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Preface

The need for reconciliation between Aboriginal peoples and non-

Aboriginal people led to the creation of the Royal Commission on

Aboriginal Peoples in 1991. In pursuit of that objective, the Commission
has been charged with examining all 1ssues it deems to be relevant to any or all
of the Aboriginal peoples of Canada. Among these matters are the history of
relatons between Aboriginal peoples, the government of Canada and Canadian
society as a whole; the deep spiritual and cultural ties that bind Aboriginal people
to the land; and the special difficulties of Aboriginal people who live in the
North. Building on its historical analysis, the Commission may make concrete
recommendations.

There have been numerous relocations of Aboriginal people in Canada. The
Commission is conducting research into the general subject of relocations that
will be incorporated into our final report. The High Arctic relocation has been
the subject of considerable controversy and much study. Notwithstanding several
reports recommending redress to the relocatees, the complaints of the High
Arctic relocatces remain unresolved.

The High Arctic relocation serves as a case study that demonstrates the harm
done by well-intentioned but ill-conceived government actions and the resis-
tance from government that Aboriginal people can encounter when seeking
redress for long-standing wrongs. This case shows the eftect of cultural differ-
ences and entrenched institutional behaviour on government inidatives and how

X!



THE HIGH ARCTIC RELOCATION

the reality of government action differs from publicly stated goals. The result, in
this case, was that the government failed in its responsibilities to the relocatees.

The Commission considers that resolution of the complaints of the High Arctic
relocatees will facilitate reconciliation generally between the Inuit and the gov-
ernment of Canada. With the lessons learned from the case of the High Arctoc
relocation, the Commission also hopes that Canadians, as well as governments,
will approach the entire issue of relocatons with greater awareness of, and sen-
sitivity to, the concerns and grievances of Aboriginal peoples.

A N

René Dussault Georges Erasmus

Co-Chair Co-Chair
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Introduction

The Issues

The High Arctic relocations of the 1950s involved the relocation of Inuit

from Inukjuak, in northern Quebec, to Craig Harbour on Ellesmere

Island and Resolute Bay on Cornwallis Island (see map inside back
cover). They were joined by Inuit from Pond Inlet, on Baffin Island, to assist the
Quebec Inuit in adjusting to conditions in the High Arctic.

The relocatees have asserted for many years that they were treated unjustly.
Their cause has been supported by the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, the national
political organization representing Inuit, and its regional affiliate in northern
Quebec, Makivik Corporation. After many studies and reports and several
changes in its position, the government has acknowledged some failings in the
relocation scheme but has insisted that nothing was done that calls for an apology.
Views remain sharply divided on whether the relocation was appropriate, and the
grievances of the relocatees remain unresolved.

The relocatees consider that the relocation was unnecessary because their life in
Inukjuak was satisfactory; that the relocation scheme was misrepresented to
them; that the government made promises it had no intenton of keeping; that
the relocation was imposed on them against their own wishes; and that they suf-
fered great hardship and became virtual prisoners in the High Arctic. They
believe they were sent to the High Arctic to assert Canadian sovereignty. The
Pond Inlet Inuit believe they should be compensated for assisting in the reloca-
ton process.
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The contrary view is that the relocation was necessary because life in Inukjuak
was not sustainable; that, despite some misunderstandings and unfulfilled
promises, the relocatees consented to the relocation; and that, although there
was some unforesecable hardship and a very difficult first year in the Iligh
Arctic, overall, life was sausfactory for the relocatees. In this view, sovereignty
was not a factor, and compensation for the Pond Inlet Inuit was never contem-

plated.

‘The Commission heard a great deal of apparently conflicting evidence. People
on both sides of the controversy have suggested that these conflicts can be
reconciled only by finding that one side or the other is failing to tell the whole
truth about what happened. Moreover, the nature of the evidence on each side is
very different. The relocatees’ experiences and gricvances are part of an oral
tradition. The government view of the relocation rests on a great mass of
documentary material and research.

These different approaches to recording history raise the question of how
various kinds of evidence should be used. Each approach to history — oral and
written — must be treated with respect; it would not be appropriate to dismiss
oral history simply because of an apparent conflict with the written record.
Similarly, it would not be appropriate to accept oral history only if confirmed by
written history — and the converse is equally true. The first question is whether,
looked at as a whole, there is in fact substantal conflict between the oral history
and the documentary record.

The oral testimony of the Inuit added substantal new information to what is
known about the relocation. The challenge in understanding this relocation is to
open one’s mind to the oral history and to read the documentary record in an
inquiring spirit, ever mindful of the people who were relocated. The object is
not to seek validation of the oral history in the written record. Rather, the first
step is to ask whether the information about the relocation tells a substantially
consistent story — taking account of the different perspectives — or whether there
is substantal conflict. This involves asking, for example, whether the oral history
— the experience of the relocatees — reflects what is found in the documentary
record. It involves asking how the oral history might help us understand and
interpret the documentary record. It involves understanding the broader cultural
and institutional contexts from which the oral history and the documentary
record come.

To illustrate this approach with an example from the testimony, some of the
relocatees said that they were receiving family allowance in Inukjuak but
stopped receiving it after they were relocated to the High Arctic. The documen-
tary record shows that family allowances were paid to the relocatees in the High
Arctic. This apparent conflict in the evidence is capable of reconciliation. At
that time, family allowances were paid to Inuit not in cash but in kind, in the
form of food and other items available at trading stores. The trading stores

NS



INTRODUCTION

established in the High Arctic for the relocatees did not always have sufficient
supplies on hand to issue these in-kind payments. Instead, family allowance
‘payments’ were recorded on the trading store’s books as a credit owing to the
person entitled to the family allowance. The documentary rccord and the oral
history do not conflict, therefore, and it is not necessary to choose between con-
flicting stories.

The Commission’s assessment of the relocation shows that the problem in this
easc is one of interpretation and understanding. The government position rests
omrge volume of documentary material, with the result that much time and
effort have been spent on understanding the written record. With the benefic of
the new information in the relocatees’ oral testimony, it has been possible to
reconcile apparent conflicts in the evidence. This reconciliation of the evidence
makes it possible for those who hold conflicting views about the relocation to
reconcile their differences.

The Commission’s study of the relocation also shows the care that must be
taken when approaching Aboriginal issues to assure sensitivity to cultural factors
and to ensure that the concerns of Aboriginal people are treated with respect,
consistent with their fundamental equality as human beings. The lessons of the
High Arctic relocation thus go beyond the facts of this particular case.

The Commission’s Hearings

The case of the High Arctic relocation was first brought before the Royal
Commission on Aboriginal Peoples at a hearing in Inukjuak on June 8, 1992
Four of the relocatees who had moved back to Inukjuak appeared before the
Commission and spoke of the hardship and injustice they had endured as a
result of the relocation. Co-Chair René Dussault said that the Commission
would look into the matter and get back to them. At that time, the government
was considering the February 11, 1992 report of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs, the Committee’s second report deal-
ing with the relocation. The Committee recommended that the government, in
consultation with the Inuit, offer an apology and redress to the Inuit.

The Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, the Honourable
"Tom Siddon, tabled a response on November 20, 1992, in the main rejecting the
report and recommendations of the Standing Committee. The response was
based extensively on a report by Professor Magnus Gunther, commissioned by
the government in August 1991 and completed in August 1992, The govern-
ment’s response was rejected by the Inuit Tapinisat of Canada (ITC), speaking on
behalf of the relocatees. In a November 26, 1992 statement, the [TC took serious

" Monday, June 8, 1992, Transcripts of the Hearings of the Royal Commission on Abariginal
Peoples [cited hereafter as T'r.], Violume L, pp. §3-72.

kg
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exception to the findings of the Gunther report and labelled both the response
and the Gunther report “an insult”

On December 14, 1992, the 11¢ wrote to the Commission stating that more
extensive testimony from the relocatees was required, because their testimony
before the Standing Committee in 1990 needed elaboration and corroboration.
A formal request for hearings was made.

‘The Commission requested Mary Simon, an Inuk who has played a prominent
leadership role in developing Arctic policy principles, and Roger Tassé, a former
Deputy Minister of Justice and Deputy Attorney General of Canada, to advise
the Commission about its response to the I'1C’s request. This advice took the
form of a report dated February 1, 1993. The Simon/Tassé report concluded
that, overall, the relocatees’ allegations had not been addressed in an entirely
fair and just manner by the government. First, the relocatees had not been given
a meaningful opportunity to tell their full story. Second, there were serious
discrepancies in the findings and conclusions of the various reports and studies
on the relocation, discrepancies that had created a great deal of confusion and
uncertainty about exactly what happened in the early 1950s. As a result, the task
of collating, evaluating and appreciating the evidence remained unfinished,
which in turn raised doubts about the validity and correctness of the govern-
ment’s conclusions about the relocatees’ demands. The Simon/Tassé report
concluded that a complete picture of what happened in the High Arctic in the
early 1950s would not emerge unless and until the relocatees had been given a
meaningtful opportunity to tell their full story. The report also suggested that a
process was needed to resolve the seriously divergent views and conclusions of
the various reports and studies on the relocation and to provide for a better
and more complete understanding of some of the important aspects of the
relocation.

The Commission accepted the recommendations of the Simon/Tassé report and
convened public hearings in Ottawa between April 5 and April 8, 1993 to hear
the voices of the relocatees. The Commission heard from 33 Inuit, some of
whom were adults at the time of the relocation. Some had been young adults,
others had been children, some were born in the High Arctic, and two had
remained in Inukjuak. Many were telling their story publicly for the first time.
These witnesses are listed in Appendix 1.

‘The Commission also held a second round of hearings between June 28 and
June 30, 1993 and on July 5, 1993. At these hearings, the Commission heard the
perspective of former officials,? former members of the RCMP, and others who
had some contact with the relocation. The Commission also heard a panel of

' One former official, Graham Rowley, made a number of suggestions to Commission counsel
concerning people who might wish to appear before the Commission. Commission counsel
pursued these suggestions and advised Mr. Rowley of the results; for the most part the people
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experts — Dr, Gordon W. Smith, Professor Donat Pharand, and Mr. Marc
Denhez - on the issue of Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic. In addition,
Professors Grant, Gunther, Orkin and Soberman and Messrs. Neville, of
Hickling Corporation, and Marcus appeared before the Commission to speak to
their studies of the relocation.’ These witnesses are listed in Appendix 2. The
Commission received a substantial volume of written material at the time of the
June hearings, and there were indications that some people wished to provide

suggested did not wish to make a presentation to the Commission. At the end of February 1994,
Mr. Rowley submitted additional informatien to the Commission. This was long after the
August 31, 1993 deadline for submissions and at a time when it was no longer possible to
incorporate the information inte the official record of the Commission’s assessment of the
relocation. The information was circulated to Commissioners. It did not fundamentally alter
the Commission’s views on the relocation.

* Shelagh D. Grant, “A Case of Compounded Error: The Inuit Resettlement Project 1953 and
the Government Response 1990”, Northern Perspectives 19/1 (Spring 1991), as expanded and
elaborated by a substantial amount of additional information and commentary provided by
Professor Grant to the Commission, including a presentation to the Commission on June 30,
1993, Tr., vol. 3, pp. 770-865, 1067-1082. Professor Grant also provided copies of official
documents now residing in various archives. These proved invaluable in understanding the
chronological development of the relocation project and the background against which this was
occurring, and, in particular, in placing statements by officials quoted in studies of the relocation
in their full context.

Magnus Gunther, “The 1953 Relocations of the Inukjuak Inuit to the High Arctic -

A Documentary Analysis and Evaluation”, August 1992. Professor Gunther elaborated his views
in a June 30, 1993 presentation to the Commission, Tr., vol. 3, pp. 940-1082, and in a subsequent
written response to the Commission’s Questions for Discussion. A list of errata to the written
report was also received from Professor Gunther.

Andrew Orkin, “Immersion in the High Arctic: An examination of the relocation of Canadian
Inuit in 1953 and the Canadian Government’s response to it, particularly from the perspective
of the law on experimentation involving human subjects”, June 1991. Professor Orkin expanded
and elaborated on his views in a July 5, 1993 presentation to the Commission, 'I'r., vol. 4.

pp- 10B6-1176.

Daniel Soberman, “Report to the Canadian Human Rights Commission on the Complaints of
the Inuit People Relocated from Inukjuak and Pond Inlet, to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in
1953 and 1955”, December 11, 1991. Professor Soberman elaborated on his report in a June 29,
1993 presentation to the Commission, Tt., vol. 2, pp. 593-634. Professor Soberman’s report was
ptepared at the request of the Canadian Human Rights Commission in response to complaints by
the relocatees.

Hickling Corporation, “Assessment of the Factual Basis of Certain Allegations made before the
Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs Concerning the Relocation of Inukjuak Inuit Families
in the 1950s”, September 1990. Mr. Bud Neville elaborated on the Hickling Corporation study in
aJune 29, 1993 presentation to the Commiission, I, vol. 2, pp. 635-711.

Alan R. Marcus, “Out in the Cold: The Legacy of Canada’s Inuit Relocadon Experiment in the
High Arctc”, Document 71 {Copenhigen: International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs,
1992). Mr. Marcus elaborated on his views in a June 30, 1993 presentation to the Commission,
Tr., vol. 3, pp. 866-940.
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additional written information. As a result, the Commission ¢stablished
August 31, 1993 as the deadline for receipt of additional informadon. The infor-
mation received after the hearings was placed in the Commission library for
public review.

Organization of this Report

The seven chapters following this introduction examine the cultural context for
the relocation, the Inuit view of the relocation, the historical context for the
relocation scheme and the scheme itself, the planning and implementation of
the scheme, the consequences of the relocation, sovereignty as a reason for the
relocation, and the various responses to the relocatees’ complaints. The final
three chapters sct out the Commission’s conclusions, evaluate the government’s
responsibilities, and contain the Commission’s recommendations.

A substantial volume of information was available to the Commission in its
assessment of the High Arctic relocation. The information on which the report
is based is summarized in a separate document, Summary of Supporting
Information to the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples Report on the
High Arctic Relocation (referred to for convenience as the Supporting Summary).
The Supporting Summary consists of four parts: Part 1 contains a summary of
the recollections of the [nuit; Part 2 contains a summary of the recollections of
former officials and police officers as well as others who had some contact with
the relocation; and Parts 3 and 4 summarize the extensive documentary material
related to the relocation. Part 3 deals with the period up to and including the
1953 relocation. Part 4 describes events at the new communities after the initial
relocation and includes a chronology of events leading up to the Commission’s
hearings. The table of contents of the Supporting Summary is provided in
Appendix 3 to this report.

The reports and studies referred to earlier are not summarized in the Supporting
Summary. These reports stand on their own but have provided much informa-
tion, which is reflected in Parts 3 and 4 of the Supporting Summary and in this
report. Footnotes in this report are limited primarily to direct quotations; refer-
ences for other information in this report can be found in the Supporting
Summary.

The Supporting Summary is being made available to assist anyone interested in
the High Arctic relocation by bringing together a summary of the information
available to and considered by the Commission in its review of the matter. This
approach allows the Commission’s report to be read on its own while making
available to researchers the detailed information upon which the report rests, In
this way, the Commission has attempted to separate the available information
from the evaluation and appreciation of that information.
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The Commission's report assesses the appropriateness of the relocation and the
events that occurred after it. The report focuses on the issues that are central to
understanding the relocation and its aftermath. A number of very specific
grievances were put before the Commission, such as grievances about payment
for services rendered by particular individuals at particular points in time. It is
not possible in this report to resolve such grievances, although it is hoped that
reconciliation on the broader issues will contribute to a resolution of specific
individual grievances.

Background

The High Arctic relocation involved two movements of Inuit in 1953 and 1955.
In the summer of 1953, 10 Inuit families, totalling 54 people, were relocated to
Craig Harbour, on Ellesmere Island, and Resolute Bay, on Cornwallis Island
(see map). Seven families came from Inukjuak (then called Port Harrison),
Quebec, and three families came from Pond Inlet on Baffin Island. Three
Inukjuak families and one Pond Inlet family, totalling 22 people, went to
Resolute Bay. Four Inukjuak families and two Pond Inlet families, totalling
32 people, went to Craig Harbour. The 1953 relocatees were joined in 1955 by
a further six families, four from Inukjuak and two from Pond Inlet. One
Inukjuak family went to Craig Harbour, while the rest went to Resolute Bay. In
1955, then, there were seven families at Craig Harbour and nine families at
Resolute Bay, for a total of about 92 people/ A table showing the families and
their relationships is provided in Appendix 4.

The government's plan had been to establish a third community on the east side
of Ellesmere Island at Cape Herschel, in the area of the Bache Peninsula, opposite
Greenland.”? The ship could not get through, however, and the Inuit families
destined for that area, two from Inukjuak and one from Pond Inlet, were taken
to Craig Harbour instead. They joined the two Inukjuak families and one Pond
Inlet family already there, bringing the total to six families. It was luck)- that the
Inuit were not put ashore at Cape Herschel, since game did not appear there
that year, and the Inuit could not have survived.

The relocatees' sea voyage began in late July 1953 in Inukjuak when they boarded
the C.D. Howe. In late August the C.D. Howe arrived at Pond Inlet and picked up
the Pond Inlet families. The ship then proceeded to Craig Harbour where it
met another ship, the dUbei-ville. At that point, the Inukjuak families were divided
into three groups; they had not been told before the trip that they would be
separated. The group that was to stay at Craig Harbour was put ashore at the

4 The available information allows for precision only within one or two people. The figures given
exclude the Inuit special constables and their families at Craig Harbour.

' The area has also been referred to as Cape Sabine and Alexandra Fiord.



