form of rights
 protection, and an assertion of the right to decision-mak
 ing authority over traditional territories and resources.
 This, in turn, addresses Nuu-chah-nulth demands for self
 determination within the Canadian state. Cliff Atleo, an
 Ahousaht negotiator, insists that the IMA plays an impor
 tant role concerning Nuu-chah-nulth rights: "[The IMA]

 wasn't intended to be a panacea for Aboriginal rights def
 inition as it says right up front. [That] doesn't diminish the
 importance, the level of importance of some of those
 [rights] that it has touched, because it's a start, and lays
 some of the foundations for doing that in the treaty."

 It must be noted that, as an interim agreement, the
 IMA is not legally or politically designed to address issues
 of Aboriginal rights, which the parties agree is the domain

 of the ongoing treaty negotiations also involving the fed
 eral government. IMA Article 4 explicitly notes that the
 Agreement "does not define or limit the Aboriginal rights,
 title and interests of the First Nations." It therefore

 appears vague and limited in the range of rights protec
 tion its provisions provide. As Atleo's words suggest,
 Nuu-chah-nulth consistently emphasized the potential
 for IMA co-management to begin the process of clarify
 ing the meaning and position of indigenous rights within
 state systems that have thus far failed to satisfactorily
 incorporate those rights. With over three decades of lead
 ership and negotiation experience behind him, Nelson
 Keitlah articulated this situation well:

 .. .what has not been defined by courts is Aboriginal
 rights, what it really means. And every decision that's
 been made, even if we've lost or if we've won, the judge

 has said, go and negotiate, that's what each one has said.

 So, that's something that we see, that [the IMA] was
 there doing exactly that.

 The issue of explicitly defining or clarifying the meaning
 of indigenous rights is often the crux of the impasse in
 advancing indigenous claims to rights within state sys
 tems, Canada being no exception (Asch 1993; Kulchyski
 1994). This frustrates Aboriginal peoples, Nuu-chah-nulth
 among them. In light of this, Keitlah points out one of the
 most intriguing possibilities that co-management arrange
 ments present regarding indigenous rights. Though Cana
 dian courts and governments have demonstrated a reluc
 tance to develop clear and detailed definitions concerning
 the substance of Aboriginal rights, the IMA has provided
 a vehicle for the negotiation of Aboriginal rights in what
 amounts to a vacuum of legal and political will concerning
 the issue.

 When asked to describe some of the key issues con
 cerning their Aboriginal rights, Nuu-chah-nulth state
 ments revealed an additional dimension of significance to
 analyses of co-management. Consider Larry Baird's
 answer:

 .. .we had certain rights and when we fished, we exer
 cised our rights... .If I want to go fishing, I'll go fishing.

 It's not a privilege...it's a right...I don't have to have
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 a license.. .1 want to go out and utilize the resource, then

 I just go and do it....[In] Ucluelet where I grew up.. .we
 would just go and dig clams in the harbour or take
 crabs.. ..So anywhere we went, we'd just hunt and fish
 at our leisure, because it's my right to do it.. ..It comes
 from our teachings, from our elders, from our Chiefs.
 They did that, they were taught that, and it's.. .handed
 down. Your rights. And then we got caught up in all this
 bureaucratic, "you've got to have a license"?well, that's

 somebody else's colonialist imposition of privilege or
 licensing schemes...on us.

 Similarly, Stephen Charleson said of Nuu-chah-nulth
 rights: "Our rights have been eroded, all of those, fishing,
 hunting, and all of those things... .The way it's been is we
 haven't had any rights to do anything, to say anything like
 that before, but now [under the IMA] we have the right."
 Here, Baird and Charleson speak of their Aboriginal
 rights as Nuu-chah-nulth typically do: it is often in a con

 text of activity, signalling the notion of rights being things

 you do as well as things you have. Enjoying them includes
 not only having them recognised, but being able to engage
 those rights in their daily activities. The clarification of
 rights is one step closer to the ultimate goal of practising
 them, of realizing them as pragmatic experiences that
 produce tangible results. Participation on the CRB moves
 the issue of rights beyond legal or legislative definition,
 allowing Nuu-chah-nulth to begin to exercise those rights
 constrained for decades by governments' paternalistic
 policies and their tacit political and economic complicity
 with forestry industry's aggressive pattern of extraction
 on traditional territories.

 This point is further clarified when Nuu-chah-nulth

 make a connection between the recognition, protection
 and exercising of their rights and the exercise of power
 over their territories and resource activities that par
 ticipation on the CRB makes possible. Francis Frank
 explained: "Regarding [Nuu-chah-nulth] rights with
 respect to resources.. .the Agreement provides, through
 our involvement in the management board, the ability to
 protect resources that are under negotiation at the treaty
 table." Like other Nuu-chah-nulth, Frank connects this
 "protection" of resource-based rights to CRB member
 ship, which allows Nuu-chah-nulth participants to "have
 a direct say over all our traditional territories." He went

 on to describe how this "direct say" mechanism of the
 CRB results from a combination of "equal representa
 tion, the co-chair, and veto power." Together these pro
 vide a marked increase in the level of "influence"
 accorded Nuu-chah-nulth vis-a-vis the provincial gov
 ernment, and represent the "greatest significance" of the
 IMA.

 Such determinative decision-making allows Nuu-chah
 nulth to exercise their rights to manage and protect
 resources within their traditional territories, once the
 exclusive role of the Ha-wiih. Ha-wiih Bert Mack
 asserted that the CRB initiated a significant improve
 ment in the level of his inclusion in decisions that affect his
 territories:

 If anyone wants do business.. .they'll come and see me
 first before they make the move. In fact, the govern
 ment will tell them to come and see me!...And some

 times I disagree with what these parties are coming in
 with. To me, it could be dangerous for our people, espe
 cially once the treaty is signed and we have our land
 selections....

 This is a good example of how the decision-making role of
 the CRB expanded the opportunity for Nuu-chah-nulth to
 exercise their right self-determination, which is typically
 defined by Nuu-chah-nulth as having the authority to
 themselves decide on issues that affect their communities
 and territories (Goetze 1998).

 The point here is that Aboriginal peoples need not nec
 essarily wait for definition of the rights in order for rights
 to be enjoyed or exercised. Rights can be practised with
 out being identified and defined by the state. Negotiating
 a context of empowered co-management facilitates this
 process. Moreover, practising rights in the absence of a
 state-sanctioned or state-initiated definition may be more
 useful for First Nations. Kulchyski warns against over
 emphasizing the importance of state-sanctioned definitions

 of Aboriginal rights, lest it allow the state to "confine, con
 strain, demarcate, and delimit those rights [as] part of the

 process of confining, constraining, demarcating and delim

 iting Aboriginal peoples" (1994: 4). Aboriginal rights
 should be "a [fluid] line of negotiation" between indigenous
 peoples and the state (1994: 19). The focus should be on

 gaining the means to practice those rights, rather than on
 conceptualizing them, or fixing them in text. Co-man
 agement under the IMA has created a context of power
 sharing and negotiation that facilitates the capacity of
 Nuu-chah-nulth to exercise many of their rights with
 reduced interference, yet without the political upheaval of

 constitutional revision or the limitations of explicit legal
 definition. As such, empowered co-management has
 allowed Nuu-chah-nulth to advance some of their key
 aspirations regarding their Aboriginal rights within the
 Canadian state system.

 Still discussing rights-based benefits of IMA co-man

 agement, some Nuu-chah-nulth emphasized the impor
 tance of having rights standards formulated by indigenous
 peoples in the international arena exercised at the local
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 level. For instance, Francis Frank remarked that such
 standards were of little use "unless they can be applied on
 the ground." In considering the means of mobilizing inter
 national indigenous rights conventions he considers it
 important to ask, "do they involve First Nations?" and to
 ensure that "governments do something about it and put
 it into action and have something, some implementation
 plan, in place that actually gives effect to that."

 Similar to the challenge of locally mobilizing national
 recognition of indigenous rights, one of the key difficulties

 of international rights declarations exists in engaging
 those rights on the ground. Many activists and scholars
 question the utility of international endorsement of rights
 standards as "the machinery for their protection in most
 cases remains embryonic, or there are still important
 areas of uncertainty about the [mechanism for the] appli
 cation of those rights" (Crawford 1988: 162). Such con
 cerns are certainly well-placed when considering the util
 ity of the UN Draft Declaration on Indigenous Rights,

 which documents "indigenous views on indigenous rights"
 (UN 1993). Though the Draft Declaration outlines a set
 of guiding principles for meeting such demands within
 encapsulating states, as Anaya observes, "it is one thing
 for international law to incorporate norms concerning
 indigenous peoples; it is quite another thing for the norms
 to take effect in the actual lives of people" (1996: 127);
 there is a need to identify pragmatic mechanisms that
 would allow for the effective transposition of interna
 tionally formulated indigenous rights discourse to locally
 engaged rights in practice. Larry Baird suggested oppor
 tunities for Aboriginal action:

 It's all part of this whole mosaic of rights, self-deter
 mination, self-governance. If it's recognized there [at
 the international level], then we better grasp onto it and

 start pulling some of that down here so it meshes with
 what we're trying to achieve here because somebody
 else had recognized it up there! Pull it together and the
 more we do that...the more we put into it, the better
 we're going to be in terms of being able to get to this
 nationhood we talk about.

 Baird's comments reflect the thoughts of many Nuu
 chah-nulth, who recognize the importance of locally mobi
 lizing international standards for the protection of indige
 nous rights, which, in turn, is a means to buttressing
 Aboriginal claims in Canada.

 The unique shared decision-making forum created
 by the IMA serves to illustrate how this model of co-man
 agement translates several specific elements of the Draft
 Declaration on Indigenous Rights into action in Clay
 oquot Sound. Three articles of the Draft Declaration are

 particularly relevant here. Article 19 states that indige
 nous peoples have the right to participate at all levels of
 decision-making in instances where their interests may be
 affected. Indigenous peoples' right to own, develop, con
 trol and use their traditional lands and resources is noted

 in Article 26. Finally, Article 30 asserts the right of indige
 nous peoples to prioritize usages of their territories, and
 to require all activities on those territories have their
 free and informed consent prior to state approval (UN
 1993).

 By sharing determinative authority with Nuu-chah
 nulth in the decision-making process (Article 19) regard
 ing resource-related activities on their traditional terri
 tories (Articles 26 and 30), the CRB allows Nuu-chah-nulth
 to exercise many of the rights set out in these articles.27
 This is the case despite the fact that the Canadian gov
 ernment?as others?has not formally endorsed the UN

 Draft Declaration, and it has yet to co-operatively nego
 tiate an effective response to Aboriginal rights claims

 within Canada. Transposing international indigenous
 rights standards into locally realized actions in the daily
 lives of individuals is, therefore, another way co-man
 agement might contribute to pragmatically advancing
 indigenous claims within encapsulating state systems.

 Berkes, George and Preston make reference to the
 important connection between indigenous rights claims
 and co-management processes, noting, "the issue of co
 management is...one of the more tangible aspects of
 [indigenous] sovereignty" (1991:17). Nuu-chah-nulth com

 ments suggest that, for them, IMA co-management is a
 means to addressing some of their key rights claims,
 thereby forwarding their aspirations of greater sover
 eignty within the Canadian state system. Further deep
 ening the analysis of the Clayoquot model reveals that
 when the government shares substantive decision-making
 authority with Aboriginal partners in matters involving
 their traditional territories, their ability to exercise their
 rights to lands, resources and self-determination is
 enhanced.

 The Road Ahead...
 The aim of this paper has been to present Nuu-chah
 nulth thoughts on co-management in Clayoquot Sound and
 to demonstrate how such insightful reflections prompted
 deeper analyses of the socio-political significance of co
 management when it creates conditions in which indige
 nous participants can effectively exercise authority over
 their traditional territories and resources. Throughout
 the research process, Nuu-chah-nulth comments on their
 experience with co-management consistently pointed to
 the ways in which the IMA model of co-management has
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 allowed them to move forward with their aspirations for
 systemic change in the form of broad power-sharing rela
 tionships with the Canadian state and engaging their
 inherent rights within their traditional territories. This
 suggests that, over the long term, an empowered co-man
 agement process provides a positive and viable context
 within which to implement treaties or other negotiated
 agreements addressing broader issues of sovereignty
 within encapsulating states.

 One of the key advantages of co-management regimes
 is that, since they do not require the explicit definition of

 rights, or any legal transfer of jurisdiction, governments
 are often less averse to negotiating these agreements.

 Where there is a recognized and urgent crisis that requires
 addressing, they will usually do so with relatively little
 delay. Moreover, besides being pragmatic initiatives for
 shared resource management, co-management arrange

 ments can provide indigenous peoples the opportunity to
 exercise more power, to engage their rights and to improve

 circumstances immediately, rather than awaiting govern
 ment action or the outcome of lengthy land claims
 processes.

 Of course, co-management is also limited, regardless
 of the degree of power-sharing, to control over resources,

 and does not address other goals important to Aboriginal
 peoples related to education, healthcare and justice. As in
 the case of Clayoquot Sound, developments in other
 regions may prove that co-management involving sub
 stantive power-sharing may only be negotiated as a result
 of extreme political duress. Despite the fact that this suc
 cessful precedent has been set, or because of it, the provin
 cial government has been reluctant to negotiate another
 interim measures with an empowered co-management
 board like the CRB. Another issue is whether the Province

 would allow the CRB to continue under a treaty, where the
 Board's decisions would gain formal statutory authority
 and hence, greater power.

 In this paper I have attempted to engage Nuu-chah
 nulth suggestions concerning the significance of co-man
 agement beyond its managerial benefits and its potential
 entrapments, and their insistence that provisions for sub
 stantive power-sharing make several socio-political ben
 efits possible. The Clayoquot model clearly demonstrates
 that co-management of natural resources may also serve

 as an institutional and processual means to forwarding
 indigenous aspirations that demand augmented levels of
 decision-making authority over their communities and
 traditional territories within encapsulating settler states.
 Serious consideration needs to be given by researchers to
 pursuing these ideas by analyzing how co-management
 initiatives that expand indigenous access to decision-mak

 ing in law and practice embody and further enhance wider

 political processes, for example power-sharing and confi
 dence-building between indigenous peoples and the state.
 As Nuu-chah-nulth themselves describe, such forms of co
 management represent a significant change in relations
 with the state and settler society:

 I think it's?I wouldn't say the total?respect the gov
 ernment has for our First Nations. But there is a

 change in their attitude. I think that's the biggest dif
 ference since the IMA....To me, it means the govern

 ment has looked at us in a different light, in a different

 way now, in a way that they're not opposed to every
 move we make, which was happening. It's become eas
 ier with this Agreement, and I think it's actually spread
 all over to the other Nations. It's not only the Central
 Region, it's beyond that now.. ..I think that that was the

 influence we wanted with the governments. Not the
 influence, but to let them know that we are here and we

 want to be part of the peoples of the country. That's it.
 ? Ha-wiih Bert Mack

 Basically, the IMA is a political agreement. It is a tool
 to force the Province [of British Columbia] into finally
 looking at First Nations in a serious way. And that's
 something that the courts have not been able to do. So,

 it's still flagged as something totally extraordinary in
 the world of First Nations, this Interim Measures
 [Agreement] that the Central Region Chiefs have today
 in their hands. And by appearances.. .it may be a model

 that is going to be considered to be something of great

 significance to both worlds, of non-Aboriginal people
 and Aboriginal people living side by side.

 ? Ha-wiih Nelson Keitlah

 Tara C. Goetze, Department of Anthropology, McMaster Uni
 versity, Hamilton, Ontario, L8S 1+L9, Canada. E-mail:
 tcgoetze@mac. com
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 Notes
 1 Finding for this research was provided by The Institute for

 the Study of Man, New York City, Ruth Landes Field
 Research Award. An earlier version of this article was given
 as an initial report of research findings at the 1998 Con
 ference of the International Association for the Study of
 Common Property.

 2 Excerpts are direct quotations from interviews I conducted
 while in Clayoquot Sound in 1997.

 3 This research is based on three months of fieldwork con
 ducted in 1997 for a Masters Thesis (Goetze 1998). Most of
 my efforts were directed toward organizing and conducting
 27 semi-structured interviews (averaging 90 minutes) with
 Nuu-chah-nulth co-managers, leaders and community mem
 bers; observing Board meetings; and attending numerous
 Nuu-chah-nulth and local community events where discus
 sions concerning the co-management agreement often took
 place. I found additional information on Clayoquot Sound,
 the co-management agreement and Nuu-chah-nulth views
 in archival sources, including the Nuu-chah-nulth newspa
 per, Board minutes and newsletters, Nuu-chah-nulth Tribal
 Council documents and provincial government documents.

 4 The Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations (formerly called the
 "Nootka") include 14 nations living along the west coast of
 Vancouver Island just off the mainland coast of Canada's
 western-most province, British Columbia. Clayoquot Sound
 is located midway along the west coast of Vancouver Island
 and is home to some of the largest remaining stands of old
 growth temperate rainforest in the world. The Nuu-chah
 nulth Tribal Council represents these nations, which are
 divided into three regional groups according to their loca
 tion along the coast: Southern Region, Central Region and
 Northern Region. Clayoquot Sound lies among the tradi
 tional territories of the Central Region Nuu-chah-nulth,
 which is comprised of five First Nations: Tla-o-qui-aht,
 Ahousaht, Hesquiaht, Ucluelet and Toquaht. In this article,
 use of'Nuu-chah-nulth' refers to the Central Region Nuu
 chah-nulth who are the signatories of the IMA Together, the
 Central Region Nuu-chah-nulth represent over 4 000 peo
 ple, just over half of the population of the Sound.

 5 In this context, I use "effective"' to suggest the timely
 implementation of co-management measures as well as the
 ability to meet Aboriginal participants' demands for deter
 minative decision-making authority over traditional terri
 tories (see Goetze 1998).

 6 In the context of this paper the term "negotiator" is used
 to identify members of the five Central Region Nuu-chah
 nulth First Nations who participated in the extensive
 process of negotiating the IMA in 1993-94.

 7 In Canada, the term Aboriginal peoples includes First
 Nations ("Indians"), Inuit and Metis peoples.

 8 Suggestions included devolution of authority (Usher 1986),
 decentralizing control over the resource base (M'Gonigle
 1988) and self-management (Berkes, George and Preston
 1991) for indigenous participants.

 9 Like other Aboriginal peoples in Canada under the Indian
 Act legislation, the Nuu-chah-nulth have an elected sys
 tem of leadership, which while functional, has not replaced
 the traditional form of Ha-wiih (Hereditary Chief) leader
 ship. Under the Ha-wiih system, future Chiefs undergo

 years of training in order to acquire the skills necessary to
 manage the lands and resources for which they are respon
 sible for the present and future benefit of their tribes. In
 recent years, Nuu-chah-nulth have worked to increase the
 recognition and governing role of the Ha-wiih system both
 within their own communities and in dealings with Canadian
 governments.

 10 The "managerial challenges" typical in implementing co
 management practices include, but are not limited to: ensur
 ing compliance with and enforcement of regulations; man
 aging stakeholder access to resources (usually through a
 system of use zones); monitoring ecosystem health; and
 establishing harvest quotas (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2000;
 Kanton et al. 1997)

 11 Pronounced he-shook-is/i-sha-walk and h&-hool-thee.
 12 In British Columbia, interim measures agreements are

 designed to protect First Nations' resource interests while
 their land claim treaty is negotiated. Following the recom

 mendation of the BC Treaty Commission to negotiate such
 agreements in cases of conflict over claimed territories and
 their resources, the aim is to allow resource activities to con

 tinue, albeit in a restricted manner. Prior to this, only court
 injunctions would serve the purpose of protecting these
 indigenous interests by halting resource-related activities
 in the disputed area, a costly avenue for all parties involved.

 13 These initiatives included the Forest Practices Code Act, the
 Forest Renewal Act, the Environmental Assessment Act,
 the Sustainability Act, and the Protected Areas Strategy.
 Successfully implementing and enforcing them remains a
 challenge.

 14 At the time, MacMillan Bloedel held Tree Farm Licence 44,
 an area of tenure that included parts of Clayoquot Sound.

 15 The Interim Measures Extension Agreement (IMEA)
 renewed the provisions of the IMA for another three years
 in March 1996. It was subsequently renewed again in 1999.
 It will expire in Mrch 2oo6, or with the completion of a land
 claims treaty between the Nuu-chah-nulth and Canadian
 governments, whichever occurs first.

 16 Ocean fisheries are the jurisdiction of the federal Depart
 ment of Oceans and Fisheries. Since IMA negotiations were
 strictly bilateral, between the Government of British
 Columbia and Central Region Nuu-chah-nulth, fisheries
 such as the salmon fishery could not be included in the

 mandate of the CRB. However, the IMA does cover fore
 shore fisheries such as aquaculture, and the harvesting of

 marine resources such as oysters and clams.
 17 The provincial representatives on the CRB are, in fact, all

 local people, who represent the local villages of Tofino,
 Ucluelet and the town of Port Alberni, as well as local envi
 ronmental interests, loggers and tourism businesses.

 18 This is not to say, of course, that implementation occurs
 smoothly and without delay. A key challenge that Clay
 oquot co-management faces is bureaucratic resistance to its
 decision-making powers which manifests itself largely
 through foot-dragging and "misplacing" of Board queries
 regarding land use proposals meant to inform its decisions
 (see Goetze 1998).

 19 Culturally Modified Trees (CMTs) are defined in the IMA
 as "any tree or portion of a tree from which Aboriginal peo
 ples in the exercise of an Aboriginal right have used bark
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 or wood for traditional, sustenance, ceremonial, or trans
 portation purposes."

 20 For instance, in 1995, a referral involving the amendment
 of a company's lease agreement was refused, citing the
 need for further consultations with Nuu-chah-nulth and
 local residents. In 1996, an application to build a boat dock
 on Flores Island was rejected by the Board.

 21 Such values would include the spiritual, medicinal and sub
 sistence usages of forest resources by Nuu-chah-nulth. It
 also includes recreational and educational activities pur
 sued by Nuu-chah-nulth and non-Natives alike.

 22 In the absence of a lengthy historical review of the inequal
 ity that Aboriginal peoples in Canada have endured and con
 tinue to struggle against, the neo-colonial relationship
 between Aboriginal peoples and governments in Canada
 may instead be summarized through three periods in his
 tory. From Confederation to the Second World War, assim
 ilationist strategies relied mainly on the tactics of segrega
 tion, wardship and protection. After the war, policies
 focussed on integrating Aboriginal peoples into the Cana
 dian social and political landscape as "equal" citizens absent
 of any "special" inherent rights. Since the mid-1970s, gov
 ernments' focus has been on limiting Aboriginal autonomy
 via the restriction of devolved or inherent decision-making
 authority within the Canadian state system (Fleras and
 Elliott 1992:10).

 23 A "crisis of confidence" refers to the fundamental mistrust

 underlying the perception of parties to a negotiation process
 about their motives and objectives in those negotiations
 (Goetze 1984). These misperceptions can be based on ideo
 logical, cultural or political differences or simply on the
 belief by either party that the other side wants to secure
 their objectives without seeking an outcome that would be
 acceptable to all (Goetze 1997).

 24 Confidence-building is associated with a process of trans
 formation which facilitates a "shift in the way leaders and
 publics think about potential adversaries and the sorts of
 threats that they pose" (Richter 1994: 80). This process is
 important not just for how it acts to correct suspicions or

 misperceptions, but how it affects the actions, decisions
 and behaviour of actors controlling policy.

 25 According to several Nuu-chah-nulth informants, the review
 of proposed cutblocks by the CRB is considered an impor
 tant way of protecting culturally significant Aboriginal
 rights, for CMTs form an important source of traditional
 heritage and knowledge for Nuu-chah-nulth. The same
 could be said for the protection of Aboriginal heritage sites
 throughout the Sound, including burial and historic sites as
 well as physical artifacts found in the area.

 26 Both BC and Canada have fiduciary obligations (i.e., a trust
 like legal duty) that require them to consult with and meet
 the concerns of Aboriginal people whenever possible.

 27 Nuu-chah-nulth may not own their lands, but participation
 on the CRB allows them to control activities on their tra

 ditional territories. While they do not participate at all lev
 els of decision-making, the veto provision of the IMA does
 afford them the capacity in practice to block land-use deci
 sions made elsewhere which may adversely affect their
 future resource interests or territories.
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 Re-cognizing Co-management as Co-governance:
 Visions and Histories of Conservation at James Bay

 Harvey A. Feit McMaster University

 Abstract: James Bay Cree "hunting leaders" claim extensive
 authority over their hunting territories, including authority to
 control non-Native activities on them. They are encouraged by
 recalling that their authority has been recognized repeatedly by
 government officials over decades. I show that beaver conser
 vation and co-management included repeated acknowledgments
 that nation state and Cree governing practices co-existed and
 were necessary to each other. I examine how recognition of co
 governance can be an "effect" of co-management. But co-gov
 ernance is a governmentality whose logic is outside the claims
 of nation states to exclusive sovereignty, and therefore its prac
 tice is acknowledged ambiguously and inconsistently.

 Keywords: co-management, governance, governmentality,
 conservation, James Bay Crees, nation states

 Resume: ?Les maitres de chasse? cris de la Baie James
 revendiquent une autorite elargie sur leurs territoires de chasse,
 y compris l'autorite pour controler les activite non-autochtones
 sur ceux-ci. Ils s'enhardissent en rappelant le fait que leur auto
 rite a ete reconnue a de nombreuses reprises par les represen
 tants du gouvernement, et ce, depuis plusieurs decennies. Je
 montre que la conservation et la cogestion des castors ont ete
 accompagnees d'une reconnaissance reiteree du fait que les
 pratiques de gouvernance de l'Etat-nation et celles des Cris
 coexistent et sont interdependantes. J'examine comment la
 reconnaissance de la co-gouvernance peut etre un ?effet? de la
 cogestion. Toutefois, la co-gouvernance est une gouvernemen
 talite dont la logique se situe hors des pretentions des Etats
 nations a la souverainete exclusive, aussi la pratique de la co
 gouvernance n'est-elle reconnue que de fagon ambigue et
 contradictoire.

 Mots-cles: cogestion, gouvernance, gouvernementalite,
 conservation, Cris de la Baie James, etats-nations

 Remembering and Listening

 As Ndoho Ouchimau I [Charlie Etapp] have full
 authority over my hunting territory and I am recog
 nized by the community as having it. This authority
 allows me to grant access, assure guidance or refuse
 access to my Ndoho Istchee [hunting territory] to other

 Crees and to other Native persons. I especially try to
 grant access and provide guidance for others who are
 in need. I should also be able to exercise this authority

 with non-Native users, but they do not understand my
 role....

 The logging companies have built roads in my hunt
 ing territory which allowed forestry operations and a
 lot of sport hunting and fishing by non-Natives. Because

 of this the number of animals has been greatly reduced.

 I am trying to protect the wildlife from over hunting.
 The government, the companies and the non-Natives
 don't listen to me....We owned, controlled and man
 aged our land....All forestry operations are in com
 plete disrespect of my authority over Ndoho Istchee...

 I told representatives of the Quebec Government in
 meetings, when they were planning to cut about 15
 years ago, not to cut in certain areas, particularly moose
 yards. They ignored my authority as Ndoho Ouchi
 mau. I even produced maps of these special areas for
 better understanding. These efforts have proven use
 less. They have allowed the forest cutting to take place
 in all the areas I asked them to preserve. When logging
 first came to my land I understood that the government
 and the forestry companies would respect my way of life

 while they carried out their forestry activities. This
 has not happened....

 As manager of my hunting territory and as guardian
 for future generations, I believe that it is time for all

 forestry activities, wherever they may take place, to
 stop in my territory....

 I understand that the forestry workers presently
 working in my hunting territory need to work for their

 families. Presently only their rights and interests are
 being looked after. I would prefer not to affect the basic
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 needs of the forestry workers' families, especially their
 children, but the forestry operations in my hunting
 territory have gone too far. My traditional way of life

 has been seriously harmed and is not respected.
 ? Charlie Etapp, of Mistissini, Quebec.

 Affidavit, July 7,1999, translated by
 Charlie Mianscum, brackets mine.

 About 45 years ago a representative of the Depart
 ment of Indian Affairs visited Simon [Matabie] and me
 [Charlie Coon Blacksmith] and confirmed that we were

 Ndoho Ouchimauch of this territory.1
 I have never consented to any [forestry] cutting on

 my land. I did hear that they were coming into my land
 from our Band council but I have had no word on where

 or how they cut. This is not right. As Ndoho Ouchimau
 I am responsible for the land.

 ?Charlie Coon Blacksmith, of Mistissini, Quebec
 Affidavit, July 7,1999, translated by

 Charlie Mianscum, brackets mine.

 I remember so many years ago when Indian Affairs
 [agents] came to draw boundary lines [of the traplines
 for the Beaver Reserves, see below]. Allen [her hus
 band] was already the tallyman [an Ndoho Ouchimau].
 They gave him a badge to show he was a game warden.
 I still have that badge and carry it with me...."
 ?Christine [Jolly] Saganash, of Waswanipi, Quebec,

 Affidavit, July 22,1999, translated by
 Johnny Cooper, brackets mine.

 When lawyers for the Grand Council of the Crees (Eeyou Istchee) went to northern Quebec in 1999 to
 collect affidavits from the Ndoho Ouchimauch, the "hunt

 ing leaders" of the Cree hunting territories, for a court
 case against commercial logging operations the latter
 explained eloquently why, after many years of trying to

 work with governments on conservation and proper use
 of the forests of the region, they had to oppose the destruc
 tive and insufficiently regulated practices of the forestry
 companies and governments.2 They also recalled that the
 governments had in the past recognized their authority
 over the land, and that memory supported their demand
 that their authority needed to be respected now.

 What the Ndoho Ouchimauch said has some links to

 the findings of recent scholarly research on resource use
 and conservation, but it also suggests a need to extend
 those findings. Recent analysis on the political contexts,
 histories and effects of conservation and co-management

 give a sense of the connections of conservation to gover
 nance. These studies show that conservation, and related
 forms of co-management, like development (Ferguson
 1990), may be means of extending the capacity of a nation

 state to govern lands and peoples. Nancy Lee Peluso
 shows how creating programs for conservation can
 emphasize formal, state planned resource management,

 while devaluing local conservation capacities and institu
 tions (1993: 214). She shows how conservation ideology

 was used by some nation states to justify coercion against
 local populations, and how international conservation
 agencies frequently funded para-military conservation
 corps and their technologies, thereby facilitating state
 institution building, enhancing capacities for social control

 and strengthening the state in conflicts with groups that
 contested state authority (Peluso 1993:199-200). As with
 development, she shows that the tools provided through
 conservation projects are especially useful means of legit
 imating and implementing government coercive responses
 because they are presented as apolitical actions (1993:
 202). Even in states or regions where the use of weapons
 is more restricted, an organized cadre of conservation
 officers can still serve the state by expanding ongoing
 surveillance and communication functions within a region
 (1993:213-214). Recent studies by Roderick E Neumann
 show that where the coercive conservation rhetoric is

 avoided or dropped, and more "community" oriented
 approaches replace them in international conservation
 organizations and in governments, conservation meas
 ures still may be inherently violent or conducive to violence

 in practice (Neumann 2001: 306,325-326).
 Neumann goes on to suggest that some of the new

 "community friendly" forms of conservation and "co-man

 agement" are closely linked to disciplinary forms of power
 (Ferguson 1990; Foucault 1981, 1991). For example, in

 Tanzania where he did his research, villager space is
 restructured into conservation areas by community-based
 conservation programs. Within these areas village activ
 ities are limited, and villagers "voluntarily" agree to self
 police, in exchange for a limited and jointly "planned"
 and secured access to wildlife resources of the areas from

 which the state had recently sought to exclude them.
 Thus conservation projects may institute practices con
 sistent with state needs, extend resource controls con
 sistent with state practices into areas previously unsuc
 cessfully managed by the state, and in the process
 internalize forms of self-surveillance and a new con
 sciousness about wildlife (2001: 325-327). Similar effects
 are cited in northern Canada by Nadasdy (2003, and this
 issue).

 However, Neumann also notes that this pattern of
 disciplinary control may not be common to all groups
 adjacent to parks and conservation areas in Tanzania
 (2000:131). History and political experience are important
 factors in shaping responses and consequences. For exam
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 pie, in communities that have a recent involvement with
 more active pastoral lands rights movements he expects
 the transformations brought about by community friendly

 conservation projects will be more systematically con
 tested, and the outcomes will be less easily anticipated.

 Such contested co-management processes have been
 studied particularly in relation to public participation in
 forestry and natural resource decision-making in Canada
 (Feit and Beaulieu 2001; Nixon 1993; Richardson, Sher

 man and Gismondi 1993). These cases show how impact
 review processes and co-management institutions can
 channel the demands of groups affected by resource devel

 opments into specific forms of participation in managerial
 decision-making on terms initially set by governments
 and often formulated in terms of science and expertise.
 Thus co-management can direct increasingly vocal
 demands for more consideration of a diversity of interests
 and values in the use of natural resources into co-man

 agement boards, public hearings and negotiations, where
 public groups are often put into the position of being
 called both self-interested and lacking in expertise. Par
 ticipation in a system controlled by professional man
 agement cadres of governments and corporations is legit
 imated as co-operation for the sake of the resources, and
 as a means to reach effective solutions among the com
 peting economic and environmental interests of "stake
 holders," who have interests but not rights. Within these
 frameworks public involvement is also constrained by
 limited political, legal and monetary resources.

 Nevertheless, these studies also show that participa
 tion does not necessarily signal co-optation, and often
 contestation by consulted groups emerges in and then
 expands beyond the context of the participatory regimes.
 In some cases the terms initially set by governments
 have been contested and changed, alliances of affected
 groups have been built, and struggles continue albeit
 often with a mix of victories and setbacks (Richardson,
 Sherman, Gismondi 1993). These counter-hegemonic out
 comes cannot be dismissed, nor can the achievement of
 changes to development plans which make a difference in
 people's lives, even where the developments are not
 stopped. Thus co-management is both a means of subor
 dination and a tool used to contest government and cor
 porate resource use plans by those in subordinated posi
 tions, with diverse effects. New consciousnesses and
 subject positions do develop, including those that limit
 forms of contestation, but they are not entirely shaped
 within state-dominated scenarios.

 These latter research findings, specifically that the
 effects of co-management may be diverse, point to some
 of the insights that the statements of Cree Ndoho Ouch

 imauch highlight. The hunting leaders were not only
 actively opposing forestry developments, and seeking
 participation in decision-making, but they were also call
 ing on governments to recognize a Cree system of gov
 ernance. Farther, they said that such Cree governance had
 been recognized by governments in the past and that
 such joint recognition should continue to be the basis on

 which the use of the lands and forests of the region is now

 decided. This does not suggest extensive disciplinary con
 trol, co-optation, or passive recognition of state claims to
 governance.

 When I read these statements by Ndoho Ouchimauch
 and their families they echoed ones I have heard from
 other Crees over the course of more than three decades

 of periodic field research. But they also recalled my own
 initial surprise and slight discomfort at these types of
 statements. I was familiar with Cree claims to rights over
 their lands, and I had supported gaining recognition for
 those rights. But the view that these rights had been rec
 ognized over the course of decades by governments and
 non-Natives seemed likely to be the result of inter-cultural

 "miscommunications" rather than proper acknowledg
 ments. It was true that there had been key historical
 practices and legal documents in the colonial period in
 North America, like the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and
 the 19th century treaties, that recognized Aboriginal
 rights, but Crees were talking about much more recent,
 recurrent and ordinary events. They were talking about
 what the Canadian and Quebec governments had done
 within their life times. What they recalled might be
 described as the everyday events that signify governance
 arrangements, not the jurisprudence or the political his
 tories and ideologies of the state. While it was clear that
 the Cree hunting families which made these statements
 lived by them to the fullest extent that they could, I had
 never examined whether governments made statements
 and acted in ways that recognized Cree governance.
 Because it seemed "implausible," I never fully inquired
 whether governments had co-operated with the existing
 Cree governance of the region. In this paper I begin to
 look at these questions.

 The questions have also become more urgent as Cree
 organizations and leaders have themselves been empha
 sizing their right of self-governance, and citing the recog
 nitions they have of it in Cree law, in international law and

 in Canadian jurisprudence (Awashish 2002, 2005; Grand
 Council of the Crees [GCC] 2004: 13-15). This has been
 stimulated both by a growing sense of the need to for

 malize some aspects of "Cree governance" as Cree social
 relations become more complex and diverse, and also by
 the continuing struggles of Crees to define their place in
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 relation to Quebec and Canada, in part through their
 campaigns against hydro-electric development and against
 their assumed incorporation into Quebec, should it sepa
 rate from Canada (GCC1998). These developments open
 the taken for granted understandings of what is "gover
 nance" and "sovereignty" for re-examination (see
 Awashish 2002; Blaser, Feit and McRae 2004; GCC 1998).

 In this paper I suggest that it is important to extend
 analyses of co-management to include issues and possi
 bilities of co-governance. My exploration focusses on a his
 torical study of the setting up of the beaver reserves in
 northern Quebec, which occurred within the lifetimes of
 some of the Crees quoted at the beginning of this article.

 Incomplete Sovereignty as Context: The
 Canadian State and "Indian" Lands
 The rights and sovereignty of the Canadian state to gov
 ern the lands and people that were to become Canadian
 were and are both complicated and incomplete, largely but
 not solely because of the unsettled rights of Indigenous
 peoples on these lands.3 As a result, use and manage
 ment of lands and resources and the conservation and co

 management of wildlife have repeatedly been at the cen
 tre of the processes of formation of the Canadian state,
 and of the processes of dispossession of Indigenous peo
 ples.

 Canadian rights to the lands draining into James and
 Hudson's Bays were acquired in 1869 by purchase from
 the Hudson's Bay Company (HBC), which had been given
 rights to trade and govern the region under a British
 royal charter granted some 200 years previous. In 1898,
 when the lands of the southern portion of the eastern
 drainage of James Bay were transferred to Quebec with
 respect to provincial powers under the Canadian consti
 tution of 1867, it was intended that Quebec would deal with

 Indigenous rights to these lands as Canada had done as
 it expanded west. That is to say, it too would make treaties
 that in the governments' views both recognized some
 Indigenous rights within Canada while seeking Indige
 nous acquiescence to the rights claimed by the state. It did
 not matter that Indigenous peoples understood these
 treaties quite differently, and they did not generally acqui
 esce to government reinterpretations (see Asch 1997).
 But when Quebec did not seek a treaty on the lands trans
 ferred in 1898, an explicit obligation to do so was written
 into the 1912 legislation transferring the more northerly
 portions of the eastern James and Hudson's Bay
 drainages to Quebec. These obligations remained unad
 dressed by Quebec until the Crees took the province to
 court over hydro-electric development plans in the 1970s.

 Whether the obligations have been fully met by the James
 Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement (JBNQA) of 1975,
 which was signed in response to an initial court victory in
 favour of Cree rights, is still contested today. The issues
 are not solely legal, but also ones of effective control and
 of autonomous Indigenous societies and governance.

 Starting in the 1890s Quebec passed a series of hunt
 ing laws applying to all its lands. These laws initially
 banned all beaver hunting, and later sought to regulate
 beaver hunting by season and region. The government
 made informal provisions for special permits for "Indians
 in need" to hunt.4 Beaver was a main subsistence staple
 of many Indigenous peoples in the northern portions of the
 province and an important pelt in the fur trade, and there

 fore also an important source of cash incomes for Indige
 nous people. There were a variety of views in govern
 ments and the public about whether hunting laws applied
 to "Indians," whether Aboriginal Peoples had special
 rights, whether they had their own law, and whether the
 new game conservation laws were intended to be, or could
 be, enforced for Indians.

 The HBC, which was quick to see the implications of
 the ban on hunting beaver for its fur trade, expressed
 some of the understandings about Indian rights that were
 common at the time among those who were familiar with
 northern Indian peoples when it wrote the federal Deputy
 Superintendent General of Indian Affairs to ask whether
 the acts by Quebec were legal,5 and later when it argued:

 The proposition to grant licenses to certain Indians is
 a good one so far as it goes, but to endeavour to select
 cases of those who require to hunt Beaver as a means
 of subsistence would be an impossibility. As you are
 aware, the Indian regards his right to hunt as one
 which cannot be taken from him, and he will therefore,
 with Permit or no, take Beaver if he considers it at all

 necessary....6

 In another submission the HBC highlighted Indige
 nous rights to lands not just to hunting, "in any case it
 would be difficult if not quite impossible to prevent the
 Indians from taking Beaver in hunting grounds which
 they not unnaturally look upon as their own.. .."7

 Thus, in asserting its own interests as a fur trader the
 HBC, former government of these lands, cited a widely
 held recognition among non-Natives that Indian peoples
 considered that they had an inalienable right to hunt on
 these lands, and they considered the lands to be their
 own. While these initial statements leave unclear whether

 the HBC believed that what the "Indian regards [as] his
 right" could be recognized as legitimate in the Canadian
 legal system, it was willing, when it had difficulties pur
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 suing its fur trade under the laws in 1911 and again in
 1916, to initiate legal actions in which it argued that Indian

 people's rights were recognized by the Canadian legal
 system and therefore the HBC had a right to trade with
 them.8

 The federal government recognized Quebec's right to
 legislate concerning wildlife, lands and natural resources,
 given the constitutional division of powers, but it was con

 cerned because "Indians" were a federal responsibility,
 and as Quebec had no agents in the remote regions the
 enforcement of the law would fall on federal agents, to the
 extent that they were present. In addition, any financial
 burden to help impoverished Indians that was created
 by the ban on fur bearer harvests and sales of pelts would
 create a burden on the federal treasury. In the House of
 Commons the government said in 1897 that "it is the
 intention of the Department [responsible for Indians] to
 continue to urge that a general exception should be made
 in favour of the Indians,"9 not just an exemption based on

 need. This claim was not only a government opinion made
 in the public chambers of the House of Commons, but the

 federal government made its case through the highest
 state institutions: the federal Privy Council addressed
 correspondence to the Lieutenant Governor of the
 Province of Quebec, the Crown's representative, noting in
 the argument that "it will not be possible strictly to enforce

 observance of the prohibitory legislation among Indians
 in the outlying districts, and that experience has shown
 that little if any diminution of beaver has occurred in dis

 tricts where Indians alone are to be found.. ."10 But Que
 bec refused general exemptions.

 As the HBC and federal government predicted, and
 everyone effectively acknowledged, the Quebec legislation
 was unenforceable in remote regions, and Quebec did not
 bother to inform Cree hunters in the James Bay region of
 its laws, nor establish mechanisms for their enforcement

 in the region. Indeed, it would have been difficult to pros
 ecute Crees under Canadian or Quebec law in the absence
 of treaties "settling" their Aboriginal rights. The Crees did

 not cease to hunt beaver nor did they change their activ
 ities, and the HBC and its competitors continued to pur
 chase beaver and fur pelts in the James Bay drainage over
 the decades.11

 Thus, throughout the first three decades of the 20th
 century effective control, tenure and governance of lands,
 wildlife, resources of the James Bay region and the hunt
 ing activities of everyone except the HBC employees,

 were in Cree hands. Ndoho Ouchimauch decided how
 these lands were used, and this was well understood by
 governments and fur traders, despite the passage of new
 conservation legislation. Indeed, Cree practices were rec

 ognized as facilitating game conservation by govern
 ments, geologists, anthropologists, fur traders and mis
 sionaries (see Cooper 1932,1938; Low 1895; Privy Coun
 cil quote above; Speck 1915a, 1915b; and for reviews see
 Feit 1991,2004; Morantz 1986; Scott and Morrison 2004),12
 and some also recognized that Cree tenure constrained

 state governance (see HBC references above, Speck
 1915a, 1915b). Thus, at the beginning of the 20th century,

 the relationship of Cree rights and "on the ground" gov
 ernance to the rights and governance of the nation state
 were not settled in Canadian law, nor by the inconsistent
 and ambiguous practices of state institutions, nor in the
 minds of various non-Natives actively setting policies for
 the region or working in the area.

 Economic Contexts: A Booming Fur Trade,
 Conservation and Welfare Budgets
 In the 1920s and 1930s many lands around James Bay
 experienced a serious decline in beaver populations, as fur
 prices boomed and the region became more accessible to
 outside trappers (see Scott and Morrison 2004). What
 was happening in 1927, and what Crees were thinking, was
 reported by Harry G. Cartlidge, an Anglican Missionary
 who visited and resided at Waswanipi trading post during
 the previous decade, in a letter to the Director of Indian
 Affairs:

 At the request of the Chief, the councillors, and the
 Indians living at Waswanipi in Northern Quebec I
 desire to bring to your notice a serious situation which

 is arising in the region of Waswanipi and Mistassini
 owing to the advent of numbers of white trappers....

 Until very recently the only hunters in these terri

 tories were Indians, and they, realizing that hunting was
 their only means of livelihood, hunted diligently but
 intelligently. By this I mean, each man divided his lands
 into sections and hunted on the sections alternate win

 ters, and in this manner conserved the fur-bearing ani
 mals because they realized that they had to return to
 the same territory another year.13 The result has been

 that these bands of Indians are self supporting and
 are an asset to the Dominion. In recent years...large
 gangs of men...engage in trapping, more or less, and
 have practically killed most of the fur bearing animals
 [in the areas they trap]... .The chief said that last win

 ter there were ten white trappers hunting on his ter
 ritory and that wherever they go they kill every thing,
 especially the beaver, therefore leaving nothing to breed

 for future winters hunting....The white men having
 killed all fur-bearing animals in one region always move

 to another Indian's hunting land the following year....
 ...I am afraid that unless steps are taken immedi

 ately to safe-guard their only means of earning their liv
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 ing?which is hunting?that they will have to be sup
 ported entirely by the Government (brackets mine).14

 The problem was widespread, and resident Cree
 hunters often trapped out in advance of the trespassers
 (Feit N.d. a; Scott and Morrison 2004). In response to
 this and other entreaties Quebec set up game reserves
 exclusively for Indigenous hunters on the more accessible
 and overrun lands to the south of James Bay starting in
 1927, and in 1932 it established the whole of the unsettled
 portions of northern Quebec as a Game Reserve15 where
 Indians only could hunt for fur-bearing animals.16

 These conservation measures regulated non-Native
 trapping in order to conserve game, and they prioritized
 Indigenous access to wildlife and lands for their welfare.
 Indians benefited from game reserves, but without con
 trolling them or having their Aboriginal rights recognized.

 The exclusive hunting areas were not leased to Indians, as
 were sport hunting clubs' lands elsewhere in the province,
 because this was thought not to be "practical," instead
 Indians benefited by being exempt from restrictions on
 hunting inside reserves set aside for game.17

 Beaver Reserves, a Response to Cree Ideas
 and a Claim of Exclusive State Sovereignty
 Coincident with some of the developments just described,
 a quite different series of responses to beaver depletion
 emerged within the James Bay region, initially from inter

 changes between a concerned HBC trader, James Watt,
 and Rupert's House Crees (now the Crees of the Waska
 ganish First Nation). The situation at Rupert's House, on
 the James Bay coast, had deteriorated further by the
 late 1920s than what was described above at Waswanipi by
 Cartlidge, beaver were already seriously depleted over
 most of the land, and the hunting territory system had
 been partly disrupted (see Scott and Morrison 2004,2005).
 In response to some HBC initiatives, Watt wrote a pro
 posal to his superior in August 1929 to try fur farming of
 several species.18 The day after sending his "Rir Farming"
 proposal Watt wrote the same superior about the "Con
 servation of Beaver" (see Morantz 2002:159) proposing
 a plan for aiding the general recovery of beaver over the
 entire landscape, with the active involvement of Crees, and

 recognition of their hunting territories and their rights.
 Watt began by explaining:

 While questioning the Indians as to the best locality for
 establishing fur farming etc., a fact came out, which
 although I have known it for years did not strike me
 before as being the principal factor in the extermina
 tion of fur bearing animals.

 I happened to ask the Indians, why, with so many old
 houses on Ministakwatin [peninsula] there were no

 beaver at present. The answer was that now-a-days
 the Indians do not respect each others hunting lands as
 formerly, and consequently kill everything in sight,
 knowing that if they do not do so, some other Indian will

 come along and do so....
 From a long discussion I had with several Indians on

 this subject it would appear that were it possible for a
 hunter to uphold his right to certain hunting lands it
 would do more to conserve beaver than any close sea
 son, which is always difficult to enforce in a country of

 such extent and of such difficult transportation (brack
 ets mine).19

 The key idea here was to recognize or reconstitute
 Cree hunting territory rights by some sort of a lease, as
 the means to conserve beaver. But the wording is impre
 cise, as Watt later admitted to not knowing or being very
 interested in Cree tenure arrangements at this stage of
 his career.20

 Watt's initiative led to a long exchange with the HBC
 officials and friends as he sought to get "The Company"
 involved, but nothing came of it from within the HBC.21
 Frustrated and determined, James Watt and his wife
 Maud, who was well known in her own right as one of the
 first women who had made long expeditions across the
 remote Quebec-Labrador Peninsula, determined that she
 would seek Quebec support directly, as James was an
 HBC employee and she was a Quebecer. Arriving in Que
 bec City just two months after all of the north had been
 made a game reserve in 1932, she convinced the sympa
 thetic Deputy Minister of Lands, L.A. Richard to act,
 and he set up a beaver reserve just north and east of
 Rupert's House on 18 500 sq. km., and leased it to her for
 15 years for beaver conservation that would aid the Indi
 ans.22 There were some discussions between Maud and the

 Deputy Minister about how to set the land aside (WA.
 Anderson 1961: 140-141), and what was granted by the
 government was a lease to her and not to the Crees.

 When Maud returned to Rupert's House after secur
 ing the lease the Watts had to explain to the Crees what
 the government had done, at their request, for they were
 aware that a lease to Maud was not what the Crees had

 suggested, nor what the Watt's initially sought. In the
 rough notes for his first speech to the Crees at Rupert's
 House to announce the Beaver Reserve Watt explained
 that, "all Beaver are going to be the property of the Gov
 ernment and when they think they are plentiful enough
 to kill the Government will tell you how many to kill, and

 will settle the price you will be paid" (quoted on Morantz,
 2002:162; italics in Morantz, bold face added; see also WA
 Anderson 1961:144, although the text is quite different).
 Watt's use of the future tense to describe government
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 ownership, rather than the past perfect, suggests that
 he knew that what he was saying represented a change
 from previous Cree understandings of whether beaver
 could be owned, and who took decisions about whether
 they could be hunted. Indeed this was very probably the
 first attempt to get Crees to accept government sovereign
 control over lands, animals and their hunting.

 Jimmie Watt also seems to have anticipated that there

 would be Cree challenges to these claims, as the HBC
 had asserted there would be if Quebec game laws were
 enforced back at the turn of the century. He preceded his

 assertion of government ownership with the statement
 that the Crees had brought the change on themselves:
 "You have already killed off nearly all the Beaver so you
 cannot say that the Government has taken anything away
 from you" (quoted by Morantz 2002:162).23 Watt also went
 on to try to get the Crees to accept government control by
 threatening that if they did not agree, the government
 would set up a beaver reserve elsewhere. Watt's state
 ments signal how his initial idea of Cree hunting territory
 rights being recognized by the state had been transformed

 in the process of working out legal arrangements into a
 state-mandated program of beaver conservation that
 asserted state tenure and governance.

 But, having succeeded in their goal of trying to pro
 tect beaver so they could replenish, for Crees and for the
 fur trade, it nevertheless took the Watts nearly a year to
 convince the HBC to take over the lease and to make the

 necessary financial investments.24

 Government Conservation and the
 Expansion of State Governance
 Over the next decades the beaver reserves clearly served
 to enhance the legitimacy and the effectiveness of both the

 Canadian state and the HBC. When the Rupert's House
 beaver reserve was clearly a success and the number of
 beaver reserves was increased, the government and HBC
 agents actively publicized the reserves in specialist mag
 azines and popular publications in Canada and the United
 States (e.g., Bonnycastle 1936,1938,1943; Denmark 1948).
 Jumping ahead in the story, by the mid-1950s the process

 had been written up in several mass-circulation popular
 magazines, and the operation of the beaver reserves had
 been memorialized by professional photographers and
 film makers on contract to government agencies to spread
 public awareness of the successes (see Feit N.d. b).

 This series of reports and promotions demonstrated to

 the general public the expanding presence of the govern
 ment in the north, and its ability to govern and manage
 northern resources and peoples. A widely read romantic
 view of the need for northern conservation was presented

 by the Indian impostor Archie Belaney (Grey Owl) who
 described the beaver depletions on northern frontier in
 Quebec and Ontario (Belaney 1972 [1931], 1968 [1935]).
 While earlier stories of exploration, heroism, missioniza
 tion, policing, benevolence and the conquering of the north
 ern wilderness were common in Canadian literature, the
 government beaver reserve story was part of a transition
 from frontier stories to accounts of a modern nation state

 governing the north by means of rational and scientific
 management of resources, lands and people. The beaver
 reserves also contributed in a general way to the growing
 assertion of Canada's northern sovereignty during World

 War II and then the Cold War (Feit N.d. b.)

 The beaver reserves were also part of creating the
 new bureaucracy needed for effective, if partial, govern
 mental control of the James Bay region and of the Cree.
 The occasional visits of government agents, doctors and
 Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), were expanded
 by staff of a new regional Indian Affairs office and of the

 federal and Quebec beaver reserves, starting in the early
 1940s. There were more bureaucrats running the beaver
 reserves than were running Indian social services in the
 early years.

 The first director of the Quebec Fhr Service recalled
 some of the effects of the establishment of the buildings
 constructed by Quebec for the administration of a beaver

 reserve at Mistassini, a Cree settlement and trading post
 northeast of Waswanipi, in his semi-fictionalized reflections:

 C'est en 1943 [sic 1953] que le Quebec, par le ministere
 de la Chasse et de la Peche, decida d'imposer sa
 presence au lac Mistassini en y erigeant un poste per
 manent. II fallait demontrer aux Indiens que le grand,
 le plus grand des manitous [spirit leaders or bosses],
 etait le Gouvernement du Quebec.. .les Indiens ne voy
 aient que des representants de la compagnie de la Baie
 d'Hudson ou du ministere des Affaires Indiennes du

 gouvernement federal. Depuis le Quebec y a bien assis
 son autorite. (Tremblay 1974: 97, my brackets)

 The beaver reserves were exercises in governance
 that reduced Cree control of the land and of their hunting,
 asserted the competing claims of governments and fur
 trade companies for authority, jurisdiction and control of
 the region and enhanced the legitimacy of their claims of
 northern rule more generally. The new bureaucratic pres
 ence in the region gave the governments more knowl
 edge about the Crees and the lands and resources of the

 region, knowledge that was used later as the region was
 opened to industrial development (Feit 1985; Scott 2001).
 But the beaver reserves also required Cree involvement
 and legitimacy.
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 Cree Support for Conservation as a
 Government Initiative

 In 193314 Crees were appointed "game guardians" on the
 new Rupert's House Beaver Reserve and according to the
 agreement with Quebec they were to be paid $100 per year

 by the HBC for their official duties. Each was to be given
 a badge and an "impressive document with a fancy seal as
 his certificate of office." They surveyed the locations and
 prepared maps of beaver lodges, and were to report tres
 passing and to help fight forest fires.25

 Ethnohistorian Toby Morantz suggests that the ben
 efits of the beaver reserve were quickly perceived by
 Cree hunters (2002:161), but she also notes that several
 prominent Rupert's House Crees spoke of it as Jimmy

 Watt's idea to try and preserve the beaver, although they
 noted that he consulted them. Malcolm Diamond, for
 many years the Chief at Rupert's House starting in the
 1950s recalled in the 1980s, "this was the time the company

 manager has closed down trapping of the beaver, for a few
 years," and he added "[h]e was right" (quoted in Morantz
 2002: 162). A noted Cree story teller and historian
 recounted in the 1970s that Cree participated in the beaver

 reserve not for the money but because project made sense
 on Cree terms (John Blackned, recorded in 1975 and cited
 in Morantz 2002:163; see also Preston 2002). That Crees
 approved of the development of additional beaver reserves

 also indicates a general Cree support, as does their agree
 ment not to kill beaver on the reserves, so populations
 could recover now that non-Native trappers were
 excluded.

 John M. Cooper, of the Catholic University of Amer
 ica, who was doing field research on Cree hunting terri
 tories and general ethnography along the James Bay
 coast in the summer of 1932, provides some insight into
 Crees views at the time. Cooper wrote in 1932 to the Gov
 ernor of the HBC seeking assistance for his research on
 hunting territories, but also indirectly offering support for
 the Watts' beaver reserve, having met them that sum

 mer.26 The next year he prepared a memo for the federal
 director of Indian Affairs on hunting territories which
 described the views of James Bay Indians in those years:

 .. .Public opinion among the Indians will enthusiastically
 support any measures that the government may find it
 wise to take to bring back the aboriginal family hunt
 ing ground and conservation system... .Such is the force
 of public opinion among them as regards their tradi
 tional family hunting ground and conservation system
 that little appreciable expenditure for enforcement on
 the part of the government would be necessary.27

 Cooper's account reaffirms the urgency the Crees
 felt about the need to respond to the situation at the time,

 and their willingness to support government conservation
 measures that might aid them, although their focus was
 on hunting territories according to Cooper. In 1936 sev
 eral "prominent Indians" told an Indian Affairs official in
 Rupert's House that they were "very pleased with the
 results of the beaver preserve operated by the HBC"
 (Morantz 2002:161).

 However Cree support was qualified, as some of the
 quotes above suggest. J.W. Anderson, an HBC trader
 and close collaborator of the Watts, reported in 1936 that
 Crees who were involved in the Rupert's House Beaver
 Reserve said that "Indians should be given trapping lands
 but should be protected in the matter of beaver only."
 Anderson took it to mean that they did not necessarily
 want recognition of their hunting territories, at least for
 the time being.28 But given the evidence of Cree concerns

 for hunting territories as distinct from beaver reserves
 one might consider whether the Crees also did not want
 the involvement of the governments and the HBC in other

 of their hunting activities besides beaver trapping.
 Crees saw the conservation of beaver as a project

 they had a role in initiating, and they supported it, but nei
 ther Malcolm Diamond, John Blackned, nor the Crees

 whom Cooper or Anderson talked with claimed "owner
 ship" of the initiative, nor did they equate it with their own

 practices. They participated in and supported what was
 seen a government form of conservation, not their own.

 Cree Visions: Exercising Cree Governance,
 Inviting Government Co-operation
 In 1933 the Chief at Waswanipi southeast and inland from
 Rupert's House wrote to the HBC requesting a morato
 rium on the trapping of beaver and the buying of pelts in
 their area for three years. In 1936 a new Chief and Coun
 cil at Waswanipi reported that the community had started
 to conserve beaver although they did not have a beaver
 reserve, and they asked for government support (Morantz
 2002:161,167).29 The Waswanipi were not alone, the adja
 cent Rupert's House Crees also agreed not to hunt beaver
 on hunting territories outside the initial beaver reserve,
 the Eastmain, Fort George (now Chisasibi) and Mistassini
 Crees also did so on their respective hunting territories
 (ibid.: 161,167).3?

 No doubt Crees sometimes received encouragement
 to do this from traders and government agents, but they
 also did so against the views of some non-Natives. The
 1936 request from Waswanipi was sent first to the HBC
 District Manager who thought it was a request for a new
 HBC-run beaver reserve, like that at Rupert's House. So
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 when forwarding the request to Ottawa he made clear in
 his covering letter that this was not an HBC initiative and

 that the HBC were not trying to start another beaver
 reserve, apparently fearing new financial responsibili
 ties.31

 What did Crees have in mind with these initiatives?

 How did they see relationships with the governments
 and the HBC? The clearest record is the request from

 Waswanipi where Fred McLeod, the HBC post manager,
 wrote the 1936 letter in English which was signed by
 Chief Joseph Shaganash and Councillors Diom Black
 smith and Samuel Gull. McLeod was linked by his wife's
 kin to the community, and he had grown up at a nearby
 post and had an "excellent command of Eastern Cree"
 (Moccasin Telegraph 1957,16[1]: 19; see also 1963,22[2]:
 50). The letter to Indian Affairs subtly described what
 decisions the Chief, Councillors and Waswanipi hunters
 had taken, and the specific kinds of support they
 requested:

 .. .we think it would be best if the Beaver hunting was

 forbidden altogether, at least for three years, in fact we

 of the Waswanipi Band, have decided to protect the
 Beaver on our lands, as far as we can, and as we called
 a meeting among the Waswanipi Indians to this effect
 all the Indians were agreeable, so all we ask is if the
 Department will honour our move, and give us the
 authority to keep any outsiders off the said lands which
 we are determined] to protect as far as Beavers are
 concerned[,] what we mean by outsiders, are Indians
 from other Posts (brackets mine).32

 The Waswanipi were not asking for a beaver reserve,
 they agreed among themselves to a closed season on
 beaver on their Ndoho Istchee. They were not asking the
 government to legalize or authorize what they had done.
 It had been done on the authority of the community meet
 ing, the Ndoho Ouchimauch and their own consensual
 agreement. They wanted government to "honour" their
 decision, to add such authority as it had to theirs to help
 assure the decision was respected by other Indians who
 were not part of the community decision. The Waswanipi
 thought that their initiative would benefit from govern

 ment recognizing it, and the request applied "as far as
 Beavers are concerned," not more generally.

 This provides an insight into how some Crees thought
 the new relationship between themselves and govern

 ments should work. Cree were using the initiatives, legit
 imacy and authority of the Ndoho Ouchimauch, commu
 nity meetings and consensual decision-making to pursue
 their goals. But this did not preclude doing things jointly
 with government involvement. The Cree decisions were

 not exclusionary, they were not making a claim against
 government but a request for mutual "honouring," they
 sought a sharing of the government's authority with the
 Crees.

 Thus, there were several forms of co-management
 developing here, a claim to state sovereignty was being
 asserted and assumed by many non-Crees, and there was
 Cree co-operation.33 Crees were themselves using, and
 sometimes reinvigorating, the hunting territory system
 and practices in order to conserve beaver on their initia
 tive. But they also sought government recognition and
 support. In addition, there was awareness on the part of
 Crees that governments and fur traders sought exclusive
 governance of lands, tenure, wildlife, conservation and
 Cree hunting, but this was not accepted, and Crees sought
 to limit government involvement to beaver. Thus Crees did

 not adopt government ideas or practices as their own,
 nor accept the claim of government exclusivity, quite the
 opposite, Crees developed their own ideas and practices
 while they co-operated with government initiatives and
 sought mutual recognition.

 From the perspective of the fur traders and govern
 ment officials, Cree initiatives were generally perceived
 as support for their developing beaver reserves. When the

 HBC District Manager forwarded the 1936 request from
 Waswanipi to Ottawa he suggested that Indian Affairs
 send "badges of some sort to the Chief and his two assis
 tants," thereby giving a sign of the government's recog
 nition of the Waswanipi Chief and Council and of the com
 munity's conservation initiative. We have no record that
 these badges were sent on this occasion, but such recog
 nitions were widely given out to Cree community leaders,
 and to all the Ndoho Ouchimauch as beaver reserves
 were set up in each area, as recalled in the statements 60
 years later by Charlie Coon Blacksmith and Christine
 (Jolly) Saganash above.

 The context of the 1936 request shows how such recog
 nitions could have been understood both as exercises in

 exclusive nation state authority to bestow recognition on
 Cree leaders and initiatives, as the HBC District Manager
 intended, or as government recognition of autonomous
 Cree leadership and initiatives, as the Waswanipi Crees
 and the HBC Post Manager requested. Thus mutual recog
 nitions began with misunderstandings about whom and
 what was being recognized, but this was to become clearer.

 Emerging Recognition of Cree Tenure and
 Rights?Acknowledging Co-existence
 Jimmy Watt had originally thought that the Cree
 guardians who were hired by the HBC would be rotated
 periodically so their modest "honoraria" could be dis
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 tributed widely in the community (WA. Anderson 1961:
 145; Morantz 2002:162). But it soon became clear that the
 people who lived on the beaver reserve most of the year,
 because their hunting territories overlapped with it, had
 much more information about the lands and beaver and

 that they should be chosen as the game guardians.34 In
 this way the operation of the beaver reserve started to be

 adapted to the Cree system of hunting territories.
 When John M. Cooper met Watt and Anderson in

 1932 and they told him about the newly established
 beaver reserve, he responded by emphasizing the need
 to get recognition of Cree hunting territory practices
 and rights. He argued that while the beaver reserve was
 the means to re-establishing beaver populations, in the
 long run the benefits would only continue if there were
 recognition of the Cree hunting territories. After leaving
 "the bay" at the end of his summer fieldwork in 1932
 Cooper sent a map of the hunting territories he had doc
 umented to Anderson along with his observations on
 "Indian conservation customs" and their links to the fam

 ily hunting territory system. He mentioned the scholarly
 works of Frank G. Speck, D.S. Davidson and A. Irving
 Hallowell as well as his own, and sent offprints. Watt
 and Anderson supported his ideas and accepted that the
 recognition of Cree rights would be essential to assuring
 the continuing conservation of beaver after the restock
 ing of beaver was complete.35

 When Cooper contacted the Governor of the HBC in
 London at the end of 1932 he argued that a "crucial ele
 ment in the rebuilding of the fur trade seems to be the
 reinforcing, protecting, salvaging, and where still possi
 ble, the restoring of the native systems of conservation and
 of land rights and tenure." He went on to explain how with
 the recent breakdowns in the "family hunting ground
 system...we are witnessing...a transition from private
 ownership of the land to something very similar to out
 right communism in land."36 His solution, from a "scien
 tific" point of view, was the family hunting ground system.
 The HBC senior managers saw these more as issues for
 governments to decide rather than fur traders.37

 Cooper pursued the recognition of Cree hunting ter
 ritories when he passed through Ottawa while returning
 from James Bay in the summer of 1933, meeting with
 Dr. Harold W McGill, the new federal Director of Indian
 Affairs, to whom he presented the argument about the
 importance of the Indigenous tenure and conservation
 system for the welfare and future of the Aboriginal peo
 ples.38 At the Director's invitation he prepared a detailed
 memo addressing the same points he made to the HBC
 Governor, but adding that in some areas:

 The Indians themselves have gotten the impression
 that they no longer have government recognition of
 their family hunting grounds. They are further under
 the impression that the government not only does not
 recognize but actively denies such rights....39

 The practical remedy appears pretty clearly to be some
 form of recognition or guarantee,?perhaps by some
 form of leasing or land patent or by some form of
 recognition similar to that given for mining claims,?of
 the traditional individual and family hunting grounds
 of the Indians. Without some such recognition there
 appears to be no reasonable hope of conservation of
 game and fur-bearing animals except perhaps at a
 great expense to the government for enforcement of
 such conservation laws and regulations as would be
 deemed necessary. With however some form of guar
 antee or recognition...[Indians would again achieve]
 economic independence and self-support" (brackets
 and italics mine).40

 Almost immediately McGill at Indian Affairs gave
 the agent at James Bay "more or less a free hand to do all

 he can towards restoring the traditional Indian hunting
 land system," and he started planning to map out the
 hunting territories on the western or Ontario James Bay
 coast and made plans to give each "Indian" the right to his
 lands. J.W. Anderson was asked to assist.41

 But provincial responses continued to be a complica
 tion. Ontario initially supported the idea, but Watt
 reported that it might not put the funding aside to imple
 ment the recognition of Indigenous lands, and complica
 tions did arise. Quebec continued to support beaver
 reserves on the east side of the bay.42 By 1934 Anderson
 noted that most now agreed "to the restoration of the
 Indian trapping land system," but how to do this was not
 clear. In 1935 Anderson wrote to Cooper that while Indian
 Affairs remained sympathetic, they were "too much influ
 enced, I think, by legal and technical difficulties as to
 title," and he was "somewhat fearful" as to the results.43

 Thus, by the mid-1930s there was a relatively broad
 agreement on the dual need to restore beaver popula
 tions with beaver reserves, and also to recognize Aborig
 inal tenure and rights. Both were being talked about

 within the framework of state sovereignty, but they impli

 cated constitutional problems of authority over unsettled
 Indian tenure and rights. Although implementation of
 recognitions of Aboriginal rights was stalled, this did not
 foreclose future possibilities, because with beaver not
 being hunted for some years the issue was not yet urgent.

 The consensus that emerged on the value and need to
 recognize Aboriginal rights also indicates that what was
 being developing now was a complex, plural form of game
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 management. Beaver reserves were not to be just state
 mandated conservation with Cree participation, but both
 government game reserves and a parallel Indigenous
 system of tenure and conservation that co-existed with
 beaver reserves were envisaged by Crees and non
 Natives. They were seen as complementary by both. Nev
 ertheless, no one as yet had much of an idea of how a rela

 tionship between these tenure regimes would work, in
 law or in practice. This would emerge as practices for
 organizing beaver harvests were developed.

 Beaver Conservation in Practice?A Need
 to Co-manage
 By the beginning of the 1940s beaver numbers had grown

 sufficiently that the first of the beaver reserves was ready
 to be put into "production." This was a challenge for all
 concerned, because the reserve managers had limited
 knowledge of beaver populations, of the land and of trap
 ping. Yet, they claimed that they could decide when the
 beaver could be hunted again and how many could be
 harvested.

 They thus had to decide: how many beaver there were

 within a reserve, when the beaver were numerous enough
 to sustain a significant harvest, what the harvest quota
 would be for the given area, how that quota would be
 allocated among Cree hunters and how it would be dis
 tributed over the land in relation to re-established beaver

 populations. None of the beaver reserve managers was a
 biologist, they were all fur traders, former traders, land
 surveyors or others with some northern living experi
 ence. Even if they had been biologists there was no rele
 vant biological data at that time on carrying capacities,
 reproductive potential, the effects of harvests on beaver
 population dynamics or sustainable harvest levels for a
 subarctic region.44

 On the social questions the managers faced a consid
 erable gap in knowledge as well. New beaver reserves

 were set up regularly until they covered almost the whole
 of the northern forested area of Quebec, and the lands
 draining into the James Bay coast of Quebec were all
 included by 1948.45 On the nearly 400 000 sq. km. of beaver
 reserves in James Bay region of Quebec, there would be
 tens of thousands of beaver lodges, and many hundreds
 of hunters. This was much too big an area for the less than
 half dozen managers to travel over and come to know.

 They quickly came to depend on Cree knowledge, expert
 ise and organization.

 The experiences of the early years at Rupert's House
 foreshadowed what would come. Jimmy Watt originally
 envisaged that he would survey the Rupert's House
 beaver reserve each year in the company of a few Cree

 game guardians to count the growing number of beaver
 lodges. In practice the planned summer surveys by Watt

 were limited by how busy he was at that time of year and
 by the difficult summer access to many areas. But the
 Cree who lived there all winter on hunting territories
 could provide considerable information not otherwise

 available to Watt. In addition to locating beaver colonies
 and marking them on maps, they reported on the avail
 ability of suitable food and aquatic habitats for beaver on
 areas not yet reoccupied by beaver, and whether these
 lands had previously supported beaver populations. These
 reports of the general distribution of appropriate food
 supplies and of potential colony sites were the basis of
 HBC managers' ability to assess how extensively beaver
 might repopulate the reserve.

 With the beaver lodge counts being made by several
 people, it became necessary to be sure that lodges were
 not double counted, as had happened in the early years.
 The process of counting lodges thus came to depend on
 Crees and non-Crees agreeing that everyone should
 report the beaver lodges found within the boundaries of
 the Ndoho Istchee (Kerr 1950:157).46 There were no other
 socially recognized boundaries on the land in either soci

 ety. The Ndoho Istchee boundaries were mapped by Crees
 to provide some cross-cultural understanding of the areas
 that everyone was reporting on.47

 Figuring out how many beaver lodges the land could
 support and what quotas could be harvested was more

 guesswork than reliable calculation, especially in the early
 years. J.W Anderson hinted at some numerical scepticism
 in 1936,48 and in a memoir drafted in 1960 after he retired

 he wrote, "I used to study and ponder the figures with
 Watt and can remember summing up on one occasion
 with the statement that if he secured twenty-five percent
 of his estimates, the scheme would be a success. And
 that's just about how it turned out... ,"49 With the number

 of beaver the land could support not clear the decision to
 start trapping on the Rupert's House reserve in 1940 was
 not taken on the basis of clear biological calculations of a
 sustainable harvest of the beaver populations, but on eco
 nomic and welfare considerations.

 The quota that could be sustained when the Rupert's
 House reserve came into production was a guess. But
 the experience gained from the trapping of the Rupert's
 House reserve was then turned to when trapping was
 beginning on the other reserves, starting in 1945. How
 ever, even then an apparently straightforward application
 of rule-of-thumb calculations?aiming for two lodges per
 square mile as the target density, and setting a quota of
 one beaver per reported lodge?was not the result of
 simple observations or experience. The beaver harvests

 Anthropologica 47 (2005) Re-cognizing Co-management as Co-governance / 277

������������ ������������� 



 for some years at Rupert's House did not reflect only the
 estimates of the beaver population, they were influenced
 by the economic conditions of the fur traders. The HBC
 decided that "owing to the scarcity of some articles of
 merchandise, it was necessary to keep the [beaver] quota
 down," i.e., below what was thought to be a sustainable
 harvest. With high fur prices the HBC could not transport

 and supply sufficient goods to sell to hunters so that they

 could spend all their fur incomes, and the HBC feared that

 they might go to competitors to spend the surplus
 incomes. So they reduced the beaver quotas. Thus, they
 anticipated that if the following year (1945-46) "the beaver

 continue to increase and more goods are available, more
 beaver will be trapped."50 Not surprisingly, there were dis

 agreements between the HBC and government agencies,
 as well as with Crees, on when to start harvesting, and
 how many to harvest.51

 There were also questionable biological assumptions
 used in the quota setting. The quota assumed that there
 was always a negative relationship between the number
 of beaver harvested from the population and the number
 surviving in the following year, because the reproductive
 potential of the population was not responsive to the har
 vest. But recent studies have shown that the fecundity of
 female beaver is density-dependent, increasing in
 response to trapping intensity. Researchers found that
 trapping increased the number of embryos formed and the
 number of young born, at least up to fairly intensive trap

 ping levels (Novak 1987:286). Beaver thus have a capac
 ity to increase reproductive rates in response to being
 trapped at moderate levels (see Feit in press).

 In the 1950s common rules-of-thumb were developed
 which did take account of longer experience, if not of den
 sity-dependent beaver population dynamics. But still by
 the 1960s beaver populations were declining on many of
 the reserves, which was thought to have resulted from set

 ting quotas too high (Marcel Beaudet, Fieldnotes, 2 March
 1972; see also Drolet 1965).52 Thus managers did not suc
 ceed in setting sustainable harvest quotas during the
 decades of managing the reserves, although they did cre
 ate conditions for beaver population recovery.

 When beaver started to be trapped questions arose
 about how to divide the quotas among trappers, where the
 harvests would be taken and how would compliance be
 monitored? In the initial harvests at Rupert's House the
 answers were decided mainly on the basis of social welfare.
 Married adult men with families got 20 beaver, unmarried
 men, widows less. In this way the total quota of the reserve
 was allocated to hunters who used the Ndoho Istchee
 within the beaver reserve, but without any effort to allo

 cate the quotas to particular traplines which had more

 abundant beaver counts. The distributions of harvests in

 relation to beaver abundance was thus entirely up to the
 Crees who arranged and exchanged access to Ndoho
 Istchee (Kerr 1950:157-160). Their harvests were moni
 tored by having trappers report their harvests and by tab
 ulating the fur pelt purchases made from each hunter
 and trapline.

 The quota distribution problems that arose when
 arranging harvesting on the beaver reserves could not be
 solved by beaver reserve managers running government
 and HBC created beaver reserves for the Crees. There

 was no way for reserve managers to systematically decide
 which hunters should trap with whom and thereby decide
 which families should live together for nine or more
 months of the year. Nor could they decide which hunters
 had enough knowledge of a particular area of land to lead
 and assure the security of a group of hunters and their
 families who would live together in an area and provide
 most of their subsistence needs, as they trapped through
 the subarctic fall, winter and spring trapping seasons.
 The managers had to co-operate with the Cree who con
 tinued to use their own tenure arrangements, knowledge
 of the land and game, and social practices as the means by
 which hunters and the hunt were organized across the
 land, and as means to decide the social and territorial
 distribution of quotas. Reserve managers might make an
 occasional decision to send a particular trapper with
 another group, but their capacity to take such decisions
 depended on co-operation by the Crees affected, and on
 the whole set of Cree social and territorial governance
 practices, see below.

 Anderson noted shortly after he left the James Bay
 District, that the beaver reserve was "essentially a co
 operative effort" in as much as government agencies,
 traders, missionaries and "not least in importance," Indi
 ans, had to work together.53 Beaver reserves had become
 a form of co-management not just set up by governments,
 but closely tied to co-existing ideas and practices of Cree
 tenure and leadership.

 Co-management as a Recognition
 of Co-governance
 In 1942 the Nottaway Beaver Reserve south of the
 Rupert's House reserve, and the Old Factory Beaver
 Reserve to the north, were described as "in the process
 of being organized under a tallymen system" (Morantz
 2002:168),54 thus acknowledging that the beaver reserve
 system was developing a systematic use of Cree Ndoho
 Istchee and Ndoho Ouchimauch. At the end of 1942 the

 Deputy Minister of Indian Affairs wrote the Commis
 sioner of the RCMP in response to reports of problems on
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 beaver reserves which the police were being asked to set
 tle, and about which they needed clarification. He sought

 to explain and affirm what the federal agencies were
 doing:

 [The RCMP Officer] rightly stresses the importance of

 trapping ground rights and the following explanation
 of our tallyman system will show that we also not only
 recognize these rights but have put them to practical use
 in our administration of Fur Preserves.

 When an area is set aside by the Province for the
 exclusive use of the Indians and marked by our Branch

 for development as a Fur Preserve, the first step is to
 divide the area into band or tribal areas generally called
 sections. These tribal areas are further divided into

 family hunting areas which we call districts [also widely
 but incorrectly called "traplines"] and one Tallyman is
 placed in charge of each district and charged with the
 following duties:

 1. Count and mark?with special metal markers
 supplied for the purpose?every colony of beaver
 on his district.

 2. Indicate the location of the colonies on a map and

 report the location to the Supervisor.
 3. Report promptly to the supervisor the presence

 of white trappers on his district.

 4. Report any cases of encroachment of other Indi
 ans on his district.

 5. Put up posters throughout his district.

 When it is borne in mind that a Tallyman is the
 head of a family; that a district is a family trapping
 ground; that a section is the area trapped over by a
 whole tribe or band and that all boundaries are laid out

 by the Indians themselves, it is apparent that we have
 not only adhered strictly to Indian custom but have
 actually improved on it since, through our Supervisor,
 we have maps of the districts and written records,
 which we can use to settle future disputes over trapping
 grounds (italics and brackets mine).55

 This correspondence from a senior federal govern
 ment official explicitly affirms that federal departments
 are recognizing Cree rights, and later he reports recog
 nition of Cree tenure and leadership (see italics). These
 recognitions were repeated in various forms over the
 course of the next two decades. When Quebec established
 the largest of the beaver reserves at Mistassini in 1948 and
 decided to manage it, and when it took over management
 of the other beaver reserves, it used exactly the same
 system. The Quebec official who set up the Mistassini
 reserve described, in his later role as Director of the Que
 bec Fur Service and of Beaver Reserves, how all the
 beaver reserves in Quebec worked on the same terms

 (Tremblay 1959: 2). Marcel Beaudet, also a former fur
 trader, and Quebec fur manager confirmed the traplines

 were drawn by the Crees, they reported beaver and game
 abundance, and tallymen arranged or approved the
 hunters who used their traplines. The tallymen would tell
 the beaver managers who would be trapping on their
 trapline the coming winter, and the beaver quota based on
 the number of lodges the tallyman reported seeing on
 that trapline would be divided among those hunters, usu
 ally taking account of their marital status and age.56 Thus,
 now that harvest quotas were assigned by trapline, the
 quotas could in effect be distributed among the hunters by
 the Ndoho Ouchimau, taking account of the total quota
 and the social categories used for allocations. He could
 include those who usually hunted with him, those whom
 he invited or offered reciprocity to, and those whom he
 might agree to include on the recommendation of the fur
 supervisor. Both extensive Cree autonomy and extensive
 co-management were the practice.

 In 1946 Hugh Conn the former fur trader who was the
 federal fur manager for the region could give a general
 description of the tallyman-trapline system to explain
 how the beaver reserves worked to the federal Parlia

 mentary "Special Joint Committee of the Senate and the
 House of Commons Appointed to Examine and Consider
 the Indian Act":

 ...our organization is based on Indian tradition and
 custom...once the white man's practices of written
 leases and agreements are disposed of we revert to
 Indian custom, pattern our organization after their
 sound, well-established practice and divide our pre
 serves according to the original plan of land tenure
 that from time immemorial has served the Indian
 population?1 (cited in Morantz 2002:307, italics mine)

 Thus using Ndoho Ouchimauch and Ndoho Istchee as
 "tallymen" and "traplines" not only resolved many of the
 key problems of how to administer the beaver reserves,
 they were recognitions of Cree tenure and rights. As
 Hugh Conn explained to Parliamentarians, "written leases
 and agreements" had to be "disposed of." His felicitous
 phrasing acknowledged the need of managers like himself
 to put aside the law of the nation state and a strictly legal

 viewpoint, and to recognize Cree tenure and rights in
 order to put conservation into practice. He also was implic

 itly inviting the parliamentarians to whom he spoke to do
 the same, in order to understand how beaver reserves and
 conservation worked.

 There were parallel systems not just of game man
 agement but of tenure and governance, which were linked
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 in various ways, but each was sufficiently autonomous
 that it did not conform to the logic and authority of the
 other. Yet, each was recognized by the other. Co-gover
 nance was not created by one group, but recognition of co
 governance was an effect of co-management.

 Co-governance: Clearly Recognized
 but Still Inherently Ambiguous
 and Contradictory
 Co-management thus involved certain forms of recogni
 tion of Indigenous rights and of co-governance. But not
 everything that was said or done by government agents
 and HBC traders was consistent with recognizing rights.
 The officials involved had varying degrees of awareness
 of co-governance. Where there was recognition of co-gov
 ernance, there were nevertheless ambiguities and con
 tradictions. Describing the links of "traditional" tenure to
 their adoption in the running of beaver reserves was not
 easy because such linked processes and practices were not
 conventional within the political and administrative prac
 tices and ideas of a nation state. It is not surprising that

 many of the recognitions of Cree tenure cited above occur
 in administrative policies, official correspondence, and
 explanations of how beaver managers work on beaver
 reserves, where acknowledgments of ambiguities could be
 inserted as Conn did, but not so often in the documents
 that make the law. The ambiguities and contradictions of
 what was being done could not be readily put into law, or
 explained, because they conflicted with the assumptions
 of exclusive sovereignty that underlay state legal instru
 ments. This does not mean that what was being done and
 written had no legal standing or effects. The recognitions
 by government officials, some of them quite senior, were
 given in the course of exercising of their legally man
 dated authority. The practices went on for decades. The
 situation was as complex legally and administratively as
 it was ethnographically.

 As a result, ambiguities also inevitably crept into the
 legal instruments. For example, a 1946 Quebec Order in
 Council concerning the hunting of beaver in the three
 southernmost beaver reserves mandated that all Indian

 trappers would be licensed to hunt beaver. A condition of
 granting a beaver reserve licence to a hunter was that
 "[e]very trapper will be obliged to make an annual inven
 tory of his hunting ground and to make a report" respect

 ing beaver. The Order in Council also stipulated that the
 quota allowed for a license be fixed at one beaver per
 lodge, and that special coupons be attached to the pelts
 before they were put on the market.58 Legally, the Order
 in Council and the licensing of trappers can be seen as an
 extension of the exclusive claim of Quebec to regulate

 hunting activities of the Crees, acting as the constitu
 tionally sovereign authority over these matters on its ter
 ritory. But the licence to be issued by Quebec requires a
 report about each trappers' "hunting ground," and it
 authorizes trapping based on the number of lodges on
 that hunting ground, yet nowhere is the legal status of the
 "hunting ground" defined by a Quebec legal instrument.
 As we have seen above, the reserve managers and heads
 of Indian Affairs and the Quebec Rrr Service acknowl
 edged that the "traplines" or "hunting grounds" were a
 form of Cree tenure. The Order in Council thus assumes

 not just the "hunting ground[s]" but Cree tenure and the
 social practices and authority associated with Ndoho
 Ouchimauch and Ndoho Istchee. Here a mix of nation

 state law and Cree tenure and law are implicitly recog
 nized and put into state law in a way that mixes them
 together.

 The Order in Council was also unworkable because its

 drafters did not understand how Cree hunting territori
 ality worked. There were roughly 200 to 300 Crees who
 were Ndoho Ouchimauch and who were tallymen recog
 nized by the beaver reserves. All the other Cree trappers,
 numbering several times as many as the tallymen, did not
 have their own hunting grounds, they hunted with the tal
 lymen. Thus the majority of Cree trappers could not make

 personal reports of beaver numbers on "his" hunting
 grounds, and therefore could not comply with the Order
 in Council conditions for a beaver permit. In practice

 what they did was to report their beaver kills to the
 reserve managers. This problem continued in later legal
 documents about beaver reserves right through the
 1960s.59 The drafting of legal instruments required sim
 plifications of co-management practices that linked the two
 systems of governance to the point that inconsistencies
 developed in the official documents meant to encode them
 into state law.

 Furthermore, to return to ethnography, from a Cree
 trappers' point of view the licence and coupons provided
 by governments could be seen not as an assertion of state
 sovereignty but equally as an extension of other recogni
 tions of Cree authority, like the recognition the badges and
 certificates distributed since the 1930s gave to Cree Ndoho

 Ouchimauch. This was implied in the way some Waswa
 nipi hunters took out and showed me their trapping
 licences when we talked about their Ndoho Istchee in

 1968-70, not just when we talked about game regulations.
 Clear recognitions of Cree tenure and authority were

 made repeatedly by senior government officials, in pub
 lic reports to Parliament, and in indirect ways within legal
 documents themselves. But ambiguities and contradictions
 existed at numerous levels, including the way reserves
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 enhanced both state authority and capacity and Cree
 authority and capacity.

 Messy Co-governance: Coercion and
 Autonomy on Beaver Reserves and
 Ndoho Istchee
 There were also contexts in which reserve managers
 wanted to change Cree practices and in which they did not
 avoid conflict or the use of coercion. The most sustained

 was the insistence of the governments that the hunting
 territory boundaries be redrawn to fit the longitude line
 that separated Quebec and Ontario south of James Bay,
 and that Cree hunters be reallocated lands so that they
 had traplines in the province where they "resided," where
 they traded or were registered by Indian Affairs. The
 latter changes conflicted with Cree views of their "resi
 dence," which was on hunting territories, and neither
 change was readily accepted by many Crees. Conn noted
 in 1941 that even having Indians on each side of the bor
 der swap territories would be troublesome "because any
 interference with their traditional hunting grounds results
 in lack of cooperation among the Indians."60 He also won
 dered if royalties and other administrative needs could not

 be adapted to Cree social arrangements. But coercive
 force was used to initiate the changes, although the
 changes were never enforced with complete success (see
 Scott and Morrison 2005 for a history and analysis that I
 summarize here).

 Trapline boundaries were redrawn and a number of
 the affected Crees did move their "residences" under

 threat of arrest. Some others were expelled from their
 lands by threats, harassment and brief arrest. Some

 moved and then moved back, some became "problems" to
 authorities in their areas of "exile," some refused and
 never complied (Scott and Morrison 2005).

 Crees also used their own customary practices to
 make adjustments. Some respected the boundary imposed
 on them by the beaver reserves, but they continued the
 hunting of non-fur game animals for food, such as moose
 and geese, on both sides of the border, and the Cree tal
 lymen on both sides accepted that this was their custom

 ary right (Scott and Morrison 2005). Sometimes hunting
 territories were retained by in-laws "resident" in the
 appropriate province. Sometimes the invitations to hunt
 within a network of agnatic and affinal kin and friends
 upheld invitations to regularly access hunting territories
 across the border. And over time a substantial number of

 Cree were readmitted to trap in the reserves in the
 province of their original traplines. In some cases the
 traditional link to lands, "although under stress, was sus
 tained through continued intermarriage between people

 from traditional hunting territories on both 'sides' of the
 border" (quotations from Scott and Morrison 2005 are
 from the pre-publication English version).

 Summing up this most conflict ridden area of beaver
 reserve implementation, Scott and Morrison say, "extraor
 dinary concessions had now to be made to alien ideologies,
 and to alien authorities who occasionally exercised pow
 ers of police investigation and arrest to enforce their ver
 sion of the proper regime....[and Cree responses were
 now] selectively and strategically attuned to Euro-Cana
 dian fiscal and resource management priorities...." (2005,
 brackets mine).

 In most areas away from this border there were nei

 ther major nor daily conflicts, and many Cree practices
 appeared to be indistinguishably part of both beaver
 reserve activities and the exercise of Ndoho Ouchimau

 leadership on Ndoho Istchee. But the general difference
 remained clear for Crees. The beaver reserve managers
 were called Amisk Ouchimau or "beaver bosses" by the
 Crees, reflecting the view of most Crees that the legiti
 macy of the HBC and the governments was limited to
 beaver. By contrast to the more restricted Amisk Ouch
 imau, the Ndoho Ouchimau were hunting bosses who
 took leadership in organizing social relations and access
 to all game animals and the land.

 Ethnographic research starting in the late 1960s
 has radically changed our understandings of Ndoho
 Istchee and related forms of Cree tenure from those

 which prevailed when Cooper circulated anthropological
 accounts of hunting territories among governments and
 fur traders. The new post-beaver reserves studies show
 that hunting territories are not forms of private property,
 nor results of commodification or assimilation as had

 been assumed by some mid-century analysts and com
 mentators. Hunting territories are both expressions and
 means of reproduction of Algonquian social relations,
 symbolic meanings and relations to the land and wildlife,
 i.e., they are integral to social reproduction broadly con
 strued (see especially Feit 1973,1991, 2004; Scott 1979,
 1983,1988; Tanner 1979). This is not to deny their long
 histories in the fur trade and beaver reserves, or the
 changes that those histories have brought, but the prin
 ciples and values that inform these cultural practices
 do not themselves obviously derive from market ideas of
 property, or from the fur trade or beaver reserve ideas

 or practices, they are rooted in recognition of reciproc
 ity between humans and animals, and in Cree ways of
 negotiating the tensions between collective and individ

 ual claims of access to lands and control of the products
 of one's labour (see Feit 2004 for a recent review; and
 Scott 1979).
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 Nevertheless, hunting territories have been modified
 by the beaver reserves. Mapping the territories and hav
 ing Ndoho Ouchimau understand that they should do so
 in such a way that there were no overlaps, or gaps between
 traplines, as well as having government agents redraw
 some boundaries, emphasized the boundaries and the fix
 ity of terrains. Having Ndoho Istchee grouped as beaver
 reserves, or sections thereof, helped to enhance a collec
 tive identity among members of each of the different Cree
 administrative bands or First Nations. Listing territories
 and hunting leaders officially as tallymen led to a more
 formal and rigid application of leadership, authority and
 inheritance ideas. This also added non-Cree recognitions
 and authority for the role of Ndoho Ouchimau, some of
 whom then sought to enlist government authorities in
 their disputes with other Crees (for discussions of these
 changes see: Frenette 1990; Kerr 1950; S. Preston in
 preparation; Scott and Morrison 2005).

 The demonstration of governmental capacity to use
 coercion, based in part on the knowledge gained through
 the new co-operation, also created diverse changes. In the
 late 1960s I observed Cree caution whenever it was thought

 that actions might provoke a response from government
 agents. These actions were typically accompanied by the
 use of both normal and also distinctly Cree forms of every

 day resistance and aversion. But these responses did not
 dramatically transform Cree practices or ideas of what
 was proper. They did not greatly disturb Cree occupancy
 and use of the land and resources since the "customary indi

 vidual and collective rights recognized by the community
 were to a significant extent reflected in the boundaries of
 individual and band territories" (Scott and Morrison 2005).

 Because Ndoho Ouchimau were appointed tallymen they
 still tended to control the flow of information about their

 lands, and their authority tended to be maintained, and
 some tallymen thought it had been enhanced by recognition
 (Scott and Morrison 2005).

 The survival of Cree idea/practices was indicated
 when I first went to the Waswanipi region in 1968. The
 Waswanipi Beaver Reserve still existed on paper but gov
 ernment managers were no longer managing the reserve.
 Non-Native trapping was still illegal in the area, but the
 Quebec government had concluded that it could not any
 longer manage the reserve effectively as Cree mobility
 increased with roads, and furs could be sold at numerous

 places so sales could not be monitored as a check on
 catches. I was told that it made no sense to map the lodges

 and fix beaver quotas under these conditions. There was
 an expectation among government managers that the
 beaver would be depleted, and the Cree were "changing"
 anyway.

 But Waswanipi hunters told me who each Ndoho
 Ouchimau was, and many explained how they organized
 hunting of beaver, moose and other animals on their hunt

 ing territories. I recorded their Ndoho Istchee, the beaver
 lodges and their harvests, and I showed that they were
 still managing beaver, and they were also managing moose
 which had never been co-managed with governments
 (Feit 1973). The leadership of Ndoho Ouchimau continued
 to be asserted and acknowledged by Crees, and it played
 an important role when Cree mobilized to oppose a direct
 threat to the land by hydro-electric development in the
 1970s (Feit 1985). In the negotiations that led up to the
 1975 treaty Crees insisted that the Ndoho Ouchimau
 and Ndoho Istchee be formally recognized in the agree
 ment they signed with the governments (JBNQA 1976:
 clauses 24.1.8 and 24.1.9).61 Thus, Cree hunting leadership

 was partly integrated with the beaver reserve operations,
 and partly altered by them, but it remained distinct in
 practice and authority, and it survived the government
 withdrawal from beaver reserve management.

 Nevertheless, in recent decades many Ndoho Ouch
 imauch have continued to find their lands increasingly
 transformed by logging operations, road networks, hydro

 electric projects, tourism and sport hunters, as the quotes
 stress at the beginning of this paper. How the practices of

 co-management and co-governance I have described in
 this paper were transformed following the signing of the
 JBNQA, and how co-governance has become more mar
 ginalized, will be analyzed elsewhere. Today neither the
 national state governments nor the Cree hunters fully
 control lands, wildlife or peoples, nor can any one of them

 alone fully conserve game or forests. But their capacities
 are not equal, and the failures of the nation state gov
 ernments to conserve lands, forests and wildlife since the
 1970s are tragic (see Cree quotes at the beginning of this
 paper; Feit and Beaulieu 2001; Mulrennan and Scott, this
 volume; Scott 2001).

 Conclusions: Co-governance as Effect
 and Vision

 What was created during this half century was a "messy"
 system because beaver reserves did not merge or recon
 cile Cree authority with that of the nation state, nor did
 they subsume one under the authority of the other. Nation
 state governance and tenure, Cree governance and
 tenure, and the institutions and practices of beaver
 reserves all co-existed, and they constituted a messy,
 complex network.62

 Thus, as the recent research in political ecology
 emphasizes, the process of developing beaver reserves as
 conservation and co-management regimes was a process
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 of expanding the authority, legitimacy and capacity of
 state institutions to govern northern Quebec. And
 responses and resistance varied. But, as Cree hunters
 emphasize, it was also a process of multiple recognitions
 of the capacity, authority and legitimacy of Cree gover
 nance, albeit these recognitions, while explicit, were
 always surrounded by ambiguities and contradictions and
 they were also often ignored. Informed by Cree insights,
 this story shows that non-state governance may not only
 be recognized, but actively taken up in the workings of
 state projects over long periods of time, and while this
 partly enhances nation state control, it may also partly
 enhance the autonomy of non-state groups.

 These conclusions do not challenge those developed by
 recent research in political ecology, rather they layer
 other effects of co-governance onto them in counter-intu

 itive ways that make the processes more complex and
 the outcomes less certain. They help explain why non-state

 based struggles continue, as do some alternatives to the
 state institutions and practices, despite the unequal rela
 tions.

 In this particular case the long history of co-gover
 nance also challenges the view that state sovereignty is
 exclusive, an idea being reexamined in several quarters
 today, for this history shows that the Canadian nation
 state has been engaged in some joint governance in their
 everyday practices throughout the contemporary period
 (see Feit, In Press, and Under Review).

 Ndoho Ouchimauch keep pointing out these
 processes, recalling their presence, and asserting their sig
 nificance for how they, governments and corporations can
 act today. These experiences shape Crees' challenges to
 the current operations that abuse their lands, as the
 quotes at the beginning of this paper indicate. The record
 shows that co-governance has been hard to ignore, it is
 both unexpected and obvious. Its renewed recognition is
 laden with possibilities, possibilities which have been hap
 pening all along.

 Harvey A. Feit, Department of Anthropology, McMaster Uni
 versity, 120 Main St. W, Hamilton, Ontario, L8SUU9, Canada.
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 Notes
 Abbreviations for Archival Sources Cited
 in the Endnotes:
 CUAA Catholic University of America Archives

 (Washington, DC)
 FTD Fur Trade Department (In HBC Archives)
 HBCA Hudson's Bay Company Archives (In Public

 Archives of Manitoba)
 JMC Papers John M. Cooper Papers (In CUA Archives)
 PAC Public Archives of Canada (Ottawa)
 PAM Public Archives of Manitoba (Winnipeg)

 1 Simon Metabie was Charlie's brother-in-law, from whom
 Charlie inherited the position of Ndoho Ouchimau.

 2 The forestry case for which these affidavits were made was
 dropped by the Crees in 2002.

 3 I use the term Indigenous as the general term of preference,
 but where legal rights are the focus I sometimes use the
 Canadian Constitutional term Aboriginal, and in some con
 texts where the historical sources speak of Indians I use that
 term. The latter is a term that many contemporary Crees
 continue to use today, albeit with an awareness of its com
 plex history and meaning.

 4 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, "The Game
 Laws of the Province of Quebec.. .1894.;" "An Act to Amend
 the Quebec Game Laws, assented to 21st December 1895,"
 6p.; "Law Clerk" to The Deputy Superintendent General
 [Indian Affairs], 30 December, 1902; E.E. Tache [Quebec]
 to Hayter Reed [Ottawa], December 5,1896.

 5 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, C.C. Chipman
 to Hayter Reed, 1 December 1896; Hayter Reed to C.C.
 Chipman, 12th December, 1896.

 6 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, C.C. Chipman
 to Reed, 7 January, 1897.

 7 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, [undated
 and unsigned memorandum, ca. May 15, 1897] which is
 referred to in another "Memorandum" by J.D. McLean,
 attached to a report to the "Governor General in Council,"
 2 June, 1897, in which he says it was delivered by C.C.
 Chipman, Chief Commissioner of the HBC on a visit to
 Ottawa.

 8 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, Meredith,
 MacPherson, Hague & Holden to J.D. McLean, 2 Novem
 ber, 1911; and, Meredith, MacPherson, Hague, Holden,
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 Shaughnessy & Heward to J.D. McLean, February 26,
 1916. Its case did not proceed, but not because of a ruling
 on Aboriginal rights.

 9 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, [typed reply
 to] Mr. Poupore, 19 May, 1897.

 10 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, "Extract
 form a Report from the Committee of the Honourable the
 Privy Council, approved by His Excellency on the 14th
 June, 1897;" "Copy of a Report of a Committee of the Hon
 ourable the Executive Council, dated the 16th July, 1897, and
 approved by the Lieutenant Governor on the 16th July
 1897."

 11 By 1917-20 fur traders and non-Native commercial trappers,
 who clearly were subject to Canadian and Quebec law, had
 to be licensed annually in Quebec, and they were prohibited
 to transport furs within the province or to export them
 unless a royalty had been paid to the benefit of the province;
 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10, reel C8106, Meredith,
 MacPherson, Hague, Holden, Shaughnessy & Heward to
 J.D. McLean, February 26,1916.; "Summary of the Game
 Law of the Province of Quebec," no date indicated in the file.

 12 Also see, CUAA, JMC Papers, "Aboriginal Land Holding
 Systems," Memorandum to Dr. Harold W McGill, 11 Octo
 ber, 1933,

 13 Cartlidge could describe hunting territories from his expe
 rience on lands around the trading post, but he was also
 familiar with Frank Speck's accounts of the Algonquian
 hunting territory system. Cartlidge had prepared a map of
 the location of Waswanipi Cree hunting camps in 1915 at the
 request of the National Museum of Canada where Edward
 Sapir was engaged, which sponsored some of Speck's work
 in those years. Cartlidge's map was later published by D.S.
 Davidson (1928; see also Feit, 1991).

 14 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, file 420-10 H. C. Cartlidge to D.C.
 Scott, Department of Indian Affairs. 29 October 1927. The
 federal government forwarded his letter to Quebec, L.A.
 Richard to J.D. McLean, November 22, 1927. The fur
 records show that a decline in beaver pelt sales began about
 this time at Waswanipi (Feit n.d. a.).

 15 That the government established reserves initially in lim
 ited areas, and later only in isolated areas, would appear to
 confirm the assessment made C.S. Elton, of the Oxford
 University Bureau of Animal Population, who met wildlife
 officials while on a tour in Canada for the HBC in 1928. He
 noted that conservation efforts were often hindered by two
 political difficulties: "Fear of offending the white trapper,
 who is a voter," and use of royalties as a general tax that does
 not directly subsidize protective measures. PAM, HBCA,
 Dead Dossier, Box 85, "Report of Research Work in
 Canada," 28 November, 1928.

 16 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10A, reel C8106, "Indians of
 Province Promised Legislative Protection Against Invasion
 of the White Hunters," Quebec Chronicle Telegraph, 29 Sep
 tember [1927, marked on attached sheet]; J.J. Wall "Grand
 Lake Victoria," 1927; Vol. 6751, File 420-10X1, "Respecting
 the creation of two game reserves in favour of the Indians,"
 "Copy of the Report of a Committee of the Honourable the
 Executive Council, dated 20th of April, 1928, approved by the
 Lieutenant-Governor on the 21st of April, 1928;" File 420
 10A, reel C8106, "Copy of the Report of the committee of the

 Honourable the Executive Council dated January 15,1932,
 approved by the Lieutenant Governor on 16 January, 1932,"
 "Respecting the erection of the whole of the Northern
 Region of the Province as a Game Reserve."

 17 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10A, reel C8106, "Indians of
 Province Promised Legislative Protection against Invasion
 of the White Hunters," Quebec Chronicle Telegraph, 29
 September [1927, marked on attached sheet]. The reason
 ing behind the decision that it was not "practical" was not

 made clear, but it was noted at the time that the reserves
 were much bigger than hunting club areas (W. A Anderson,
 1960:141). On the other hand, in the 1970s it was a concern
 of Quebec that lands set aside for the benefit of Indians
 could be recognized as "Indian lands" under the Constitu
 tion, and they would therefore be federal lands. Whether
 this was a concern in the 1920s is not clear from the records
 examined.

 18 PAM, HBCA, Reel E82/2, Personal Papers W.R. Parsons,
 J.S.C. Watt 1925-1943, Watt to West, 16 August 1929; see
 also: Watt to Ralph Parsons, 3 March, 1929; D.D., Box #79a,
 Fur Trade Commissioner to Governor and Committee,
 March 15,1929; Secretary to Fur Trade Commissioner, 28
 June, 1929 and 12 July, 1929.

 19 PAM, HBCA, Reel E82/2, Personal Papers W.R. Parsons,
 J.S.C. Watt 1925-1943, Watt to West, 17 August 1929.

 20 Watt wrote that "although I have lived a long time with
 Indians I never was interested in their customs until your
 visit here," addressing anthropologist John M. Cooper who
 first met Watt at Rupert's House in 1932, CUAA, JMC
 Papers, Watt to Cooper, 23 February, 1940.

 21 For support see PAM, HBCA, Reel E8#2, Personal Papers
 W.R. Parsons, J.S.C. Watt 1925-1943, Parsons to Watt May
 2,1930; proposal to district manager, Unclassified, FTD, File
 2-4-95, Buildings and Lands, Charlton Island 1854-1930,

 Watt to West, 24 April, 1930, and 3 May, 1930; and Watt to
 West 4 July, 1930; correspondence passed to Fur Trade
 Commissioner, West to French, 15 July, 1930. More senior
 HBC staff considered such preserves, which shortly after
 developed in several other provinces as well, to be "exper
 imental," and a clear policy to pursue them only emerged in
 the mid 1930s, Dead Dossier, Box 79A, "Fur Farming,"
 "enclosure to C.C.E No. 218 of 5th December, 1935"; "To

 Mr. Brooks [Secretary], Message from the Governor," 29
 January, 1936; Secretary to The Canadian Committee,
 "L.C.E No. 5301," 30 January, 1936; "Fur Farming," "End.
 to C.C.B 229, 5/3/36," "Submitted to the Board on the 7th
 April, 1936."

 22 "Concernant l'erection d'une Reserve de Chasse," Conseil
 executif, 24 March, 1932. See WA. Anderson, 1961 for a
 semi-fictionalized account of Maud Watt's life and of these

 events based, one presumes, on interviews with Maud Watt.
 His account has many discrepancies with archival materi
 als. Also see a brief account in Maud Watt, 1938.

 23 This instance of blaming the Cree is primarily strategic
 because it ignores the complicated circumstances and
 responsibilities for the depletion of beaver mentioned above
 by Cartlidge and sometimes cited in Watt's own corre
 spondence (see, for example, PAM, HBCA, Unclass., FTD,
 File 2-4-95, Buildings and Lands, Charlton Island, 1854
 1930, Watt to West, July 4,1930).
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 24 CUAA, JMC Papers, Watt to Cooper, 9 October, 1932; sup
 port of the Fur Trade Commissioner confirmed by Ander
 son, Anderson to Cooper, 2 December, 1932. This may, or
 may not, have been putting a good face on what has been
 described elsewhere as a tumultuous period of debate (WA.
 Anderson, 1961:146-49).

 25 PAM, HBCA, Unclassified. FTD, Fur Trade Conference
 Minutes, 1933, Appendix F. "Report on Rupert's House
 Beaver Sanctuary, by J.W Anderson."

 26 CUAA, JMC Papers, John M. Cooper to Patrick Ashley
 Cooper, 23 December, 1932; PA. Cooper to J.M. Cooper, 12
 January, 1933; Secretary, Canadian Committee to J.M.
 Cooper, 20 February, 1933; Cooper to Watt, 22 September,
 1932; Saindon, 0. M. I. to Cooper, 23 October, 1932; Cooper
 to Anderson, 12 November, 1932; Anderson to Cooper, 14
 November, 1932 and 2 December, 1932.

 27 CUAA, JMC Papers, "Aboriginal Land Holding Systems,"
 Memorandum to Dr. Harold W McGill, 11 October, 1933,
 Appendix A, page 3.

 28 PAM, HBCA, Unclass., FTD, Fur Trade Conference 1936,
 Minutes, Appendix "G," "Report on Beaver Conservation in
 James Bay District," by J.W Anderson. He reported that
 the Crees explained their views by saying that "great sec
 tions of the country are so poor in wild life that, until such
 times as the beaver had been restocked thereon, the Indi
 ans would starve," therefore other recognition was not nec
 essary.

 29 PAC, RG 10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10-4, reel C8106, Chief
 Saganash to Department of Indian Affairs, 3 August, 1936;
 District Manager to A. F. MacKenzie, 12 August, 1936.

 30 Also see, CUAA, JMC Papers, Anderson to Cooper, 25
 May, 1936; Watt to Cooper 9 December, 1939; PAC, RG 10,
 Vol. 6750, File 420-10-5, reel C8106, Herve Lariviere to
 D.J. Allan, 6 September, 1941; "Report on Annual visit to
 Mistassini Band, Abitibi Agency," H. Lariviere, 31 July,
 1943.

 31 In response, Indian Affairs asked the HBC to refer the
 matter of the beaver to the provincial authorities. PAC, RG
 10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10-4, reel C8106, District Manager to

 A. F. MacKenzie, 12 August, 1936; A.F. MacKenzie to Man
 ager, HBC, Montreal, 16 September, 1936.

 32 PAC, RG 10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10-4, reel C8106, Chief
 Saganash to Department of Indian Affairs, 3 August, 1936.

 33 This pattern was not always the case elsewhere. To the
 southeast of James Bay at Lake St. John where Montagnais
 had experienced the dispossession of their lands at the
 hands of agricultural settlers since the mid-19th century,
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 and beaver reserves met with "indifferent success" and "a

 certain measure of non-cooperation." It was "very difficult
 to convince them [the Montagnais] that, at last, the white

 man has decided to help them protect their trapping rights"
 (Burgesse 1945:13, brackets mine).

 34 PAM, HBCA, Unclass., FTD, Fur Trade Conference, 1933,
 Minutes, Appendix F, "Report on Rupert's House Beaver
 Sanctuary, by J. W Anderson."

 35 CUAA, JMC Papers, "Notes for Father Cooper" [1932],
 attached to J.S.C. Watt "17th August 1929, Copy, Fur Con
 servation." Anderson, an experienced HBC District Man
 ager presented the material Cooper sent to the annual

 HBC Fir Trade Conference, after which he wrote to Cooper
 "quite candid[ly]" to say "none of the district managers
 present seemed to be particularly interested although they
 were quite willing to discuss the problem in a general way."
 CUAA, JMC Papers, Anderson to Cooper, 2 December,
 1932.

 36 CUAA, JMC papers, J.M. Cooper to PA. Cooper, 23 Decem
 ber, 1932.

 37 CUAA, JMC Papers, Secretary, Canadian Committee to
 Cooper, 20 February, 1933.

 38 CUAA, JMC Papers, Cooper to Anderson, 13 October, 1933.
 39 CUAA, JMC Papers, "Aboriginal Land Holding Systems,"

 Memorandum to Dr. Harold W McGill, 11 October, 1933,
 page 7. The reference to denial of rights probably refers
 to statements made by federal government agents after
 the signing of a treaty with the Indian peoples in northern
 Ontario on the west coast of James Bay where Cooper
 did much of his field research. Scott and Morrison (2004)
 have cited and discussed Cooper's comments on how the
 treaty led to government agents asserting that hunting ter
 ritories were superseded by treaty rights on those and
 adjacent lands, and how this affected conditions at Rupert's
 House.

 40 CUAA, JMC Papers, "Aboriginal Land Holding Systems,"
 Memorandum to Dr. Harold W. McGill, 11 October, 1933,
 Appendix A, page 1.

 41 CUAA, JMC Papers, Cooper to Speck, 2 November, 1933;
 McGill to Cooper, 23 October, 1933; Anderson to Cooper, 9
 November, 1933, 22 February, 1934, 15 December, 1933,
 and 25 May, 1934; Cooper to Anderson, 5 January, 1934.

 42 CUAA, JMC Papers, Watt to Cooper, 2 March, 1934; Cooper
 to Watt, 30 October, 1934.

 43 PAM, HBCA, Unclass., FTD, Fur Trade Conference, 1934,
 Minutes, "Appendix H. Paper on Fur Conservation....J.W.
 Anderson" pg. 4 "H"; CUAA, JMC Papers, Anderson to
 Cooper, 21 December, 1935.

 44 Systematic biological research data on beaver productivity
 in the James Bay region was only gathered in the 1960s,
 indeed scientific studies of beaver reproduction in other
 regions only started to appear about 1949 (see citations in
 Novak 1987).

 45 "Map Indicating the Beaver Preserves and the Areas of
 Trap-lines Where the Trapping of Beaver is Permitted
 Under Control." Quebec: Quebec, Ministry of Game, 1960.

 46 Also see, PAM, HBCA, Unclass., FTD, Annual Reports,
 from Manager, Fur Preserves, to Manager FTD, 1945-50,
 Report 1/2/45-31/1/46, pages 9,13.

 47 There was not always agreement on whose base maps to
 use. One HBC trader reported that some Crees "say they
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 Unclass. FTD, File 6-9-2 (3), Furs, Beaver Sanctuary, Not
 taway Reserve, AH. Mitchell to Denmark, received 22 Jan
 uary, 1945.

 48 CUAA, JMC Papers, Anderson to Cooper, 25 May, 1936.
 49 PAM, HBCA, E.93/28, pages 201-202.
 50 PAM, HBCA, Unclass., FTD, "Annual Reports from Man

 ager, Fur Preserves, to Manager FTD, 1945-50, Report
 1/2/44 to 31/1/45," page 14.

 Anthropologica 47 (2005) Re-cognizing Co-management as Co-governance / 285

������������ ������������� 



 51 PAM, HBCA, Unclass. FTD, File 6-9-2 (3), Rirs, Beaver
 Sanctuary, Nottaway Reserve, D.J. Allan to Denmark, 15
 September, 1945; Denmark to Allan, 18 September, 1945;
 Allan to Denmark, 3 October, 1945; Denmark to Allan, 16
 October, 1945; "Report on Nottaway Beaver Preserve, 20
 November, 1945" [initialled "DED"].

 52 The reasons for these declines have not been clearly iden
 tified. One possibility is that Cree populations which
 increased rapidly as medical services were improved, and
 declining fur prices, made it difficult to meet nutritional
 and social needs while keeping harvests sustainable, both
 for the fur reserve managers and Ndoho Ouchimauch.

 53 PAM, HBCA, E.93/8, "The Role of the Trader in Indian
 Affairs," page 15.

 54 Also see, PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10-5, reel C8106,
 Hugh R. Conn, Memorandum to D.J. Allen "Re F\ir Con
 servation?Province of Quebec," 31 January, 1942.

 55 PAC, RG10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10-5, reel C8106, Deputy
 Minister to The Commissioner, R. C. M. P 10 December,
 1942.

 56 Described by Marcel Beaudet in court testimony in 1972 in
 Superior Court, re: Chief Robert Kanetawat, et al. vs The
 Attorney General of the Province of Quebec and the Que
 bec Hydro-electric Commission.

 57 The phrase "time immemorial" is imprecise and much
 debated (see Feit, In Press). Morantz cites this quotation as
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 58 Order in Council, Chamber of the Executive Council, Num
 ber 3437, Quebec, August 28,1946.

 59 Order in Council, Executive Council Chamber, Number
 1638, Quebec, June 14,1967.

 60 PAC, R.G.10, Vol. 6750, File 420-10-5, Reel C8106, Conn to
 D.J. Allan, "Re: Fur Conservation?Province of Quebec," 31
 January, 1942.

 61 The JBNQA (1976) defines "Cree tallyman" as "a Cree
 person recognized by a Cree community as responsible for
 the supervision of harvesting activity on a Cree trapline."
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 work of Bruno Latour, Donna Haraway, Jasmin Habib and
 Mario Blaser (see 2004).

 References
 Agreement Concerning a New Relationship

 2002 Agreement Concerning a New Relationship between
 Le gouvernement du Quebec and the Crees of
 Quebec. 55 pp.

 Anderson, J.W
 1961 Fur Trader's Story. Toronto: Ryerson.

 Anderson, William Ashley
 1961 Angel of Hudson Bay. The True Story of Maud Watt

 Toronto: Clarke, Irwin.
 Asch, Michael

 1997 Aboriginal and Treaty Rights in Canada Vancouver:
 University of British Columbia Press.

 Awashish, Philip
 2002 Some Reflections on Eeyou Governance and the

 James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement Reflec
 tions on the James Bay and Northern Quebec
 Agreement. Alain-G. Gagnon and Guy Rocher, eds.
 Pp. 153-163. Montreal: Quebec Amerique.

 2005 From Board to Nation Governance. Reconfiguring
 Aboriginal-State Relations. Michael Murphy, ed.
 Pp. 165-183. Montreal: McGill-Queen's University
 Press.

 Belaney, Archie (Grey Owl)
 1958 [1935] Pilgrims of the Wild Toronto: Macmillan.
 1972 [1931] The Men of the Last Frontier. Toronto:

 Macmillan.
 Blaser, Mario

 2004 Life Projects: Indigenous People's Agency and Devel
 opment. In In the Way of Development M. Blaser,
 H. Feit and G. McRae, eds. Pp. 26-44. London: Zed
 Books and Canadian International Development
 Research Centre.

 Blaser, Mario, Harvey A. Feit and Glenn McRae, eds.
 2004 In the Way of Development: Indigenous Peoples,

 Life Projects and Globalization London: Zed Books
 and Canadian International Development Research
 Centre.

 Bonnycastle, R.H.G.
 1936 Hudson's Bay Company and Rir Conservation. Pro

 ceedings of the North American Wildlife Confer
 ence: 625-628.

 1938 Hudson's Bay Company. Canada's Rir Trade. Trans
 actions of the North American Wildlife Conference 3:
 531-537.

 1943 The Role of the Trader in Indian Affairs. In The
 North American Indian Today CT. Loram and TE
 Mcllwraith, eds. Pp. 59-76. Toronto: University of
 Toronto Press.

 Burgesse, J. Allan
 1934 Property Concepts among the Lac St-Jean Montag

 nais. Primitive Man 18:1-25.

 Cooper, John M.
 1932 Land Rights on James Bay, [an interview with

 Cooper]. El Palacio 33:174-174.
 1938 Land Tenure among the Indians of Eastern and

 Northern North America. Pennsylvania Archaeolo
 gist 8:55-60.

 Davidson, D.S.
 1928 Family Hunting Territories of the Waswanipi Indians

 of Quebec. Indian Notes (Museum of the American
 Indian, Heye Foundation) 5:42-59.

 Denmark, D.E.
 1948 James Bay Beaver Conservation. The Beaver 279

 (Sept.): 38-43.
 Drolet, Charles A.

 1965 Contribution a l'etude du castor (Castor Canadensis
 Kuhl) a la baie James. These M.Sc., Universite Laval,
 Faculte des Sciences. Quebec.

 Feit, Harvey A
 1973 The Ethno-Ecology of the Waswanipi Cree. In Cul

 tural Ecology. B. Cox, ed. Pp. 115-125. Toronto:
 McClelland & Stewart.

 286 / Harvey A. Feit Anthropologica 47 (2005)

������������ ������������� 



 1985 Legitimation and Autonomy in James Bay Cree
 Responses to Hydro-electric Development. In Indige
 nous Peoples and the Nation State. Noel Dyck, ed.
 Pp. 27-66. St. John's: Memorial University, Institute
 for Social and Economic Research.

 1991 The Construction of Algonquian Hunting Territo
 ries. In Colonial Situations. George W. Stocking, Jr.,
 ed. Pp. 109-134. Madison: University of Wisconsin
 Press.

 2004 Les territoires de chasse algonquiens avant leur
 "decouverte"? Recherches amerindiennes au Quebec
 34(3): 5-21.

 N.d. In Press. Who Taught Conservation to Whom? Per
 spectives on the Ecological Indian. Michael E. Harkin
 and David Rich Lewis, eds. Lincoln: University of
 Nebraska Press.

 N.d. Under Review. Objectivity, Advocacy, and Trust in
 Shepard Krech's "The Ecological Indian." Anthro
 pology, First Nations and Law. M. Pinkoski, ed. Van
 couver: University of British Columbia Press.

 N.d. a. Breakdown and Survival of Cree Game Manage
 ment. Manuscript.

 N.d. b. Relational Co-governance: Beaver Reserves. Manu
 script.

 Feit, Harvey A, and Robert Beaulieu
 2001 Voices from a Disappearing Forest. Aboriginal Auton

 omy and Development in Northern Quebec and
 Labrador. CH. Scott, ed. Pp. 119-148. Vancouver:
 University of British Columbia Press.

 Ferguson, James
 1990 The Anti-Politics Machine: "Development," Depoliti

 cization, and Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho. Cam
 bridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Foucault, Michel
 1981 Power/Knowledge. New York: Pantheon Books.
 1991 [1978] Governmentality (trans. Rosi Braidotti and

 revised by Colin Gordon). In The Foucault Effect:
 Studies in Governmentality. Graham Burchell, Colin
 Gordon and Peter Miller, eds. Pp. 87-104. Chicago, IL:
 University of Chicago Press.

 Frenette, Jacques
 1990 Mistissini: The Cree Traplines on the Limit of the

 Territory of the James Bay and Northern Quebec
 Agreement. Report submitted to the Mistissini Band.

 Grand Council of the Crees (Eeyou Istchee) [GCC]
 1998 Never without Consent Toronto: ECW Press.
 2004 Annual Report. Nemaska: GCC/CRA.

 Habib, Jasmin
 2004 Israel, Diaspora, and the Routes of National Belong

 ing. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
 Hallowell, A. Irving

 1949 The Size of Algonkian Hunting Territories: A Func
 tion of Ecological Adjustment. American Anthropol
 ogist 51(1): 35-45.

 Haraway, Donna
 1991 Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of

 Nature. New York: Routledge.
 James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement (JBNQA)

 1976 [1975] James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement
 Quebec: Editeur officiel.

 Kerr, A. J.
 1950 Subsistence and Social Organization in a Fur Trade

 Community. Ms. 244 pp. Report to the National Com
 mittee for Community Health Studies.

 Latour, Bruno
 1993 We Have Never been Modern. Cambridge: Harvard

 University Press.
 Low, A.P

 1895 Reports on Explorations in the Labrador Peninsula
 Along the East Main, Koaksoak, Hamilton, Mani
 couagan and Portions of Other Rivers in 1892-93-94
 95. Ottawa: Canada, Geological Survey of Canada,
 Annual Report, N.S. 8, Report L.

 Moccasin Telegraph [Internal magazine of the HBC].
 1957 Retirement Notice for Fred McLeod, 16(1): 19.
 1963 Obituary for Fred McLeod, 22(20): 50.

 Morantz, Toby
 1986 Historical Perspectives on Family Hunting Territo

 ries in Eastern James Bay. Anthropologica n.s. 28(1
 2): 64-91.

 2002 The White Man's Gonna Getcha. The Colonial Chal
 lenge to the Crees in Quebec. Montreal: McGill
 Queen's University Press.

 Nadasdy, Paul
 2003 Hunters and Bureaucrats: Power, Knowledge and

 Aboriginal-State Relations in the Southwest Yukon.
 Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

 Neumann, Roderick P
 2000 Land, Justice and the Politics of Conservation in

 Tanzania. In People, Plants and Justice. Charles
 Zerner, ed. Pp. 117-133. New York: Columbia Uni
 versity Press.

 2001 Disciplining Peasants in Tanzania: From State Vio
 lence to Self-Surveillance in Wildlife Conservation. In

 Violent Environments. Nancy Lee Peluso and Michael
 Watts, eds. Pp. 305-327. Ithaca: Cornell University
 Press.

 Nixon, Bob
 1993 Public Participation: Changing the Way We Make

 Forest Decisions. In Touch Wood. K. Drushka,
 B. Nixon and R. Travers, eds. Pp. 23-58. Madeira
 Park, BC: Harbour.

 Novak, Milan
 1987 Beaver. In Wild Furbearer Management and Con

 servation in North America. M. Novak, J.A. Baker,
 M.E. Obbard and B. Malloch, eds. Pp. 283-312.
 Toronto: Ministry of Natural Resources.

 Peluso, N.L.
 1993 Coercing Conservation? The Politics of State

 Resource Control. Global Environmental Change
 3(2): 199-218.

 Preston, Richard
 2002 [1975] Cree Narrative. Montreal: McGill-Queen's

 University Press.
 Preston, Susan

 N.d. In Preparation. Influences of the Western Resource
 Extraction Agenda on Eastern Cree Ways of Con
 ceptualizing Land. In Property Rights, Contestation,

 Autonomy. J. John Weaver and William Coleman, eds.
 Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

 Anthropologica 47 (2005) Re-cognizing Co-management as Co-governance / 287

������������ ������������� 



 Richardson, Mary, Joan Sherman and Michael Gismondi
 1993 Winning Back the Words. Toronto: Garamond.

 Scott, Colin H.
 1979 Modes of Production and Guaranteed Annual Income

 in James Bay Cree Society. Montreal: Monograph
 Series, McGill University Programme in the Anthro
 pology of Development.

 1983 The Semiotics of Material Life among Wemindji Cree
 Hunters. PhD dissertation. McGill University,
 Department of Anthropology, Montreal.

 1988 Property, Practice and Aboriginal Rights among Que
 bec Cree Hunters. In Hunters and Gatherers 2.
 T. Ingold, D. Riches and J. Woodburn, eds. Pp. 35-51.
 New York: Berg.

 Scott, Colin H., ed.
 2001 Aboriginal Autonomy and Development in North

 ern Quebec and Labrador. Vancouver: University of
 British Columbia Press.

 Scott, Colin H., and James Morrison
 2004 Frontieres et territoires -1 - Crise et effondrement.

 Recherches amerindiennes au Quebec 34(3): 23-43.
 2005 Frontieres et territoires - II - Reconstruction et

 renouveau. Recherches amerindiennes au Quebec
 35(1): 41-56.

 Scott, Colin H., and Jeremy Webber
 2001 Conflicts between Cree Hunting and Sport Hunt

 ing: Co-management Decision Making in James Bay.
 In Aboriginal Autonomy and Development in North
 ern Quebec and Labrador. C.H. Scott, ed. Pp. 149-174.
 Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

 Speck, Frank G.
 1915a Basis of American Indian Ownership of Land. Old

 Penn Weekly Review 13:491-495.
 1915b Family Hunting Territories and Social Life of Various

 Algonkian Bands of the Ottawa Valley. Ottawa, ON:
 Department of Mines, Geological Survey, Memoir
 70.

 Tanner, A.
 1979 Bringing Home Animals. Religious Ideology and

 Mode of Production of the Mistassini Cree Hunters.

 St. John's: Memorial University, Institute of Social
 and Economic Research.

 Tremblay, J. Armand
 1959 Le Service des fourrures, les Reserves de castors du

 Quebec. Quebec: ministere de la Chasse et de la
 Peche. [Mimeograph in the possession of the author.]

 1974 Ana Andagonne brise d'ete. Quebec: Editions Gar
 neau.

 Watt, Maud
 1938 Rupert's March of Time. Today's Sanctuary Was the

 First Fort on the Bay. The Beaver 269(1): 22-26.

 288 / Harvey A. Feit Anthropologica 47 (2005)



 Social and Economic Barriers to Subsistence
 Harvesting in a Northern Alberta
 Aboriginal Community
 Mark Nelson Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation

 David C. Natcher Memorial University of Newfoundland
 Clifford G. Hickey University of Alberta

 Abstract: A community survey conducted in the Little Red
 River Cree Nation of northern Alberta identified several socio

 economic barriers that impede peoples' ability to spend time in
 the bush and to engage in subsistence harvesting. This paper
 presents the results of the community survey, along with a dis
 cussion of the impacts of reduced harvesting and several options
 for mitigating harvesting barriers. The practice of subsistence
 harvesting is understood here as being essential for the enact
 ment and maintenance of certain local social systems and cul
 tural values.

 Keywords: aboriginal peoples, subsistence harvesting, coun
 try foods, community health, traditional knowledge, Little Red
 River Cree Nation

 Resume: Une enquete communautaire realisee au sein de la
 Nation crie de Little Red River au nord de 1'Alberta a identifie

 plusieurs obstacles socioeconomiques limitant la capacite des
 membres de la collectivite a passer du temps dans la brousse et
 a pratiquer la recolte de subsistance. Cet article presente les
 resultats de l'enquete communautaire, ainsi qu'une discussion
 des consequences de la recolte reduite et des nombreuses
 options pouvant pallier les obstacles a la recolte. La pratique de
 la recolte de subsistance est entendue ici comme essentielle a
 l'actualisation et a la preservation de certains systemes sociaux
 et valeurs culturelles au sein de la collectivite locale.

 Mots-cles : peuples autochtones, recolte de subsistance, ali
 ments traditionnels, sante communautaire, connaissances tra
 ditionnelles, Nation crie de Little Red River

 Introduction

 For several decades now, a good deal of academic research concerning aboriginal peoples has striven to
 overcome the popular notion that these cultures have
 been assimilated, that whatever remains of the "tradi
 tional" is peripheral while the core of aboriginal life has
 been westernized. Much of this work has focussed upon
 hunting and gathering practices by illustrating their
 resiliency and importance, both in terms of their eco
 nomic benefit for communities and in terms of their cul

 tural significance. This research tradition, which was nas
 cent in Canada in the early 1970s (Feit 1973; Freeman
 1976), was infused with a new spark by the monumental

 Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry of the mid-1970s. In his
 final report, Mr. Justice Thomas Berger (1977) illustrated
 that the northern Canadian landscape continues to be a
 homeland and provider for aboriginal peoples rather than
 a desolate frontier awaiting modernization. This principle
 has been continuously substantiated and reiterated in
 writings by various scholars over the past three decades
 concerning aboriginal groups across Canada (Berkes,

 Hughes, George, Preston, Cummins and Turner 1995;
 Brody 1982, 2001; Condon, Collings and Wenzel 1995;
 Feit 1987; Jolles 2002; Salisbury 1986; Scott 1986; Tanner
 1979; Tobias and Kay 1993; Usher 1987). In Alaska, an
 entire government department has been devoted to
 addressing the importance of subsistence harvesting (see
 Fall 1990 for an overview). As social changes in aborigi
 nal communities have persisted and intensified, so too
 have academic efforts to depict these changes as part of
 a complex cultural process of negotiation and interweav
 ing, rather than a wholesale process of assimilation.

 While subsistence harvesting regimes remain strong
 in many aboriginal communities, there is cause for concern

 about the impacts of the vast sociocultural changes that
 have occurred in these settings over a relatively short
 period of time. The widespread shift from a mobile
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 lifestyle following a seasonal round to a sedentary one of
 community living has resulted in certain disruptions to
 harvesting regimes (see Damas 2002 for an examination
 of the Canadian Inuit case). In many parts of northern
 Canada, this shift to community life may have occurred as

 recently as the 1960s, just two generations ago. In these
 new community settings, Aboriginal peoples have wit
 nessed the introduction of wage employment, the decline
 of the trapping industry and the introduction of a wide
 range of consumer goods, including new, high-cost har
 vesting technologies. While all these conditions existed in
 presedentary life to some degree, they have multiplied in
 scope and intensity following community settlement. In
 addition, the vast knowledge base that guides aboriginal
 hunters and gatherers has come under threat as bureau
 cracies have become entrenched in their societies, mak
 ing demands on their time and reshaping the way that
 knowledge is transferred between generations (Cruik
 shank 1998: 45-70; Ingold 2000; Nadasdy 2003). These
 elements combine together to produce a set of circum
 stances in which it can be difficult to maintain harvesting

 regimes with the same coherence and frequency as in the
 past. This condition has very real quality of life implica
 tions in Aboriginal communities, where in many cases
 harvesting practices have been the focus around which life
 is oriented.

 Following the lead of other authors (such as Fienup
 Riordan 1986; Wenzel 1991), this paper examines the
 causes and effects of barriers to subsistence harvesting,
 in this instance through a case study conducted in the Lit
 tle Red River Cree Nation (LRRCN) in northern Alberta,

 Canada. During the summers of 2001 and 2002, the
 LRRCN partnered with the Sustainable Forest Man
 agement Network1 to undertake a harvest survey and a
 land-use mapping project in order to document the activ
 ities of local harvesters. The harvest survey also posed
 several questions about people's access to bush resources
 and factors that may impede their access, which are the
 focus of this paper. We shall first begin with some back
 ground information on the LRRCN and its subsistence
 harvesting regime before discussing the survey results
 and the potential (and realized) impacts of a decline in har
 vesting. While the findings here are unique to the com
 munities in question, they very likely have application in
 aboriginal communities that exhibit a similar harvesting
 pattern and settlement history to that of the LRRCN.

 Background on the Little Red River
 Cree Nation
 The LRRCN is comprised of three communities (Fox
 Lake, Garden River and John D'or Prairie) that lie on the

 Peace River in northeastern Alberta. The total population
 of the LRRCN is around 2 500, with the largest commu
 nity (Fox Lake) numbering around 1 300. Only John D'or
 Prairie is accessible by an all-weather road, while the
 other two communities can be reached via seasonal roads

 that are very sensitive to precipitation. These communi
 ties were formed quite recently, between about 1959 and
 1969. Prior to this, people followed a seasonal round of sub

 sistence hunting, gathering and trapping. They moved
 through the bush in extended family units, emerging sev
 eral times throughout the year to congregate in larger
 numbers at the mouth of the Mikkwa (Little Red) River,
 where the Hudson's Bay Company had established a trad
 ing post (Lore 1990). Today, Cree language and tradi
 tional culture, including hunting and gathering, remain
 strongest in the two more isolated communities.

 While LRRCN hunters and gatherers no longer
 spend as much time in the bush as their ancestors did, they

 continue to follow the same basic practice of focussing
 upon particular species at times when their behaviour is
 most predictable while engaging in more opportunistic
 harvesting at other times. Moose is by far the most impor

 tant local food species, and moose hunting becomes the
 major focus of community attention during the rut, which
 lasts from around late September to late October. During
 this time, moose are responsive to imitation mating calls,
 and hunters may move to the bush for several weeks,
 often taking their families with them. Other species are
 also hunted during predictable periods, but are of lesser
 importance than moose. Bears are commonly found near
 rivers in the late summer and early fall as they seek out
 food to prepare for winter. They become fat at this time
 and are therefore more desirable to hunters. Ducks are

 often hunted during late summer as well, when they are
 unable to fly during moulting. Various species of berries
 and medicinally useful plants are harvested as they ripen
 at certain times of the summer and fall. Intensive trapping

 is becoming increasingly less common within the LRRCN
 (Pyc 1998:74). Some people make short trips to traplines
 and cabins during the winter in order to trap part-time,
 but virtually no one moves their families to the bush for
 extended periods for this purpose any longer. Low fur
 prices make trapping an inefficient and unviable voca
 tion today, and it is largely pursued in order to maintain
 ties to the past and simply to spend time in the bush and
 for the socialization of children to the cultural landscape.

 Access to hunting grounds near the LRRCN com
 munities continues to be regulated along kinship lines, as
 was the case prior to community formation. Families
 maintain seasonal camps in the same place every year, and
 hunt within the surrounding area. The locations of these
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 camps and the approximate areas used by others are well
 known to local hunters. One hunter was able to identify the

 hunting areas of the other families on a 1:250 000 topo
 graphic map, and the accuracy of his map was corrobo
 rated by several others. The family territories he identi
 fied covered virtually all of the area around his community

 for quite a distance. While the boundaries of family ter
 ritories appear static and rigid on a map, in practice they
 are more fluid and approximate, with rights to access
 being recognized based upon continued use of the area in
 question. These family territories can be compared with
 those of the eastern Canadian Cree (as discussed by
 Berkes et al. 1991; Feit 1987; Scott 1986; Tanner 1986)
 though they do not appear to function as wildlife man
 agement units as explicitly as their eastern counterparts
 (see Nelson 2003:50-54 for a fuller discussion of this com

 parison).

 Impacts of Diminished Harvesting
 Despite the high degree of continuity between present and

 past harvesting, there is cause for concern regarding the
 changes that have occurred. Many of the social problems
 facing First Nations communities, including alcoholism,
 physical abuse, suicide and a general feeling of anomie can
 be linked to the social vacuum that was created when

 subsistence harvesting and the seasonal round ceased to
 be the orienting focus of life. Previous research conducted
 in the LRRCN indicates that among adult males, those

 who maintain strong ties to the bush and the hunting
 lifestyle are best able to cope with the challenges of mod
 ern life (Crabbe 1998). These people derive much of their
 personal well-being and sense of belonging through a
 connection with the lifestyles of their ancestors. Those
 with little or no ties to the bush lifestyle were found most

 likely to be "drifting" in their lives, with no sense of direc
 tion or foundation.

 Reduced harvesting can also have negative effects
 on a more collective level. For countless generations, the
 family unit has defined the Little Red River Cree hunt
 ing and gathering group, and vice versa. Subsistence har
 vesting remains one of the primary activities for actual
 izing kin relationships through shared activity. Spending
 time in the bush together also serves to express a sacred
 worldview concerning human relationships to animals
 and the land, which binds people together on a level not
 experienced in other commonly shared activities, such as
 games and crafting. Without this common experience,
 kin relationships are not strengthened. Consanguineal
 and affinal relationships (e.g., mother, uncle, sister-in
 law) of course remain, but the substance of those rela
 tionships is diminished without the connection offered by

 shared experience. This effectively weakens the social
 fabric that has provided stability and support for gener
 ations of Little Red River Cree. For those who can not or

 do not hunt, alternatives are limited. Local jobs are few,
 and, even if obtained, do not very well replace the spiri
 tual element of the bush lifestyle, nor the companionship
 of family. Men who do not hunt and are unemployed retain
 their position as father, brother, son-in-law, etc. within
 their family, but Crabbe's (1998) research indicates their
 social role in it is greatly reduced.

 Kin relationships are not only maintained through
 the shared act of harvesting, but also through the distri
 bution and consumption of country foods. Without any
 foods to share, the social networks governing their dis
 tribution would be lost, along with all of their positive
 influences. As Jolles (2002:314) notes, the importance of
 food in constituting identity and relationships is frequently
 underestimated vis a vis the actual harvesting practice.
 The sharing of country foods along with shared con
 sumption expresses a whole range of sacred beliefs and
 values that are not embodied in more secular activities. As

 one person told the lead author, "You treat it like a gift;"
 to share country foods generously is to acknowledge that
 they have been given to the hunter rather than taken
 (Nuttall 1992:142). We encountered many instances dur
 ing fieldwork where hunters gave away their entire share
 of a kill to their relatives. In most cases, harvesters were

 unable to give to everyone as much as they would like to,
 because there is simply not enough country foods being
 brought into the communities to provide for the demands

 of the growing population. Many people stated that they
 would like to share more outside their families, but that
 they rarely had enough to do so. This reduction in extra
 familial food sharing has been noted in other aboriginal
 communities as well (Condon et al. 1995).

 A diminished harvesting regime would of course have
 more explicitly economic impacts as well, as the potential
 losses in terms of food value would be considerable. The

 results of the 2001 community harvest survey indicate that
 the LRRCN bush harvest would cost around $2 million to
 replace at the local grocery store (Nelson 2003:46). Loss
 of country foods would particularly affect impoverished
 households, who may rely on them for basic nourishment.

 A study by the Alberta Treaty 8 Health Authority (2001)
 indicates that buying a healthy family food basket in Fox
 Lake would require nearly all of a family's monthly social
 assistance cheque. This is quite a substantial figure when
 one considers that the majority of the adult LRRCN pop
 ulation receives some form of social assistance (Webb
 2001). The statistic is even more troubling when one con
 siders the nutritional contribution of country foods to
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 local diets (see Wein, Henderson Sabry and Evers 1991).
 Lack of access to cash, coupled with reduced availability
 of country foods means that many people are unable to
 meet all their dietary needs.

 A reduction in harvesting and concurrent atrophy of
 land use may also create the potential for loss of future
 access to harvesting lands. The hunting territories dis
 cussed in the previous section are not owned per se, but
 are occupied based upon a recognized usufruct right.
 Should a kin group cease to use a territory for several sea
 sons in a row, another group may justifiably occupy it for
 subsistence purposes. Should an area remain unused for
 considerable time, it may even open a window to intrusion

 from outsiders. Diminished harvesting might allow indus
 trial developers to encroach upon previously used terri
 tories without fear of violating treaty rights. An inter
 generational reduction in lifetime land-use area is already
 evident in the LRRCN, which can be seen as a "shrinking
 circle" when mapped out (Pyc 1998:120). The demise of
 the trapping economy has played a large role in this reduc
 tion. During a mapping interview, one man expressed
 concern that the land-use area he outlined would be mis
 construed as the extent of the LRRCN traditional terri

 tory, when in fact both he and previous generations of his
 family had utilized a much wider range. He worried that
 resource developers could use mapping information to
 justify operations in areas of importance to LRRCN har
 vesters that are not currently in use. Another man sug
 gested that old trails should be kept open and old hunting
 areas occupied in order to preserve access for future gen
 erations.

 Barriers to Subsistence Harvesting
 The data discussed here concerning barriers to har
 vesting results from a household harvest survey con
 ducted in all three LRRCN communities during the
 summers of 2001 and 2002. Owing to budgetary and
 time constraints, not all citizens could be interviewed, so
 a senior member of each respondent household reported
 on behalf of all members. This spokesperson was
 selected at the discretion of the household members,
 rather than through any specific direction from the
 research team. Two local research assistants from each

 community administered the survey in person. House
 holds were defined in terms of actual physical living
 units, and approximately 50% coverage of all LRRCN
 households was achieved. In addition, the lead author
 conducted semi-structured interviews concerning sub
 sistence harvesting and participated in harvesting activ
 ities. These experiences inform and enrich the discus
 sion below.

 In order to establish a baseline, respondents were
 asked if they would spend more time in the bush if they
 could. The vast majority (92%) answered positively. They
 were next asked their perceptions of inter-generational
 access to bush resources: specifically, whether the previ
 ous generation had greater or lesser access, and whether
 the future generation will have greater or lesser access.
 The majority (69%) perceive a steady decline, in which the
 previous generation had greater access than they do, and
 the next generation will have even less access. Finally, the
 survey asked people to report any factors that they feel act
 as barriers to their subsistence harvesting practices. The
 results are shown in Figure 1, and are summarized below.

 4% None_ _ Environment 4%

 5% Other_2^IH^_ Competition 5%
 52% Time_^^BB^^^WS^^^ _ Knowledge 2%

 ^^Kj^^^m^^^m0:M^^^^^k! _ Regulations 14%
 ^^^^Hh^H^ " ^^^^^^ ~ Cost 14%

 Figure 1: Perceived Barriers to Harvesting

 Time (52%)
 For clarity, several different responses are grouped under
 this heading, as they all reflect the essence of this barrier.

 Responses such as "kids in school," "kids play sports," "my
 job," and "husband works" all refer to factors that limit the
 time available to engage in subsistence harvesting. If
 grouped this way, time barriers are by far the most com
 monly reported factor that inhibits harvesting activity. The
 lead author also noted during his interviews that lack of
 time to devote to subsistence harvesting was a recurrent
 complaint about the contemporary lifestyle in the LRRCN.

 Lack of time may limit not only the duration spent in
 the bush on hunting trips, but may also inhibit one's abil
 ity to get there in the first place. Hunting territories often
 lie a good distance from the community, and require exten
 sive travel time to reach. Inability to make these trips may

 relegate hunters to more easily accessible, though less
 productive, hunting areas along roads and cutlines. In
 the minds of many Little Red River Cree, this barely
 qualifies as hunting, and provides none of the personal sat
 isfaction of extended stays in the bush.2 As shall be demon
 strated below, time functions in a reciprocal relationship
 with other barriers such as cost and knowledge.
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 Wildlife Harvesting Regulations (U%)

 Most reports of regulations as a barrier come from Gar
 den River, which lies within Wood Buffalo National Park
 (WBNP). The residents there are subject to federal reg
 ulations on their harvesting that are enforced by Parks
 Canada, several of which are quite limiting. Each hunter
 must obtain a licence from Park officials, and is allowed to

 take only one moose per year. Moose hunting is prohibited

 altogether between June and September. The use of four
 wheeled ATVs (All Terrain Vehicles, i.e., "quads") outside
 the settlement is prohibited and snowmobile use is allowed

 only for trapping purposes. Several Garden River resi
 dents have had quads confiscated by Parks officials in
 the past.

 Regulations are, however, beginning to arise as an
 issue outside WBNP as well. In the spring of 2002 (the year

 following the survey), Provincial authorities attempted to
 enforce what they claimed was a long-standing ban on
 walleye fishing during their spawning run. Several people
 fishing at the mouth of the Mekkwa River (which lies just
 outside the reserve boundary) were threatened with pros
 ecution if they failed to comply with this directive, which

 had never been locally heard of nor enforced previously. It

 is quite likely that "regulations" would be cited as a bar
 rier more frequently if the harvest survey were conducted

 today.

 Cost (U%)
 Response bias may have in fact reduced the frequency of
 cost as a reported barrier on the survey. We found a rel
 atively low level of unemployment among the survey
 respondents (29%) when compared with the estimate of
 70% unemployment for the Nation as a whole (Webb
 2001). Possibly those with employment were also more
 likely to participate in the survey, or the heads of house
 hold who completed the survey were more likely to be
 employed than other household members. Cost is fre
 quently discussed as a harvesting barrier by social sci
 entists who study changes to hunting and gathering cul
 tures (e.g., Condon et al. 1995; Feit 1982; Fienup-Riordan
 1986). Involvement in the fur trade created dependence
 among aboriginal peoples upon newer technologies for use
 in subsistence harvesting. This demand has continued to
 grow as new technologies become more available and
 accessible. Once initiated, new technologies tend to per
 meate hunting activity very quickly, and it becomes very
 difficult to reverse this process. For example, quads only
 became available in Fox Lake in the early 1990s, prior to
 which people commonly used horses to reach their bush
 camps. Today there are more quads than households in

 Fox Lake. Quads enable hunters to make a greater num
 ber of trips in a shorter time, thereby allowing them to
 incorporate other activities into their schedule. While
 there are still a few horses around Fox Lake, it would be
 very difficult for an individual who could not afford a
 quad to use a horse for harvesting. The infrastructure of
 harvesting has changed so as to discourage this; it would
 be difficult for the horse-based hunter to co-ordinate

 activities with quad-based hunters, to obtain the needed
 tack, saddlebags and gear. Transportation is generally
 the greatest cost associated with contemporary harvest
 ing (Feit 1982), and results at least in part from the time
 demands of modern life. Employed hunters must often
 make frequent short weekend trips to the bush if they are

 to make any, thereby necessitating speedy transporta
 tion. Other large expenses include firearms, ammunition,
 tents and food.

 Competition (5%)
 This barrier was reported quite infrequently. Competition
 amongst Nation members for hunting grounds is rare at
 this point, although one interviewee commented that some

 younger hunters have problems finding new places to
 hunt during the moose rut. There is a minimal degree of
 competition for hunting territories with non-aboriginal
 hunters and outfitters. Several families who formerly
 hunted along the western boundary of WBNP have left
 the area because of a bear outfitter operating there.
 Another family reported encountering a moose outfitter
 on their hunting grounds for the past two years. Even a
 small number of encounters, however, can have a disrup
 tive effect on local harvesting practices. Those people
 with whom the lead author discussed this issue are
 unlikely either to share a hunting area with outsiders or
 to overtly challenge their presence; they are more likely
 to move elsewhere. This is partly a reflection of cultural
 norms concerning confrontation, and partly a mistrust of
 outsiders. Local hunters often report finding empty alco
 hol bottles at abandoned campsites, and doubt the judg
 ment of what they consider to be inexperienced and care
 less trophy hunters. They are in fact more afraid of being
 shot than they are of sharing the land.

 Environment &%)
 While many Little Red River Cree are concerned with the

 impacts of industrial activities upon the ecosystem, the
 survey results indicate that these impacts do not yet
 appear to inhibit harvesting. Pollution and ecosystem
 alteration in the areas are at this point minimal enough
 that the current situation might be described as preven
 tative. However, while these factors do not yet limit har
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 vesting activity, they may affect harvesting success. Sev
 eral older interviewees commented that hunting was eas
 ier in the past because animals were more abundant.
 They also commented on the changes in the seasonal
 behaviour of the Peace River and its tributaries, which are

 corroborated by the findings of the Northern River Basins

 Study (Alberta Environmental Protection 1997). Since
 the WC. Bennett Dam began operating on the Peace
 River in northern British Columbia., water levels have
 generally declined and seasonal floods have ceased. This
 has affected the small creeks and marshes that previ
 ously served as travel routes and as good wildlife habitat.
 Many have dried up while others have become stagnant
 and contaminated. One elder reported recently contract
 ing "beaver fever" by drinking from a creek that he has
 used all his life.

 Knowledge (2%)
 It is interesting that knowledge (or lack thereof) was not

 more frequently cited as a harvesting barrier given the
 frequency with which it is discussed by community mem
 bers, both in public and semi-directed interviews we con
 ducted. Pyc (1998) also encountered repeated concerns
 that younger LRRCN hunters do not possess the same
 skills as their elders, and do not appear to be learning
 them. This knowledge gap is large enough that older
 hunters fear that the younger ones are "losing their cul
 ture" (Pyc 1998: 72).

 Respondents may have failed to report knowledge as
 a barrier for several reasons. First, people may be reluc
 tant to admit that their knowledge is lacking in some way.

 Further, respondents may indeed perceive lack of knowl
 edge to be a problem, but do not consider it a barrier to
 being in the bush or to harvesting (though it may be a bar
 rier to success). For some people, this may indeed be the
 case, but for others, the knowledge gap does indeed deter
 them from spending time in the bush. Nelson asked an
 interviewee who is in his late-teens if he believed that

 the bush culture would continue, and if he would become

 an active hunter in the future. He was not optimistic, and
 stated that "Maybe it would be different if I knew how to
 hunt."

 Potential Solutions to Harvesting Barriers
 While the effects of the barriers cited above may be
 summed up quite simply, generating solutions is much

 more complex. To do so is an attempt to reconcile lifestyles
 that are to some degree structurally incompatible, or at
 the very least not conducive to each other. Quite likely the

 affects of modern lifestyles on traditional harvesting prac
 tices will never be fully eliminated, but they may be mit

 igated. Given the importance of these traditional practices

 to Cree identity and well-being, it is essential that com
 munities wishing to maintain these values and practices
 persist in generating even imperfect solutions. The fol
 lowing section suggests potential solutions for all the

 major barriers identified on the survey except for envi
 ronmental degradation, which is both beyond our expert
 ise and too complex a topic to discuss in the available
 space. For quick reference, the solutions presented here
 are summarized in Figure 2 at the end of the section.

 Time
 There will undoubtedly be growing demands on the time
 of adult LRRCN citizens as greater levels of education are
 sought, and as more people are able to find employment.
 School children will continue to face the same time con

 straints already present. While there is no real way to
 avoid these demands, steps can be taken to mitigate their
 impacts on people's time.

 Most of the jobs that are available in the communities
 are administered by the LRRCN. It is therefore quite pos
 sible to structure job schedules so as to ensure that those

 who wish to hunt have the time to do so, particularly dur
 ing favourable hunting periods. Some employees might
 choose to accept a reduced salary in exchange for more
 holidays or leaves of absence. For example, in the lead
 author's experience, some Yukon First Nations offer one
 week of paid "traditional leave" to their employees who
 wish to spend time on the land. At present, the demands
 on the administrative infrastructure of the LRRCN are

 reasonable enough that such flexibility is possible.
 Education is also administered by the LRRCN,

 although the schools must meet the basic Alberta cur
 riculum requirements. This allows for some degree of
 freedom in allocating time towards bush activities. At
 present, some of the LRRCN schools are quite proactive
 in this regard. Children are generally encouraged to
 accompany their parents during the moose hunting sea
 son, and sometimes to incorporate their experiences into
 their schoolwork. Students might be required to keep a
 journal of their activities or to complete a writing exercise

 on their experience. This not only alleviates the time bar
 rier for children, but for their parents as well, who might

 not wish to leave their children for long periods of time to

 go hunting. Another approach to this problem is the incor

 poration of bush time into the school curriculum. J.B.
 Sewepegaham School in Fox Lake has conducted an
 extended fall fieldtrip for its students over the last few
 years. Parents are encouraged to accompany their chil
 dren on these trips, thereby facilitating some incorpora
 tion of the children's school lives and home lives. Unfor
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 tunately, extended fieldtrips can be expensive, and there
 is as yet no secure and consistent source of funding for
 these endeavours. It would be prudent for Provincial
 authorities to allocate education funds to such projects,
 and to replicate them in Garden River and John D'or
 Prairie (and hopefully in other First Nations as well).

 Cost
 Because of the apparently high employment level of our
 survey respondents, cost is probably a more substantial
 barrier than indicated by the survey results. Further,
 cost as a barrier functions in concert with lack of time;

 many people are only able to meet the costs of harvesting
 because they have permanent full-time employment.
 These jobs limit the time that they can devote to har
 vesting, which was indeed a frequently cited barrier.
 Fienup-Riordan points out that aboriginal hunters who
 work part-time or seasonally often have the best har
 vesting returns because they are best able to balance
 time and money (1986:260). Unfortunately, they are often
 plagued by poor equipment that needs repair or replace
 ment. Further, many younger hunters with families to
 support do not have the luxury of exchanging full-time for

 part-time employment. It is possible that many people
 would choose to focus more intensely on making their
 living through harvesting rather than through wage
 employment if they felt that this was possible in the face
 of the costs involved.

 The most direct way to address this barrier would be
 the establishment of a guaranteed income program for
 subsistence hunters. Several such programs have already
 been established under various bodies, including two
 under the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement?
 JBNQA (one administered to the Cree by the Quebec
 government, the other administered to the Inuit by the
 Kativik regional government in northern Quebec), and
 more recently a program run by Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.
 (Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples [RCAP] 1996).
 The Crees' Income Security Program (ISP) under the
 JBNQA has received the most analysis because it is the
 oldest and most complex of the guaranteed income pro
 grams. Its mandate is to preserve subsistence harvesting
 as a viable way of life, recognizing its cultural signifi
 cance to the James Bay Cree. The situation for them is
 much like the one I have described for the LRRCN: ini

 tial dependence upon fur markets, followed by drasti
 cally reduced fur prices and ever-increasing costs for
 hunting and camping equipment. Through the ISr? people
 can secure long-term access to funds that will allow them

 to remain on, or to return to, the land. Beneficiaries qual
 ify for the program based upon the number of days they

 have spent in the bush (away from the settlement) over the
 past year (RCAP 1996: 987).

 Several evaluations following the introduction of the
 program indicate a positive reception and fulfillment of the

 stated goals. The average number of days per year spent
 on the land by practicing harvesters increased by 26%
 (from 170 to 214), and over 300 families used ISP funding
 to begin intensive harvesting (Feit 1982: 69). Of these
 families, over 200 remained in the program following the
 first year of funding. These tended to be families who
 had previous intensive harvesting experience but were
 forced to settle in town because they could not meet the
 expenses of long durations in the bush (ibid.). Critics of
 income security programs might point to several pitfalls,

 including the potential for misuse of funds and nepotism.

 These issues, however, plague many social programs
 administered in northern aboriginal communities, and
 should not be the basis for abandoning such efforts. While

 subsidization of subsistence harvesting is not a panacea,
 it is preferable to social assistance and other transfer
 payments. Unlike direct transfer payments, the ISP
 requires active participation by the recipient and pro
 motes production, whereas social assistance does not
 (RCAP 1996: 985). Condon et al. found that many Inuit
 consider welfare to be detrimental to their community's
 health because it promotes laziness: "That's why them
 guys don't like to hunt anymore. They get free money, easy

 money from the government. Right there! Big spoiler for
 the younger people" (1995: 34). The ISF, on the other
 hand, promotes activities and attitudes that benefit both
 the individual and the community, and allows people to

 maintain traditional systems of self-sufficiency that have
 been upset by colonialism. Increasing the amount of time
 that hunters can spend in the bush can also prevent their
 economic marginalization. Greater productivity allows
 hunters to continue to make significant contributions to
 the family vis a vis wage-earners, thereby preserving
 egalitarian social ideals (Scott 1984:83). Further, the ISP
 tends to promote family solidarity by allowing all the

 members to spend time in the bush. Feit reports that
 prior to the ISIJ many all-male hunting camps had formed
 because there were insufficient funds to bring the entire
 family for an extended stay in the bush (1982: 66).

 An increase in the number of hunters and time spent
 hunting might raise some concerns about potential over
 harvesting of animal populations. This possibility is mit
 igated partly by the structure of the ISP (which pays
 beneficiaries based on their effort, i.e., days in the bush,
 rather than upon their harvesting returns), and partly
 through strong taboos against wastage. A comparison of
 harvests before and after the introduction of the Quebec
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 ISP does indeed demonstrate an increase in total big
 game and small game harvests (Scott 1984: 82). This
 resulted from the presence of new hunters, as each indi
 vidual hunter maintained their pre-ISP harvest level
 (ibid.). However, the increase levelled out in subsequent
 years, probably once people were able to adapt their prac
 tices to accommodate greater numbers of hunters (Scott
 and Feit 1983). When more families began to produce
 meat for themselves, demand for this surplus decreased
 and people adjusted their harvest levels.

 Wildlife Harvesting Regulations
 This barrier will need to be addressed through dialogue
 with external parties, and possibly through legal proce
 dures. Efforts have been underway for several years to
 establish a co-operative management relationship between
 Parks Canada and the LRRCN regarding Wood Buffalo
 National Park (Honda-McNeil 2000; Pyc 1998), but have
 been largely unsuccessful to date. As mentioned above,
 Nation members living outside WBNP have only recently
 encountered regulations upon their harvesting activities
 in the form of fishing regulations. Some effort at dialogue

 with provincial wildlife managers was made, though no
 consensus was achieved and no long-term relationship
 was established. While the LRRCN is part of a co-oper
 ative management arrangement that involves the Alberta
 government (see Natcher and Hickey 2002), this process
 focusses primarily upon commercial forestry and its
 effects upon animal habitat. Unfortunately, the arrange
 ment currently involves neither federal Parks represen
 tatives, nor provincial wildlife managers who are respon
 sible for harvesting regulations.

 Competition
 Limiting competition from outside hunters for the finite
 resources within the LRRCN traditional use area will

 most likely require co-ordination between the Nation and
 provincial wildlife managers. Efforts could be directed
 towards limiting the number of game tags awarded to
 recreational hunters and outfitters, and towards defining

 their geographic range such that it interferes with
 LRRCN harvesters as little as possible. At present, there
 exists no formal process for Nation leaders to consult
 with wildlife authorities on this level. Again, the co-oper

 ative management process mentioned above does not
 involve the authorities responsible for wildlife harvesting

 quotas.
 Some Nation members discuss the possibility of

 becoming outfitters themselves in order to have more
 control over outsiders' hunting on their traditional lands.
 Some also feel that the economic benefits generated by

 outsiders' hunting in the area should go to the Nation
 rather than to non-local outfitters. While this would cer

 tainly help the Nation put existing skills to use for eco
 nomic growth, some members worry that outfitting would
 represent a violation of their relationship to animals
 because they do not perceive that non-aboriginal hunters
 have the same sacred relationship towards animals as
 they do. Further, outfitting would represent a re-allocation
 of scarce resources from local harvesters to foreign ones,
 which may be unacceptable to some. Outfitting is not
 unprecedented in the LRRCN, though. The Nation cur
 rently owns and operates a fishing lodge in the nearby
 Caribou Mountains, which caters to sport fishers. How
 ever, this area is rarely used by local harvesters, and
 therefore the lodge does not interfere much with local
 activity. Perhaps an outfitting operation that met this cri
 terion might prove more acceptable to Nation members.

 Knowledge
 This is undoubtedly the most difficult barrier to address,
 partly because it is the cumulative result of several other
 barriers acting in concert (such as time and cost), and
 partly because it reflects a substantial change in Little
 Red River Cree lifestyle and social organization that is
 impossible to reverse. Overcoming this barrier is there
 fore a long-term challenge, one in which great efforts will
 not necessarily yield immediate results. As Ingold (2000)
 points out, skills are too often discussed as though they
 behave in a genetic pattern, as if they are simply passed
 down from one generation to the next, much like genes.
 He counters that we should instead conceive of a process
 of "enskillment," in which skills are grown in each indi
 vidual, with room for variation and adaptation (Ingold
 2000:138). They are therefore subject to the context of the
 learner, rather than existing unto themselves. We have
 presented several possible explanations of why this bar
 rier ranked low in the survey results, when it is in fact
 quite prevalent in the minds of Nation members. Because
 of the importance and complexity of this issue, we shall
 devote more time to addressing solutions than the survey
 results appear to warrant.

 It is clear that children's life training and accumulation

 of knowledge in the LRRCN must be woven in with the
 new institutions that characterize modern life, especially

 schooling, since living in the bush full-time is simply not an

 option for most people. The lead author asked several eld
 ers if young people should focus more on learning about the
 bush, or if they should concentrate on schooling and jobs.
 They replied that school is most important because one can
 no longer live off the bush. Still, they said, it would be
 good if the youth could do both. This is not to say that tra
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 ditional methods of teaching and learning should be sub
 ordinated to classroom learning. Indeed, it is unlikely that

 children could acquire much of the knowledge necessary
 for subsistence harvesting in this setting; they would
 instead be limited only to having information. This is a crit
 ical distinction. Goulet (1998) writes that knowledge acqui
 sition among the Dene-Tha (the LRRCN's western neigh
 bour) is considered to be the product of personal
 experience rather than the possession of information. In
 our experience, this is true of the Little Red River Cree as
 well. For example, the authors know that one can tell the
 difference between the tracks left in the late-spring by a
 cow moose that is pregnant and one that is not, because the
 hooves of the former tend to be more splayed than the lat
 ter. We cannot, however, translate this information into
 skilled practice on the land. To do so would require much
 experience along with guidance from learned trackers,
 which of course cannot be achieved in the classroom. To

 employ Ingold's (2000) metaphor of growth again, skills are

 planted rather than implanted, and must be given fertile
 ground in which to develop. This ground exists out on the
 land, rather than inside the school. It is therefore imper
 ative that children are provided with the opportunity to
 spend a significant amount of time in the bush, and that this

 time is facilitated through the schools which have come to

 dominate their time. The fieldtrip program discussed
 above currently addresses this need in Fox Lake. However,
 similar efforts in the other two LRRCN communities have

 been more sporadic and of lesser duration. Taking 30 stu
 dents to the bush for a week can be a costly endeavour,
 even if some gear is loaned to the program. As yet, there
 is no institutional support for this project because it lies
 outside the Alberta curriculum. It is vital that spending
 time in the bush and learning the necessary skills be con
 sidered a core subject for aboriginal students, rather than
 an extra-curricular activity.

 There are also more pedagogical reasons to doubt
 the appropriateness of the classroom as a venue for learn
 ing subsistence harvesting and related skills. Aboriginal

 teaching styles have traditionally been indirect, and pupils
 learn from watching and questioning when needed, rather
 than through direct instruction (Goulet 1998). An inter
 viewee explained that being in the bush with an elder is
 different from being in the classroom. There is more quiet
 time for reflection in order to absorb what one has learned.

 There is more independence for the pupil, and greater
 emphasis on self-sufficiency and individual practice rather

 than following rigid guidelines. Instructions are given
 when asked for. Indeed, it is rather contrary to local ideals
 to forcibly limit or direct the actions of another. It would
 be almost inconceivable for an elder to come into a class

 room and "teach" a lesson on subsistence harvesting.
 When invited to the classroom, elders tend to talk about
 their own experiences as an example for others to consider,

 rather than directly instructing students on what to do in
 the bush. As Cruikshank (1998: 54) points out, modern
 bureaucratic institutions (including schools) tend to frag
 ment and compartmentalize knowledge so as to render it
 compatible with their bureaucratic guidelines. As a result,

 the "knowledge" that is delivered through these institu
 tions is not an accurate or holistic reflection of knowl

 edge transference and use in Aboriginal societies.
 In addition, the Cree people with whom we worked

 tended to be much more at ease and open to conversation
 about these topics when they are in the bush. We have
 experienced a marked difference between conducting
 interviews in town versus in a bush camp. Those con
 ducted in the bush tend to last longer, require less ques
 tioning or prompting on the interviewer's part, and elicit
 more in depth and profound responses. The bush is con
 sidered an appropriate setting for discussing things that
 are considered sacred in nature, such as human relation
 ships toward animals. Institutions such as schools, in con
 trast, are part of the secular or profane realm. While they

 are not prohibitive of such topics, they are certainly not
 an inviting setting to discuss them from an elder's point
 of view. Transferring knowledge between these sacred
 and profane settings is frequently problematic for those
 who attempt to integrate traditional culture with modern
 institutions. Kayas Cultural College in Fox Lake has
 recently initiated a Cree Support Program (CSP) in order
 to develop a language and culture curriculum to be
 employed in the LRRCN's schools. The CSP co-ordina
 tors are frequently required to deal with matters of pro
 tocol in the process of gathering learning materials for
 delivery in the classroom. Attempts to elicit stories from
 community members were largely unsuccessful until a
 teepee was constructed as an appropriate venue for con
 veying them.3 Certain subjects were considered alto
 gether inappropriate for schools. In early community con
 sultation meetings, elders dismissed the possibility of
 teaching about medicinal plants in the classroom, stating
 that this is best conducted in the traditional person-to
 person manner (Tyler Tokaryk, Personal Communica
 tion, July, 2002). This is a particularly sensitive subject in
 the LRRCN, where medicine is still considered very
 sacred and powerful, and where many protocols regard
 ing the transference of this knowledge persist. Other
 aspects of traditional culture are more open to negotiation,
 but often the same tension remains.

 Much of this tension results from the persistence of
 cultural norms regarding teaching and learning in the
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 LRRCN, which are often incommensurate with Western
 ones. Knowledge and power are considered to be the
 products of experience rather than the possession of infor
 mation, so one must therefore learn by doing, not by
 being told. Rirther, it is poor etiquette to claim publicly to
 be knowledgeable, directly or indirectly, by stating so or
 by offering knowledge to people who have not respectfully
 requested it (e.g., through a gift of tobacco) for an appro
 priate reason. As one interviewee said, "You are not sup
 posed to put that stuff on display." Goulet notes this belief
 among Dene Tha: "[A] Dene's verbal claim that she or he
 is knowledgeable and powerful would be seen by other
 Dene as evidence that the speaker lacks knowledge and
 power" (1998: xxx). LRRCN elders are well aware of the
 challenges facing young learners today, and are eager to
 take proactive steps to help them. Yet, they are hesitant
 simply to abandon existing values in order to ease the
 transition, and are reluctant to rely wholly upon new insti
 tutions like schools for enskillment. Many feel that to do
 so would compromise the integrity of sacred knowledge.
 Thus, when they do participate in this new arena, there are

 many questions and concerns: Are these things being
 treated as sacred? Are they being respected and delivered
 in an appropriate way? The best way to alleviate such
 concerns is to ensure a high degree of community control
 in these matters, which can be best achieved by focussing
 attention on the bush as a learning venue.

 All this is not to say that the schools have no place in
 teaching the skills and beliefs of subsistence harvesting,
 only that the entire learning domain should not be trans
 ferred there. Certain exercises are well suited to the
 classroom, such as hide scraping or butchering.4 It is also
 possible to plant knowledge before growing skills. Infor
 mation about animals, animal parts, plants and other rel
 evant items could be introduced in early grades before
 conducting field exercises. Fletcher (2001) has developed
 such a program in the form of an interactive CD-ROM for

 Innu students between grades four and six. This is accom
 panied by a teacher's manual with lists of associated activ
 ities. These are useful exercises that can be conducted

 prior to fieldtrips, but should not be taken as an adequate
 substitute for time spent on the land.

 Barrier Elements Potential Solutions

 build harvesting leave
 -wage employment opportunities into band

 Time -kids in school jobs
 incorporate field trips into
 the school curriculum

 -transportation
 r . -firearms, income security program

 ammunition, tents, for hunters
 etc.

 negotiation with Parks
 -WBNP harvesting officials and Alberta

 ~ ... limitations wildlife managers for
 -Alberta provincial recognition of treaty rights
 regulations legal action to protect

 treaty rights

 work with Alberta wildlife
 managers to limit number
 of game tags and outfitting

 \ r .... -outside hunters and licences outfitters become outfitters in order
 to increase control over
 outsiders'access to the
 area

 school-based fieldtrips to
 learn bush skills
 in-class instruction on

 -lack of bush time appropriate bush skills
 Knowledge and experience for (e.g., hide scraping)

 youth development of
 instructional
 tools/programs to teach
 bush skills

 Figure 2: Summary of Barriers to Harvesting and
 Potential Solutions

 Symbolic and Practical Values of
 Subsistence Harvesting
 As more and more Aboriginal people migrate to cities, dis
 cussions of aboriginal identity increasingly revolve around

 symbolism and heritage. Since most urban aboriginal
 people's lifestyles (and, quite importantly, language) are
 not apparently different from those of other Canadians,
 symbols become more important for defining a unique
 aboriginal identity. Various emblems, clothing styles and
 ceremonial practices may be employed in order to distin
 guish themselves from others: dreamcatchers, the medi
 cine wheel and clothes decorated with beadwork are com

 monly encountered symbols. Ceremonial practices such as
 sweat lodges and blessings are enjoying a revival in urban
 settings (Kulchyski et al. 1999: xxiii). These symbols and
 activities denote an allegiance to a certain heritage and a
 set of ideas that are held to be integral to aboriginal iden
 tity. It is increasingly understood within Native Studies
 scholarship that in the future, Aboriginal peoples will
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 draw upon this well of common heritage in order to forge
 a new self-concept within modern Canadian society, even
 though their daily lives will differ markedly from those of
 their ancestors (Newhouse 2000).

 These concepts are less applicable, however, to rural
 Aboriginal communities, particularly those living in the
 isolated regions of the north. For these people, the tradi
 tional bush lifestyle does not merely represent a sym
 bolic heritage, but rather survives as lived experience. The

 bush lifestyle does, of course, possess a symbolic value,
 and Aboriginal people have become more conscious of
 this value as the viability of subsistence harvesting
 becomes threatened (Fienup-Riordan 1986: 316). Still,
 this lifestyle does not retain its symbolic vitality and influ
 ence by existing as an abstract concept. Rather, its value
 is constituted and maintained through the practice of sub

 sistence harvesting and related activities on the land
 scape. Enactment serves to define publicly one's social
 position with regard both to the land and animals as they
 exist in Aboriginal cosmology and to other people who
 share similar lifestyles and beliefs. Being in the bush and
 interacting with the landscape and animals is also said to
 produce certain characteristics, values and skills in indi
 viduals. During an interview, one woman compared her
 two sons, one of whom was raised mostly in the bush, the

 other in town. She noted a significant difference between
 them in terms respect and character, which she attributed

 to their different upbringings. The practice of harvesting
 further serves to maintain social networks between peo
 ple who share a common worldview that is rooted in their
 relationship to the land and animals. Spending time in the
 bush serves to reify a set of values and beliefs that oth
 erwise would exist only in abstract form.

 For these reasons, it is vital that barriers to subsistence

 harvesting receive due attention through the types of
 measures suggested above, and that the bush lifestyle not
 be relegated to the status of a relic, or a symbolic heritage
 that exists only in memory. At the beginning of this paper,

 we illustrated how the basic structure of the subsistence

 harvesting regime in the LRRCN today mirrors that of the
 pre-settlement era. Despite changes in frequency and
 intensity, the essential organizational elements of the har

 vesting regime remain, including seasonal focus on various

 species, reciprocal exchange of country foods and organ
 ization of harvesting activities along kinship lines. It is
 equally important to understand that Aboriginal peoples
 have not become recreational hunters because they have
 moved into permanent settlements with grocery stores
 (Usher 1981). The 2001 harvest survey clearly demon
 strates country foods continue to be harvested in signifi
 cant quantities by LRRCN members, and distributed so

 as to provide for as many people as possible. Further, the
 practice of hunting and gathering plays a vital role in
 maintaining social structures and relationships, a role far
 beyond mere recreation. The social influence of harvest
 ing is especially important in northern communities like
 those of the LRRCN, where anyone under the age of 30 is

 likely just one generation away from a seasonally mobile
 subsistence lifestyle. The modest number of on-reserve
 career opportunities or other life-defining roles means
 that there are few alternatives for many young people

 who wish to remain in their communities. In such a case,

 the stability and empowerment offered by the bush
 lifestyle becomes a vital resource for people who are try
 ing to negotiate a balance between old and new ways.
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 Notes
 1 The Sustainable Forest Management Network is one of

 several Networks of Centres of Excellence that are funded

 by the Canadian government in order to promote research
 in areas of vital interest to Canadians. Please see http://sftn
 l.biology.ualberta.ca for more information.

 2 This type of opportunistic hunting has been described to
 myself and others (Pyc 1998) as "crow hunting" by LRRCN
 hunters, as it resembles scavenging more than skilled activ
 ity in the bush.

 3 Therrien and Laugrand (2001) experienced a similar prob
 lem when conducting a workshop on traditional medicine

 with Inuit elders. The elders' first request was to alter the
 setting of the room so that it more closely resembled a
 campsite out on the land, which they considered to be an
 appropriate venue for discussing such things.
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 4 J.B. Sewepegaham school conducted a hide scraping pro
 gram in the fall of 2002. Hunters were asked to loan their
 moose hides to the students to scrape and stretch for them.
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 Art and Museum Review / Compte rendu
 d'exposition

 Expomediatour: une initiative franco-ontarienne de museo
 logie communautaire

 Recenseure: Marie-Eve Plante
 Museologue, Gatineau, QC

 Dans Tabsence quasi-totale d'expositions reliees au patrimoine
 des communautes franco-ontariennes, le Regroupement des
 organismes du patrimoine franco-ontarien (ROPFO) a cree
 en 2001 le projet Expomediatour, un projet de formation sur
 la mise en exposition communautaire et virtuelle. Cette ini
 tiative s'insere dans la ligne des experiences de la museologie
 communautaire. Le projet cherche d'abord et avant tout a
 sensibiliser la communaute a la sauvegarde et a la transmis
 sion de son patrimoine en la transformant en actrice, c'est-a
 dire en l'impliquant dans le processus comme le suggere les
 ecomusees (Doucet et Cloutier 1998).

 Les activites d'Expomediatour se divisent en quatre
 volets : la formation sur la mise en exposition, les expositions
 communautaires, les expositions virtuelles et le reseautage.

 Au cours de huit mois, trois types de formation sont
 offertes afin de procurer un soutien moral et technique neces
 saire a la realisation des expositions. Le projet demarre avec
 une formation intensive de trois jours qui presentent les dif
 ferents aspects de la mise en exposition. A la mi-parcours,
 une formation en region complete la premiere en repondants
 aux besoins exprimes par les participants. Habituellement
 elle se fait plus technique puisque le montage approche a
 grands pas.

 Tout au long du projet, la formation se poursuit a dis
 tance. Expomediatour couvre un tres large territoire, la pro
 vince de l'Ontario, et pallie a cet inconvenient par un tutorat
 a distance. Par le biais d'un reseau Extranet, les charges de
 projet d'exposition sont en communication avec leur formateur
 sur une base hebdomadaire pour discuter de l'avancement du
 projet, des obstacles rencontres et obtenir des conseils spe
 cialises. Via des conferences, les participants ont aussi la
 chance d'echanger sur differents sujets tels que la fabrica
 tion et le montage, la recherche de commanditaires et Tiden
 tite franco-ontarienne. Des capsules d'information, des docu

 ments et des outils sont aussi mis en ligne pour completer le

 Guide pratique: comment developper une exposition com
 munautaire congu par Museobus et l'equipe de formation
 d'Expomediatour.

 Toutes ces activites de formation ont pour objectif d'en
 cadrer la realisation $ expositions communautaires. Dans les
 trois annees du projet, 23 centres culturels et organismes
 franco-ontariens ont participe et realise des expositions dans
 leurs communautes. Les sujets des expositions sont libres:
 l'histoire de sa communaute, d'une institution, de la culture
 actuelle, du patrimoine architectural, etc. Que ce soit des expo
 sitions en salle, des capsules radiophoniques, des parcours
 interpretatifs ou autre, la forme que prennent les projets est
 tout aussi diversified. Une seule regie prevaut: les exposi
 tions doivent adopter une approche communautaire c'est-a-dire
 des expositions creees par et pour la communaute (Rivard
 1985).

 Les charges de projet d'exposition sont fortement encou
 rages a consulter et a impliquer les gens de leurs communau
 tes et cela a toutes les etapes du projet, du choix du contenu a
 la forme de l'exposition et du remue-meninges au montage de
 l'exposition. En plus de l'approbation du conseil d'adminis
 tration du centre culturel, le charge de projet d'exposition
 doit obtenir l'accord du groupe de validation forme de membres

 de la communaute. Cependant, l'implication de la commu
 naute deborde souvent de cette tache. Certains aideront en
 fournissant des materiaux, d'autres a la fabrication des sup
 ports, a la cueillette de donnees sur le terrain, a promouvoir
 l'evenement, etc. Le projet devient celui des gens de la com

 munaute qui mettent de cote leur role de spectateur pour
 devenir acteurs et artisans.

 Le processus devient aussi important que le resultat.
 Expomediatour pose une action a la fois culturelle et commu
 nautaire. Realiser un projet et prendre conscience de la
 richesse de sa culture et de son histoire solidifie l'identite per

 sonnelle et collective. Fiers de leur heritage culturel et impa
 tients de le faire connaitre, les charges de projet d'exposition
 et les benevoles deviennent des agents culturels dans leur
 propre communaute.

 Cependant, a la troisieme annee, il est possible de consta
 ter un certain essoufflement de l'implication de la commu
 naute. Tout comme plusieurs ecomusees, les expositions ont
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 tendance a retourner a une approche traditionnelle et a se
 realiser en vase clos. Les centres culturels choisissent la the

 matique et la forme des projets. Sur 16 projets, sept seulement
 ont respecte fidelement l'approche communautaire. Conside
 rant ce fait il serait aussi tres interessant de verifier les reper
 cussions a long terme de ce type de projet sur la communaute
 et ses artisans. Est-ce que la museologie communautaire reus
 sit a faire une reelle difference ou si les effets se ressentent qu'a
 court terme?

 Les expositions montees, elles sont reprises sur Inter
 net. Les expositions virtuelles accroissent la longevite des
 projets, leurs accessibilites et par le fait meme permet une plus
 grande diffusion du patrimoine franco-ontarien.

 Finalement, a travers le reseau qu'il cree, Exomediatour
 developpe une action concertee dans les domaines du patri
 moine et du tourisme (parcours patrimonial pour decouvrir
 l'heritage francophone de la province). Depuis Tan dernier,

 les expositions itinerantes sont encouragees afin d'exploiter
 encore mieux ce reseau. Cet exercice rapprochera surement les
 communautes francophones eloignees les unes des autres.

 Cette annee, faute de financement, le projet Expomedia
 tour est encore en suspend. Parce qu'il constitue une belle
 initiative de museologie communautaire, il est a esperer que
 ses activites reprendront sous peu.
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 Book Reviews / Comptes rendus

 Denis Blondin, La mort de Vargent. Essai d'anthropologie
 naive, Lachine (Quebec): Editions de la Pleine Lune, 2003,304
 pages.

 Recenseure: Manon Boulianne
 Universite Laval

 Eessai d'anthropologie ?naive? propose par Denis Blondin
 est un requisitoire engage qui s'inscrit a la fois dans la lignee
 des critiques anthropologiques adressees au developpement et
 dans celle des publications des dernieres annees (voir entre
 autres Bennholdt-Thomsen, Faraclas et Von Werlhof 2001,
 Raddon 2003 ou encore Dobson 1993) qui proposent de refle
 chir et d'agir en vue de developper des alternatives a 1'econo
 mie de marche capitaliste globalised qui detruit systemati
 quement l'environnement en plus de creuser chaque jour
 davantage le fosse entre riches et pauvres. Eauteur aborde un
 sujet serieux, celui des inegalites sociales et de l'avenir de
 l'humanite, dans un style qui s'eloigne d'autant plus de l'aca
 demisme qu'il adopte un ton resolument sarcastique. Avec
 humour, il s'attaque notamment a certaines propositions theo
 riques que la science economique a eleve en postulats, dont la
 loi de l'offre et de la demande.

 Tout en ayant recours a ses connaissances dans le domaine
 de l'anthropologie, Denis Blondin veut de toute evidence
 rejoindre un public large. Eanthropologie naive (par opposition
 a anthropologie ?savante?) dont il se reclame renvoie a un
 procede analytique et discursif qui consiste, dans un premier
 temps, a poser un regard renouvele sur un certain nombre
 d'idees recues et de pratiques quotidiennes qui nous semblent
 aller de soi, provoquant ainsi une rupture epistemologique
 qui preside a une ouverture sur d'autres mondes possibles. En
 appliquant ce procede, des institutions qui nous semblent par
 fois ?naturelles? comme, par exemple, la propriete privee,
 sont remises en cause. Dans un deuxieme temps, Blondin
 porte son regard au loin pour mieux mettre en evidence le
 caractere culturel, c'est-a-dire socio-historiquement construit,
 de nos manieres de penser et de faire. En cours de route, il fait

 usage de formules metaphoriques empreintes d'ironie afin de
 mieux deconstruire des notions d'usage courant. Par exemple,
 il ecrit que : ?Ce n'est pas un hasard si le langage de l'hema

 tologie (flux, circulation, etc.) est utilise pour parler de Targent.

 II lui va comme un gant, car la fonction du systeme monetaire
 est justement d'operer une saignee generate* (p. 87). Cette
 anthropologie ?naive? ne se reclame d'aucune grande theorie
 qui, de Tavis de l'auteur, limiterait Timagination. Ainsi, les
 idees, les images et les chapitres se succedent comme une
 sorte de collage car la structure d'ensemble, Targument gene
 ral est plus ou moins explicite au point de depart.

 Que propose cet ouvrage essentiellement? De prendre
 conscience que Targent, qu'il traite dans son ouvrage comme
 un ?fait social total?, n'est puissant que parce que Ton y croit;
 a la maniere de la magie, son efficacite symbolique tient en
 grande partie a l'importance qu'on lui accorde et non pas a ses
 qualites intrinseques. Blondin invite done ses lecteurs a rea
 liser que Targent est une creation humaine, dont Tapparente
 puissance repose sur des institutions politiques et juridiques
 qui, parce qu'elles sont le produit de Timagination humaine,
 peuvent done etre repensees et transformers. Ainsi, comme
 ?(...) Targent n'a pas toujours existe, il n'est done pas eternel?
 (p. 13).

 Dans la premiere partie de l'ouvrage, l'auteur presente
 Targent comme possedant deux visages opposes. II y montre
 que Targent est a la fois, dans la societe occidentale, considere
 comme bon et mauvais, venere et hai. Venere parce qu'il donne
 du pouvoir a celles et ceux qui le possedent; hai parce qu'as
 socie aux inegalites sociales, a l'exploitation, a Talienation voire
 a la perte du lien social, comme Tont egalement montre d'autres
 anthropologues comme Hart (2001), Oliven (1998) ou Parry et
 Bloch (1989). Dans la seconde partie du livre, sont exposes les
 calamites provoquees partout dans le monde par un systeme
 economique qui valorise par-dessus tout la possession et Tac
 cumulation de Targent, lequel est devenu la valeur supreme,
 une valeur detachee de toute economie morale.

 En troisieme partie, Targent est presente comme un prin
 cipe organisateur du social, qui aurait succede dans l'histoire
 de l'humanite a la parente et a la religion. Eauteur y expose
 Pourquoi Vargent doit [ou plutot va] mourir: ?... Essentiel
 lement, c'est parce qu'il ne resout pas les problemes poses
 par une mondialisation plus etendue et plus achevee, et parce
 qu'il en cree de nouveaux, qu'il est incapable de resoudre?
 (p. 206). En quelques mots, disons que la negation de la diffe
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 renee culturelle operee par un systeme economique qui, par
 ailleurs, cree un fosse toujours plus grand entre riches et
 pauvres sur la planete entiere y est consideree comme le talon
 d'Achille de ce meme systeme : ?(...) la culture, dans toute sa
 diversite, est Timmense probleme que Targent n'a pas resolu
 et qu'il ne pourra jamais resoudre, ne serait-ce que parce que
 son essence est de le nier? (p. 253). Pour Blondin, il semble
 inevitable que nous parvenions eventuellement a ?(...) une
 certaine forme de saturation, a un etat du systeme social
 devenu dysfonctionnel, mais donnant graduellement naissance
 a un autre type de systeme...?(pp. 155-156). Precisons que, si
 Blondin souhaite sa mort, il ne suggere toutefois pas que Tar
 gent, en tant qu'unite de compte et moyen de paiement qui faci
 lite les echanges de biens et de services, disparaisse neces
 sairement. En realite, pour l'auteur, ce n'est pas Targent
 comme tel mais bien le fait qu'il prenne autant de place dans
 notre societe et qu'il contribue a la reproduction de rapports
 de domination d'une minorite sur les autres qu'il faut condam
 ner. Ainsi, contrairement a ce que le titre de l'ouvrage pourrait
 laisser croire a premiere vue, c'est bien le fetichisme de Tar
 gent, la marchandisation de la vie et ce qu'il appelle la ?biolo
 gisation? des rapports sociaux, une forme d'essentialisme qui
 s'est developpee avec la modernite et la croyance aveugle dans
 la science et la technologie, qu'y denonce Blondin, et pas l'exis
 tence de la monnaie comme telle.

 On en arrive ensuite, dans la quatrieme section du livre,
 aux scenarios qui concernent le processus de changement et
 a T?apres? : comment la mort de Targent aura-t-elle lieu? Par
 le biais d'un changement graduel ou a la suite d'un brusque
 effondrement du systeme et de ses institutions? Si cela
 semble impossible a predire et si plusieurs scenarios sont
 envisageables, pour Blondin cette inevitable revolution devra
 necessairement se jouer a l'echelle internationale. En atten
 dant, les alternatives qui se multiplient aux echelles locale et
 regionale (systemes d'echange local, simplicity volontaire,
 agriculture soutenue par la communaute, etc.) jouent un role
 important puisqu'elles offrent des ?modeles culturels? dif
 ferents qui contribuent a alimenter notre imaginaire. II s'agi
 rait done, pour changer l'ordre des choses, de creer des sym
 boles et de les manipuler collectivement pour developper
 des institutions et des organisations differentes car ?(...)
 nous possedons tous ce pouvoir magique de manipuler les
 symboles et de reecrire le monde sur le coin d'un napperon?
 (p. 279).

 Apres avoir connu des societes organises successivement
 autour de la parente, de la religion et de Targent, la Culture
 devrait constituer pour Blondin le principe organisateur de la
 societe qui succederait a un monde centre sur Targent. Ce
 type de societe reconnaitrait la diversite culturelle et s'y ali
 menterait constamment, faisant de la complementarite et non
 plus de la reciprocity, de la soumission ou de la domination
 (comme dans les types precedents de societe) la regie d'or de
 la vie sociale. Bref, c'est a un exercice de creation utopique que
 nous convie Blondin, tout en nous exhortant a agir des main
 tenant pour changer le monde, car le pire est de penser qu'on

 ne peut rien faire devant les dynamiques en cours et de rendre
 les armes : ?...Pour construire une autre societe sans argent,
 ce n'est pas la matiere premiere qui fait defaut, c'est le manque
 d'imagination resultant de la resignation (p. 268).

 Enfin, cet ouvrage participe d'un debat public de plus en
 plus global et qui s'est etendu depuis quelques annees avec les
 manifestations anti puis alter-mondialistes, les revendications
 qui concernent le droit a la difference sexuelle aussi bien que
 culturelle et les initiatives collectives visant la mise en place de
 manieres alternatives de produire, d'echanger ou de consom
 mer, qui s'inscrivent dans une economie solidaire. II s'adresse
 au grand public mais aussi aux anthropologues en quete de
 manieres originales de transmettre les connaissances issues de
 l'ethnographie a leurs concitoyennes et concitoyens dans un
 langage accessible et mobilisateur.
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 Packed with interesting and useful information, Han Min's
 ethnography of a north Chinese village is one of the most
 comprehensive and data-rich anthropological studies pub
 lished in the post-Mao period. Examining different periods
 before and after the 1949 revolution, it describes the many
 forces affecting village life in China's northern Anhui Province,
 an area where little ethnographic work has been done. Its
 detailed social history of the patrilineage is an outstanding
 illustration of the importance of kinship to understanding
 political and economic dynamics in rural society.
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 Han's research site was Lijialou, a single-lineage village,
 or "natural village," where nearly all the families share the sur
 name, "Li." Located close to the borders of Henan and Jiangsu
 Provinces, and near a major east-west railway built by the
 French in 1914, this region is part of the north central plain,
 the heartland of Chinese civilization, and the site of many mil

 itary campaigns. It is also the site of Nobel Prize winner Pearl
 Buck's famous novel, The Good Earth (2004 [1931]).

 This is one of the first English-language ethnographies of
 rural China written by a woman from the People's Republic of
 China. Han was not trained in the West, but was exposed to
 Western anthropology in Japan. (She wrote her PhD at the
 University of Tokyo, under the supervision of Funabiki Takeo,
 and also worked with Jerry Eades). This background con
 tributes to a unique perspective drawing on different Asian and

 Western academic traditions as well as insider access to Chi

 nese political culture. As an outsider to the village (she grew
 up in northeast China), she developed unusually good relations
 with the villagers by pursuing their shared interest in lineage
 genealogy. Her fieldwork was conducted from 1989 to 1991,
 supplemented by follow-up visits.

 The central focus of Han's book is her detailed description
 and analysis of a Chinese lineage. She traces its long history,
 and its survival through the political transformations of the last
 half century, and the significance of its current revival. This was

 formerly a lineage of gentry landlords that produced many
 scholars and officials. Scholarship, not farming, was the foun
 tain of their success in past centuries. Comparing this Anhui
 village to other lineage studies, Han reinterprets the various
 forms lineages have taken in different regions and contexts
 within China. The lineage revival and reunification she wit
 nessed in the reform period shows how lineage ideas still pro
 vide a powerful template for social organization in rural Chi
 nese culture. The lineage is a familiar social tool and source of
 identity employed by villagers as they adapt to the social and
 economic conditions of reform China.

 Understanding lineage dynamics is inherently complex but
 Han has made it easier through a variety of helpful aids. The
 book includes a detailed fold-out genealogy that looks intimi
 dating at first, but is actually very easy to follow and helps
 keep track of individuals described in the text using a simple
 code. There are also useful maps and diagrams of housing com
 pounds, tables, and an appendix with a detailed cast of charac
 ters (full of anecdotes about each one) listed according to their
 location in the lineage and in the village, as well as significant
 individuals from outside the village. The photographs include a
 good selection of images of villagers at work, and at ritual and
 ceremonial events. The most powerful image illustrating line
 age unity is that of a hundred solemn men on their knees, fac
 ing forward, at a ceremony for their lineage ancestor. Han suc
 ceeds in demonstrating the central role of the lineage in this
 particular village and in showing how lineage relationships were
 affected by the politics of the collective and reform periods.

 Given the centrality of men in patrilineal organization, it
 is surprising to learn that many women were recorded (Han

 counts 82 between 1 370 and 1 670) in the genealogies that the
 lineage has kept over the past centuries, and also that from the
 18th century they recorded the men whom many of their
 daughters married (pp. 47-48). Han argues that this was evi
 dence of the growing significance of influential affines as a
 measure of lineage success.

 In addition to careful reconstruction of lineage history
 and village conditions prior to the revolution, Han's chapter on
 socialist collectivization in Rural China is a very useful account,

 both for its overview of the political process, and the local
 details of land reform and collectivization. I particularly value
 the information she gleaned on the local impact of the Great
 Leap Forward famine (1958-61), a tragedy hushed up for too
 long. Unlike the accounts in other village studies claiming
 that their village was spared deaths from the Great Leap
 famine, Han gives a more complete account. She refers to the
 Great Leap Forward, a disastrous national policy fusing vil
 lages into large rural communes, as ^'militarization" (p. 99). She
 reports that 39 villagers (out of 205), or 19% of Lyialou's pop
 ulation, died of starvation in 1961, with more than 80 deaths in

 a nearby larger village (pp. 103-104). She also describes how
 and why some managed to survive while others perished.
 Overall, she gives vivid accounts from different villagers and
 different generations on the political mobilizations and how
 they were carried out locally.

 With a chapter on gender, marriage and affines to balance
 the emphasis on the patrilineage, Han also provides useful
 summary information about village women's lives, supple
 mented by revealing quotes and stories from individuals. Han
 maintains that women's lives have generally improved during
 the reform period. In the early 20th century, rich and poor

 women in this village had bound feet and spent their time at
 home "sewing, spinning, weaving and cooking,"?activities
 which did not bring much income (p. 71). During the milita
 rization of the Great Leap Forward, men and women were
 made to leave their village to live in segregated barracks or
 "long houses" until they rebelled and returned to their village
 (p. 100). During the collective period, women had to work at
 farming by day, and in the evening they spent hours cooking,
 weaving and sewing clothes for the family. Following the
 reforms of the early 1980s, women's double workload decreased
 as they began to purchase cloth rather than weave their own.

 With high cotton prices, women concentrated their labour in
 cotton production, increasing their incomes and bargaining
 power (pp. 160-161). In marriage negotiations, this helped give
 brides' families the incentive to bargain hard for money and
 gifts from the grooms' families.

 Han addresses the subject of unequal sex ratios (a short
 age of women) in this region in terms of the difficulties and
 deceptions encountered by poor men who cannot find local
 wives. Her detailed description of their attempts to get wives
 from afar is complemented by reporting research of the county
 women's federation on the problem of abducted women among
 out-of-province wives. This innovative material complements
 other recent research on out-of-province wives in north China
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 (Bossen N.d.) and on bachelor men, or "bare branches" as a
 social problem in Asia China (Hudson and de Boer 2004).

 One obvious omission in the book, however, is a discussion

 of the state family planning policy and its impact on families'
 plans to have sons. The policy would have been in effect for
 nearly a decade, although perhaps not rigorously enforced at
 the time of Han's research in 1990. The village demographic
 data show a drop in the number of children born in the 1980s
 compared to the previous decade and, surprisingly, show more
 daughters (30) than sons (25) in the 0 to 10 age group (p. 24).
 This makes it unlikely these villagers were practising female
 infanticide in the 1980s, although they were reported to have
 done so in the past. In a village with such a strong emphasis
 on patrilineal descent, one would expect some kind of collision

 with the family planning policy. It would have been interesting
 to know villagers' responses to the policy, particularly those
 who had no son.

 The chapter on Christianity and its revival in the com
 munity is also very interesting and one of the few anthropo
 logical studies apart from Lozada (2001) that discusses village
 Christianity. Christianity appeals to some villagers as it is
 more inclusive than the lineage. Examining religious conver
 sion from a social and economic point of view, Han suggests that

 Christianity attracts people who are more marginal to the
 family and lineage structure, many of them women.

 Taken as a whole, Han's work makes a valuable contribu
 tion to anthropological research on rural China. Its story of
 continuity and change is supported by clear empirical data,
 qualitative and quantitative, on a range of important issues.

 Would that more Western anthropologists would make the
 effort to collect such useful data! Refreshingly free of Western
 academic jargon and posturing, this multi-angled story of vil
 lage change reveals the working and reworking of power rela
 tions at different levels. Researchers will appreciate the thor
 ough examination of the village over time, and will find the data
 useful for historical and regional comparison with other anthro
 pological studies of Chinese villages and lineages such as those
 by Gao (1999), Ruf (1999) and Ku (2003). Her reconstruction
 of lineage records and residence patterns confirms the impor
 tance of examining kinship in village social organization.

 As both social history and ethnography covering the late
 imperial, republican, revolutionary and reform periods, Han's
 study documents not only the revival of the patrilineage, but
 also the local changes in land tenure, politics and policies, eco
 nomic relations, marriage and affinal relations, gift exchanges
 and rituals and religion. Beyond this, her discussions of the
 changing economic role of women, the growing power of the
 bride's side in marriage negotiations, the problem of finding
 brides for poor men, and the role of the women's federation in

 tracking the fate of out-of-province wives provide stimulating
 material for comparative analysis.

 There are three very useful appendices, one describing
 fieldwork, the second identifying the cast of characters, and the
 third with a glossary of Chinese pinyin terms in Chinese
 characters (but not in English). Unfortunately, the book lacks

 an index to help locate information on particular topics. The
 English is clearly written, with a few minor editing errors.
 Because this book was published in Japan in English, it has not
 yet received the wider exposure in the West that it deserves.

 It will soon be published in Chinese and will become an impor
 tant resource for the rapidly growing anthropology of China.
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 Voici un livre d'une tres grande richesse qui explore la totalite
 de ce qu'il faut savoir sur la biere de mil et ses significations
 profondes dans la celebre societe dogon du Mali. Dans ce livre
 de cinq cents pages, le lecteur decouvre mille aspects insoup
 gonnes de la place que remplit la biere de mil dans toutes les
 niches de la vie sociale des Dogons, dans sa symbolique et son
 imaginaire. Bien que l'importance de la biere de mil et de sor
 gho dans les societes d'Afrique occidentale ait ete abondam
 ment notee par les observateurs, seuls quelques rares d'entre
 eux se sont penches sur la question, et encore de maniere
 assez peu exhaustive si on compare leurs ecrits a ce monument

 qu'est l'ouvrage ici recense.
 Apres avoir cite et rendu hommage a ces rares ethno

 logues precurseurs qui tenterent de rehabiliter la consomma
 tion de la biere de mil, consideree jusqu'alors comme un frein
 au developpement ou une monstruosite debilitante, Eric Jolly
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 nous introduit dans l'univers dogon en citant ce que Marcel
 Griaule, Michel Leiris et Denise Paulme ont dit de la biere
 dogon depuis les annees 1930, date de leurs premieres
 recherches dans cette ethnie. II nous raconte ensuite son iti

 neraire personnel: a 18 ans, en 1979, apres avoir traverse le
 Sahara, il s'est retrouve au pied des falaises dogons arme du
 Guide du routard (!) et du livre ele de Griaule, Dieu d'eau, pen

 sant pouvoir recevoir des Dogons un enseignement philoso
 phique et metaphysique. II y regut plutot une calebasse de biere
 qui le rendit definitivement un adepte (addict) de cette region
 ou il revint, cette fois comme ethnologue, entre 1984 et 2000.
 II resida principalement dans le village de Konsogou-donu
 mais visita egalement les villages environnants. Comme les
 Dogons regroupent environ un demi-million de personnes et
 que Ton ne parle la plupart du temps que de Sangha, haut-lieu
 spirituel decrit par Griaule (et aujourd'hui destination touris
 tique), l'auteur situe son village et sa region d'etude dans l'en
 semble dogon, avec a la fois ce qui leur est commun et different.
 C'est un excellent resume de la structure sociale dogon et de
 son economie, suivi d'un precis de la fabrication de la biere de
 mil dans ses aspects techniques et temporels.

 Le chapitre deux decrit qui sont les buveurs, qui a le droit
 de boire quand, comment et ou. Ce panorama nous donne une
 image des buveurs et des buveuses, des frontieres qu'il ne
 faut pas depasser et qui font la difference entre le bon buveur
 et l'ivrogne. Tout un imaginaire stereotype au sujet des
 hommes et des femmes, des aines, des hommes murs et des
 jeunes gens et jeunes filles est deploye, en comparaison avec
 le notre. S'il y a des points communs, les differences sont
 patentes. Ce chapitre offre aussi une dimension diachronique
 car les occasions de boire ont beaucoup evolue tout au long du
 siecle dernier, surtout a cause du developpement des cabarets
 et des marches a biere. Eislam et le protestantisme local ont
 aussi engendre une categorie d'abstinents, les uns totaux et
 d'autres ayant remplace la biere par des alcools distilles venus
 du sud pour les premiers alors que les seconds semblent plus
 rigoureux. La consommation d'alcool est ici individualisee,
 plus rien de collectif.. .Cependant, la biere de mil a continue de
 jouer un role chez les catholiques qui ont integre la biere col
 lective dans leurs fetes religieuses, les missionnaires ne s'y
 etant pas opposes, voyant meme la chose d'un assez bon oeil.
 Mais Jolly voit aussi actuellement un desinteret pour la biere
 de mil chez les jeunes, toutes religions confondues.

 Le chapitre trois se penche sur les entites de la surnature
 et leur rapport a la biere des vivants : ?La biere relie les
 vivants aux ancetres, tout en les opposant aux genies, aux sor
 ciers et aux mauvais morts, responsables de l'introduction de
 l'ivresse, de l'empoisonnement des consommateurs ou de la
 contamination du mout.? Toute la vie d'un individu, de la nais
 sance au statut d'ancetre est construite au travers de liba
 tions de biere a differents stades de sa fabrication et de sa

 maturation. Le cycle rituel annuel qui accompagne le cycle
 agricole est egalement accompagne de diverses libations. Les
 Dogons fabriquent leurs ancetres a partir de la biere, ils ne
 communiquent pas avec eux; la biere leur permet de les pla

 cer dans cette categorie par le truchement d'une serie de
 rituels allant de Toffrande au sacrifice en passant par les
 diverses sortes de libations, toutes chargees de significations
 differentes. Ceux qui s'interessent a ce probleme theorique epi
 neux de la difference entre ces deux notions, offrande et/ou
 sacrifice, auront interet a mediter ce chapitre meme si l'auteur
 ne suggere pas de solution. II se contente de nous presenter
 de riches donnees assorties de commentaires dogons tres per
 tinents qui feront reflechir ceux qui se preoccupent de cette
 question d'une maniere plus formelle. Toujours est-il que cette
 multitude de rituels publics et prives sont decrits avec une
 grande minutie, ce qui montre une fois de plus la pertinence
 et la vertu des descriptions exhaustives.

 Le quatrieme chapitre s'interesse aux occasions ou la
 biere communautaire est requise, lors des fetes annuelles qui
 ouvrent et ferment le cycle agricole. Les villages voisins s'in
 vitent aussi mutuellement chaque annee ainsi qu'aux levees de
 deuil et d'autres invitations inter-villageoises precedent et
 annoncent le sigi, le rituel soixantenaire qui annonce un chan
 gement de generation, selon des chaines tres elaborees. Les
 unions matrimoniales sont ponctuees entre les parties par des
 dons et des contre-dons de biere d'un symbolisme tres subtil
 dans le remplissage, complet ou non, des pots echanges.
 D'autres echanges de biere scellent des amities personnelles
 entre deux hommes ou entre un homme et une femme dans une

 relation platonique. Les fabricantes de biere commerciale, les
 dolotieres, ont aussi une relation de dons de biere avec leurs
 voisins, leurs aides et leurs clients habituels.

 Le chapitre cinq, joliment intitule Les excedents cerealiers
 sont-ils solubles dans I'alcool? est une reponse aux nutrition
 nistes, anti-alcooliques et ?developpeurs? de tout poil qui pen
 sent que la consommation de biere se fait au detriment de la

 societe en gaspillant les calories du grain qui seraient mieux
 employees si elles etaient converties en nourriture solide.
 C'est la redoutable question theorique des surplus qui a intri
 gue plusieurs chercheurs en anthropologie economique. Dans
 une economie d'auto-subsistance, dans laquelle on assume
 sans preuves que la societe se debat au niveau de la survie,
 voire de la famine, peut-il y avoir des surplus? La reponse est
 non pour tous ces gens qui voient TAfricain comme impre
 voyant et dilapidant une part de precieuse nourriture, ce qui
 va Taffaiblir et le rendre encore plus indolent. Or, ce chapitre
 nous montre tout le contraire. Les Dogons planifient soi
 gneusement leur production de cereales pour les bieres cere
 monielles d'une part et, de Tautre, pour la nourriture dans un
 enchevetrement extremement savant. D'ailleurs, dans la region
 etudiee, Konsogou-donu, la plupart du grain employe pour les
 bieres de marche, non-ceremonielles par definition, est achete
 dans la plaine ou il pousse mieux et coute moins cher. Une par
 tie du mil pour la nourriture est aussi achetee en plaine, les pro
 ducteurs maraichers de l'endroit, situes sur le plateau, prefe
 rant acheter du mil en plaine et cultiver des legumes qui
 rapportent davantage. Des reserves de mil cultive localement
 pour les ceremonies sont constitutes au fil des annees pour les
 levees de deuil et d'autres ceremonies selon un systeme de
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 conservation et de stockage bien rode. On ne melange pas les
 categories...Les annees mediocres, les bieres ceremonielles
 sont minimalement brassees et la biere du marche tres reduite.

 En periode de disette, un systeme d'entraide d'urgence est ins
 titue. Les Dogons produisent done volontairement et tres
 consciemment des surplus pour la consommation ostentatoire
 de biere lors de certaines ceremonies. Eadministration de ces

 stocks individuellement produits est laissee au chef de lignage
 pour les ceremonies lignageres et a des officiels pour les dis
 tributions prestigieuses, surtout lors des funerailles du hogon,
 le chef sacre d'une entite territoriale.

 Le dernier chapitre montre comment un homme dogon
 peut devenir celebre par des distributions voyantes de biere.
 La richesse materielle doit se montrer par de telles occasions.
 Elle peut l'etre du vivant de quelqu'un, surtout s'il organise un
 rituel prestigieux destine a pleurer les ancetres collectifs de son
 lignage qui avaient disparu ou avaient ete tues a la guerre, ou
 s'il est un grand chasseur ou encore un tisserand emerite. Ces
 distributions prestigieuses ont disparu recemment mais elles
 ont ete reprises par les catholiques a l'occasion des mariages
 ou le nouveau mari distribue des jarres de biere de maniere
 ostentatoire. Apres son deces, un homme sera rememore selon
 les jarres de biere distributes a ses funerailles dans lesquelles
 s'engloutira son heritage ainsi transforme. C'est done la mai
 trise de la biere qui confere de l'importance. Les titulaires
 d'offices sont ceux qui controlent les plus grandes distributions
 et les hommes ordinaires controlent les cadets en demandant

 des paiements en biere pour l'initiation des jeunes gens. Les
 masques exigent aussi leur tribut de biere des cadets. Les
 aines controlent la biere mais, arrives a ce stade, il leur faut
 boire moderement. Pas etonnant dans ces circonstances que
 beaucoup rechignent et tentent de retarder leur accession a ce
 stade ultime le plus tard possible. Cette maitrise de la biere va
 de pair avec l'autorite diffuse qu'ont, au sommet de l'echelle,
 les porteurs de titres, le hogon et le lagan, suivis des aines sur
 les cadets qui controlent la distribution et la consommation dif
 ferentielle de la biere de mil. Mais les jeunes contestant aujour
 d'hui cet ordre des choses en buvant entre eux autre chose que
 de la biere de mil qui est, au contraire, un facteur d'emanci
 pation sociale et economique pour les dolotieres. Ces emanci
 pations sont une manifestation d'individualisme, d'abord
 apparu en ville, qui rejoint aujourd'hui la campagne.

 Si la biere de mil dogon permet et recommande de ?boire
 avec esprit ?, ceci s'est transmue et prolonge chez l'auteur
 en une autre qualite. Cette biere dogon lui fait aussi? ecrire
 avec esprit?. Le style est sur, limpide et frais comme une
 bonne biere, les titres et sous-titres sont tout a fait accro
 cheurs et pertinents. On ne s'ennuie pas une minute a la
 lecture de ce gros ouvrage qui semble, a le voir, rebarbatif,

 mais qui se laisse deguster avec delice jusqu'a la derniere
 goutte.

 Bertell Oilman, Dance of the Dialectic: Steps in Marx's
 Method. Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press,
 2003,232 pages (paper).

 Reviewer: Christopher Krupa
 University of California, Davis

 Bertell Oilman has spent the past three decades reconstruct
 ing Marx's methodology and finding the most approachable

 ways to present it to audiences not necessarily trained in the
 specialist language of Marxist philosophy. It was Oilman, after
 all, who in 1978 released the anti-Monopoly board game "Class
 Struggle" to help, says the game box, "kids from 8-80" "pre
 pare for life in capitalist America." Dance of the Dialectic
 Steps in Marx's Method continues this project. This book is a
 compilation of selections taken from Oilman's previously pub
 lished books and articles, re-arranged as a general primer on
 the dialectical method that he claims to be both indispensable
 for understanding Marx's analysis and necessary now for
 demystifying the hidden workings of 21st-century capitalism.
 As a treatise on method stripped of many of the technical dis
 cussions that have long occupied Marxist scholarship (such as
 value), this potted version of Oilman's theories shows just how
 provocative his work can be for anthropologists seeking to
 throw our own methodological heritage up for reconsideration.

 Oilman has always wanted to distinguish sharply between
 the tools investigators use to interpret social reality and those
 they use to explain it. With respect to Marx's work, this trans
 lates to reading the Grundrisse and the 1844 Manuscripts
 differently from Capital since they were written for different
 purposes: the former to identify the objects of analysis, the lat
 ter to help others understand these findings. Oilman is more
 interested in the former, where he sees Marx using dialectics
 like a geneticist might use a microscope, an instrument that in
 the right hands makes the invisible visible. The central objects
 thrown to light by dialectics, however, are not objects at all but
 relations and histories sedimented for the moment as "things."
 As the author explains, "Dialectics restructures our thinking
 about reality by replacing the commonsense notion of 'thing'
 (as something that has a history and has external connections

 with other things) with notions of'process' (which contains its
 history and possible futures) and 'relation' (which contains as
 part of what it is its ties with other relations)" (p. 13).

 Where Oilman's work becomes most useful for anthro

 pologists is in his ability to translate this focus on "social rela
 tions as subject matter" (p. 23) from epistemology into a
 research program, from methodology to method, without los
 ing any of its richness. The core sections of the book, chapters 2
 through 5, offer a new coupling of Oilman's trademark "phi
 losophy of internal relations" with the process of abstraction
 as an instruction for, in his words, "putting dialectics to work"
 (p. 59). This involves commencing a to and fro procedure which
 entails first of all abstracting things and social positions into
 the relations that constitute them, secondly tracing how the
 transformations of each over time involve changes in the inter
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 connections between them, and finally re-abstracting them
 into some level of generality to identify latent patterns, ten
 dencies and points of conflict. To Oilman, this simply follows
 how Marx deconstructed the social premises of the key units
 of bourgeois society, such as the commodity, labour and capi
 tal, while still using them as place-holders to expose the many
 contradictions inherent to capitalism. But Oilman adds con
 siderably to the method he ascribes to Marx, if only in pars
 ing out the many layers of investigation needed to undertake
 an analysis of such magnitude. He brings new concepts (such
 as extension, identity, vantage point) in to the fray and invests
 older ones (such as contradiction, totality and form) with new
 meanings to build a most applicable arsenal of conceptual
 tools that will help orient us, probably with greater ease than
 any of Marx's texts, in unpacking the dense social fields we are
 prone to find in our sites of research.

 By the time we reach the final Steps (four and five) in Oil
 man's exegesis we find ourselves already partnered with him
 in the dance. Here, as dialectics are escorted out into the

 worlds of debate and case study, their movements come to
 seem somewhat familiar if not altogether repetitive. But even
 as Oilman's song seems to remain the same, he throws up
 new melodies to catch our ear. The two gems of the book's lat

 ter half are only tangentially related to the themes of the first,

 a novel essay on Marx's historical method ("Reading History
 Backwards") that convincingly debunks accusations of its tele
 ology, and a fascinating chapter on the Japanese State that
 finds the basis of its social legitimacy to be dispersed among
 a capitalist bureaucracy, the emperor and the country's mafia.

 Much of Oilman's charm comes from his unwillingness to
 relinquish a mode of investigation that, by today's standards,
 may seem slightly antiquated. The method he advocates is
 unabashedly structuralist, demands a detailed analysis of
 grounded social relations, and appears almost oblivious to the
 directions materialist theory has taken lately via postmod
 ernism, post-structuralism and cultural studies. In a sense,
 Dance of the Dialectic reads as a refreshing antidote to the
 recent turn in political economy toward studying diffuse forms
 of power, amorphous rationalities of governance, and discur
 sive modes of subject formation. Readers may wish, however,
 that Oilman chose to engage more directly with writers of
 this ilk, rather than debating only fellow dialectical theorists
 like Roy Bhaskar (chap. 10) and the Systematic Dialectics
 school (chap. 11), which do nothing to show how instructive his
 work can be for analysts attempting to construct more
 grounded and dynamic engagements with power in contem
 porary class societies, neo-liberal or otherwise. Despite this
 book's commitment to explaining the nuances of Marx's
 method and working through concepts traditionally rooted in
 political economy, it will be compelling for any anthropologist
 about to enter the field and, particularly with respect to the
 first half, would make a valuable contribution to a course on
 research methodology.

 Sherry B. Ortner, New Jersey Dreaming: Capital, Culture,
 and the Class of '58. Durham and London: Duke University
 Press, 2003.

 Reviewer: Thomas Dunk
 Lakehead University

 In New Jersey Dreaming Sherry Ortner describes and ana
 lyzes the life courses of her classmates from Weequahic High
 School in Newark. The story that is told is for the most part a
 common American tale of postwar upward mobility and suc
 cess. With a few exceptions, the children of the mostly Jewish
 workers and small independent business people that com
 prised the class of '58 have fared very well. The majority of
 them are now part of the professional middle class and have
 moved far beyond their childhood neighbourhood in New Jer
 sey. Raised in a culture that celebrated self-improvement and
 getting ahead, it appears most students internalized these
 values and have lived them out. There are a few rebels in the

 mix who have lived what Ortner refers to as "counterlives,"
 dropping out of the competitive race to success, and not every
 one discussed in the book has lived a charmed existence, but
 the overall picture is one of success.

 Ortner explains the upward mobility of her subjects in
 terms of the interplay of the internalization of relevant values
 by individuals and the broader social movements (feminism,
 civil rights) and structural changes in the economy (growth of
 the service sector, growth of the new middle class) that were
 part of the postwar American experience. She carefully tries
 to keep class-based cultural issues in focus without ignoring the
 ethnic, racial and gendered dimension of social experience.
 Indeed, she explicitly critiques the tendency to ignore class in
 favour of race, ethnicity and gender in much social science.

 As one of a relatively few efforts to "bring class back in"
 at a time when class has been abandoned as a useful analyti
 cal category by many, this book deserves the high praise which
 George Marcus bestows in a book jacket quote. But his claim
 that the book "makes one of the most important sociological
 arguments in recent years on the dynamics of class in post

 World War II American society" is arguable. Perhaps, it is
 more a statement about the impoverished state of such analy
 sis in the U.S. While the book is certainly an enjoyable and
 interesting read, the argument itself is rather flat. True to her

 anthropological roots, Ortner prefers native class categories
 over those imposed by social scientists. In opting to employ the
 concepts of her research subjects, Ortner reflects the natives'

 point of view. This certainly has the advantage of helping us
 understand the world as they do. This approach, however,
 also leaves us stuck in middle-class common sense thinking and
 as such, limits a more critical understanding of American soci
 ety. Ortner's argument can be summed up as follows: the class
 of '58 was not homogeneous. Some people had more cultural
 capital than others and that influenced their experience of
 school and life after school but for the most part they were very

 successful because they worked hard, were committed to get
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 ting ahead in life, economic changes created new opportunities
 for them and they both benefited from and to some extent par

 ticipated in feminist and civil rights movements which opened
 up opportunities for women and ethnic/racial minorities. This
 is a very conventional understanding of the American baby
 boom middle-class experience.

 Class here is understood, as I have said, in terms of the
 three category model?lower, middle, upper?that is common
 in U.S. and Canadian popular culture. The discussion of other
 theoretical models of class is thin. Marxist models are mis

 takenly said to be a based only on a binary opposition?some
 thing that was true neither for Marx himself, nor for the var
 ious neo-Marxists. For Ortner class is not understood as sets

 of relationships involving conflict and struggle. Class is treated
 as an economic category with accompanying cultural values
 that contribute to (or presumably potentially inhibit) one's
 ability to succeed in the system. There are stories of high
 school and familial difficulties and disappointment but the
 overall discussion is about upward mobility. This may be both
 the strength and weakness of the book. In telling this story Ort
 ner is doing what we do need more of; more studies of the pow
 erful and the successful?studying up so to speak. But in
 many ways, because it is a story of success as understood by
 the successful it is an analysis with which everyone raised in
 Canada and the United States is deeply familiar. It is the one
 communicated via the mass media regularly. The book thus
 does not move beyond a superficial understanding of the post
 war boom and how the social and economic rewards of the

 largest economic expansion in world history have been dis
 tributed. Marx's famous statement in the Preface to A Con

 tribution to a Critique of Political Economy-"Just as our
 opinion of an individual is not based on what he [sic] thinks of
 himself, so can we not judge of such a period of transformation
 by its own consciousness..."?is very relevant here. The prin
 ciple value of Ortner's book is as a representation of the con
 sciousness of the American middle class. If the reader is

 searching for an explanation of that consciousness, she or he
 will have to look elsewhere.

 Gregory Forth (ed.), Guardians of the Land in Kelimado:
 Louis Fontijne's Study of a Colonial District in Eastern
 Indonesia, 2004,266 pages.

 Reviewer: Sheri Gibbings
 University of Toronto

 In Guardians of the land of Kelimado, Gregory Forth offers
 commentary on a previously unpublished and largely unknown
 report by a colonial administrator, Louis Fontijne. Fontijne
 was stationed in the Timor region of the Netherlands East
 Indies between 1939 and 1942. The focus of the book is specif

 ically on the Kelimado, a region in the Nage district of central
 Flores, Indonesia. Because Forth has conducted extensive

 research in the area, the book is centred on a comparison
 between Fontijne's and Forth's precolonial data regarding the
 beliefs, practices and organization of settlements, as well as the
 impacts of colonialism on the Nage region.

 The Introduction of the book provides detailed informa
 tion about the life and profession of Fontijne, the conditions of
 Fontijne's study and the process of translating the report.
 Fontijne joined the colonial service in Indonesia first as district
 officer in Sumatra, and following a series of stints in other
 parts of Indonesia, he became assistant commissioner in
 Kupang in 1942. Forth believes that Fontijne was interested in
 doing a doctoral degree at the University of Leiden, which
 could explain why the report produced by Fontijne resembles
 an anthropological study (p. 9). Forth provides at least three
 reasons why the colonial report is important today: (1) it is
 similar to ethnographic studies done by anthropologists at the
 time, (2) it is one of the only comprehensive studies on the
 Nage region during the colonial period, and (3) it describes
 the effects of Dutch colonialism on the practices and beliefs of
 the society (p. 4).

 The main body of the book is the translation of Fonti
 jne's report, which encompasses nine chapters describing
 topics ranging from sacrificial posts to land rights, from
 public worship to the impact of the Dutch authority on the
 region of Kelimado. The Resident of Timor authorized Fonti
 jne to look into the "position of the landed guardian and his
 activities as they influence indigenous societies in the Res
 idency" (p. 15). The land guardian was a leadership role
 associated with "ensuring the general well-being of the land"
 (p. 15). In the report, Fontijne draws three conclusions about
 the land guardians. First, the guardian leaders were all-pur
 pose leaders. Second, these leaders were looking out for the
 best interest of the community as a whole and land was just
 one of the issues they addressed. Finally, the leaders
 addressed both "worldly affairs" as well as "religious affairs"
 (p. 165).

 In general Fontijne is concerned with determining the
 origins and significance of "traditional" authority, ritual beliefs
 and practices and how they have been affected by Christian
 ity and colonialism. For instance, he is discouraged by the fact
 that local descriptions of Ga'e Dewa (the Supreme Being) were
 tainted by Christian influence (p. 154). He states, "The real
 Nage region offers richer data than Kelimado proper for test
 ing these hypotheses. There one finds more authentic and per
 haps even purer pagan religion, including myths and legends
 among which appear creation stories of the sort that are
 entirely lacking here" (p. 155).

 In the Editor's afterword, Forth examines Fontijne's
 report based on his own fieldwork in the region (p. 201). Forth
 and Fontijne share an interest in reconstructing the precolo
 nial history of Kelimado, a political entity constituted after
 the arrival of the Dutch administration. However, they dis
 agree about the organization of political groups in the area.
 Fontijne argues that the Kelimado territory was dominated
 by three different groups (So'a, Bamo, and Doa) that were
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 "pre-colonial political units corresponding to the name Keli
 mado" (p. 203). According to Fontijne there was a kind of unity
 and a relationship between the groups that existed prior to
 the Dutch colonial district whereby the Bamo held power over
 the others (p. 204). Forth disagrees, arguing that, instead of
 three groups there were two. The district was composed of a
 "dual organization" associated with two sacrificial posts (pp.
 210-211). In other words, Forth maintains that the So'a and the

 Doa people were one group and that the Bamo constituted the
 other major group in the area (p. 211). The unity of the former
 group, however, was altered when the Dutch created the dis
 trict of Kelimado (p. 204). When the Dutch arrived, they gave
 authority to leaders (a Bamo man was made district headman)
 who previously held little or no influence over groups of that
 region (p. 204). Thus according to Forth, Fontijne "overesti
 mates the extent to which the colonial district of Kelimado

 existed as a distinct and unitary political entity before the
 arrival of the Dutch" (p. 4).

 Both Fontijne and Forth are likewise interested in how
 leadership operated before colonial times in the Kelimado
 proper. Forth concludes that one of Fontijne's important find
 ings is that: "traditionally, the Kelimado district did not admit
 a formal diarchical division of religious and political author
 ity" (p. 212). Leading us through a series of arguments, Forth
 asserts that traditionally the role of land guardian was played
 by a single person but over time the role has been divided
 among two people. Forth, comparing the findings of Fontijne
 to his own field work, determines that the "imposition of colo
 nial rule in Kelimado resulted in a reversal, whereby the
 occupants of the junior position in the traditional leadership
 (which as Fontijne effectively demonstrated, did not admit a
 separation of religious and worldly authority) obtained the
 highest position of leadership in the colonial district" (p. 228).
 Also, Forth concludes that even though the Dutch desired
 that the organization of their administration match tradi
 tional authority this never happened in practice. They were
 ".. .explicitly political divisions, fundamentally different from
 the units, territorial and otherwise, of the traditional soci
 ety" (p. 247).

 Besides drawing attention to the reorganization of author
 ity, Forth also highlights Fontijne's recognition of the signifi
 cance of the concept of "precedence" in shaping indigenous
 society (p. 248). The idea of "precedence" is that those groups
 or individuals who consider themselves as the "originators"
 of various practices are more valued (p. 248; 250). Forth argues
 that Fontijne's study is important because it is one of the first
 discussions of the concept of "precedence," which was later
 identified and developed by a number of scholars in eastern
 Indonesia.

 Had space permitted, Forth could have made further con
 nections to other colonial writings at the time, in different
 parts of Indonesia. Forth states, "Another feature of Fonti
 jne's report contributing to its singular character is the
 author's forthright criticism of colonial policy and the prose
 lytizing efforts of the Catholic mission, both of which are

 described as adversely affecting the local society" (p. 7). Forth
 recognizes that Fontijne's study should be read against the
 background of a colonial administration that was trying to
 reorganize itself to maintain "traditional social forms" (p. 15).
 During this time in other parts of Indonesia, the anxiety over
 the loss of traditions was a common theme. Nevertheless,
 Forth interprets Fontijne's critique of the colonial adminis
 tration as insightful rather than as part of an ongoing debate
 about what today might be called technologies of rule.

 The 20th century brought about new debates over colonial
 policy. Some administrators (of which Fontijne is presumably
 one) were supporting an Ethical Policy that was concerned
 with studying customary law (adat) in order to ensure that
 programs and projects such as health, education, welfare and
 justice were based on "authentic" traditions (Schrauwers 2000,
 p. 40). Henk Schulte Nordholt describes the enormous efforts
 the colonial administration undertook to restore Balinese vil

 lages to their "traditional" character (1999:253). VE. Korn, a
 district administrator in South Bali, writing close to the same
 time as Louis Fontijne, also feared the loss of Balinese cul
 ture and was highly critical of the Roman Catholic Church
 (1999:263). Thus, Fontijne's report on the Nage may not be as
 unique as Forth claims; rather, it parallels late-colonial policies
 aimed at maintaining or restoring the "real" Bali or in this
 case the "real" traditions of the Nage.

 If Fontijne's colonial report is part of a broader, ethical
 approach to governance, we could read his document as a tech
 nology of rule for two reasons. First, it recognizes Fontijne's
 connection to the larger system of colonial governmentality
 in Indonesia. Second, and more significantly, it recognizes that
 power operates not only through the destruction and loss of
 tradition; it sees how governance can occur through attempts
 to revive tradition (as viewed by the colonial administrators)
 (Foucault 1991).

 Albert Schrauwers' (2000) approach to reading colonial
 reports in Central Sulawesi is an interesting juxtaposition to
 Forth's work. Schrauwers like Forth analyzes colonial reports
 that were ethnographically inclined (by Dr. A.C. Kruyt and
 Dr. N. Adriani who were missionaries in Central Sulawesi).
 Schrauwers, however, reads the reports in a different way
 than Forth does. Schrauwers, unlike Forth, does not search
 for what the "real" history is but how ethnographic knowl
 edge was used by the church and state (p, 59). He claims that
 while reading these reports:

 We must remember that the adat preserved by the
 state and the church is "discursive" traditionalism; it

 does not describe an implicit cultural logic of practice,
 but is a textually derived "tradition" infused with dom

 inant colonial discourses' assumptions of seculariza
 tion and modernization. It is this discursive tradition

 alism that has been rationalized, systematized, and
 bureaucratized, and put in its place. As "tradition," it
 stands by definition as persistence of the past, as an iso
 lated, untouched remnant, (p. 27)
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 I tend to agree with Schrauwers that we must examine
 these colonial documents less as a source of knowledge but

 more as historical artefacts that need to be examined for the

 categories and conceptual frameworks they produced.
 Overall, Forth provides a meticulous reading of Louis

 Fontijne's study. We finish the book knowing much more about
 Louis Fontijne's life, the purposes and limitations of his
 research, and extensive details about the practices and the
 beliefs in the Nage district of central Flores in the colonial
 period and more recently.
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 Northwestern Lake Superior Jesuit Diary Project,1 Diary
 of the Mission of the Immaculate Conception, Volume 1,1848
 49, CD-ROM, Thunder Bay: Northwestern Lake Superior
 Jesuit Diary Project, 2003.

 Reviewer: Ed Hedican
 Guelph University

 The standard sources of research material for ethnohistorians,

 anthropologists and others interested in Canada's First
 Nations peoples have been restricted up until now mostly to
 the Jesuit Relations and the account books of the Hudson's

 Bay Company. A new resource is now being compiled con
 sisting of Jesuit diaries of the mission of the Immaculate Con
 ception situated in northwestern Lake Superior, principally in
 the Thunder Bay (Fort William) region, for the period of 1848
 49. This compact disc is a preview version of the project, con
 sisting of sample diaries, manuscripts, letters, maps, a glos
 sary and bibliography. The CD begins with a slide show
 introduction which outlines the historical background of the
 Jesuits and their activities among the Micmac, Huron and
 other associated tribes, and then finally their arrival at Sault
 St. Marie and Fort William. The goal of the project is to pub
 lish in an electronic format the entire 80-year history of the
 Jesuits in the northern Lake Superior region.

 The Diaries begin on July 19, 1848 when three Jesuit
 missionaries were put ashore with a boatload of miners at a

 remote destination on the western shore of Lake Superior.
 The Jesuit Relations (1632-1672), which had previously
 recorded the exploits of the "Black Robe" missionaries, were
 serially published in Europe and were a popular source of
 information concerning the New World. Eventually, in 1773,
 the Society of Jesus was dissolved, yet reappeared after it
 was reinstated by Pope Pius VII in 1842. In Ontario missions
 were subsequently established on Walpole Island on Lake St.
 Clair (1844) and a few months later on Wiwemikong on Man
 itoulin Island. Two years later the Jesuits proceeded further

 west to Sault Ste. Marie and, in 1848, arrived at the trading
 posts of Fort William and Grand Portage. The plan of the mis
 sionaries originally was to minister to the existing Ojibwa
 communities in the area, but by 1849 they evidently had
 dreams of building a self-sufficient Native village based on
 subsistence agriculture in the vicinity of their new head
 quarters on the Kaministiquia River.

 The diaries give us a day to day account of the many obsta
 cles faced by the missionaries, such as the harsh weather con
 ditions (a frost in the middle of July in 1849 that almost
 destroyed their potato crop), barriers created by language,
 and serious injury (one of the missionaries cut his leg open
 with an axe while attempting to square a log). Historically this
 time period of the late 1840s is of particular interest because
 of the struggles between the First Nations people and the
 Canadian and American mining companies. The missionaries
 were also witness to the preliminary negotiations for the 1850
 Robinson Superior Treaty, and found themselves embroiled
 in a dispute between two chiefs competing for leadership of the
 Fort William Ojibwa community.

 Ultimately it is envisioned that the Northwestern Lake
 Superior Diary Project will be expanded to include the Diary
 up to 1926, and would include various other letters and jour
 nals. It is anticipated that up to 4 000 pages of these docu
 ments could be processed and published. On the basis of the
 present sample of some 60 pages of material, it is difficult to
 assess how useful this material would be for those interested

 in historical ethnography, or northwestern Ontario history.
 For the most part the journal entries are quite sketchy, con
 sisting usually of three or four lines of brief information,
 although there are occasionally much longer paragraphs.
 There are only two entries, for example, for the entire month
 of October, 1848. On another occasion (November 27,1848) it
 is commented that "almost all the men go away hunting for 15

 days or 3 weeks." Consequently, I suspect that those readers
 who are seeking the sort of detailed information such as that
 found in Charles Bishop's The Northern Ojibwa and the Fur
 Trade will be disappointed. None the less, the diaries pro
 vide information that cannot be gleaned from other existing
 sources, such as the triad of relationships between the Jesuits,

 the personnel at the Hudson's Bay Company post, and the
 followers of local Ojibwa leader Joseph Peau-de-Chat. The
 Diary Project certainly has the potential to provide a new
 beginning for researchers interested in the complex devel
 oping relationships in Northern Ontario's frontier between

 314 / Book Reviews / Comptes rendus Anthropologica 47 (2005)



 fur traders, missionaries, mining interests, officials of the
 Government's Indian Department and the various Aborigi
 nal populations in the Lake Superior region. I look forward to
 the eventual completion of the entire project and then we will
 be in a better position to assess the historical value of the
 Jesuit diaries.

 Note
 1 The Northwestern Lake Superior Jesuit Diary Project is led by

 Dr. Patrick R. Chapin, 25 Leys Street, Thunder Bay, Ontario,
 P7A5E5.
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