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Economic citizenship in the context of
Indigenous land claims

Nicole Gombay

In Canada the ‘taxpayer’ has become ubiquitous in the country’s public
discourse, and is used both by the state and by citizens to justify or I:epL-ld.late
particular courses of action. It reveals a great deal about how both 1n<:hv1du-
als and collectivities are constructed, and thus come to construct, their rela-
tions not only to one another but also to institutions that exist to rep.rese':n.t
and ensure their well-being and interests. It reflects a form of economiic citi-
zenship in which the forces that bind individuals to one another and to the
state have become thoroughly defined in monetary terms. .
Such constructions of citizenship suggest that capitalism is the essential
mechanism through which people understand their relations to one another
and to the state. As Marx points out in Capital (1983), capitalism is inherently
crisis-prone. Despite this tendency, and despite the. fact that capi?alist produc-
tion has repeatedly precipitated environmental crises whose ultlmgte expres-
sion can be found in a changing climate and the proposed geologwa.l era of
the Anthropocene, for many, a capitalist framing of citizenship continues to
be unquestionably axiomatic. ‘ ' o '
Although ‘economic citizenship’ sounds rather impressive, h1d1.ng behind
this seemingly tidy expression are a number of interlockmg questions about
what we mean by citizenship, what we mean by economies, and what we
understand to be the processes that structure the relations ‘petwegn jthe two.
The taken-for-granted basis for discussions of economic citizenship in much
of the literature essentially reflects a set of expectations about the nat}lre of
the individual, the collectivity, and the state, as well as the functioning of
economic systems within which they operate thatn is gfounded in Western
European liberal ideals of personal freedom, indi\(lduahsm, and .th‘e market
economy (cf. Kessler-Harris 2003; Turner 1986; White 2003; Woodiwiss 2002).
Such literature naturalises and universalises this historically and. culturally
specific set of values. But for many Indigenous peoples, assumptions abgut
the role of the individual, the nature of their ties to the collective, the meaning
and role of state-like institutions, and the values underlying their economic
conduct are grounded in altogether different sets of principles. .
In the Canadian context, Indigenous peoples have become increas-
ingly vocal in their opposition to capitalism-as-usual, stressing that its
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repercussions have not only been profoundly harmful to their well-being but
also go hand-in-hand with environmental destruction. They can thus be Idle
No Moreé (cf. Kino-nda-niimi Collective 2014). Many are therefore calling
for the need to practise sustainable forms of self-determination grounded in
Indigenous values of sharing and reciprocity between human and nonhuman
worlds (Corntassel and Bryce 2012; Coulthard 2014).

This chapter seeks, then, to examine the conjunction between Indigenous
collectivities, their economic expression in the aftermath of land claims, and
the sets of values that are at the root of Indigenous economies. It will explore
debates about how citizenship has been configured in response to capital-
ist relations and assess the degree to which, in spite of these configurations,
Indigenous peoples have been able to adopt forms of “Insurgent citizenship”
(Jeffrey et al. 2012: 1256), through which they have appropriated some aspects
of citizenship whilst resisting others. Using Inuit as an example, it will inter-
rogate whether the values that inform their economies actually shape how citi-
zenship in their polities is expressed and performed. At root is the question of
the extent to which Indigenous peoples are able to shape economic practices
that reflect the sort of ‘altermodernity’ advanced by Hardt and Negri (2009:
106), whereby alternative models for conceiving of and enacting economies
express Indigenous peoples’ values and assertions that they should have “the
right not ‘to be who [they] are’ but rather ‘to become what [they] want™”, The
emphasis, then, is not on hearkening back to a frozen past, nor on being stuck
in an unwished for present, but rather on shaping a desired future.

I have been grappling with these questions for some time. Since the early
1990s I have worked and done research with Inuit in Nunavut and Nunavik
(Northern Quebec), two administrative regions of northern Canada with a
total population in 2011 of 46,252, of whom approximately 85% were Inuit.
These territories can be reached primarily only by air or, once the winter ice
has melted, by sea. Their physical isolation and climatic conditions have meant
that Inuit have historically been less affected by resource development and the
permanent presence of settler colonial residents than Indigenous peoples in the
southern Canada. As a result, and at the risk of oversimplifying their circum-
stances, the daily practices of northern Indigenous peoples tend to be more
readily visible and convergent with customary values than is at first glance evi-
dent amongst many Indigenous peoples in southern Canada. But their state of
relative independence from settler colonialism has progressively eroded since
the latter half of the 20th century as vast hydroelectric, and mineral and hydro-
carbon extraction schemes have moved northwards. To legitimise legally their
access to these resources, since the mid-1970s federal, territorial, and provincial
governments in Canada have negotiated and settled a series of comprehensive
claims with the region’s Indigenous peoples. These have given birth to a series
of Indigenous corporations tasked with safeguarding the collective politi-

cal, social, and economic interests of the ‘beneficiaries’ to these claims. Thus,
for example, Makivik Corporation is responsible for representing the politi-
cal interests of the Inuit of Nunavik, and for managing the moneys received
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when Inuit signed aland claim in 1975. Similar corporate structures have been
designated in the USA, Aotearoa/New Zealand, and Australia (cf. Nehme and
Juriansz 2012; Paulin 2007; Thornburg and Roberts 2012).

Given their mandate to represent the political, social, and economic inter-
ests of Indigenous collectivities, these institutions embody a marriage between
new formations of citizenship for Indigenous peoples, and new collective
economic practices that engage with national and international forces in the
name and interests of these peoples. As such, in theory one might reasonably
assume that they are manifestations of economic citizenship that articulate
Indigenous peoples’ values. The question is what they demonstrate in practice.

Some argue that these Indigenous corporations embody new forms of politi-
cal and economic practice that allow Indigenous peoples to develop according
to their particular values (Wilson and Alcantara 2012; Wuttunee 2004), whilst
others argue that the capital and landholding institutions created subsequent
to land claims, embody and impose inherent relations of imperialism that link
treaties, resource extraction, and wider capitalist relations at the root of set-
tler colonialism (Altamirano-Jiménez 2004; Kuichyski and Bernauer 2014),
By such a reckoning, settler colonialism is structured by a logic of elimination
that seeks to wrest lands and resources from the hands of Indigenous peoples
and place them squarely in those of the settler colonial state (Wolfe 2006). As
a consequence, the very terms of reference through which land claims have
been conceived necessarily co-opt and absorb Indigenous peoples into the
capitalist relations framing settler colonialism, thereby furthering the acqui-
sition of Indigenous lands (Alfred 2003; Blackburn 2009; Cattelino 2010;
Coulthard 2014; Meltzer 2013; Valdivia 2008). The founding of corporations
and the particular framings of Indigenous peoples as “citizens’ within the con-
text of land claims can thus be understood as setting structures in place that
produce, enable, and reinforce ongoing processes of settler colonialism and
Indigenous peoples’ dispossession (cf. Brown 2014; Wolfe 2006).

It is in the context of such debates that I propose to consider how the insti-
tutions that have come into being subsequent to the signing of land claims
have combined with socio-economic forces whose sources are both local and
alien. What has this combination resulted in? How might Indigenous forms of
economic citizenship present contemporary models for collective economic
action grounded in ideas of sharing and reciprocity rather than purely that of
isolated, self-interested individuals who are both the foundation and product
of capitalist economies? My goal is to point toward larger theoretical con-
cerns that merit consideration as we examine how Indigenous peoples’ search

for political sovereignty has been expressed via interlinked relations of citi-
zenship and economic practice.

Citizenship and Indigenous peoples

The Oxford English Dictionary defines a citizen as, amongst its various mean-
ings, one who is an inhabitant, occupant, or denizen (in contrast to an alien) of
a given locality. One might split hairs and point out that a person who inhabits

is different from one who occupies (Ingold 2007), and that the gngoupter
between Indigenous peoples and colonisers is precisely abf)ut thls‘dlstmct}on.
One might equally ask who determines, and on what basis, who is a dem;en
and who is an alien? Again, Indigenous-settler colonia‘l fencoupters are telling
in this regard. In essence, however, discussions.a.bout‘ citizenship are necessar-
ily about relationships and the rules and entailing r1ght§ and responsibilities
that govern those relationships. These rules are, to varying degrees, forma}lly
defined by institutions (which these days generally coFrelate. to some version
of the state). Generally, citizenship is both about relationships amongst .md%-
viduals, which form collectivities, and between those individuals and the insti-
tutions that define and sanction the rules and obligations determining peop.le’s
membership in collectivities. Although rarely stated clearly in tl}e discussion
on citizenship, ideally the relationship between citiz&_an angl ‘s‘tat_e ought to be
two-way, i.e., just as citizens have rights and obligations vis-a-vis the state, 50
states should have rights and responsibilities vis-a-vis their citizens. In c?ons1d-
ering this dynamic, the question I wish to explore is the dfegree to V\{thh the
rights and obligations of states to citizens reﬁ.ect the socioeconomic values
held by those citizens, with a particular emphasis on Indigenous peoples.'

To contextualise this debate it is necessary to understand that there is an

“extensive literature that argues that in the terms of recognition granted by

the state, which are then formalised through land claims, Indigenous p.eoples
have been obliged to adopt institutions that are essential'ly not of thelr. own
making. Instead they impose on Indigenous peoples behefs.and behaviours
inherent to the settler colonial state, thereby further subjugating and enmesh-
ing them in the capitalist relations at the heart of that state (Alfred 2005;
Altamirano-Jiménez 2004; Coulthard 2014; Kobayashi and de Leeuw 2010).

The literature discussing modern European notions of citizenship, unde}*-
scores that a citizen is a full member of a political communi“cy that is‘enacte.d via
legal and administrative rules and regulations on the ba51s of which an 1pd1—
vidual’s civil, political, and social rights and responsibilities are determined
vis-a-vis the community (cf. Kymlika and Norman 1994; Marshall 2009).
Western notions of citizenship are closely linked to socio-economic tcransfor-
mations that occurred with the rise of capitalism, coupling liberal _1deals of
personal freedom and state defined and enforced rights. These occam‘oned the
growth of autonomous, egocentric individuals and market economies based
on contractual rather than communitarian social relations (Marshall .2009;
Weber 1961). Since the end of the 20th century, the increasing neohbergl
framings of citizenship that have dominated the ways states formulate th.elr
relations with citizens have intensified this dynamic with an accompanying
emphasis on private care rather than public virtue (Oswin and Olund 2910;
cf. Cheshire and Woods 2009; Mooers 2014). For Dean (2003: 27) the lxpks
between capitalism and citizenship have ultimately resulted in an “impossible
partnership” that dehumanises people and depends on abstractions that cause
economic actors to ignore their interdependence with one another and the
natural world, and have ultimately provoked both social alienation and severe
environmental degradation.
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For Indigenous peoples in settler colonial states Western understandings
of citizenship have been fundamentally problematic. As I shall discuss below,
the rules and regulations that are at the root of their own understandings of
‘citizenship’ were not recognized, understood, or adopted by settler colonial
states, whilst Indigenous polities were subordinated to edicts alien to their
own. Although initially engaged in nation-to-nation diplomatic relations of
alliance and protection, as the settler colonial state became more secure and
sought to widen its territorial control, so its treatment of Indigenous peoples
evolved into one of tutelage and trusteeship. The result was that Indigenous
peoples were made wards of the state with such things as reservations and
residential schools being amongst the outcomes of this relationship.

To overcome the perceived lack of capacity preventing Indigenous peo-
ples from being full citizens, settler colonial states have attempted to reshape
Indigenous peoples into economic actors with the skills, habits, and attitudes
of ‘responsible’, individualised participants in the market. They should learn
how to save money, act independently, and develop attitudes of care, cleanli-
ness, and punctuality (cf. Altamirano-Jiménez 2004; Meltzer 2013). In short,
they must emulate the comportment of Western labourers. But they are
damned if they do and damned if they don’t: where their commitment to the
collective is reckoned to hold them back economically, they have been deemed
to be morally flawed, and encouraged, for example, to divide their collective
lands into individual allotments; and where judged to be too successful and
‘Western’ in appearance and/or behaviour, their treaty rights to hunt, fish,
and gather, for example, have been called into question (cf. Cattelino 2010;
Nozrgard 2014).

A sense of concurrence with others, which is a fundamental component
of any collectivity, exists only amongst individuals if they share categories of
thought (Douglas 1986). Recognizing neither themselves nor the principles
that govern the functioning of their societies in the constructions of citizen-
ship of the settler colonial state, many Indigenous peoples have taken issue
with the concept on the grounds that it is incompatible with their own concep-
tions of what such relations entail (Alfred 2005; Coulthard 2014; Porter 2005;
Simpson 2014). For example, Johnson (2007), a Cree lawyer, describes how
his ancestors, in signing a treaty in 1889, understood that they were adopting
the colonisers as their cousins, and that each was charged with caring for the
other. This reflects customary notions guiding Cree ideals of how to incorpo-
rate ‘aliens’ in their polities: one became kin, with all the requirements of trust
and negotiation that such connections necessitate. In considering the notion
of citizenship, then, we ought to consider how Indigenous peoples conceive
of the individual in relation to the collectivity, for clearly this has implications
not only for how they apprehend the ties that bind them, but also for how
they behave as economic actors whereby certain behaviours are sanctioned
and others are repudiated.

If, as Marshall states, “[clitizenship is a status bestowed on those who
are full members of a community” (2009: 149), then we need to think about
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how community is constituted for Indigenous peoples. Let us return again
to the case of Inuit. Like the Cree, for Inuit the extended family is a crucial
unit of the collectivity, but kinship relations are fluid, expansive, and sub-
ject to choice. So, for example, such relations can be built through systems
of naming, through connections with, and understandings of the land and
animals, or simply through elected connections of “fictive kinship” which cus-
tomarily ensured that strangers have been integrated into Inuit communities
(Nuttall 1992: 85; cf. Guemple 1976). This willingness to integrate individuals
quickly into the collective is a distinguishing value for hunter-gatherers. As
Ingold contends, “whereas for [Western society ...] every individual is an inde-
pendent element of the aggregate collectivity, for [hunter-gatherers] the col-
lectivity is present and active in the life of every individual” (1986; 24). Such
behaviours reflect reciprocal bonds of solidarity. The question that arises is
whether the values that inform the reciprocal bonds of hunter-gatherer com-
munities continue to find expression in the context of associative bonds of
solidarity foundational to the state-like institutions that have developed in the
context of land claims.

Having considered one component of this concept of economic citizenship
in so far as it relates to Indigenous peoples — even if in a back-to-front way —
I wish now to turn to its other component.

Economies and Indigenous peoples

Economies involve “making, holding, using, sharing, exchanging, and accu-
mulating valued things” (Gudeman 2001: 1). Economic practice thus focuses
on the movement of value. Yet value does not inhere only in things.
Relationships associated with the circulation of those things are also crucial
in the composition of value. They serve not only to ensure the circulation of
things, but more fundamentally, as the ground within which ideas about the
value of those things take root, are nourished, grow, and are sustained. And
these conditions vary.

In considering the ways in which Indigenous corporate institutions engage
with economic processes, we need to understand that they are at once engaged
with the values that inform market economies and with those generally foun-
dational to Indigenous societies, which have variously been called sharing or
gift economies (although the two are not synonymous, not only because the
word ‘sharing’ has come increasingly to be used as an attractive substitute for
‘renting’, but also, as we shall see, because sharing economies have broader
connotations than gift economies). So we are drawn into questions about the
functioning of societies built on relationships of alienable and inalienable
goods, about the degree to which the bonds that tie people to things and to one
another might be objective or subjective, independent or interdependent, and
about the extent to which, in the links between producer and consumer, the
recipients of goods are passive consumers engaged in mercantile relationships

" or active participants engaged in the creation and maintenance of relationships.
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Although there are debates about the degree to which it is achieved,
sociality and the establishment and maintenance of relationships are central
to the ideas of the gift. Distinctions between use and exchange values may
partially help us to understand gift economies, but “bonding value” is what is
really central to these economies (Godbout and Caillé 1998: 173). As objects,
services, and acts are exchanged in gift economies, so people create and sus-
tain bonding value whereby the relations between the individuals or collectivi-
ties concerned will be maintained in ongoing forms of exchange.

The term ‘sharing’ enlarges Mauss’s formulation of the gift to include
values and activities such as hospitality, land-people relations, and commu-
nity self-awareness that encompass more than the mere exchange of goods
and obligations (MacDonald 2000). Sharing is sustained by common expec-
tations about correct social behaviour, which are grounded in moral impera-
tives associated with this behaviour. The nature of these imperatives varies
according to different cultural beliefs, but generally they serve to establish and
maintain relationships not only amongst people, but also between people and
the larger environment. Taking the example of Inuit, the imperative to share is
most strongly associated with food. Such sharing structures, and is structured
by, a complex set of social relations that extend beyond humans to the animals

who — and I use this pronoun intentionally — give themselves to hunters and

fishers. Should the original gift offered by the animal not be respected by shar-
ing with others thereafter, then people run the risk of the animals withhold-
ing themselves in the future (Gombay 2010). Value is thus created, extracted,
maintained, and reproduced in the very act of sharing. Moreover, sharing can
extend to other elements of the economy, such as money and equipment. The
important point is that just as the structures that have customarily been part
of Inuit ‘citizenship’ are essentially geared towards establishing and maintain-
ing social relations, so too are their economic practices.

If a commitment to sharing is fundamental to many Indigenous econo-
mies, the question that arises repeatedly in the literature is the degree to which
such values are maintained when they come into contact with market forces.
Certainly this has been debated by academics who have argued, for exam-
ple, that the individualizing relations of capitalism erode Indigenous peoples’
commitments to the collectivity in the name of competition and profit, with
the result that capitalism develops “by stealth” (Li 2014: 9; cf. Mitchell 1996).
Others argue that Indigenous peoples develop their own brand of capital-
ism that reflects a commitment to the collective and discourages the private
accumulation of wealth (Champagne 2010; Warriner 2007; Wuttunee 2004).
In the case of Inuit, during interviews I have conducted over the years with
individual entrepreneurs, they stressed that making money was a means to an
end. As one person said, “I'm not a business business, you know. But more on
relationship and helping out.” His aim was not excessive profit.

Because if I start to get a lot of money, then that’s what I will be worried
about, that’s what I will be dealing with. And throwing aside a lot of
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things. [...] [I]t’s not too good to be 00 business-minded [...]. Just enough
to survive.

These are not the values of Homo economicus. Another Inuk businessman
talked about how the profits from his venture, went right back into the com-
munity. “That’s why we developed this business, to provide work for our
people.” Hence in her study of Indigenous enterprises Wuttunnee (2004: 23)
states, “Growth for its own sake is not valued. From an early age children are
taught to ‘think for yourself and act for others.”” :

Yet is life really as tidy as we make it out to be? Perhaps. Perhaps not.
If we return to the case of Nunavik, not all Inuit were convinced that the
values advanced in the claim that brought Nunavik into being were desirable.
In fact, some settlements refused to sign the claim. A resident of one of the
‘dissident’ communities explained his position in a poem involving a conver-
sation between an old man and a boy. The man says, “My greed for the White
man’s wealth has turned me from my ancient way,” causing his generation to
give up their land in exchange for cash. “For I am vanquished by my present
greed. My eyes I close to the accusing finger of my kin and say I had no other
choice” (Tulugak and Murdoch 2007: 247). The boy responds,

You who thought that all would share the wealth. Oh, you! Among the
many reaching for your share but finding it was only for the few.
(Tulugak and Murdoch 2007: 248)

So money causes people to forget their relations and forget the requirement to
share. From the perspective of the dissident communities the land claim was the
embodiment of this forgetting. As a member of one of the communities put it,

I wish Inuit to be free again, with nobody dictating to them what to do,
so that they might live in their own lands according to their own laws, and
according to their own ways that are appropriate for their culture. That
will be their only way to protect themselves against the regulations cre-
ated and imposed by others.

(Qumaq 2010: 136; my translation)

So we come to the question of whether this assessment of what the institutions
founded as a result of land claims actually succeed in doing. Do they represent
fundamental impositions on Indigenous peoples, inevitably giving rise to institu-
tions based on money and ‘greed, causing them to close their eyes to their kin’s
accusing finger, or have they managed to develop institutions compatible with
their moral codes? More particularly, are the institutions that have been devel-
oped to represent this new collectivity known as ‘beneficiaries’ actually managed
to incorporate the values of sharing that underpin their socioeconomic systems?
Have land claims corporations managed to express in action the sets of values and
relationships that are central to Indigenous conceptions of economic citizenship?
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Debating economic citizenship

The literature examining questions of economic citizenship generally assumes
that people are operating within a framework of principles associated with a
market economy. For example, Cheshire and Woods (2009: 115) understand
economic citizenship to be the “required conduct of citizens in the sphere of
the market as responsible and informed consumers, capable of managing their
lives in an entrepreneurial and prudential manner.” Others focus on how, in
the context of capitalism, economic rights and obligations, and the structures
that serve to ensure them, have contributed to the configuration of citizenship
(Kessler-Harris 2003; Turner 1986; White 2003; Woodiwiss 2002). Generally
wage labour and Western capitalist relations are assumed to be the norm.

Implicit in various analyses of economic citizenship, particularly in those
that stress the effects of neoliberalism on the workings of economic citizen-
ship, is an underlying portrayal of the “little man” up against a powerful
nexus of state and capital (cf. Cheshire and Woods 2009; Jeffrey et al. 2012;
Mooers 2014; Turner 1986). And in this relationship there is a dialectical
struggle where, periodically, the little man wins. What I am interested in here
is the degree to which these dialectical struggles — in so far as they involve
Indigenous corporations — yield material relations in which sharing is a core
value. In examining this question, let us again focus our attention on Inuit in
Nunavik.

In a recent iteration of settler colonial occupation of Inuit territories, the
government of Quebec formally launched its Plan Nord in 2011, with resource
extraction and infrastructure development being central to its agenda.
Indigenous leadership has complied with this initiative partnering with the
government of Quebec in the Plan’s elaboration. Yet these same leaders also
appear to have qualms about the anticipated developments. At root are ques-
tions about the coexistence of market and sharing economies in the region.

In response to Plan Nord, Inuit developed Plan Nunavik, in which they
underscore the need to promote development that enables Inuit to be active
participants in the market economy whilst preserving their capacity to pursue
a subsistence lifestyle. Thus on the one hand they note:

Nunavik Inuit are no longer simple traditional harvesters of wildlife pur-
suing a nomadic existence. [...] Today, the majority of Nunavik Inuit are
part of the larger modern cash economy. [... So they] need employment
and business opportunities.

(Kativik Regional Government and Makivik Corporation, 2010: 357)

But on the other hand they recognise that their economy is founded on
“values such as sharing, helping others in need and working collectively for
the benefit of the community” (2010: 427), and they worry that the devel-
opment projected under Plan Nord, “could have significant negative impacts
on Nunavik Inuit-culture, the traditional way of life and ultimately on Inuit

Just enough to survive 169

identity” (2010: 434). Thus, Plan Nunavik contains various recommendations
aimed at promoting Inuit participation in the market economy — for example,
creating Inuit-owned mining companies — whilst also preserving Inuit values:
for example, proposing that 50% of Nunavik’s landmass be reserved for Inuit
hunting and trapping.

The official institutions designated to play a leadership role for Inuit thus
seem both amenable fo extractive projects and protective of the interests of
Indigenous economic practices that will be adversely affected by such projects.
After releasing Plan Nunavik, Makivik consulted Inuit beneficiaries across the
region. The consensus was that Inuit should determine the conditions under
which development would be acceptable (Makivik Corporation et al. 2014).
Moreover the Inuit of Nunavik have long been negotiating to gain increased
self-government. In fact, in 2011, via popular referendum, they rejected the
initial proposal for the Nunavik Regional Government, on the grounds that
it did not sufficiently reflect or promote their cultural values, language, and
identity (Papillon 2011). Consequently, during Makivik’s Nunavik-wide
process of community consultation about Plan Nord, published in a report
called Parnasimautik, people expressed the desire to work towards a new
autonomous governance structure in the region that would ensure that Inuit
culture and practices — including economic ones — would be safeguarded
(Makivik Corporation et al. 2014). Many Inuit residents of Nunavik wish to
gain greater control over their region to develop according to principles that
respect their own values. They feel that, as currently formulated, Nunavik’s
governance structures are not effectively meeting their expectations. Thus
we return to this fundamental question asked by various critical Indigenous
theorists: How might the institutions designated to promote and protect the
(economiic) interests of their Indigenous ‘citizens’ do so in ways that abrogate
the capitalist, crisis-ridden relations that frame land claims, whilst pursuing
futures in which notions of sharing foundational to their political economies
are reinforced (Corntassel and Bryce 2012; Coulthard 2014)?

By way of a conclusion

In the murky daylight of December, in a village north of the 59th parallel,
there is a knock at the door of the house where I am lodging. Opening it
1 find on the doorstep a box of frozen shrimp sent by Makivik Corporation
as a Christmas present to the house of every beneficiary in Nunavik. They are

Inuktitut word for ‘harpoon’.

It may be tempting to draw absolute conclusions: that Indigenous land
claims corporations are finding new practices of economic citizenship based
on Indigenous values; or, conversely, that they are failing to do so, and are
instead, co-opted by settler colonial systems. But both would be unjust
oversimplifications.
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There is no clean division between sharing and markets, between tradition
and modernity, between non-capitalist and capitalist economies. Such bina-
ries ignore complex realities and impose idealised images on Indigenous peo-
ples. Despite the structural limitations shaping the outcomes of land claims,
Indigenous peoples develop economic responses that reflect the specificities
of their own geographies, histories, cultural beliefs, and social practices. These
evolve relationally reflecting entanglements between local and global econo-
mies. In producing a third space of sovereignty, Indigenous peoples have the
possibility of refusing to adopt binary choices of assimilation or secession
(Bruyneel 2007).

Inevitably the structures that have given rise to Indigenous land claims cor-
porations are entangled with the settler colonial project. But to understand
what Indigenous land claims corporations such as Makivik ideally attempt
to accomplish, we would do well to apprehend that economies contain differ-
ent, but related, transactional spheres, each with varying temporal and moral
orders (cf. Kopytoff 1986; Parry and Bloch 1989). Economic processes con-
tain transactions concerned both with the long-term social and cosmic order
associated with the collectivity and the short-term order associated with indi-
vidual competition. The latter is morally acceptable only to the degree that it
is subordinate to, and not in competition with, the former. In fact, the short-
term transactional sphere is often pursued as a means of yielding goods that
maintain the long-term order.

As recipients and managers of funds received in exchange for signing land
claims, Indigenous land claims corporations are creatures of the world of
money and markets. They are therefore inevitably bound to short-term eco-
nonric cycles. But their mandate to reflect their beneficiaries equally requires
that they adhere to the principles informing the longer-term transactional
orders that are at the root of Indigenous peoples’ economies. In their ideal
form, when the division between each sphere remains distinct, the values and
principles informing the short-term economic order are used to promote
and sustain the long-term order. When this supporting position is not clear,
and the short-term is perceived to threaten the moral order of the longer-term
sphere, contradictions and contestations arise.

In analysing the workings of Indigenous land claims corporations we need
to be aware of this juggling act. We need to question the degree to which these
corporations’ involvement in short-term transactional orders are, indeed,
reflective of, and subordinate to, the values underpinning the longer-term
order. We need to consider how their moral basis is symbolically constructed
and sustained. We need to think about how new regimes of value may be
emerging. We need particularly to consider the degree to which the enmesh-
ment of realms of value reinforce those undergirding long-term moral struc-
tures, so that perhaps in being “business business[es]” Indigenous land claims
corporations can serve as a means of promoting the value that people require
“just enough to survive”. Clearly, in Plan Nunavik, Makivik is grappling
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with its responsibilities to engage with the market economy, but not to the
detriment of its citizens’ sharing economy. Clearly giving food at Christmas
time is a symbolic material manifestation of its attempt to blend market and
sharing economies,

Indigenous land claims corporations have the potential to express altermo-
dernities in which the economic citizenship of Indigenous peoples might find
expression, but as this chapter has shown, the means of doing so is debated,
and requires carefully situated analysis. It is not a matter of one size fits all.
In the case of Nunavik, the development projected for the region presents
serious challenges to the social and environmental conditions that are intrin-
sic to the functioning of the sharing economy of Inuit. In light of the vari-
ous debates I have considered in this chapter, it would be seeing the world
through rose-tinted glasses to argue that corporations such as Makivik will
succeed unwaveringly in creating a third space of sovereignty. Plan Nunavik
and the broadly based discussions that happened in the region amongst Inuit,
which resulted in Parnasimautik, suggest that both Indigenous ‘citizens’ and
‘state’ are determinedly debating how they might create this third space. As
market economies continue to intersect with those predicated on sharing, the
case of Indigenous economic citizenship underscores the need to consider the
dynamics of interwoven realms of value and the need for overt discussions
about the moral principles that bind people together as individuals, as col-
lectivities, and as institutions of state.
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12 Cirisis, capitalism, and the
anarcho-geographies of
community self-help

Richard White and Colin Williams

Introduction

(T)hree decades of neoliberalism have failed to produce an economy that
is not bubble-prone and that is capable of improving the living standards
of most people in the world. Articulating an alternative to neoliberalism
is therefore an urgent task.

(Posey 2011: 299)

(Df we are to accept anarchism as the dismantling of unequal power
relations and the pursuit of re-organizing the way we live in the world
along more egalitarian, voluntary, altruistic, and cooperative lines, then
it becomes necessary to appreciate anarchism as a geographical endeavor.

(Springer 2013: 46)

One hundred years ago the anarchist geographer Peter Kropotkin (1998
[1912]: 197] wrote: “Such is the future — already possible, already realisable;
such is the present — already condemned and about to disappear.” These words
act as both consolation and inspiration when held against our own epoch:
a time of intersectional crisis (economic, political, social and environmental)
which, as Shannon (2014) argues, may well result in the end of the world as
we know it. We contend here that despite capitalism’s uneven and variegated
nature (Bruff and Hown 2012), crises do not exist beyond or outside it: they
are — fundamentally — creatures of capitalism. In rejecting the oxymoronic
notion of ‘sustainable’ capitalism, the chapter picks up the gauntlet laid down
by Springer (2012: 136) when arguing:

The point of our critiques should not be to temper neoliberalism with
concessions and niceties, as capitalism of any sort is doomed to fail.
The logics of creative destruction, uneven development and unlimited
expansion — which stoke the fires of conflict and contradict the finite limita-
tions of the earth — are capitalism’s undoing regardless of the form it takes.

Certainly, there is no possibility of social, economic or environmental justice
to be found in the toxic (economic) remedies administered by a neoliberal State.
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