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Abstract
Controversies have been the focus of considerable attention in the STS literature. As past studies

have shown, the processes of closure are closely related to the production of technoscientific
knowledges and artifacts. In this STS dissertation, | build on these studies by opening the black
box that is the Cohen Report, thereby illuminating the various forms taken by, and contestations
associated with, controversial salmon in the Cohen Commission, 2009-2012, a federal inquiry into
the decline of sockeye salmon in the Fraser River of British Columbia, Canada.
In this empirical study, | ask: (i) What are the primary sources of controversy in the Fraser
River fishery? (ii) What salmon controversies are revealed through the social-life of sockeye, and
how do they compare to those depicted -dyaeoft he Col
sockeye? (iii) What factors contributed to the (de)legitimation of particular understandings of
controversial salmon during the Cohen Commission?
To address these questions, | employed a three-phase, multi-method approach which
involved (1) collecting qualitative data in the field; (Il) creating a map from these data; and (lll)
using this map to analyze the 6émmanactls. | i vesd of v
My primary research findings (1-9) shed new light on various salmon controversies,
including those arising from (1) Indigenous responses to the ongoing experience of colonial
violence and dispossession, (2) an ethic of exploitation oriented towards establishing and
maintaining dominion over nature, (3) the prevailing view that fish (and fishing) are principally
vehicles for economic growth and financial profit, and (4) the local effects of anthropogenic climate
change. lalsofoundthat(5) t hese controversies are | argely mini
cycle overview, which reduces the sockeye life-cycle to a series of physiological transformations
loosely connected to the particulars of place. During the Cohen Commission, salmon
controversies were (de)legitimated through (6) the boundary work of expertise, (7) the
Commi ssionbs emphasi s © oontemtfor, iarddi(8 diffeting assessméntsa | i zi n
concerning the importance of place. This resulted in the production of a controversial blueprint for
closured i.e., the Cohen Reportd which (9) called for the production of knowledge and ignorance
in relation to the impacts of salmon farming, accentuating the importance of attending to
generative symmetry, this dissertationbés foremost

literature.
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CHAPTERAINTRODUCTIONTERMINABLIEONTROVERSY

fustice Bruce Cohen is all lawyered up and ready to embark on his quest for millions of missing
Fraser River sockeye salmon. The story so far has the makings of an intriguing mystery. The experts
estimated 10 million salmon would be heading for the river system last year, but only about a million
showed up. That prompted the fishery®& closure for the third straight year. For all the finger pointing
and controversy over the collapse, nobody really knows exactly why it happened. Since most of the
arguments centre around the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, the federal government&
response last November was to strike an inquiry commission to find out what happened to the salmon.
[ €]

So far the storyline is a familiar one for most Canadians. A problem emerges. Perplexed
government orders inquiry. Wise men gather to ponder the issue. Citizens await their deliberations.
But what& striking is that this is the fifth time in 18 years some kind of urgent study has been
commissioned by the government in response to a salmon emergency. Not only that, it& the fifth
study of one specific run: The Fraser sockeye. That& a remarkable number of studies into the same
problem.o

0 Les Leyne (2010) for the Times Colonist

1.17 Research Problem: A Seemingly Endless Cycle of Salmon Inquiries
For more than a century, the Fraser River sockeye salmon fishery has been associated with,
embroiled in, and affected by, myriad salmon controversies. These controversies are not,
however, simply the products of declining salmon populations. | suggest, instead, that the decline
of sockeye brought a plurality of longstanding salmon controversies to the fore, as Indigenous,
commercial, and recreational fishers pressed competing claims to an increasingly scarce
resource.! After all, during periods of considerable abundance, salmon controversies are easier
to overlook. As sockeye populations have declined, however, so too has the number of fisheries
openings available, making it more difficult to ignore controversies like those associated with the
Indigenous FSC fishery. First Nations in British Columbia have a constitutionally-protected right to
fish for food, social, and ceremonial (FSC) purposes, which means that the Indigenous FSC
fishery takes priority over the commercial and recreational fisheries. Consequently, in years of
middling abundance, commercial and recreational fishing vessels may be forced to remain
anchored to their home ports while the Indigenous FSC fisheryd which may still be restricted in
years of low abundanced proceeds as normal. This has led some commercial and recreational
fishers to erroneously describe the Fraser River fishery as one characterized by racial divisions.?

Prime Minister Stephen Harper legitimated these erroneous characterizations by pledging,

in July of 2006, that the Government of Canada would fstrike a judicial inquiry into the collapse of

1 This is not to suggest, of course, that these fisheries are neatly-demarcated monoliths populated by a homogenous,
mutually-exclusive group of fishers. Indeed, many Indigenous fishers participate in the commercial and
recreational fisheries. Those participating in the Indigenous food, social, and ceremonial (FSC) fishery are,
likewise, not a monolith, as fishers are liable to disagree on a variety of issues, from fishing allotment and
enforcement on the one hand, to whether or not it should be legal to sell FSC fish on the other.

2 On this view, participation in the FSC fishery is solely contingent upon racial differences, rather than being a reflection

of First Nationsd | ongstandingdespustal the tedepeatddngowovér oif

attempts to unilaterally extinguish Indigenous rights to the resource.



the Fraser River salmon fishery and oppose racially divided fisheries programso(Harper S. , 2006).
In the face of a strong 2006 sockeye run, however, this controversy temporarily faded from view
as Indigenous, commercial, and recreational fishers sought to maximize their respective harvests.
Accordingly, it was not until three years laterd following a record-low 2009 sockeye run which saw
the commercial fishery shuttered for the third year in a rowd that Harper finally felt compelled to
make good on his promise to establish a judicial inquiry into the decline of the fishery. To that end,
in November 2009, the Harper Government appointed B.C. Supreme Court Justice Bruce Cohen
to lead a federal commission of inquiry into the decline of Fraser River sockeye salmon (the Cohen

Commission).

Figure 1: Fraser River sockeye run sizes with a 4-year moving-average trendline (yellow).

Fraser River sockeye salmon run sizes (thousands of fish, 1970-2009)

S5 000 Adapted from Cohen Commission Exhibit #1967 and Pacific Salmon Commission data.
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commissions, panels, standing committees, and task forces established in response to, and with
the apparent aim of resolving, controversies in the Fraser River fishery. Indeed, as part of its initial
investigation, the Cohen Commission reviewed 26 such reports, 25 of which were penned
between 1992 and 2010.2 Why, then, did | opt in carrying out this study to focus on the Cohen
Commission rather than one of the many inquiries which preceded it?

The Cohen Commission is distinct, | suggest, for several reasons. First, the Cohen

Commi ssionds mandat e and thanthose ef theviagsirieshichhprebedeol a d e r

it. These inquiries were, with one exception,* scope-limited undertakings established to examine

3 Interim Cohen Report (29-Oct-2010), pp. 33-35
4 Of the various inquiries which preceded the Cohen Commission, only the Pearse Commission (Pearse, 1982) had a
comparable scope and mandate.



a particular issue,® fishing season,® or controversy.” Commissioner Cohen was tasked, by
contrast, with examining anything that might be related to the decline of Fraser River sockeye,
and he was provided an unprecedented $26 million budget for that purpose. Second, the Cohen
Commission was the first inquiry into the fishery since the 1982 Pearse Commission to be granted
special powers under the federal Inquiries Act, granting Commissioner Cohen the legal authority
to compel witnesses to testify, and to order the production of documents. Third, the proceedings
of the Cohen Commission generated a vast digital archive which consists of 2,000+ evidentiary
exhibits (including many previously confidential documents), 14,000+ pages of transcripts, and a
variety of additional forms of evidence.® Fourth, though the Harper Government barely
acknowledgedtheCohen Commi s s i o(Bubhsrlarfd,i2018))J ursetpionr tTr udeauds L
rose to power in 2015 on a platform (Liberal Party of Canada, 2015) which included a promise to
implementCo mmi s s i o n erecon@nerndaions. $hree years later, the DFO announced that
ithadit aken acti enal i o 7 &danmendatiorsy-O, 2018b).

In spite of all this, the Fraser River fishery continues to be associated with myriad salmon
controversies. How, then, does one make sense of the stubborn persistence of salmon
controversies amidst this seemingly i [ e ] nddlees sofc yFr aser (beyrien2018)? i nqui r
In this dissertation, | explore the contours of this research problem by revisiting the controversy
studies literature.

Controversies have been the focus of considerable attention in the science and technology
studies (STS) literature. As past studies have shown, controversies are drawn to a close through
processes that are closely related to the production of technoscientific knowledges and artifacts.
| build on these studies by conceivingof t he Cohen Co-nonmnefigal repordd.e.,t hr e e
the 2012 Cohen Reportd as a technoscientific artifact which seeks to address salmon

controversies by (de)legitimating particular understandings of, and (re)producing particular ways

5 Between 2000 and 2007, for instance, the aquaculture industry in B.C. was the subject of at least six inquiries (Auditor
General of Canada, 2000, 2004; Leggatt, 2001; Bastien, 2004; Auditor General of British Columbia, 2005;
Legislative Assembly of British Columbia, 2007).

6 Between 1992 and 2005, for example, at least six reports (Pearse & Larkin, 1992; Fraser, 1995; Wappel, 2003, 2005;
Chamut, 2004; Williams, 2005) were commissioned to examine controversial fishing seasons.

7 In 2003, by way of an additional example, the governments of Canada and British Columbia commissioned a report
on fisheries ma n a gterneeantt (MdRae &tHearse, @0d)s Citing a lack of Indigenous
involvement in the federal-provincial task force, the B.C. First Nations Summit commissioned its own report into
this issue in 2004 (Jones, Shepert, & Sterritt, 2004).

8 As Matthew Hull (2012)has not ed, however, bureaucratic documents are n
ratherimedi ators that shape the significance of the signs in
t hey r ef er Dacuneénts(irpotherdv&ds)a.r e finot simply instruments of bure

rather are constitutive of bureaucratic rules, ideologies, knowledge, practices, subjectivities, objects, outcomes,
and even the organi zat ilonlgng sohheawily enl decerseats proguced théodgh the
Cohen Commission, then, this dissertation may have inadvertently reproduced sanitized accounts of the
discussions, interactions, or events these documents ostensibly depict. In seeking to mitigate this possibility, |
consulted additional sources of evidence wherever possible.



of knowing, controversial salmon in British Columbia, Canada. By openi ng the O0bl ack
the Cohen Report, in other words, | aim to illuminate the various forms taken by, and contestations

associated with, controversial salmon in the Cohen Commission, 2009-2012.

1.27 Research Context and Significance

1.2.171 Controversy Studies, Symmetry, and Normative Political Commitments
As a genre of STS scholarship, controversy studies centre around the act of opening a black box

symmetrically. This emphasis on symmetry in controversy studiesisrootedinDavi d Bl oor 6 s (1
proposal for a strong programme in the sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK). In calling for the
symmetrical treat ment 83K pavdditheaway fora nadietycofapproaceed bel i e
to studying scientific and technological controversies. The differences in these approaches, |
suggest, are principally rooted in differing interpretations of what it means to examine
controversies symmetrically. By the mid-1990s, however, this debate gave way to a broader, more
contentious dispute in the STS literature concerning the politics of SSK, the potential for
controversy studies to be @&@apturedd the validity of explicit political commitments, and the
desirability of neutrality.® Ultimately, this dispute failed to produce consensus concerning ways
forward for controversy studies, precipitating the decline of this once-prominent genre of STS
scholarship, and the rise of several new approaches'® to studying science, technology, and
society. As a result of this shift away from the study of controversies, however, gaps remain in the
STS controversy studies literature concerning the processes through which controversies are
opened and drawn to a close.!

Insofar as controversy studies have persisted as a genre of STS scholarship, | suggest
that unresolved tensions concerning the politics of SSK have contributed to an inversion of their
principal focus. Today, controversy analysts are typically concerned not with explaining how
controversies are brought to a close, but with making sense of the persistence of politically-
contentious technoscientific controversies i1 like those concerning the health effects of tobacco
smoke (e.g., Proctor, 2006), the need to take action to address anthropogenic climate change
(e.g., Edwards, 2010), or both (e.g., Oreskes & Conway, 2010). Thus, whereas more traditional
controversy studies endeavoured to explain the production of knowledge with reference to the
closure of controversies, the controversy studies of today aim to explain the persistence of

controversies with reference to the production of ignorance or agnotology.? Though | agree that

9 See Evelleen Richards & Malcolm Ashmore (1996), Ashmore (1996), Harry Collins (1996), Sheila Jasanoff (1996),
Brian Martin (1996), Dick Pels (1996), Richards (1996), Vicky Singleton (1996), and Brian Wynne (1996).

10 Including co-production (e.g., Jasanoff, 2005) and third-wave STS (e.g., Collins & Evans, 2002).

11 The mechanisms identified by Sergio Sismondo (2010), for instance, are only capable of explaining how closure is
achieved in the context of what might be described as a strictly internalist framing of scientific controversies.

12 See Robert Proctor & Londa Schiebinger (eds.) (2008).



controversy analysts must attend to the production of ignorance, | suggest that an exclusive focus

on impediments to closure lends itself to normative accounts which may, in certain contexts,

uncritically and problematically reproducet he ¢l ai ms of a g¢gi Vdmadddienor e se't
to casting those with alternative viewpoints as villainous purveyors of pseudoscience.'* Thus, in

calling for a return to controversy studies, | am not merely advocating for a closer examination of

the closing of controversies, but for a pairing of this approach with those concerned with the forces

impeding closure. | aim in this dissertation, in other words, to bring generative symmetry to bear

on controversy studies in STS.

The above is not to suggest, however, that controversy studies ought not to be associated
with explicit normative commitments. | contend, on the contrary, that prohibitions against political
commitments reinforce the status quo, in addition to dissuading controversy analysts from
examining crucial features of the controversy under study. | do not, however, position this
dissertation as a product of the politically-engaged Low Church of STS as set against the
theoretically-inclined High Church (Fuller, 1993). Nor, for that matter, do | conceive of this
dissertation as a work of activist-oriented STS as set against scholar- and policymaker-oriented
scholarship (e.g., Woodhouse et al., 2002). In order to make sense of the nuanced complexities
which characterize twenty-first century technoscientific controversies, | suggest, controversy
analysts must confront both the political and theoretical dimensions of the controversy under
study. Accordingly, | follow Sergio Sismondo (2008) in conceiving of the engaged program in STS
as a congregational bridge.

In line with the above, | follow feminist STS scholars Donna Haraway (1988; 1989) and

Sandra Harding (1986; 1 9 9 3 ; 1998) in privileging 6views from
Edward Said (1978; 1983; 1993; 1994) and Warwick Anderson & Vincanne Adams (2008) in
privileging 6vi dtwsuldbeaeaaneoes| after all htaestudy &almon controversies
in the absence of these perspectives. Indeed, as Harding (1993) has sugge st e d , a fAmaxim

critical study of scientists and their communities can be done only from the perspective of those
whose lives have been marginal i zed by such c oBympuviegitgilndigebous( p . 6 9)
perspectives on controversial salmon, my proposal for an engaged controversy study attends to

the political dimensions of the controversy under study.

13 Consider, for instance, the subtitle of an edited collection of essays recently published by MIT Press: i Sci ence and
the Production of Ignorance: When the Quest for Knowledge is Thwartedo(Kourany & Carrier, 2020).

“Though | am sympathetic to projects aiming to push thack agai
truthd era (e.g., Baker & Oreskes, 2 01 3 ijn th€ absende efra, 2018;
corresponding emphasis on the contingent processes involved in the production of knowledgesd these projects
are liable to overstate the certainty associated with particular technoscientific facts. Consequently, these
interventions may have the unintended effect of exacerbating the condit i ons whi ch gav-eruibBé& to
era to begin with.



This dovetails with my commitment, in keeping with the Truth and Reconciliation

Commi ssionbds calls to action, t o torical knowledde yhatn g a n d

perpetuate i gnor(20h5¢ e 234) raghinst ladigénsus peoples in B.C. As noted
above, for instance, the rights-based Indigenous FSC fishery is often described in a manner which
falsely and misleadingly intimates that FSC fish are allotted solely on the basis of biological race.
Worse still, despite the myriad restrictions and limitations placed on the FSC fishery,® Indigenous
fishers are often blamed for overfishing, and thereby for precipitating the decline of Fraser River
sockeye. | aim in this dissertation to address some of the historical gaps partially responsible for
perpetuating this problematic and mistaken belief.

In addition, as very few First Nations in B.C. signed historic treaties,!® the Cohen
Commission unfolded against the contentious backdrop of modern treaty negotiations.'’ Beyond
the Ni s g @savawassen, and Maa-nulth First Nations, each of whom signed modern treaties,
more than half of the untreatied First Nations in B.C. remained engaged in the B.C. Treaty Process
during the Cohen Commission. Many First Nations have since withdrawn from this process, while
still others rejected it from the outset (B.C. Treaty Commission, 2020b). This is reflective, perhaps,
ofFi rst HNaobhdhns$ 6 on(Amaya, 201i3)dntthe face bfdfficial government processes.
It is vitally important, in this context, to consider how Indigenous claims to controversy were
foregrounded or backgrounded, legitimized or delegitimized, in the Cohen Commission.

1.2.21 Fish Controversies, Human-Fish Relations, and Indigenous Political Strategies
The Cohen Commission was tasked with investigating the decline of Fraser River sockeye salmon

(Oncorhynchus nerka), an iconicand contr over si al fi dh hewbhos s,

Apilda if d

understandings and conceptualizations of fisho t hat ar e isometi mes C 0 My

somet i mes c o (Todd 2014, g. 218)d hiave yet to be explored in detail. Accordingly, in
carrying out this study, | followed Zoe Todd (2014; 2018) by conceiving of human-fish relations
(plural) as sites of active engagement.'® In doing so, this dissertation seeks to contribute to a

growing body of research in STS (and related fields) on fish controversies (e.g., Bocking, 2012;

15 The FSC fishery is only permitted to open, for instance, once a sufficient number of fish are deemed to be safely en
route to their spawning grounds

16 In the 1850s, Governor James Douglas oversaw the signing of 14 treaties, later dubbed the Douglas Treaties, with
Indigenous communities on Vancouver Island. Then, in 1899, an additional eight First Nations communities in
northeast B.C. were among the signatories to Treaty No. 8, which also included Indigenous communities in
neighbouring provinces and territories.

17 These negotiations are contentious for a variety of reasons, the complexities of which are beyond the scope of this
dissertation. For additional information, see Taiaiake Alfred (2001); Carole Blackburn (2005; 2007; 2019), Tony
Penikett (2006), Brian Thom (2009; 2014; 2020), Paul Nadasdy (2012), and Christopher Turner & Gail Fondahl
(2015).

BFor additional informati on c¢ on c e ofrengaggmeiitcseedAdrs Fiefup-Ridrdan
(2000). For relationality and human-animal sociality, see Eduardo Viveiros de Castro (1998) and Paul Nadasdy
(2007). For working across difference and Indigenous métissage, see Dwayne Donald (2009; 2012).
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Breslow, 2014; Harrison & Loring, 2014; Joks & Law, 2017), controversial fish (e.g., Law & Lien,
2012; Brown, 2016; Swanson, 2017), and human-fish relations (e.g., Todd, 2014; 2018; Cullon,
2017; Latulippe, 2017; Satizabal & Dressler, 2019; Schiefer, 2019). In many of these studies, the
myriad ways in which human-fish relations factor into the dynamic political strategies of Indigenous

peoples and communities is made manifest.

Figure 2: A sockeye salmon sculpture at the Gulf of Georgia Cannery in Richmond, B.C.

By engaging directly with the global discourse concerning Indigenous rights (e.g., United
Nations, 2007), many Indigenous peoples and communities have bolstered the legitimacy of their
claims to place (albeit with varying degrees of success) in exchange for a more limited set of
political possibilities at the local level. Tensions of this sort are generated, Isabel Altamirano-
Jiménez (2013) suggests, not just by broader understandings of indigeneity and the rights
associated withthes ame, but al so by the |l ocal particu
throughout sites and networks of articulation on different scales and throughout different geo-
political r 12 At iheolocal evel( tipe.strategley employed by Indigenous communities
and peoples are not uni for m, but Acompl ex
contested terrains in which indigeneity is constituted and because of the specific contexts in which
it i s depl dogfaciitate tiepe.stratediey, Indigenous peoples and communities have
launched legal challenges, forged alliances with non-Indigenous environmental groups and
researchers, hired non-Indigenous technical staff, and secured funding to train community
members in a variety of technical fields. In each instance, the resulting tensions are shaped by
the particulars of the context in which the associated strategy was deployed.

19 See also Stuart Hall (1986), James Clifford (2001), and Kim Tallbear (2013b).
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In the country known today as Norway, for instance, fisheries biologists have called for the
imposition of fishing restrictions on the Deantu (Tana River), citing declining salmon populations,
which they observed in biological models, as justification for those restrictions (Joks & Law, 2017).
According to Solveig Joks and John Law (2017), the Sami peoples pushed back against these
restrictions, not because they do not care for the fish but precisely because of Sami modes of
caring. When fishing is restricted, on this view, Sdmip e o p | e s vea froen the dverito seek
other forms of I|livelihoodo, and are therefore no
care for the Deantu and its fish (p. 163). By resisting fishing restrictions, then, Sami fishers are
safeguarding their traditional practices and ways of being, even as they potentially contribute to
the long-term erosion of the same by continuing to fish in spite of the apparent decline of salmon
populations in the Deantu.
In the Skagit River Valleyd located in what is now called Washington state, U.S.A.8 on
the other hand, the Swinomish Tribe sought to preserve traditional ways of beingnotbyir esi st i ng
the interventions of a thestrdiegicaky resotienting thisbureawcnaayr acy 0,
towardsficul t ur alonr, e wictomloimd &t idevel opment (Brestow,@01p ol i t i c
pp. 731-732). In the early-twentieth century, as Sara Jo Breslow (2014) explains, in-river tribal
fisherieswer e banned fAunder the guise of conservationo
unabated (p. 734). In 1974, after decades of legal challenges, tribes in western Washington state
won a court ruling which saw them regain access to the fishery, in addition to becomingfi o f f i ci al
coomanagers of t he st at-78%).sBy the latb-tevantieth <entury, hqwever,7 3 4
salmon populations in the Skagit River had declined significantly due to decades of overfishing
combined with the destruction of fish habitat (pp. 735-736). Accordingly, each of the Sauk-Suiattle,
Upper Skagit, and Swinomish tribes secured funding to hire non-Indigenous technical staff, whom
they commissionedtoprod uce fAscientific research in support of
recove r y 0 ( phe re3uBing habitat-restoration strategy, whi ch evol wedet ¢ éi ncl
vegetated bufferson all fish-o ear i ng st r eams r un ndronght the Bwinormishh f ar ml
Tribe and its technical staff into conflict with Skagit County farmers (p. 738). In the resulting
dispute, Skagi t County farmers Aprimarily relied on
argument s 0 the Swinemish drsbe A pr edomi nantly employed scier
technical, | egal ,(p. @30)din thisuway, the Swnmamish Fiketceuldl be said to
have unsettled fthe local-global dualism by deliberately employing strategies commonly
associated with globalization in order to protect
In Paulatuug, an Inuvialuit community in what is now known as Arctic Canada, the

Paulatuugmiut (i.e., people from Paulatuugq) employ what Zoe Todd (2014) describes as fi a



pragmatic, dynamic, and strategic set of tools, which incorporate multiple ways of knowing fish,

Opriemdcipprlagmat i s md nmaétisdaged | m di pavowat e t he compl exi:

human-fish relationships as they exist across Indigenous and non-Indigenous logics and

cos mol dqpp.i225226). Inanef f ort to Apromot e plmemald, e gonweminan

officials opened a commercial char fishery on the Hornaday River in 1968, despite not having a

clear sense of whether the river could possibly sustain such a fishery (pp. 226-227). This led, of

course, to over-fishing. When the community expressed concerns about the impacts of the

commercial fishery in the early 1980s, however, igover nment of ficials in tu

problem was not the commercial fishery per se but rather that local fishermen were overfishing

and violating existin g q u o t227. Whef fhe Inuvialuit Final Agreement was signed in 1984,

it led to the establishmentofiia h o sstha md g € me n t, throughdwhiehsthie Paulatuugmiut

were thenabletoi mobi | i z e poonseseas dné grdng of a dyremic and pragmatic local

strategy to shut down t heThaughnhisebliged @l odals hlraryvwe gtpe

invite scientific studyandco-management 6, Todd notes, fAit also par

to challenge colonial impulsestoturnlocal f i sh i nt o econoThsasomadeiput so (

possible for the Paulatuugmiuttoma k e strategic use of Abureaucratic

Kinship relationships and bloiewadffish-as-gesonswhord eon-s [ é] t

local people must treat with respect and reciprocity, to strictly enforce access of non-Inuvialuit

peopl e t o 229 Byenrdllipgfishin2h2 &ct of asserting Indigenous legal orders, Todd

(2018) explains, the Paulatuugmiute ngage i n At he c o nrafractiom of€olopiald st r a

i maginarieso, opening -AupresirePaulajuagsasd nakidg it possibleto f or i

Ariemagi ne [ é] E d mo n t doother places of/lClartada) as fish-jlamas, bound up

withlegal-et hi c al responsibilities to and with fisho (p
In the British Columbia context, Kimberly Linkous Brown (2005) explores how different

Sto6:16 fishers have responded to the various regulations imposed on their traditional in-river

fisheries. These responses, though varied, poi,agwelt o t he

as a caimmon material and meaningful framework rooted in tradition for living through, talking

about, and acting upon s oci al orders <charact er i Reflattedhinythed o mi n a't

variability of these responsesisnotonl y fAvarying expressions of ider

ways by which St6:16 fishers wish to be identified 6 ( p 2° Ch2dinHi$hers drew equally on the

20 For a detailed historical account of, and exploration of the various tensions underlying, the emergence of St6:16
supratribal identites, and t he formul ation of ,aeeHKeitoTacd @arlso(ZDd0h Bor Sal i s h
discussions concerning resurgent formulations of Indigenous identities, see Taiaiake Alfred & Jeff Corntassel
(2005), Corntassel (2012), and Leanne Betasamosake Simpson (2008; 2011; 2017). For a broader examination
of the complexities and power relations implicated by the formation of Indigenous identities on multiple scales in
response to encounters with neoliberalism, see Isabel Altamirano-Jiménez (2013).



past and present in cultivating their identitesas A Warri ors on the Watero (
seeking a justice protocol agreement to firemove t
[courtroom] and relocate them into a system based ona Sté:ldwor | dvi ew [ é] t hat f
restoring balance and har mo soughtto eStablisb theamdelvésad and Fi
Aithe wultimate guardians of their s al Suolinfishere sour ce
operating withi n t he confines of Canadian | aw fAchall enge
agreements should be viewed -219). Onthecontranhraany Stonda di t i or
fishers maintain that ¢ihal fviesleemnydescricge assbsirgt £ D Mmimie ¢
ifirooted in tradition and one they did not give up
to separate St6:l6f i shers from the economics of fishingo (p
St6:16 fishing knowledges, Caroline Butler (2006) suggests, cannot be separated from the
numerous political struggles, unfolding on multiple scales, in which they have been enrolled. At
the national level, these knowledges are tied to broader questions concerning the rights and self-
determining authority of Indigenous peoples in Canada; provincially, they are bound up with the
B.C. Treaty Process; and, at the local level, St6:16 knowledgesarei e mbedded i n highly
and competiti v ewhichisees thenrightsaoh Stéelds fishers routinely challenged by
commercial and sports fishers (p. 119).2* The fishing knowledge of a particular Sté:16 fisher,
community, or tribe cannot, in other words, be understood apart from the various political
strategies, land claims, and claims to the fishery with which they are associated.
In a similar vein, I refer throughout this study to Otr a
as | acknowledge the numerous problems associated with this concept. Fikret Berkes (1999)
defines traditional ecological knowledgeasaficumul ati ve body of knowl edge,
evolving by adaptive processes and handed down through generations by cultural transmission,
about the relationship of living beings (including humans) with one another and with their
envi r on me nTraditioralpecological .knowledges, Charles Menzies and Caroline Butler
(2006)e x pl ai n, are not mer el y s$oldeeplygembegdedlireafieriad pda ko ,o ft
[ €] Il ocal culture, history, thauwnderiing@adtical insghtssae ( p. 9)
frequently inseparable fromfit r adi t i onal structures of territory
rules regarding resource use and waste, and even issues such as the traditional gendered division
of labor within aTraditomahesoogidalykwowlgédges arelb@ynd up, in other
words, not just with particular Indigenous territories, but also with a variety of dynamic, ambivalent,

and occasionally contradictory political strategies formulated in response to the ongoing

21 This is not to suggest, of course, that Indigenous fishers co-exist in perfect harmony during fisheries openings. Indeed,
St6:16 fishers have seen their right to fish in the Fraser Canyon challenged by Indigenous fishers as well (Brown
K. L., 2005, pp. 105-107).
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experience of colonial violence and dispossession among First Nations in B.C. In referencing
traditional ecological knowledges throughout this study, then, | am referring not to unproblematic,
di screte informati on whplacehbasedxkkhosledges that aré embeaded e 6 , bu
in, and entangled with, ambivalent Indigenous political strategies unfolding on multiple scales.?
In line with the above, | foregrounded human-fish relations over the course of this study,
in addition to privileging Indigenous perspectives on those relations. In doing so, this dissertation
aims to illuminate the diversity of political strategies enacted by Indigenous peoples and
communities in the Cohen Commission and beyond.

1.2.3 1 The Violence and Violent Indifference of the Harper Government
While Indigenous political strategies of the sort described in the preceding subsection obviously

pre-dated the 2006 rise of, and persisted following the 2015 demise of, the Harper Government,

the strategies described in this dissertation must be understood in the contextoft hi s gover nment
extraordinarily antagonistic and violent approach to relating to Indigenous peoples and
communities in Canada. Despite apologizing to the
system on behalf of the Government of Canada in 2008, for instance, Prime Minister Stephen

Harper claimed, just one year later,t hat Can ad atornshoh s ¢ B h o gid.anl Ljursygnen,

2009). The Har per Government also sought to fAlbyber ate
proposing a First Nations Property Ownership Act (Gutstein, 2014, pp. 106-135), despite

considerable opposition from First Nations leaders across Canada (e.g., Assembly of First

Nations, 2010).2 No matter how seemingly A deestngytshoertriocwf url em:
Harperdéds 2008 apol ogin otheawordsh thes lHarpes Savenre e n bvérall

approach to relating with Indigenous peoples and communities in Canada was an overwhelmingly

violent one (Simpson A., 2016, p. 4). The violence inherent in this approach was evident, Audra

Simpson (2016) suggest s, not only in Harperds Arelentl es
through a sort of Avi ol ent indi fferenced as evidenced by t
establish an inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls (MMIWG) in Canada

(p. 4). In seeking so brazenly to commit acts of colonial violence, Glen Sean Coulthard (2014)

suggests, the Harper Government unwittingly ii nvi gor at ed a sts selfgl e f o
determinationd acr o s s (p.@a3n @hisaesulted in the emergence of the Idle No More?*

movement in late 2012, in addition to paving the way for subsequent protests, including the early-

22 For additional information concerning the problems associated with traditional ecological knowledges as a concept in
general , and those associated with tiktieg resoumd neagageanent ondé of
regimes, or-mamgement ®fadcangement s (1998)éaul Nadasdy (4999C2003; k s h a n k
2005), and Graham White (2006). For more onthecomp | exi ti es and tensions associate
Tom Ozden-Schilling (2016; 2019).

23 See also Kanatase Horn (2013), Shiri Pasternak (2010; 2015), and Timothy Mitchell (2009).

24 See Kino-nda-niimi Collective (2014) and Glen Sean Coulthard (2014, pp. 151-179).
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2020 rail blockade which saw Indigenous activists and allies halt rail traffic across Canada in
solidarity with the We t @ s u weeredifary ochiefs opposed to the Coatal GasLink pipeline.

The Har per Gonigeerapprogch to overnance has been described using a
variety of ter ms, i n Shwerdsi Laygockii200®); ik petay  poof (HadligiMsom o
2014), A Ha r p e(Gutseim@®014), andfir aci al e Ptestam,201i7) vTihis pradiferation
of labels is reflective of t he Har per Gover nme(imthé kistory ofpCarmdacatl e nt e d
least) approach to governance, whichus her ed i n a fipolitical cul ture f
thoseoft he governments t h@urnertCa 2083, pp.rl@8cl@} €hd essenhce of
this political culture, Chris Turner (2013) suggests, is reflected i N t he Har per Gover
position that the purpose of research is fto create economic opportunities for industryo and that
the purpose oft ogoavsesrinsmhe nitn itshaft pr ocessinseskingghat eve
to make it easier for corporations to extract and export bitumen from Al b e roil sadds, for
instance, the Harper Government withdrew Canadadés support f dGutsteihe Kyot
2014, pp. 140-141), in addition to dramatically weakening federal environmental assessment laws
(Stacey, 2016), thereby paving the way for increased oil sands production and an expanded
network of pipelines to export diluted bitumen to international markets. In effect, the Harper
Government engaged in a persistent, fullls c al e | e atack dbnathe iewieonnient [which]
simultaneously diminished the federalgover nment 6 s role i n environment
toincreasefederali nf | uence over r e{Stacey, 20&6, dEHE)e |l opment o

In addition to the above, the Harper Government enacted strategic, targeted budget cuts
designed to reduce its capacityt o figat her b aheengirordnart, avhile sambl@aneausly
Asei zing contr olonosf cthhaen nced nsndu ntihcraotuig h coneyedto t hi s
the public (Turner C., 2013, p. 31). In doing so, Chris Turner (2013) suggests, the Harper
Government successfully reduced the ability of federal researchers, bureaucrats, and
administrators t 0 eefiand respond to the impacts of its policies, especially those related to
resource extract i on 0 \When fed8ral yesearchers nevertheless managed to observe these
impacts, t h e Har per Governmento0s communi cat dieatls pr ot c
communicating their findings to the Canadian news-media. For the Harper Government, all federal
employees( i ncl uding researchers) ought to fAspeak with
researchers receiving media inquiries were required to consult with media relations staff, who
would advisethemfion how b e s thedal®d ardtl emaylalsolmave dbligedthemt o Ar espond
with approved Whieme sad r(eps.e a2 Z)h.er 0 accorl withahierHgrger f ai | e d
Government 6s proddia ¢ ¢ | atgieama, st af f isat i n on inte

government scientistsfromt al ki ng t o t he pr es sResebrchersat Risheeiesr wor k
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and Oceans Canada (DFO), the federal department responsible for the Fraser River fishery, were

not exempt from these protocols.? It was in this particular context that Commissioner Cohen
placed the DFO andits ® mu z zslceideont i sdsrdog t hiealCommi s€i onds pr
1.37 Primary Research Questions

My aim in carrying out this study was to address three primary research questions. When

considered together, and in their intended order, these questions can be understood as a three-

step process to successfully opening the black box that is the Cohen Report, as outlined below.

First: What are the primary sources of controversy in the Fraser River fishery? In line with
my assertion that the Fraser River fishery is associated with myriad salmon controversies, and
that these controversies are not mere products of the decline of Fraser River sockeye, | devised
this first question with the aim of permitting me to develop a sensitivity to particular understandings
of controversial salmon. An STS analysis which privileges situated, partial, and subjugated
perspectives is particularly well suited, | suggest, to the task of identifying sources of controversy
that are otherwise obscured by prevailing ways of knowing Fraser River sockeye and engaging
with the fishery. For this reason, the process of identifying sources of controversy forms the basis
for my exploration of the proceeding research questions. Together, these sources of controversy
constitute a key capable of opening the black box that is the Cohen Report.

Second: What salmon controversies are revealed through the social-life of sockeye, and
how dothey compare to those depi ct ew ofithe lifée-dyadke ofCohen |
sockeye? If the first research question, outlined above, directs me to create a key, this second
question is concerned with the act of using that key to open the black box that is the Cohen Report.
In keeping with this metaphor, | suggest that the particular arrangement and distribution of the
keybs ridges asbw thiehloxihapenedatiefeleyshaping the potential insights

contained within.?” By using this particular key as the basis for my analysisofthe Cohen Report 0 s

25 This is not to suggest, of course, that the Harper Government is solely to blame for the controversies in which the
DFO found itself during this period. Indeed, the DFO was involved in myriad controversies prior to the rise of the
Harper Government (e.g., the collapse of the Atlantic cod fishery), and continues to be involved in controversies
today (e.g., the ongoing controversy over open-net pen salmon farming in British Columbia).
26 Though a broader historical survey is not offered here, a number of additional texts are worth considering. For histories
of the B.C. fishery, see Geoff Meggs (1991), Dianne Newell (1993), Matthew Evenden (2000; 2004a; 2004b)
Douglas Harris (2001; 2008), and Lissa Wadewitz (2012). For histories of, and reflections on, the decline of the
Atlantic cod fishery, see Bonnie McCay & Alan Christopher Finlayson (1995), Ransom Myers, Jeffrey Hutchings,
& Nicholas Barrowman (1997), Jeffrey Hutchings (1999), Sean Cadigan & Jeffrey Hutchings (2001), and Dean
Bavington (2010). For histories of Canadian fisheries science more broadly, see Joseph Gough (2008), Jennifer
Hubbard (2006; 2014a; 2014b; 2018), and Rowshyra Castafieda et al. (2020). For a history of Canadian
environmental sciences, see Philip Enros (2013). See also Joseph Taylor (1999) and Carmel Finley (2011).
27 To extend this metaphor further, keys shaped by situated, partial, and subjugated perspectives grant only partial
access to the contents of the black box. This is not, however, a defect in their design, as these keys function in
a manner which reveals the existence of hidden compartments (which | imagine might look something like an
M.C. Escher painting), even if they do not reveal the full extentofthe bl ack box6s rborskeletoni or . A m
key, by contrast, of fers the controversy analyst | ittle r
access to the black box and its contents.

13



depiction of the life-cycle of sockeye salmon, in other words, | aim to assess whether the Cohen

Report accounts for the various sources of controversy to emerge from my exploration of the first

research guestion. In the process, | seek to highlight the extent to which the Cohen Commission

foregrounded or backgrounded various forms of evidence, providing the basis for the third and

final research question, i n which | explore the black boxés in
Third: What factors contributed to the (de)legitimation of particular understandings of

controversial salmon during the Cohen Commission? If my exploration of the first research

guestion led me to create a key, and my examination of the second question involved using that

key to open the black box that is the Cohen Report, this third and final question tasks me with

exploring the insights thus revealed, with the ultimate aim of accounting for their presence (or

absence) in the Cohen Report. To that end, | explore the contours of the Cohen Commissio n 6 s

proceedings (i .e., the Dblack Dboxos interior) froec

apparent rationale for the (de)legitimation of the controversial salmon revealed through these

perspectives, | endeavour to assess whether the Cohen Report offers a blueprint for closure which

adequately accounts for the underlying sources of controversy.

1.471 Theoretical Framework and Methodology

1.4.17 An Engaged Controversy Study
Controversies, Bruno Latour (1987) suggest s, represent ffa way inodo t

technology, and society (p. 2). Accordingly, Latour proposes sdesignedtoir ul es
permit controversy anal ys takfa d tosthig caomoversydieder stady | of t
(p. 17). These rules offer important advice and guidance which, in my view, every controversy
analyst should carefully consider. For the purposes of this study, however, some modifications to
Lat our 06 shaseaappvaachko studying technoscientific controversies were necessary. To
that end, in addition to conceiving of the engaged program as a congregational bridge, and
bringing generative symmetry, feminist STS, and postcolonial technoscience to bear on
controversy studies in STS, as described above, | propose in this dissertation a suite of theoretical
and conceptual solutionsto adaptL at our 6 s toahsptudy.alwelend result of this process
is a theoretical framework which takes the form not of seven rules of method for studying science
in action, but seven commitments for an engaged study of controversies in action.?®
First, an engaged controversy analyst commits to studying active technoscientific

controversies by opening black boxes symmetrically (Latour, 1987). Second, just as controversies

2Rather than simply of féeruilreg 6r,e Vi soipdnesth ei oaslsataciuertsiosod u 6 c o mmi t n
to reflect my decision to 0 Q.ua2nThePolitics of 8SKnOajturenComnittven, see Sect
and Neutrality). I n addition, a striick menas wiineckssadlyorigig iarelt i ng s ol
uni directional. By speaking of 6commitmentsod, however, I

and flexibility needed to study technoscientific controversies in the twenty-first century.
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represent o6a way indé to understanding science, tec
controversy analyst commits to conceivingofé6 vi ews from bel owd (Haraway,
1986 ; 1993; 1w98) r amde b v el@18,988; 4993; 94i Ahderson & Adams,

2008; Todd, 2014) as O6a way i ndé t o unThiedras engageticonigovecsy nt r ov e
analyst commits to attending not only to how the relevant human and non-human (Appadurai,

1986; Kopytoff, 1986; Dumit, 2004) actors travel from place to place (Heath, 1998), but also to the

local particularities of each individual site (Henke & Gieryn, 2008), and everything in between

(Green, 1999). Fourth, an engaged controversy analyst commits to attending to symmetry (Bloor,

1976), supersymmetry (Callon, 1984; Latour, 1987; Law, 1987), and generative symmetry i that

is, in the last instance, by attending both to the mechanisms of closure (Sismondo, 2010) and

impediments to the same (Proctor, 2008). Fifth, an engaged controversy analyst commits to

guestioning distinctions such as social/scientific, expert/non-expert, activist/theorist,
domination/submission i i.e., oppositions which represent discursive effects of power (Foucault,

1972; 1977; 1980; Hall, 1992; Lemke, 2002), and not states of nature. Sixth, an engaged

controversy analyst commits to practicing reflexivity and making responsible knowledge claims

(Haraway, 1988). Seventh, and finally, an engaged controversy analyst commits to conducting

research as praxis (Lather, 1986).

1.4.271 The Social Life of Things
To bridge the gap between my theoretical framework (summarized above),® and my

methodological approach (outlined below),* | built on existing approaches to exploring dhe social

life of thingsd To make sense oftheficoncr et e, hi stor i chrjunAppaduraiul at i or
(1986) contends, one must Af ol |l ow t hes meahrigsagesnsctideckimiisee | ve s,
forms, their uses, theirtraje ct or i e Sooffdr @i bi5ggr aphy of a (1886)ng o, [
adds,istofiask questions similar to t hohasewhiter\gpadaraik s ab o
and Kopytoff specifitel by apphiged ot6pbpheosmmodal i &s,
least partially rooted in biographical study of human actors. Building on these approaches, Joe

Dumit (2004) asserted that meaningisfia | i ved r el ati amd,amamidptheludt ur a
extent that things such as images and technologies are attributed agency, they, too, participate in

cul tural e x c RotlowiggeDumit( Igxpande@ on.Appadur ai and Kopytoffbds
of O tshasmognsiwe anythingd human or nonhuman, biological or otherwised with agency.

This move is in keeping with my theoretical commitment to opening black boxes with an eye

2% For a more detailed overview, see Section 2.2 i Towards a Theoretical Framework for an Engaged Controversy
Study.
30 For a more detailed overview, see Section 3.2 i Conducting Research as Praxis.
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towards three related forms of symmetry, including supersymmetry.3! The relational materialism
of the supersymmetric approach, John Law (1992) explains, challenges controversy analysts to
ftreat different materials 1 people, machines, édeas6and all the rest i as interactional effects rather
than primitive causesd0 ( p . In3&@rQing.out this study, then, | endeavoured to offer a
symmetrical analysis of t he 06 s o c i aVariety bfvaaas) inclading fish, humans, and a
document.

In keeping with my theoretical commitment to actively questioning discursive constructs
like expert/non-expert or social/scientific, | usethet e r m o6nstqust io eeferdhat which is social,
cultural, or extra-scientific, but also with reference to the interactive processes through which
meaning is generated, altered, and contested. Similarly, in line with my theoretical commitment to
attending to the particulars of place, | understand theterm 61 i f ed i n &ésoci al
particular manner with which a given actor inhabits, moves through, or otherwise relates to
particular lands or waters. After all, life cannot be lived apart from the particulars of place.
Accordingly, lusethet e r m 0 s&wocefertd thelinterfaative processes through which meaning
is generated, altered, and contested by virtue of the particular manner with which a given actor
inhabits, moves through, or otherwise relates to particular lands and waters. Thus, to analyze the
social lives of a variety of actors is not merely to chart their respective movements on a map, but
also to offer a situated, ecological account of the interactive processes through which meaning is
generated, altered, and contested on, across, and throughout particular landscapes and
waterscapes.

My aim in seeking an ecological account of this sort was not, of course, to achievea aw i e
f rom n gt t®combine numerous situated, partial perspectives so that they might be
brought to bear on the study of salmon controversies and controversial salmon. This underscores
the significance of my decision to follow some actors but not others, as all such determinations
shaped the course of my research. Accordingly, in deciding which actors to follow over the course
of this study, | considered a variety of factors, including whether it was possible to construct an
itinerary for the movements of prospective actors for the period under study, and whether each
choice was consistent with my theoretical commitments.

First, in line with my theoretical commitment to study active controversies, | chose to follow
B.C. Supreme Court Justice Bruce Cohen through the Cohen Commission, beginning with his
2009 appointment as Commissioner and culminating in the completion of the Cohen Report. Given

A

that CommissionerCo hen 6 s p eshettprdescribedasa O6vi ew fthaninsaview v e 6

31 For an in-depth discussion concerning differing interpretations of the symmetry requirement in the history of
controversy studies in STS, see Section 2.1.1 7 Interpreting Symmetry: SSK, ANT, and EPOR.
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from Odrel doeMbs thishightrseem like an odd choice. As the prime mover in the black-
boxing process under study, however, Co mmi s s i 0 n e sociaClifehceutd that simply be
ignored. In a more traditional controversy study,>> Co mmi s s i o n epersp€ativie mighd heve
been deemed sufficient on its own. I n this study, Commi scensidereér Cohe
in conjunction with a variety of additional social lives.
Second, in keeping with my theoretical commitment to attend not just to how actors travel
from place to place, but also to the local particularities of each individual site, and everything in
between, | decided to follow each conservation unit*® of Fraser River sockeye salmon as it
travelsd over the course of a single life-cycled from its spawning grounds to the Pacific Ocean
and back again. An analysis of the social life of these migratory, anadromous fish, promises not
just to shed new light on controversial and contested salmon in the Cohen Commission, but also
to generate novel insights about how Fraser River sockeye move throughout, and interact with,
the B.C. landscape more generally.
Third, in seeking to view the Cohen Commission from 6 e | s e w logted ¢odallow ithe
2009 pre-season forecast for Fraser River sockeye and pinks beginning with its creation, and
culminating in its journey through the Cohen Commission as an evidentiary exhibit. This
documentd a product of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)d attracted considerable
controversy in late 2009, when a record-low number of sockeye salmon returned to the Fraser
Riverr This controversy raised serious questions con
fishery, making the social life of this document an appealing avenue of inquiry for this study.
Fourth, in keeping with my theoretical commitment to privileging 6vi ews from bel
followed biologist Alexandra Morton through the Cohen Commission. Mortond an outspoken critic
of open-net pen salmon farming in general, andt he DFO6 s man aB®@ ageacdltureo f t he
industry in particulard appeared before the Cohen Commission as a non-expert witness. In
addition, Morton participated i n t he Commi ssi onds pr oce-eodlitiongs t hr
called the Aquaculture Coalition. Morton is a divisive, controversial figure whose research into the
effects of open-net pen salmon farming produced findings which did not accord with the DFO0 s

own research, resulting in a protracted, acrimonious public dispute which persists to this day.

2S5ee, for i nst an@883)fralhingaflouisPasteorur 6 s

33 As discussed in Chapter 57 The Social Life of Sockeye, a conservation unit (CU) is a unit of biological diversity.
Under t h@00%) Wikidalmon Policy, each sockeye CU consists of one or more spawning populations,
and each population consists of multiple localized demes. Sockeye salmon are adapted to local spawning
habitats to such a degree that, if all the fish, demes, and populations which together constitute a given CU are
wiped out, it is highly unlikely that their respective spawni ng grounds wi | | be firecolonize]
human | i fetimeodo (p. 10). The CU, as a concept, i's not wit
language in its definition), but an in-depth analysis of these problems is beyond the scope of this study.
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Where Morton goes, in other words, salmon controversies are sure to follow, underscoring the
value of her perspective in the context of this study.

It should be noted that, throughout this dissertation, the DFO is discussed by such a wide
variety of actors in such a broad range of contexts that, on occasion,6t h e DF O Gartobe
monolithic. This is not the case. Instead, this is a consequence of my theoretical commitment to
privileging views from below and elsewhere i i . e . |, standpoints from
may very well appear monolithic. It is doubtless, of course, that many within the DFOd whether in
science or managementd care a great deal about conserving Fraser River sockeye salmon. The
DFO is not, to put it in another way, universally staffed by unreflexive, pro-industry scientists and
managers. It must also be said, however, that the DFO presided over the late-twentieth century
collapse of northwest Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua) stocks,* a crisis which pointed not only to

app

whi ch

Adi fficulties within the Canadbis aprébemsieradenicovghino f

the entire fisher i @sbbatli2006,0pg327).¥ dhough the DFOds not a
monolith, in other words, it is apparent that systemic issues have long undermined its ability to
fulfill its constitutional mandate to conserve wild fish populations. By privileging situated and partial
perspectives throughout this dissertation, | aim to shed light on systemic issues of this sort, even
as | acknowledge that my situated, partial understanding of the DFO isd by its very natured
incomplete.

Fifth, in line with my theoretical commitment to making responsible and reflexive
knowledge claims, | subjected myself to this same 6 s o c i aralysik byfreetécing my steps
through the lower B.C. mainland, where | studied salmon controversies and controversial salmon
in 2017. By describing the interactive processes through which | generated meaning along the
way, in other words, | offer in this dissertation an analysis of the social life of an engaged
controversy analyst.

Finally, it must also be noted that none of the actors described above are Indigenous. This
was not an accident, but an ethnographic refusal (Simpson, 2007; Tallbear, 2013a). As Linda
Tuhiwai Smith (1999) has argued, the gaze of Western intellectuals has long targeted, objectified,
dehumanized, and othered Indigenous peoples the world over.®® Accordingly, in line with my

theoretical commitment to conducting research as praxis, | consciously refused to surveil, follow,

34 See Bonnie McCay & Alan Christopher Finlayson (1995), Ransom Myers, Jeffrey Hutchings, & Nicholas Barrowman
(1997), Jeffrey Hutchings (1999), Sean Cadigan & Jeffrey Hutchings (2001), and Dean Bavington (2010).

35 In recent years, | should note, steps are being taken to address some of these problems. According to Stephenson
et al. (2016), for instance, a variety of initiatives a
knowledge in fisheries science and management processes in Canada, Australia, and Europe.

36 For an overview of the steps | took to safeguard against the reproduction these problematic, exploitative research
practices, and a discussion concerning how | understand my role as an ally, please see Section 3.1.3 1 Empirical
Strategies, Responsible Knowledge Claims, and Research as Praxis.
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or analyze the social lives of Indigenous actors. Instead, | privileged Indigenous perspectives
whenever they were encountered over the course of my analysis of the social lives of the various
actors identified above.

1.4.31 A Three-Phase, Multi-Method Approach
This study was conducted in three overlapping phases, each of which entailed the application of

a distinct methodological approach.

During phase one,*” the ethnographic fieldwork component of this study, | travelled to the
lower B.C. mainland during the 2017 sockeye run with the aim of better understanding how salmon
controversies emerge and why they are so persistent. To that end, | conducted open-ended
interviews with four Indigenous interlocutors (Latash Maurice Nahanee, Grand Chief Ken

Malloway, Chief S| & 6 Hrniel George, and David Kirk), attended regulatory meetings of the

Paci fic Sal mon Commi ssionos bil ater al Fraser

significant sites. Over the course of my time in the field, | captured 1,200+ photos or videos and
compiled more than 40 pages of handwritten field notes. After returning to York University, |
actively monitored a number of ongoing salmon controversies, in addition to interviewing
Alexandra Morton over Skype to discuss her role in one such controversy.

In phase two,*® the contrapuntal cartography®® or counter-mapping*® component of this
study, | used Google My Maps in conjunction with Google Earth Pro to create a custom map*
capable of facilitating the social-life analyses to be undertaken during the third phase of this study
(Figure 3). To that end, | used my field notes in conjunction with the corresponding photos and
videos to construct an itinerary covering the duration of my time in the field. Using this itinerary, |
added photos, videos, and other points of interest to the map in chronological order. Then, |
connected each of these points with interpolated routes of travel (purple lines). After analyzing this
social life in phase three, | added four additional layers to the map, one for each of the sources of
controversy thus identified, and populated them based on the results of my analysis. To construct
itineraries for each of the remaining social lives, | employed a similar approach. For Fraser River
sockeye, | mapped all known spawning streams (dark-blue lines) and rearing lakes (light-blue
polygons) utilized by sockeye salmon in the Fraser River watershed. Then, after mapping the
known distribution of sockeye salmon in the Pacific Ocean (gray polygon), | connected each of

these points using a combination of interpolation and information from secondary sources (red

37 For a more detailed overview, see Section 3.2.1 7 Phase One: Ethnographic Fieldwork.

38 For a more detailed overview, see Section 3.2.2 i Phase Two: Counter Mapping.

39 See Jane Jacobs (1996) and Matthew Sparke (1998).

40 See Nancy Lee Peluso (1995); Renee Louis, Jay Johnson, & Albertus Pramono (2012); and Dallas Hunt & Shaun
Stevenson (2017).

41 Readers are encouraged to explore this map in greater detail by visiting the following link (not compatible with mobile
devices): https://bit.ly/3jLi66M
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lines). For Commissioner Bruce Cohen,ladded t he Commi ssionés office
to the map, followedd in chronological orderd by each of the public forums and site visits attended

by Commissioner Cohen. Then, | connected each of these points with interpolated routes of travel

(green lines). For t he DF O&easor2fOréc&st, Ipchrenologically mapped the various

physical locations associated with its initial production and subsequent circulation, before directly

and linearly connecting each of these points (blue lines). Fi nal | vy, [ used Al exandr
in conjunction with Cohen Commission documents to chronologically map her physical location at

various points i n t he | ead up t o, and throughout her p
proceedings. Then, | connected each of these points with interpolated routes of travel (yellow

lines).

Figure3: A cartographi c p o constrctedin pbase twohaed vidually analgéd inlphasedhsed.

N, Map data ©2021 Google

- Ch. 4: Sutherland
I . Ch. 5: Sockeye P

o

Ch. 6: Morton

Finally, in the virtual*? analysis phase of this study,*® | used the map and itineraries
constructed in phase two to analyzet h e 0 s @i tlelfive ladtors éentified above: Callum
Sutherland (i.e., myself, the aut RraserRiveasickey@@ 0Oenga
salmon, Commissioner Bruce Cohen, t he DF O06 s -se€afofi forecpst, @nd Alexandra

42 lusetheterm 6 v i rnotjust fo Gefer to computer-mediated digital reconstructions, but also as a reference to Robert
Boyl ebs dAliterary t ec hnShapmgySchaffer, 1985,rpt Gl It is impartantets soteh g 0
however, that | do not conceive of the social-life analyses offered in this dissertatonasiundi st ord(ed mi rr or
64) of reality, but as problematic reconstructions that are necessarily incomplete.
43 For a more detailed overview, including flowcharts which illustrate my approach to analyzing all five social lives, see
Section 3.2.3 17 Phase Three: Virtual Analysis.
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Morton. In analyzing each of these social lives, | employed the same basic approach. That is, |
used the map to follow each actor from the beginning to the end of their respective itineraries,
pausing at numerous junctures and intersections along the way to ask a series of probing
guestions and to consider additional sources of evidence. In each instance, | tailored the specific
guestions asked, and the additional sources of evidence considered, to the particular research
guestion being addressed and the situatedness of the actor whose social life is being explored.
My aim in analyzing the social life of an engaged controversy analyst, for instance, was to identify
the primary sources of controversy in the Fraser River fishery. | analyzed the social life of Fraser
River sockeye, on the other hand, to determine whether the Cohen Report adequately accounted
for these sources of controversy. Consequently, the former analysis is animated by broader
questions than those raised by the latter. In a similar vein, given that the social life of sockeye was
designed to assess the Coh e nial &abnpmthid sockal-lijfe enalysisay al o
specifically foregrounds Cohen Commission documents. The social life of an engaged controversy
analyst, by contrast, does not engage directly with Cohen Commission documents, and is centred
largely around ethnographic and interview data instead. After completing each virtual social-life
analysis, | discussed my empirical findings, which | then brought to bear on a holistic analysis of
the particular research question being addressed.

1.57 Dissertation Overview

In Chapter 2 1 Literature Review: Revisiting Controversy Studies, | review the STS controversy
studies literature with the aim of constructing a theoretical framework to guide my research. To
that end, | explore the different meanings associated with opening a black box symmetrically, and
how the meanings associated with this act have shifted over time. Then, after exploring how
controversy analysts responded to concerns about capture and the politics of SSK, | outline my
proposal to bring generative symmetry to bear on controversy studies in STS. Finally, | build on
Latourdéds (1987) rules of me tolcanstructadgheoresidaldraimgworkg s ci et
in the form of seven commitments for an engaged controversy study.

In Chapter 31 Methodology: Research as Praxis, | describe in detail my three-phase, multi-
method approach to carrying out this study. | begin by explaining how my methodology brings
itinerant-ethnographic and counter-mapping techniques to bear on a virtual analysis of the social
life of things. | also explain how Foucauldian notions of discourse and governmentality informed
my particular approach to analyzing social lives. Then, | describe the empirical strategies
employed throughout this study, and explain how they functioned to facilitate responsible
knowledge claims. | also speak to my approach to allyship in the process of outlining my

understanding of what it means to conduct research as praxis. Finally, | describe in detail the three
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distinct yet overlapping phases which together constitute this study: (1) ethnographic fieldwork,
(2) counter mapping, and (3) virtual analysis.

In Chapter 4 7 Salmon Controversies in British Columbia, | look to address the following
research question: What are the primary sources of controversy in the Fraser River fishery? To
address this question, | explore the social life of an engaged controversy analyst by retracing my
steps through the field, from York University to the lower B.C. mainland and back again, as |
collected ethnographic and interview data in relation to the 2017 sockeye run and a number of
subsequent events. Then, after identifying four sources of controversy, | describe the process
through which | sought to represent each source cartographically. Finally, | combine each of these
layers to produce a cartographic portrait of controversial salmon in B.C.

In Chapter 57 The Social Life of Sockeye, | explore the following research question: What
salmon controversies are revealed through the social life of sockeye, and how do they compare
to those depicted in the CodydenofsBckeye? Md edaninethier vi e w
question, | (de)construct the social life (cycle) of sockeye by following each conservation unit (CU)
of Fraser River sockeye from their spawning grounds to the Pacific Ocean and back again,
pausing at numerous intersections along +1yle way t
overview has to say, if anything, about these encounters. Thus, in the process of constructing a
portrait of the sociall i f e of sockeye, | also identify gaps in
cycle of Fraser River sockeye. Then, after following each CU back to its spawning grounds, |
compare and contrast cartographic portraits associated with the social life of sockeye on the one
hand, and the life cycle of sockeye on the other.

InChapter671 Co henés BIlaanadkaddBssxhe following research question: What
factors contributed to the (de)legitimation of particular understandings of controversial salmon
during the Cohen Commission? To that end, | explore the social life of a commission of inquiry by
following Commi ssi oner Br uce 2009 lpre-seasont forexzast,Dand Alexandra
Morton through the Cohen Commission. Then, after exploring the blueprint for closure offered by
the Cohen Report, | combine each of these perspectives in order to identify and explore the central
themes which emerged from these data.

Finally, in Chapter 7 i Conclusion: Colonialism by Other Means, | conclude by
summarizing and reviewing the results of this study, describing the significance of my findings,
identifying opportunities for additional research, and establishing this projectd stheoretical,

methodological, and empirical contributions to the field of STS.
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CHAPTER@QLITERATURE REVIEREVISITINGONTROVERSY STUDIES

AiWhil e controver sy etscaluhlty asegarety agutrab By stowing the mechanisms
of closure, controversy studies tend to be viewed as supporting the less orthodox positions.
Therefore, the results of the studies can themselves become part of the controversy, picked up by
one or more sides, probably by the underdogs. Controversy studies, and the researchers who perform
them, runtheriskof being O6captumwmedd by participants.

d Sergio Sismondo (2010, p. 133)

In this chapter, which contains three sections, | outline my proposal for an engaged controversy
study in STS. To that end, in section 2.1, | explore what it means to open a black box
symmetrically. Then, in section 2.2, | buildon BrunoL at our 6s (1987) rules of
science-in-action to construct a theoretical framework for an engaged controversy study. Finally,

in section 2.3, | summarize and review the preceding sections.

Figure 4: A visual representation of my proposal for an engaged controversy study in STS.
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(Proctor, 2008)
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symmet How do controversies
- Y N‘ The persist?
Bloor’s Controversy ' Other ) Politics ' New ) Engaged
(1976) di h Controversy Studies
Studies approaches fe =8 approaches § « =
symmetry How are black (e.g., epistemic Of SSK: (e.g. co- How are black boxes
principle boxesclosed? \, Cultures) Concerns A\ production) closed/kept open?
[ erora Y | RE: capture | (7SEE & Third-)
o meta- [l and activism e Wave' STS
alternation in STS more (Collins & Evans,
generally. ~ 2002) v’
(High Church vs. raditional vs. Engaged
mEmmmmmsl Low Church activist STS Program
\ (Fuller,1993) by o [Woodhouseet a1,2002) {sismondo, 2008}
Ferninist STS
EEEEEEEEEEESEEEEEEEN & Postcolonial
Technoscience

2.17 Opening Black Boxes Symmetrically
To study a technoscientific controversy in STS is also to open a black box symmetrically. Though

t he ter m i typically kseditoaesceribeifisa pr e d i c-duipdi deece,isomethirig the
inner workings of whichneed not be knowpntreferginSTiSt ot df aet ss add
that are taken forgrantedd an d wh o s ere Usually seernoas iiredegant after good facts and
successful artif &smmandoa201@, p.eL80). Havihgibseh ldatdkdboxed, Sergio

ar

Sismondo (2010) explains, the factor ar ti fact thus obscured dacquir

120).

It looks as though it is the best or only possible solution to its set of problems. However, this tends to
obscure its history behind a teleological story. [ € The truth has no causal power that draws scientific
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beliefs toward it. Instead, consensus develops out of persuasive arguments, social pressures, and
the like. (p. 120)

In order to demystify this air of inevitability, controversy analysts study technoscientific

controversies with an eye towards symmetry.

2.1.17 Interpreting Symmetry: SSK, ANT, and EPOR
Rather fittingly, the question of what it means to open black boxes symmetrically has long been

the subject of controversy in the STS literature.

The emphasis on symmetry in controversy studies is rooted in David Bloor6 £1976)
proposal for a &trong programmedin the sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK).** Prior to the
strong programme in SSK, it was pastsinbolte at od spoucrisou
truth. 6 Bloor addr es s e docidlogistssto emplay & symimetricat style lofl e n g i n ¢
explanatoninwhi ch A[t] he same types of cause woulfd expl
one rejects teleological explanations for the closure of scientific controversies, in other words, it
follows that social explanations applynot only t o t hose whisputbubatsa 6 t he
to those thisdebatddwonédéal | i ng for the symmatlrsiedalb etlri eedt
SSK created important space for social analyses of scientific controversies. For more than a
decade, this space would come to be dominated by two approaches to studying controversies:
the empirical programme of relativism*® and actor-network theory.*®

Though it predates the first explicit articulation of actor-network theory by many years,
Bruno Latour and (1%9) anfluentialVexanmingtiarr d the TRF(H) controversy
clearly established the groundwork for Lat our 6 s -basexit approaéh to studying
technoscientific controversies. Latour and Woolgar suggestthats ci ent i fi ¢ facts fcar
of the very network of social practice WwWdcisch mak
appear real, Latour and Woolgar suggest, precisely because they fare constructed in such a way
that, once the controversy settles, they are taken for grantedd  ( p .. De$pae3 Datour and
Wool garb6s insistence that their appofthiatexthelpeels not
to generate an apparent sense of anxiety concerning the role of relativism in STS. The strong
programme, Woolgar (1981) later suggested, empowered many analysts to explain the closure of
scientific controversies by simply referencing to internalist, interest-based explanations. Interest-
based explanations, Woolgar contended, violate the first tenet of the strong programme, which

calls on controversy analysts to pursue causal explanations. This kind of iover |l y ent husi

44 See also Barry Barnes (1974) and Barnes & Bloor (1982). While controversy studies undoubtedly predate the strong
programme (e.g., Dorothy Nelkin, 1971; 1975), | focus only on those controversy studies concerned with opening
black boxes symmetrically.

45 See Harry Collins (1981).

46 See Michel Callon (1984); Bruno Latour (1987); and John Law (1987).
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sociologizing in t heWoslgacdugnésts,slistraatisyanalgsts framcaiteading e 0
toAit he very content of scientific knowledged (p. 3
According to Latour (1983), however,thisdeb at e fAmi sses the fundament
In debating how best to understand technoscience, Latour suggests, STS analysts have only
reproduced Aon slightlogl digdleeamind byatowenedrs & ihret eargrea
inthestudyofsci ence and t1d3). ihe orlyovgyyadove(cpme this problem, Latour
contends, is to reject entirely any distinctions between inside and outside, micro and macro. For
Latour, there is no dnsidedor @utsidedin technoscience. There are only fi Ingy narrow networks
t hat make possible the cir cultfalowsofer Latodr, thetcLousnt i f i c
Pasteur was not necessarily a brilliant scientist i he was, above all else, successful in translating
the interests and needs of others to suit his own ambitions.
Michel Callon (1984) builds on these ideas with his proposaltoe x t e n d pBricipl@af 6 s

symmetry into one o f Agener al i acaddngtp mmcbanyad ysts must not
registerswhen we move from the technical to tph200).soci al
In addition, Callon calls on analyststonabandon all a priori distinction

event so Ifypsi RPOt)hi s approach apbpidepécof behehsgcaldbamp
of St. Brieuc Bay, Callon identifies four crucial moments of translation: problematization,
interessement, enrolment, and mobilization. To successfully complete all four steps in this
translation process, Callonargues,is al so t o become the fsahamedand ul t
with representing the interests of ic hai ns of i Tnthakis, toesgkakaar a pasticular
grouping of human and nonhuman actors (p. 216). Cal | onds pr o p owewddalofgr a me wo r
with Latour (1987) and John Law (1987), provide the basis for what is known today as actor-
network theory (ANT). According to Law (1992), ANT & s mo s feature ésdoibe faund in its
commitment to relational materialism. In addition to rejecting i a n a | divisions lzetween agency
and structure, and the macro- and the micro-socialo , Law e x pdhaldnges analy8tNtd
ftreat different materials i people, machines, ddeaséand all the resti as interactional effects rather
than primitive causes6 ( p. 389) .

This approach contrasts sharply with the empirical programme of relativism (EPOR), which
maintains strict distinctions between humans and nonhumans, theory and practice, social and
scientific. It was in this context that Harry Collins and Steven Yearley (1992) criticizedthefir adi c a |
sy mme t rofi ANmfor maintaining not only that it he boundary betededrs tru
construct ed, frommawoanl, s s ot hmate |l | d ERORoON thigwviear,sisO0 ( p . 3
fessent i aderteyed bvheareasANT proposes t hat t heAceordng Ano c
to Collins and Year |l ey, banobsteeerthetrueiaidshe falsemequiresy o f t r
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ahuman-cent er ed ¢@pBpl). mthe dbgence of a human-centred approach, Collins and

Yearley contend, analysts must dependoniir o ut i nde of seiertiflt pesearch for that part of

its evidence concerned wi t h t he n onhu maltrs foathis reasan that Collips.and3 1 7 )
Yearleyc har act eri ze ANTO6s genbaakwaed syemecCdlgsr aST8 (
and Yearley conclude by intimating that Callon and Latour ar e pl ayi nge @ diametofuc
Afepi stemol ogi cal chickend (p. 323).

In their response, Callon and Latour (1992) suggest that Collins and Yearley6 s
mischaracterization of ANTisr oot ed in their bel ibetveehtivaextrer8eT S i s a
positions, one which they | abel O6natural realismbd
why we humans agree about them; and t hhichgartdher , wh
on the contrary, from the firm foundation of society in order to account for why we collectively
settle on matters of facto (p. 345). On this view,
from natural realism when we are scientists to social realism when we play the role of sociologists
explaini ng s ci en c3@. Tiiispppcessdfdoome-d lat e r haetweenmatudal and social
realism is fundamental to Collins and Yearleyd s conc e pt i o AsGalion and/Latovegor vy .
on to argue, however, this conception of symmetry, resting as it does on the fundamental
di stinction between fiwhat is natural and what i s s
t hat g o0 edsi.e. wthetvéry distinétion from which scientists derive their powerd is itself
asymmetrical (p. 348).

Callonand Latour 6 s concept i¥can masf, Dymmetnrtyr ast , to Ao
society as twin resulhtag ofs,andtrloeirg ha Aitnievathings, & b ui |
orquasi-obj ect s, or tr i alnsexteading theoprinciple of §ymmetry3sd that it
encompasses the vocabulary used to describe human and nonhuman actors, however, Callon
and Latour are not al so e xd mechhinismgtoHumanddoe r(tpi. o B&HI3i)t. y
Aicrisscrossingo this di toiowtreome tBeadiffitutiyrof salingdwithoae, our A h
and only one, of tNbne of thisa maiter® for (Cpllins aBdsYAe3grley, however,
because fAthey peoelsisess t he right metalanguage to t e
As a consequence, though Collins is particularlya d e pt at thé epbningvdf cogtroversies,
the indefinite negotiability of facts, the skill necessary to transport any matter of facts, [and] the
infinite regress of underdeterminationg he is unable to say anything meaningful about how

scientific controversies are brought to a close (p. 355).

7Or fAsupersymmetryo, as Sergio Sismondo would | ater describe
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2.1.21 The Politics of SSK: Capture, Commitment, and Neutrality
Differing interpretations of symmetry led, | suggest, not only to a divergence in approaches to

studying controversies, but also to a range of responses concerning the potential for a given
controversy studyt o b e ¢ c ahwsepartetd the conyroversy under examination.

According to Pam Scott, Evelleen Richards, and Brian Martin (1990), for instance, the
strong programme requires controversy analysts t o mai ntain Afepi stemol ogi
neutral it yagivénpstudy 4ds taptured, dn tthis view, its authors are fdeemed to have
failed to maintain a symmetrical approachd  ( p . 4 ®&t@&l) raise Sevevat ekamples of studies
that have been captured in this manner, including Har ry Col |l i ns asty®of evor F
parapsychologists6 att empts to | egi t i ma tinghefade of odpasidon lomof par ¢
those within established scientific disciplines. Despite appealing to their status as professional
sociologists, and thus to their apparent disinterestedness concerning the subject at hand, Collins
and Pinch were criticized® f or havi ng @Auncdrei tpiacraalplsyy cahcbd ptge &t ts 6
and ter mp.dAam®)l Acopgliogly, i parti sans on b dthdt Cdlinsdrel®idchc oncl u
had sided in this controversy with the parapsychologists (p. 476). It follows, for Scott et al., that
whi |l e t hi egical demantt fmrdaoskparation between researcher and researched may
appear to work for historical studies and for disputesc ont ai ned within the scie
this approach fbreaks down in current ogorsdmeover si
other | ink to the br dhkeearefeweiopmiblams assogiabed With histodcal 7 ) .
controversy studies, or those firmly situated within traditional disciplinary boundaries, Scott et al.
explain, a s Afhi storical s, sanrjotebitet back, ardesocial gsciedtistsa tthve little
perceived status in technical disputes between scientific exper t s 6 ( m .suppbr? af jhese
claims, each of Scott, Martin, and Richards explain how their own controversy studies® came to
be captured® by participants (pp. 477-489).

Controversy studies, Scott et al. contend, fimust be viewed as potential resources in social
struggles over scientific or technical knowledge claimso p. 489). Symmetrical analyses, Scott et
al . go on tamos alvgaysemore asefd to the side with less scientific credibility or
cogni ti v e(p 490t Acaomdingty yth@ intervention of a controversy analyst often fperturbs
t he diusdenstudyoand may even fisignificantl ynt[rédv erhsayndg e
(p.491).1't foll ows, for Scott et al . pandhlhat fBspommet a i c a
analysisd0 i s |la kmwt s TheA g wWi9sle .o, neébteyalciony end,

48 See Collins and Pinch (1979).

4% See Michael Mulkay, Jonathan Potter, and Steven Yearley (1983).

50 See Scott (1989); Martin (1988); and Richards (1988).

51 Brian Martin (1996) | at er suggested that o6écaptured is fAperhaps the wr ol
part of the capturedo (p. 265) . It may beuvamoreenrad¢memate,o
ijoining forceso (p. 265).
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is one of the best ways to be an effective partisan. The positivist controversy analyst, employing a
6sociology of error, 6 i s athodoxftfromghtigmatzingits gripcs;the er of sc
relativist analyst, through ostensible symmetry, is an effective supporter of the critics of orthodoxy by

giving them unusual credence. An active partisan who undertakes either form of analysis has less

credibility than an apparently independent and neutral person. This is precisely why partisans on one

side point to the analyst, as independent authority, as support for their cause, while those on the other

side try to paint the analyst as not being independent. (p. 491)

Thus, Scott et al. call on controversy analysts to embrace partisanship, suggesting in the process
thattheyi s houl d b e Ilcwdrthe ecom@trbversies theystody (p. 491).

To embrace partisanship in this manner, Collins (1991) suggests, isalsotoir educe t he
legitimacy and potency of [ é{ he di sci pline as a wh o laealysts(op . 249)
voluntarily assume a partisan posture is, onthisview,al so t o Areduce the |l egit
wor ko ( While@atl9l)i.ins acknowledges that ndAall d&€¢i ence
suggests t haf éieeddskeepthicch ekmsowl edge i n a separate co
Controversy analyst s, Col | i distinggish eetween howtwe doaur g u e , i
work and its INmpactad ity. 2Hm0)t.his view, Ais.a meth
Collins contendst hat to Al eave no room for methodol ogical
about the logic of the social sciences while accepting the politics of the dominant ideology of
sciencedo (p. 250).

This controversy came to a head in 1996, when Social Studies of Science published a

special issue on the politics of SSK in which contributors debated issues of ineutral ity ve
commit meand o0fipol itics anioh addittoh i doy 0 exploring Anew
directions/ pl adRichards & Ashnhos/1096,ipm §22-826). In his contribution to

this special issue, Collins (1996) argues that to commit to commitment i s e e ms t o i mpl

commitment to some cause or other, even beforeacaus e has been evdhaigt edodo (
he argues, i wet shomd tdhienngdor seo (p. 231) . Even i f
unachievable in practice, Collins continues, iit does not folll
as a goal lothd same way3that) the existence of class bias in the judicial system does

not preclude talk of justice, Collins maintains, the ideal of neutrality should not be abandoned on

account of the practical difficulties invariably associated with methodological neutrality (p. 232).

Commi t ment i acondiogtto Qoling, dwdt, it i s al so AncCiinghinnevitab
gravity wave study, Collins notesthatafivery power f ul [ é] fugherngdnl i s hmer
orthodox position received his work warml vy , whereas a fdprofessional fr

figure berated him for painting an wunflattering p
235-236). tf ol | ows, for Collins, that fbene cagpnubde dbed ,s w
Apreference for the underdog [€é] should not be dis
(p. 237).
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In a similar vein, Malcolm Ashmore (1996) outlines two hypothetical case studies in which
a would-be, captive controversy analyst becomes an unwitting Trojan horse. In the process,
Ashmore raises the Atragi c pmearsng latiemptstty @dandoh at | i [
symmetry and embrace the right side i the underdogs, the powerless, the marginal, thelo s er s 0,
controversy analysts may find themselves Thending
i ndeterminacy of,BadanoWmneg{19%)nsdggests, is dspesidilyapparent in the
case of technoscientific controversies concerning environmental issues (p. 363). Given that

computer simulation models provide fAthe only scie

-

el at ed Wyone explaing,s 0fii t woul d anpoprectaa subjec it to tygical 83KI vy
deconstructi3®&®9 . (pp. i36hfar from clear who is t he
isince the poor of the developing world may not

controls to avoid something as abstractand distant as gl obal w&heilmdasagaf (p. 3
(1996) also takes aim at the controversy framework, wi t h i t sdownshinary gispnetion

bet ween O&éwi nn e {p.s39/). Bhough itdniayohave besndnvell suited t o fi-tefined we | |
cont ext of | abor at o rlasandftsugdest® she cofhtroversy ifranmewoekOis

mal adapted to the Acomplex and shifting terrain o
and technoVogyo (p. 39
Despite raising concerns about havi ng onedapwonktbhbadwrang 6si

controversy, Ashmore (1996) maintains that neutrality and commitment are not competing

approaches, but complementary radicalisms (p. 316). Commitment, on thi s vi e w, i's fAnc
endor sement 0, but a fAcritigue of domi nancebo, as w
(p. 316). After all radi cal practice is supposed to be neit

nor expert nor respected nor honouredd ( p . BrighIMaurjin. (1996), meanwhile, characterizes

Collinsés insistenceabdtntmedodioli cadieaali ngduyt sugges
to claim a position of det ac P6B)ekvdlleen Richards E%6)f fna v
assertsthatColinsb s approabbmaentnhmedd assmisbeabtcedo (p. 3

In order to maintain the centrality of science, Richards contends, Collins refusestoengage fAwi t h
wi der social institutionso, proere-setsf Edfgonficingdread t o
competing experts and those they ostensibly enrol; and primarily to those areas of science or
those controversies that permit thiskindofc agi ngo (p. 337) .

In sum, though virtually all contributors to this special issue agreed that the status quo in
SSK was largely untenable, this did not also lead to a consensus concerning the way forward.

Accordingly, Collins would go on to effectively repackage EPOR without actually addressing any
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of its fundamental issues.>? Jasanoff went on to develop and refine her framework for the co-
production of science and social order.>® Latour, meanwhile, had already shifted his focus away
from the study of controversies.® Accordingly, by the late 1990s, the controversy studyd i.e., as
a genre of STS scholarship dedicated to opening black boxes symmetrically with a view towards
explaining how closure is achievedd would no longer command the attention of the most
prominent STS analysts, nor that of the discipline as a whole.

2.1.31 Controversy Studies Today: Closure, Continuance, and Agnotology
Insofar as the controversy study has persisted as a genre of STS scholarship, | suggest, the

unresolved tensions identified above have contributed to an inversion of their principal focus.
Historically, controversy analysts have endeavoured to explain how controversies are
brought to an end. Sismondo (2010) identifies five such mechanisms of closure,* the first and
imost st r a iofgMhuichfi osr wahrrdobugh Acr i ti ci sms and questio
consistency and plausibility of positions, the solidity of experimental systems, and the
appropriateness of experimental or observational procedur es 0 . I6 pgight ofl hé )
underdetermination thesis, Sismondo notes, all experiments are susceptible to these challenges,
the effectiveness of which will depend on its plausibility, as well as that of its response (p. 130).
The second mechanism suggests that closure can be achieved by carrying out new tests, and (or)
challenging (appealing to) the validity of the calibration of instruments and (or) procedures. Even
in the absence of new dat a, Sismondo seggéesss, (Ppc
131). The more complex the instrument, however, the more susceptible it is to challenges. In line
with the impossibilityofper f ect ly replicating an experiment, Si
perfect calibrations). of an instrumento (p. 131
Whereas the first two mechanisms involve legitimating or delegitimating a particular
experimental arrangement, the third mechanism identified by Sismondo concerns legitimation and
del egitimation as fia mor e gener achnical eohflietgdo r(yp .f olr3 1Ir)e.s
It is especially important, Sismondo continuesé

[ é Tto solidify agreement among members of the core-set, the densely connected group of
researchers whose opinions count most. Public consensus in the core-set can officially end a
controversy even when peripheral or external researchers maintain deviant views. If the networks are
strong enough that everybody who matters understands the consensus, people holding minority
positions may find themselves entirely ignored if they continue publishing their views. (p. 131)

52 See Collins & Evans (2002) and Collins (2014).

53 See Jasanoff (2005).

54 Following Latour (1987), this shift is partially apparent in Latour (1993), and fully apparent by Latour (2004).

55 These mechanisms are not, of course, mutually exclusive (save, perhaps, for the fifth mechanism, described below).
Instead, depending on the particulars of a given controversy, closure may only be achieved through some
combination of these factors.
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Those occupying minority positions, Sismondo expl

status, or become dissident scientists, adopting alternative strategies for promoting their views

and alternative views of scienc e and it s p oThe fourtlt meghanism, meahwhile) .

concerns not Avalidityo or il egitimacyo but Apr ac
widely accepted not because of its perceivad val.
see how to use itdo and Ahow to build on ito (p. 13

The fifth mechanism described by Sismondo is perhaps the most perfunctory, as it entails
ignoring fideviant viewpoints and datao (p. 132).
runs againstt he grain of established scientific wunder s
proponents usually have to do substantial amounts of work before anybody will treat it seriously
enough to bot her e n g ghissegse,|thigiista méchanismoof aygidancela8 2 ) .
much asitisone of closure. After all, Adisputes about deviant
arise, or are quickly forgotten, while most peopl e

In my view, however, these five mechanisms, whether operating in tandem or
independently of one another, are only capable of explaining how closure is achieved in the
context of what might be described as an internalist or strictly compartmentalized framing of
scientific controversies.®® It could be suggested, of course, that this is indicative of the controversy
frameworkd s-suiteddesst o studying techhesaremas ®f the Orea
1996, p. 409). It is my contention, however, that this points to the need to revisit controversy
studies with a view towards developing a more nuanced understanding of the mechanisms
through which technoscientific controversies are brought to an end (or not).

Today, controversy studies are principally concerned not with the mechanisms of closure,
but the means of continuance i that is, with measures intended to artificially prolong, or indefinitely
extend, the closure process. Far from an inevitable outcome, this development emerged
organically out of concerns in STS regarding relativism in general, and capture in particular. This
point was even made explicit by Paul Edwards (2010) in his study of the models, data, and politics
of climate change:

Today, an Enlightenment ideal of knowledge as perfect certainty still holds us back from this
acceptance [i.e., that climate knowledge is valid, despite being socially constructed]. Oddly enough,
so too does a widespread relativismd promoted not least by some of my colleagues in science and
technology studies (STS)d that elevates virtually any skeptical view to the same status as the expert
consensus. (p. 436)

I n Edwar ds 6 €n other tvords, 573 amalysts took symmetry to its extreme, and then

took it further still. All too often, Edwards claimsd albeit, without referencing any specific

56 |t is particularly telling that the first two mechanisms described above are principally concerned with the design of
|l aboratory experiments, whil e the third ofieesebrehars.Sem expl i ci
al so Evell edlf6)Rirdhtdrqduseésof Coll insds approach.
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examples " STS schol ars characterized al/l sides in a s
and saw knowledge simply as the outcome of strugg
437).57

Edwards was, of course, neither the first nor the last to cite the climate change controversy
as a means of illustrating the potentially problematic political consequences associated with
highlighting the contingent nature of technoscientific knowledge. Wynne (1996), as noted above,
suggested that a controversy study of global climate models may, in fact, serve the interests of
those opposed to government-mandated controls on greenhouse-gas emissions. Ashmore
(1996), meanwhile, proposed a hypothetical scenario in which an SSK-informed analysis could
find that tobacco companies fAcannot l egiti mately
refusal &6 of the truth Z2bdlu.t dGdmdkd gnsgd ainnd thheiasl tshcoe n(ap
to Ashmore, would not be dying smokers, but tobacco companies. These two case studies would
later be brought together by Naomi Oreskes and Erik Conway (2010), who describe how a small
group of scientistsd i.e., the titular fmerchants of doubt@® al i gned t hemsel ves with
and private corporations to challenge scientific
In challengingd at the behest of tobacco companiesd emerging evidence which linked cigarettes

tocancer,thesemer chants of doubt developed fAt hstratefyobac c o

designedt o Aattack science and scientists, and to c
affecting our livesd and the planetwe | i v e olrhdtehagboroadd,. Or eskes and Co
contend, would eventuallyil ead t hrough Star Wars [i.e., the St
wi nter, acid rain, and the ozone hol e, al | t he wa

It was by following the tobacco road that Robert Proctor (2008) first became interested in
studyingfh a g n o g eintehsaits oi s, ithe deliberate production of
t o d e ¢pe8). Vhe thbacco road was paved, according to Proctor, on the basis of the idea that

ul d
cl os

people would continue to smoke so long as they ¢
true cause of cancer. The strategy was to question all assertions to the contrary, alle f f or t s t o
the controversy, as if closure itself were a mark of dogma, the enemy of inquiry. The point was to

keep the question of health harms open, for decades if possible. (p. 12)

Al nterminabl e comtphinsy e Midhiyaa, akr vabmnoedecepiag smokers

0
fi

smoking and | egi s|lathisocongextghen, thetconeoversy gnalystis2apked not
with explaining the mechanisms through which closure is achieved, but rather with identifying the

forces responsible for impeding these processes. It follows from this inversion that, insofar as the

57 More recently, Erik Baker and Naomi Oreskes (2017)ar gue t hat , 4 mut & @ a @iaes dnidgigatdi
not only to fibecome more comfortable using concepts |ike
which they are currently relegatedo, but also to accept tl
entailnor mati ve judgmentso (p. 2) . Similarly, i n &cence,nt ervi ew
Latour argues that STS i eated a basis for antiscientific
X

p
cr
changedo, | eadingtthiemet @ xs sggexat diha® need t(deViezeg20ld)i | d conf |
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closure of a controversy results in the production of knowledge, the deliberate prevention of
closure entails the production of ignorance.

Proctor refers to the study of ignorance and its production as agnotology.>® Ignorance,

Proctor explains, fcan be made or unmadeo, and science may
A.With that in mind, Proctor proposes three fAsomey
fnative stateoo r firesour cexlptreamoondisebhe®cti ve choi ceo, or

and, third, as a fideétiatbgeplayb eby Bagi neerlddThaenduct o
first category is, according to Proctor, thatwhichik pps] t he wheel s 05).0s8ci ence
this view, ignorance as a native state or resource is that which compels those party to a particular
controversy to seek closure.

In describing the second category of ignoranced that is, ignorance as a selective choice,
lost realm, or passive constructd Pr oct or expl ains that dignorance, |
geogr ajp B)yld other words, this category is concerned with the processes shaping the
distribution of ignorance. After all, research is necessarily selective, which means that to choose
a research subject is also to shape the landscape of ignorance, and not just the landscape of
knowl edge. l gnorance is, as Proctor puts it, the i
all things, some [ é ] mu st be | eft sxutetncEep. PTfoctBvemot es, f
languish, projects go unfunded, opportunities are lost, the dead do not spring back to life, and
justice does not al ways prevail ootjuspresearchdelajed; f ol | o
itcanalsobe f orever marked or never recoveredo (p. 7).
explain, for this type of ignorance to emerge without connection to any conscious choice.

It may well be that no decision was ever made to ignore or destroy such knowledge. It is not hard to
i magine an fioverdeterminedo mix of deliberate and i nat¢
these two is not always clear. (p. 8)

The processes through which ignorance is produced or maintained are liable to change over time,

Proctor continues, fiand odnbygsupptessiomoghy apathyé thegaathe unk n.

often remain unknown without further efforto (p.
Proctorés third category refers dmanipuateddby ance t

means of certainartsor s c i e n cThe tobactaooroad Bap paved with this particular brand

of ignorance.

The idea is one that easily Il ends itself to paranoi a:
certain things, or will actively work to organize doubt or uncertainty or misinformation to help maintain

(your) ignorance. They know, and may or may not want you to know they know, but you are not to be

privy to the secret. This is an idea insufficiently explored by philosophers, that ignorance should not

be viewed as a simple omission or gap, but rather as an active production. (pp. 8-9)

58 See also Robert Proctor & Londa Schiebinger (eds.) (2008).
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Ignorance, Proctor explains, fifican be actively engineered as par
Proctor goes on to cite a number of examples in addi ti on to Athe bl ack ‘
ma n u f a c tingludiag tradie secrets, confidential peer review, and military secrecy (pp. 9-10).
While all three forms of ignorance can impede closure, controversy studies have tended in recent
years to focus on the deliberate production of ignorance as a means of manufacturing, or artificially
prolonging, politically-contentious technoscientific controversies.

In many such cases, controversy analysts have taken a normative stance against what
they perceive to be illegitimate attempts to prolong the closure process. Not simply content to
expose what she calls imanuf actured scientifi c Lealo@eccarelver si es
(2011) lookstoe qui p @A r e ad students@a nwi tthh eti e t o oohfate deceptive need
arguments about Isasimdanweie, MartinCarrierl(B058) offers advice on how to
identify fAagnotol ogi cal pl 0¢ s &pnibs.dMarfinsMeiae), ondHhee ar o f
other hand, takes aim atfi c o u n t (B00d),e i it A2PAs 0 and A i N2D1R} skientifit i ¢ O
controversies. In my view, however, this shift in focusd i.e., away from closure, and towards
impediments to closured lends itself to normative accounts which run the risk of uncritically
reproducing the claims of a given @ore setdof experts, in addition to breathing new life into long-
discredited tropes which conflate scientific expertise with heroism, and those who oppose the
established order as villainous purveyors of pseudoscience.

In revisiting controversy studies, then, | am not merely calling for a return to the controversy
studies of yesteryear. | am proposing, instead, to revisit controversy studies with a view towards
symmetrically examining the mechanisms of closure and continuance, as well as the production
of ignorance and knowledge. This new form of symmetryd which | have called generative

symmetryd is an integral part of my broader proposal for an engaged controversy study.

2.27 Towards a Theoretical Framework for an Engaged Controversy Study

221ilLat our 86s Ru Ife Studging Sdéece ih Action
In his 1987 book Science in Action: How to Follow Scientists and Engineers Through Society,

Bruno Latour describes controversies ia way i no to understanding sci
society (1987,p.2).1 f you take two phot ogr ap blackbotesandther ex pl &
ot her of t he open controver si es Whig husdgr namak utt el
circumstances, it is impossible to open a black box, thistaskisren d er e d (if netaasy) byl e

moving in time and space until one finds the controversial topic on which scientists and engineers

are busy at Towmaaeskad b Ipa cheforbtolxe ibox c¢cl oses athdn, become
a controversy analyst needsonlytofif ol | ow t he best of all guiltdes, s«

isal | wel | and good Ato choose cauations,rbotwcantrogeisg s as a
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analysts must follow through by attending closelytoit h e c¢ | [oédantroverseesd ( pThe 7)) .
closer one gets to a controversy, the more contentious the underlying dispute appears. On this

view,to f ol l ow a controversy from fiman in the street
Afrom noise to quietfrémomeptassoooaotoddorepsodO). T
persists, Latour contends, the more technical it becomes, as those most intimately involved

actively work to strengthen their claims with reference to existing texts in the literature (pp. 30-37).

In light of these complexities, Latour (1987) proposes seven frules of methodoi i.e., il a
prior.i deci sionso which per mit STS ananlaygwans t o 0
controversy (p. 17). | have briefly summarized these rules below:

Rulel:By examining Afacts aanrde manc htihbatsnsagdestsiged ,t hey
controversy analysts are better abletoavoi d fipreconceptions of what C
permitting them t othefblackboxebd twhhei |cel ot sdulisiiegugshbetaveee t o
two contradictory explanations of this closure, one uttered when it is finished, the other while it is
being attemgi%.edo (pp. 13

Rule 2: Controversy analysts, Latour asserts, must attend nottofit he i nt r ioafsi ¢ qu
any given statement, claim, artifact, or mechanism, but rathertoit he tr ansf or mati ons
|l ater in ot9®er handso (p.

Rule3:Gi ven that Athe sett thecagsad f oN a @presentatdtor over sy
not the consequenceo Lat our wecanmaver nsd the outébome i Nature i to explain how
and why a controversy has beensettledd (p. 99) .

Rule4:Gi ven that Athe settl emasetofofSoziedoydsovenmd)
cannot use Society to explain how and whiyWea schoonutlrdo v
consider symmetricallyo |, Latour adds, ithe efhowmas teoesewmmrodés h
144).

Rule 5: Controversy analysts, Latour suggests, should remain undecided fas to what
technoscience is made of; to do so, every time an inside/outside division is built, we should follow
the two sides simultaneously, making up a list, no matter how long and heterogeneous, of all those
who do t he wWhakmattels,pn.other Wwosds, is not whether something pertains to the
6natural & or t he tomsmclatodntdthe rdstofithe hetwork.i t f unc

Rule6:Rat her than classifying individuals as f#fAirr
which some dArul e of tootgiersy amnaas ylsd esn sthroawk elnd,nst ead
angle, direction, movementandscaleof t he observer 643).di spl acement o (

Rule7:Rat her than Aattributing any special quali't

controversy analystsshouldi e x ami ne first the many ways through
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combi ned, tied together and stemnts hawlkd drmpl.y 2m8BpPe aks

fact loatowexplains, Ai f there is something unexpl ai
(p. 258).

Together, these rules form a framework which, in its current form, would not be appropriate
for use in this study. Thus, | aim in the next section to devise a series of theoretical and conceptual

solutions capable of permitting me to adapt this framewaork for the purposes of this study.

ned

2.2.21 Outstanding Problems  wi t h Latour és Rul es of Met hod

In this subsection, | aim to identify and address the most significant problems embedded in, or
otherwise unaddressed by, Lat our 6 s r ul, ersl tooafldress eéhede asdues with a
combination of theoretical and conceptual solutions.

First, Lat o ur 6 sbagseaapprvaachko studying controversies (ANT) does not oblige,
or even encourage, controversy analysts to attend to the particulars of place. ANT folds entire
landscapesintoin egre o gr ap hi c engendering ankappboach to studying controversies
which obscur es the particularities of the | ocal
features useful for explaininghows c i e n ¢ e (Hemke& Gierym, 8008, p. 355). ANT, Warwick
Anderson and Vincanne Adams (2008) contend, conceives of the local in a manner that is not only

Agui te 0gb Pdturdeecqtl sebed of historical .and soci al

In order to address this issue, | conceive of the controversy study as that which entails the
act of opening not just a single black box, but a multi-sited, geographically-situated black box. This
means attending not just to @entres of calculationd but also to the other sites which together
constitute the black box, as well as to the particularities which characterize the local landscapes
situated in between these points.

Second, despite extending agency to nonhuman actors, ANT makes problematic
assumptions concerning the stability of objects. Networks, Latour (1987) suggests, function in a
manner which produces Ai mmu tiahatise chats, thbles,@mdmthen
representations which collapse space and time, reducing distant phenomena to mere inscriptions

onapage (p. 227). The production of i mmutable

at a distance feasibled (p. 223) . I n suggesting

characterized, it can be trusted to behave similarly in all similar situati o n(Sismondo, 2010, p.
91), however, Latour effectively black boxes nonhuman actors.

In order to address this issue, | suggest conceiving of the controversy study as that which
obliges controversy analysts not to examine immutable mobiles, but to follow itinerant boundary
objects. Itinerant boundary objects inhabit multiple social worlds at any given point in time, and

are thus associated with meanings that are not static but contingent i shifting not only as they
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travel through borderlands,® but also as a consequence of multilateral negotiations between those
occupying the various social worlds they inhabit. This conception of itinerant®® boundary objects®!
acknowledges the agency of nonhuman actors, while also highlighting their inability to A c han g e
themselves reflexivelyodo or Avoluntar i lgyestomsofage mel
identity and meaning (Star & Griesemer, 1989, p. 412). On this view, networks are stabilized not
as a result of the direct intervention of a network-building, would-be scientific-managerial-
entrepreneurial hero, but indirectly as a product of the coherence generated through boundary
work.5?

Third, L a t o metworks function in a manner which funnels all actors towards a single,
narrow obligatory passage point. This results in a narrow network map characterized by a series
of one-to-many interactions in which the individual scientist-manager-entrepreneur reframes,
mediates, and translates the interests of myriad actors in accordance with his own ends.
Consequently, the network maps thus produced are unlikely to reflect the complexities which
typically characterize technoscientific controversies.

In order to address this issue, | conceive of the controversy study not as an exercise in
charting the flow of actors through a single obligatory passage point, but as an ecological analysis
in which the contours of the controversy under study are mapped from multiple perspectives. In
so doing, | build on Susan Leigh Star and James Griesemerd $1989) rejection of the single-

perspective, one-too-many net work maps of ANT-to-many amappi mgo

permitted by an ecological approach inwhichi s e ver al o bslofipgsaagecare negqtiatad n t
withsever al ki nds AsfStamahdlGriesesnér gq op to coBc@de,however, it is simply
Afinot possibled to consider symmetrically all/l rel e

(p. 396). Ultimately, controversy analysts are constrained by the particular characteristics of the
archive, which is itself asymmetrical in the sense that it privileges particular perspectives and has
nothing to say about others.®® Star and Griesemer propose to address this issue by conducting a
re-mapping of thenet wor k from mul tiple fAstarting pointso,
Asubsidiaryo p e, rasagpmaadchi hawe sdofted in tud.9 6 )

Fourth, L a t -based @pproacheteéndsdar pkvilege the perspectives of individual

scientists, managers, or entrepreneurs i that is, those individuals thought to be building networks,

59 See Edward Said (1978; 1983; 1993; 1994); Gloria Anzaldta (1987); Warwick Anderson & Vincanne Adams (2008);
and Zoe Todd (2014).

60 See Deborah Heath (1998) and Joe Dumit (2004; 2012).

61 See Susan Leigh Star & James Griesemer (1989).

62 See Thomas Gieryn (1983; 1995; 1999; 2008).

1 n this essay, for instance, Star and Griesemer admit to b
perspectives of Joseph Grinnell, director of the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, and Annie Montague Alexander,
the museumébs founder (p. 396).
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translating interests, enlisting allies, and constructing obligatory passage points with a view

towards bringing about the closure of a particular controversy. By encouraging STS analysts to

follow network-building, would-be scientific-managerial-entrepreneurial heroes, in other words,

ANT distributes agency asymmetrically. This perspectival asymmetry may, among other potential

issues, obscure important characteristics of the controversy under study. Indeed, according to

Susan Leigh Star and James Griesemer (1989), t ravay nature of interessement [ € ] cannot
be understood from a sWhiegthisdeads Starwam dsriesemer to(cqll for 3 8 9 ) .
theinclusionofiper i pher al 0 peespectifies, this s onty reecommended as a means of
Atest[ing] the r obust 6).dmsosder tofprogerty eaddness thie perspedtival p . 39
asymmetry, controversy analysts must go beyond the mere inclusion of peripheral perspectives.

In order to address this issue, | follow feminist STS scholars Donna Haraway (1988; 1989)
and Sandra Harding (1986; 1993; 1998) i n pr i vi | egi ng Just aseangovefsieksom b el o
represent néat wawynder standing sci elrcaneejve of padid,nol ogy,
situated, and subj ugat ed perspectives as O0a wabBolowingé t o u
Haraway (1988), | suggest that both natural and social realismarefigod t r i ¢ k swisioowhi ch o
from everywhere and nowher e almaide toyrelatvisnd, orfthisl | vy 0 (¢
view, is not the totalizing 6 vi ew f r o rof posiiweshtechnaeséience, but Apartial, [
critica |  k n o wlp.&&1y Sirsilarly, following Harding (1993), | aim inthis studytoi st art t houg!l
from marginalized |iveso, and t o 0 Critikalestudies efr yday |
scientists and their communities, Harding suggests, i c an b e Ilydronmthe perspective of
those whose | ives have been marginalized by such

Fifth, seeing from below, as Haraway (1988) warns, is inei t her eami | vy | e«
unprobl emat i How, therp can & Bodtloversy analyst derive unique insights from
subjugated perspectives without also reproducing the processes which gave rise to the underlying
subjugation to begin with?

In order to address this issue, | follow Warwick Anderson and Vincanne Adams (2008) in
privileging Aviews fAotherstcsrwhaeded®ddamsoddad8approacl
studies of technoscience is r oo%whiththepch&tatterme d Sai d
not just as a critical consciousness, but al so a:
bet ween situations and an appreciation of resista

[ Sai aigntjon is postcolonial primarily in the sense that it relentlessly insists on revealing the
geographical predicates of Western cultural forms, the theoretical mapping and charting of territories
that are otherwise hidden. As the imperialist model [ é ] s di sassembl ed, Aits i n
universalizing, and totalizihgc odes [ are] rendered ingi8Bective and ina

64 See Edward Said (1978; 1983; 1993; 1994).
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To privilege views from elsewhere, in other words, is not only to multiply sites of technoscience,
but also to acknowledge and reveali hi dden geographical notaswdlons an
as to examine imechani sms and forms of t 11&4) €his repupdswe e n s
controversy analysts to be fsensitive to dislocation, transH
proliferation of partially purified and hybrid forms and identities; to the contestation and
renegotiation of boundaries; and to recognizing that practices of science are always multi-s i t e d 0
(p. 184). The postcolonial critical consciousness, Anderson and Adams suggest, ipossesses t h
advantages of historical and geographicalcomp |l exi ty and of political rea
Finally, to privilege &iews from belowdand &iews from elsewherebis also to raise the
problem of activism. The field of STS has long been divided on the question of activism i that is,
whether outwardly political research ought to be permitted or encouraged, celebrated or
disavowed. This is not just about capture, but also about broader questions concerning explicit
political commitments, and whether they have a deleterious impact on the quality of STS research.
Does tolerance for activist research projects undermine the credibility of STS as a whole?
In reflecting on these questions, Steve Fuller (1993) proposed to separate the field into
two distinct sects, with the theoretically-inclined High Church at one end of the field, and the
politically-engaged Low Church at the other. The High Church, according t
interested in the special epistemic status that science enjoysvis-a-vi s ot her f or ms of Kk
(p. xii). The ALow Churcho, by contrast, Af ocuses
and solved i n mo dFRullenoriginallg prapdsedadhis figtinction in érder.to critique

what he characterizes as liecoméi ah véhwsri om fotfen dena

(p. xii). In the process of investigatingf how sci ence organizes itself in
externall yo,thefHigh Cheirchcamedgoueusncr i tically mimic fithos:i
acquire academicr espectability and expert aut horityo (p.

Church, then, the High Church wa s n o tpreazaupieg witfn proliferating jargon, establishing

self-contained citation networks, and solidifying a canono , it was sight of the mostosi ng

important reason for its pursuitd the patent contradiction that science is a universal form of

knowl edge, yet its production and dpixf)tFuollerfudheri on r en

distinguishes these sects on the basis of how they interpret the radicalism of STS. The High

Chur ch, Fuller contends, is radical because of [

radicalism of the Low Church isrooted initsco mmi t ment t o fAemanci patoryo p
Edward Woodhouse, David Hess, Steve Breyman, and Brian Martin (2002) describe this

divide in slightly different terms, pl aci ng t he ostensibly fAvyngini tical

opposition to the Apol i (p.i2e8a Ddspite irdicagirey ghatdhey damot i vi st
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wisht o Acontribute to an (m29§)oWoadhoust etali repeducervarioub e f i el
assumptions concerning the types of research and researchers occupying these wings. According

to Woodhouse et al., in other words, activist-orientedr e sear ch proj ects may have
but they are less likelyto be heldoutas an exampl e of HAschoThatthey exce
activist wing of STS is the intended target of this provocation is later made even more apparent,

when it is suggested that activist-or i ent ed r e s e aadmihtheir swn partialieycandt o
fallibility, and devise ways of proceeding in a world more multifaceted than those committed to

social causes sometimes have acknowl e d g e d 0  Acpordingdy 1they propose to expand

Full er6s bDbi f ur cta @ tripartite divisiont ofi gectsf (iL)esthdlar-oriented STS, (2)
policymaker-oriented STS, and (3) activist-oriented STS. Woodhouse et al. refuse to provide a

clear justification for their proposal to divide the field even further, opting only to describei t fAmer el y
as a heuristic for future discussions and interventions into our own research practiceso(p. 311). In

my view, however, Wo o d h o u s e nmmtivatioa Iseemdss clear: to isolate activist-oriented

researchers so that the rest of the fieldd i.e., scholar- and policymaker-oriented STS3 can get on

with the work of catering to the needs ofthefi c | as s i ¢ a lof SASureseaecimdoc e(sp. 31 1) .

In proposing to divide the hi st ory of STS i nt o Harrl Callies amtli st i nct
Robert Evans (2002) propose a different kind of tripartite division of the field. First-wave STS, on
this view, was concernedwi t h Aunder st anmdeflegively reinfqrding thensuicnegs a
of the sciences, rat her (pt239.nn itgsemrdtwave, isTSnagnedthh ei r b a
show that Ait is nesessnatyfioc Gmaawoos bd6dext baing at
and technicald e b at e s 0. THe pucces? &f hg second wave, Collins and Evans suggest, has
left STS analysts without the abilitytoAdi st i ngui sh betwerpeekpeh{p. ald
is on this basis that Collins and Evans call on STS analysts to fbuild categories having to do with
knowl edge [ é] to develop a o6knowlewdatgeecasanabnseddd u
categoriesd0  ( p . To2hdt@nd, Collins and Evans outline their vision for a third wave in STS,
which they call Studies of Expertise and Experience (SEE). Whereas Woodhouse et al.6 proposal
divides the field into three sects, thereby isolating activist researchers but otherwise permitting
them to continue their work, Collins and Evansé groposal to divide the history of the field into
three waves would, in effect, render activist research in STS anachronistic.

SEE, as Collins and Evans describe it, is about seekingfia s peci al rational e
and technology even whil e we ,awdtaipstto accomplishthi®s di ngs
by raising fAthe same kind of questi[tbosesraisebbylut wh a't
sociologist Robert Mertono (pp. 240-241). In effect, then, SEE aims to establish a new, more

durable set of Mertonian norms. To that end, Collins and Evans propose to resurrect and
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reconfigurethei ol d di stinction bet we e spherelofeexpertiséo{pt2ird.al s ph
Scientists, on this view, must be understood n o t as Afgeneralistsd whose e
bounds, butasfis pec o al p s It f@lews,)far Collins and Evans, that the opinions of the

icosreet 0 o0 fdiexp e rdaeblyoirsva@vediin experimentation or theorization which is
directly relevant to a sda&shaldbe privileged ovemthosemfvtieer sy or

contributory and interactional experts occupying the outer rings of the target diagram (p. 242).

Despite conceding that fi i t is not always easy t o -sel,ebécausee t he
disputes within core-s et s often i nvowworek & hef Othrewinpdeporpyl oe d[eéf]i
l egiti mate or il 1l egit i QolinsandEvans mashthatittmakessénsgfipt.o 2 4 2)

categorize experts [ € ih spite of the boundary problemsdé ( p. 25 5) they uggest, tfriisc k 0,
not to become paralysed by these problems, but to proceed with an imperfect set of classifications,
just as other experts [read: scientists] p r o ¢ e e dMore(than a décads [ater, Collins (2014)
is still resorting to fi t fs]oto justify his desire to ftreat science as specialo(p. 81).%°

It is my contention that, just as scientists derive power from their right to determine the
boundary between the natural and the social,®® those who advocate for politicallydm e ut r al 6 (r e a
conservative) research in STS derive power from the compartmentalization of theory and method,
commitment and rigor, activism and excellence, expertise and politics. Indeed, Co |l | i nsi®s wor k
rooted in a sort of soft foundationalism in which he concedes that science is imperfect but
nevertheless insists that it provides an ideal model for STS to follow. This is why, despite readily
concedingthatt he #Ar el ati vistds wor |l d (Colins & Yearkey, 1962, pwi t hou't
324), Collins is able to gloss over theoretical contradictions by appealing to the structures,
rhetorics, and methods of science.®” In this context, divisions between science and the social,
nature and culture, politics and expertise, are revealed to be discursive effects of power®® and not
pre-existing states of nature.®® Past attempts to divide the field of STS, | contend, must be
understood along similar lines.

To conceive of STS as a field of study characterized by divisions is, as Sismondo (2008)

suggests,alsot o i gnore fAthe numerous bridges between t he

these bridges thatiit hey f orm anot her terrain in which the i

e x pl or e dThisié pspacd, Sigmondo contends,wh er e At heoretically sophi

%l ndeed, Collins has been cal l i n@Ealén&ilLatoiirali®92en3d4) dincethtebagly hi st or y
1990s.

66 See Latour (1987; 1993) and Callon & Latour (1992).

67 Collins (1996) argues, f or i nstance, that a 0 sghttebedronfthe prablerasmrsingoatc h s ho ul
of the politics of SSK, even if HfAscience is not what we o

68 See Michel Foucault (1972; 1977; 1980), Stuart Hall (1992), and Thomas Lemke (2002).
69 See Latour (1987; 1993) and Callon & Latour (1992).
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of science and technology in explicitly political
situates the research projects proposing to occupy this space by way of two questions:

First, do they aim at results of theoretical or fundamental or wide importance for understanding the
construction of science and technology? Second, do they aim at results of political or practical value
for promoting democratic control of and participation in science and technology? If we ask these two
questions simultaneously, the result is a space defined by two axes: high and low levels of
dundamentalitydand high or low levels of dolitical value.6(p. 20)

Sismondo refers to the resultthegienggiped pfognamb
(p- 20). From this region, one observes that there exists ot a conflict between the goals of
theoretical interest and activism but a potentialoverlapdé ( p. 21) . 1t is here, Sis
the engaged program of STS permits theoretically-rigorous and activist-oriented examinations of
Apublic sites, with a focus on interactions at w
governmento (p. 21).

In order to address the problem of activism, then, | follow Sismondo (2008) in conceiving
of the engaged program as a congregational bridge, even though | do not believe he goes far
enough in characterizing the divisions thus bridged as @i ncreasingl yTheser el ev a
divisions are discursive effects of power, not states of nature. Accordingly, they may dissuade
STS analysts from examining crucial features of the controversy under study, lest such an
examination be deemed an overtly political act. In order to make sense of the nuanced
complexities which characterize twenty-first century technoscientific controversies, | suggest,
controversy analysts must attend to politics and theory in equal measure.

2.2.3 1 Commitments for an Engaged Controversy Study
In this subsection, | aim to bring the insights generated in the preceding sections to bear on a

theoretical framework appropriate for use in this study. To that end, | propose a framework based
not on rules of method, but commitments for an engaged controversy study.

Commitment 1: Active controversies represent 6 a w atp undanstanding science,
technology, and society. The study of active controversies generates crucial insights into the
messiness of technoscientific practice that would otherwise be obscured by the black-boxing
process which typically marks the end of controversies. Accordingly, an engaged controversy
analyst studies active technoscientific controversies by opening black boxes symmetrically.

Commitment 2: Just as controversies represent 6 a w atp undenstanding science,
technology, androoc ibetlYowdo winelwsd vi ews oOfar owatge |isnebw h ¢
understanding controversies. By multiplying these perspectives, and mapping the contours of the
controversy thus revealed, an engaged controversy analyst examines complex, contingent,
geographically-situated ecologies rather than one-to-many networks built by would-be scientific-

managerial-entrepreneurial heroes.
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Commitment 3: Black boxes are always multi-sited, obliging the engaged controversy
analyst to attend not only to how the relevant actors and/or objects travel from site to site, but also
to the local particularities of each individual site, and everything in between. In mapping the
controversy under study, in other words, an engaged controversy analyst must take great care to
attend to the particularities of place.

Commitment 4: An engaged controversy analyst must attend to three related forms of
symmetry: symmetry,’® supersymmetry,”> and generative symmetry.”? First, given that the
settlement of controversies produces representations of, and stabilizes divisions between, nature
and society, closure cannot be explained with reference to social” or scientific factors alone. This
means that an engaged controversy analyst must subjectal | 6si desé in the contr
to the same analyses, in addition to rejecting cognitive explanations entirely. Second, the engaged
controversy analyst must consider the actions of both human and, to the greatest extent possible
wi t hout r es or t,nonlgiman actos.Glondumarractarskae,n this view, understood
to be mobile, andd like human actorsd they may occupy multiple social/cultural/natural worlds at
any one time. The meanings associated with nonhuman actors are therefore contingent upon
processes of negotiation. Unlike human actors, however, nonhuman actors cannot reflexively
react to these negotiations or voluntarily resolve issues of identity. Third, the engaged controversy
analyst must attend both to the mechanisms of closure and the impediments to the same. This
means attending not only to the production of knowledge, but also to the production of ignorance,
with a view towards providing a more nuanced account of how controversies are brought to a
close or remain open.

Commitment 5: In addition to rejecting a priori distinctions between nature and culture,
social and scientific, inside and outside, an engaged controversy analyst should refuse to take for
granted that distinctions such as expert/non-expert, activist/theorist, domination/submission, and
SO on, represent states of nature as opposed to the discursive effects of power. In addition to
representing a key requirement for employing a postcolonial critical consciousness, this move
safeguards against the reproduction of simple binary relationships, while encouraging a more
contingent approach in which conditions of possibility are continually renegotiated in relation to a

versatile equilibrium.

70 See David Bloor (1976).

" See Michel Callon (1984); Bruno Latour (1987); and John Law (1987).

2 See 2.1.3 7 Controversy Studies Today: Closure, Continuance, and Agnotology.

73 use the term é6ésociald in this dissert at i-sientific factorseMyer t o so
exploration of O6the social l'ife of sockeyed, foocali nstance
knowledges and fisheries biology on the one hand, with insights derived from my exploration of controversial
salmon in B.C. on the other.
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Commitment 6: An engaged controversy analyst should practice reflexivity at every stage
inherstudy.l n relying bbal awdetwgi Ewesmfrom el sreengaged
controversy analyst privileges perspectives that are situated, embodied, andd by extensiond
accountable, in addition to backgrounding those that are ostensibly everywhere and nowhere,
ando by extensiond unaccountable. It is vital that an engaged controversy analyst makes clear to
the reader how her own situated, embodied perspective relates to the controversy under study, in
addition to identifying any instances in which her own active intervention produced an impact on
research findings.

Commitment 7: In light of the potential for research to be captured, and given the
impossibility of compartmentalization or neutrality, an engaged controversy analyst must not only
take great care in choosing her research topic, adopting a theoretical framework, and devising a
methodological approach, she must also consider how each of these choices bear on the others.
In other words, an engaged controversy analyst must approach research as praxis, taking great
care at every step along the way to maintain both theoretical fundamentality and political value. If
the engaged controversy analyst satisfies this rule, together with the preceding six, capture is not
something to be feared. On the contrary, capture is indicative of a study that is not only
theoretically sound and politically engaged, but which also speaks to audiences both within the
academy and beyond.

2.37 Summary and Review

In this chapter, | revisited controversy studies with the aim of situating and developing my proposal
for an engaged controversy study. Along the way, | brought generative symmetry to bear on
existing articulations of symmetry, devised theoretical and conceptual solutions to address
outstanding tensions, and combined the insights thus generated to articulate a series of
commitments which, together, serve as the theoretical basis for this dissertation.

In section 2.1, | surveyed the history of controversy studies in STS by exploring how the
meanings associated with the act of opening a black box symmetrically have changed over time.
| suggested that Bl o or 6 s ropakd for6a)stropg programme in the sociology of scientific
knowledge gave rise to two dominant approaches to studying technoscientific controversies:
actor-network theory (ANT) and the empirical programme of relativism (EPOR). The differences
in these approaches, | suggested, are rooted principally in divergent interpretations of the
symmetry requirement. By the mid-1990s, however, the symmetry debate gave way to a broader,
more contentious one concerning the politics of SSK, the potential for controversy studies to be
captured, the validity of explicit political commitments, and the desirability of neutrality. Ultimately,

this debate failed to produce a consensus concerning the way forward for controversy studies,
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contributing to the subsequent decline of this once-prominent genre of STS scholarship. Insofar
as controversy studies persist today, | suggested, unresolved tensions have inverted their primary
focus. Today, controversy studies are principally concerned not with describing the production of
knowledge through the mechanisms of closure, but rather with the production of ignorance through
the means of continuance. In this dissertation, | propose to unite these approaches, bringing
generative symmetry to bear on controversy studies in STS.

Insection 2.2, I builtonLat our 6s (1987) r ul etbeoretital frarmetvérlo d t o d
for an engaged controversy study. To that end, | identified a number of outstanding issues
embedded in, or unaddr essed ibagsed appedcioto stidging noattoversiesk
and proposed to address these problems with a combination of conceptual (i.e., multi-sited black
boxes and itinerant boundary objects) and theoretical solutions (i.e., replacing networks with
ecologies, seeing from below with feminist STS, and seeing from elsewhere with postcolonial
technoscience). In positioning this dissertation is an example of what is possible under the
engaged program in STS, | suggested that historical divisions in the field over activist scholarship
represent discursive effects of power rather than pre-existing states of nature. In addition, | argued
that to shy away from political engagement is also to potentially obscure important features of the
controversy under study. Accordingly, | asserted that political engagement and theoretical
fundamentality are both needed to make sense of the nuanced complexities which typically
characterize twenty-first century technoscientific controversies. Finally, | outlined seven
commitments for an engaged controversy study which, together, provide this dissertation with its

theoretical basis.
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CHAPTER3BMETHODOLOGYESEARCH AS PRAXIS

iFrom the vantage p oposiion fronf whithh writec amd ahaose 2oepdvilegeathe
term O6researchdé is inextricably Ilinked to European i
6resear chbd, is probably one of the dirtiest words in

0 Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999, p. 1)

In this chapter, | describe my three-phase, multi-method approach to conducting research as
praxis. In section 3.1, | explain how my methodology brings itinerant-ethnographic and counter-
mapping techniques to bear on the virtual analysis of the social life of things. In section 3.2, |
describe in detail the three overlapping phases which together constitute this study. In section 3.3,
| provide a brief summary and review of the preceding sections.

3.17 Designing Research as Praxis

3.1.171 Itinerant Ethnography, The Social Life of Things, and Contrapuntal Cartography
The ethnographic field, conventionally understoodasia physi c al |l ocati ®n (or 1

may also be considereda A habi bhatadisset Afof embodi ed practices |
@wellingband draveling® (Heath, 1998, p. 72). Itinerant ethnographies, Deborah Heath (1998)
suggests, are especially valuable in studiesf eat ur i ng Aquasi subjectso anc
refuse t o st ayForpHeath thi§ ipvolvesrfallpwing it he products of Vi
technologies including photography, autoradiography, video, and computer-a s si st ed gr aphi c
72). AReveal ing thiasgegs, hahpean d o lribcatevd amdytheii practices
across various frontierso or mo n i t dhe fraffigfrom elsewhere in and out of a given localed ( p .
71).

Inorderto make sense of theiffcaud arn a toArundppaduthia rnigcsadl,
(1986) suggests,one must Afoll ow the things themselves, fc
forms, their uses, their trajectoriesodo ((p986) 5) . To
argues,i s t o fAask oguetsa itomsseiamid aas ks Joabumit 200 eopl eod
builds on these approaches to make sense of the multiple meanings assigned to brain images
produced through positron emission tomography (PET) scans (p. 10). Dumit follows these images
around in order to fAaccount both for the multipld.i
power f ul circulation of i mages innthie oprocedsss, f Dfuraitr e n t S
foregrounds both fhiographieso of brain images and the virtual communities of which they are a
part (p. 11).

Zoe Todd (2014) challenges anthropologists to conceive of human-fish relationships as
sites of active engagement. By attendingtoi f i s h pl uf b U mainsehs or elnadt i onshi p
contends, a more nuanced view emerges of ithe dy

people [ é] use to navigate shifting environment al
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realites i n Canad @ @p. 2IN-218)t By foregrounding human-fish relationships, Todd
pushes back againstthefiant hr opocentri sm éMesdaemtne mppdri ari y alku rdd
of fering in the process fAan al t er niatelatorshipgthaga w of h
transcend dvualistic notions of nature/culture and
Nicola Green (1999) calls on et hnogr aphi ¢ researchers to rec
constructions of t (ped09). iThedeadoneentiahs dra ircileabingty filldsuited,
Green suggests, to contending with the igeogr aphi cal, soci al, techni
uncer t ajp. A09)i chasadterizing technoscience at the turn of the century. These studies
demand not merely a multi-sited approach, but one that allows for greater flexibility”* in conceiving
of the ethnographic field more generally. In this dissertation, | answer Greends chall
bringing itinerant-ethnographic and contrapuntal-cartographic or counter-mapping techniques to
bear on a virtual analysis of the social life of things and fish pluralities.
Matthew Sparke (1998) developed his notion of contrapuntal cartography by building on
existing approaches’™ to conceiving of icart ography as an ambival ent (
spati al representationo that i s susceptible to fAc
467). Thisidea,t hat @ a c eadihgobcpaurnttoaglis gogsiblg, builds on Edward Saidd 8
useoftheA musi cal met aphor to break down singularized
cul ture of i mp eContraduntad meading( $parke xXpIEins. Ainvol ves a st
revoicing of the subdominant to make it equal to the dominant and thus to orchestrate a balance
that can potentially edify and educate an audienc
In Delgamuukw v British Columbia, as Sparke goes on to explain, i ¢ a r phic gaola and
ar gume nt obonlyeeplayed by the provincial and federal governments, they also formed
Afa key compoWa'suwetemfnd h&i t xsan peoplebdbs own atter
sovereignty in a way the Cap 468) |laproduciogunraps ofrtieig ht und
traditional, unceded territories to support their claims to sovereignty before the Supreme Court of
Canada, the Wet'suwet'en and Gitxsan peoples demonstrated that cartographic representations
have the potential to destabilize colonial power and authority.”’
Indeed, as Dallas Hunt and Shaun Stevenson (2017) explain, counter-mapping techniques

can beusedt o fAcont est the colonizing work of domi nart

“Emily M2000)s tnddy olfadidod aamcount s 0366)drawbd gnetbnbgraphictdgtadcollecped
through conventional fieldwork, academic conferences, and online discussion groups, exemplifying this more
flexible approach to conceiving of the ethnographic field.
5 See Jane Jacobs (1996).
76 See Edward Said (1993).
"7 First Nations in B.C. have since continued to produce use maps not just to support treaty negotiations( e . g. , TeO0 me x w
Treaty Association, 2013), but also to facilitate environmental assessments (e.g., Tsleil-Waututh Nation: Treaty,
Lands & Resources Department, 2015).
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alternative, potentiall y .d#utaod Stemenson caugion,ghewevem, ap hi e s
thatit he very strategies used to resist mdecdmithmant ma
kinds of interventions that ar e posmppindpedticesand t h
may even Areinetreskéet eEkbement soni lalightofdhispasgbilitp, bhy o (p
follow Audra Simpson (2007) and Kim Tallbear (2013a) by refusing to subject Indigenous peoples

to the social-life analyses facilitated by counter-mapping techniques. In order to further contend

wi t h t h-4adef ambivakemces §Sparke, 1998, p. 464) which characterize the application of
contrapuntal-cartographic or counter-mapping techniques, | attend in this dissertation to

Foucauldian notions of discourse.

3.1.2 1 Foucauldian Discourse, Governmentality, and Colonial Violence
I n the Amost gener alMiheldoudaultiME2pexptamg, discasireerissnet just

Afa group of verwhilclpeird oirtmaemlicfe stoh e phutaldofecgroupof a dg
of acts of formulation,a seri es of sentences-12) Thig coocephianioft i ons o

discourse isi ¢ 0 n s tby & groupeoflsequences of signs, in so far as they are statements, that

i s, in so far as they can be assignediltigpossigear t i c ul
on thisview, toidentifyii n t he conditions of emens Etnorgapof st at
that [ é] validat e dies)|eyclose greupssobco-éxistancepand prevedt adrtain

forms of u stekios c(opu.r sk2 4)i.t foll ows for Foucaul t, i i
statements for which a group of conditio n s of existence c an THse def i

understanding of discourse, Stuart Hall (1992) explains, entails the rejection of conventional

distinctions betweenfit hought and acti on, | a nThe @igcarsiva fiedldo pr act i

which results fromthisi un d e r mi n eciontbdtveeendriesand false statements i between

science and ideologyo (p. 205). When power facilit
words, a fr e gpithmeesuld p. 205). O thid view, discourse and its relation to

knowledge must be understood Anot in terms of types o
f or ms of ideol ogy, but in terms of tactics and

implantations, distributions, demarcations, control of territories and organisatio n s of domai ns
(Foucault, 1980, p. 77).

F o u c a notioh @ governmentality, as Thomas Lemke (2002) articulates it, rests on his
conception of fAgovernmento as Aconductodo in genera
50). For Foucault, in other words, i g 0 v e r mefers not jasttotheactofigover ni ng ot her s
al so to fAgover ni ng gintbhaweendpp.f5@51)a The probleneaf govemiment,
on this view, refers ta@ofveoweremitog an&], fioar mo dafoi s

shaping the field of pos $oudnlltsuggestdthatdigloverrding peopej ect s 0
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is not a way to force people to do what the governorwants6, but rather that dait i
equilibrium with complementarity and conflicts between techniques which assure coercion and
processes through which the self is constructed or modified by himself6 ( qt d . Foutault p . 53)
maintains that power is not something that can be unproblematically possessed, exercised, or
traced to a single source. Instead, Foucault frames states of domination as fit h e effects
technol ogi es & fthat gviich eacoummesefor tthé fsystematization, stabilization and
regulation of power relationshipso , and whi ¢ himneayl ttloeraefsdrag e of do mi
Traditionally, Foucault (1977) suggests,it he r i ghhd was paumd sand t he sa
personal power of tBegnnisganvtte late-eighteénth @ early8nhgteenth
century, however, this monarchical fsuper-p o w egradually gave way to a series of reforms
designed to rearrange it h e p o wnish;, acdordlingdo modalities that render it more regular,
more effective, more constant and more detail ed i
its economic cost [0fp. 80a8th)dThis meant rotmhlyithe ierd afli t o oastu r e
a public spég doitalsol tlead punisipment ad | ef t Aithe domain of
perceptiond and entered AfAtthualt e cod miarbg tfrtalcee mosnts ch iod
the penal p rAe aressltoftthis shift, Foukgult contends, punishment went from being
inflicted directly on the body, as part of an explicit, public spectacle, to being imperceptiblyd that
is, discursivelyd inflicted through the body. This parallels, | suggest,t he Gover nment of Ci
shift away from its explicit policy of assimilationd that which openly provided justification for myriad
acts of violence, inflicted directly on Indigenous bodies’d towards a recognition-based approach
to reconciliation” which generates discursived that is, not immediately perceptibled acts of
colonial violence.®
To perceive these acts of violence is also to have a sense of how power functions
discursively. This conception of power, it should be noted, is not inherently dad ér @ood§ @thicald
or dinethical.Olnstead, itfuncions i n a manner whi c htolerantea[bd ]i sghievsi Mg F
free rein to some, putting pressureonothers, [ é] excl uding a particular s
useful, [ é] neutralizing certain indivindghodal s and
Foucaul tdés not i on cemdd withithe proaesses ghrolgls whicho gonditions of

possibility are established and re-established in perpetuity. This opens up space for more nuanced

8 See J. R. Miller (1996) and John Milloy (1999).

0 See Glen Sean Coulthard (2007; 2014)

80 This is not to suggest that Indigenous peoples were simply passive victims of this policy, or that the legacies
associated with this policy do not persist in justifying explicit acts of violence (whether physical, sexual, emotional,
or otherwise) against Indigenous peoples. Today, however, colonial violence is meted out in a fundamentally
different manner than in the past. Accordingly, a new methodological approach is needed to both perceive and
study these acts.
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analyses of discourse i that is, analyses characterized not by simplistic binaries like domination
and submission, but by complex, multi-directional relationships and entangled geographies.

As Michael Arribas-Ayllon and Valerie Walkerdine (2008) point out, however, a number of
difficulties arise when attempting to convert Fo u ¢ a wnhdérsiasmding of discourse into a method
of analysis (p. 110). Discourse, for Foucault, refers not merelytoia parti cul ar i nstanc
use i a piece of text, an utterance or linguistic performanceo , b ut trhasilesiéivisiohsand
systems of a particular body of knowledgeo (p. 114). Foucault was interested, more specifically,
Aiin the rules that govern the possibility of true
collect i ve meaning of sl05. Arribas-AylioreameWatkesdine rfote that though
hiexplanation of the O0statement s Bducautinevartoelesss e d el |
emphasi zes t lbaewednifosmalistructures af meafiing and historically contingent rules
that render an expression (a phrase, a proposition or a speech act) discursively meaningfuld  ( p .
115).Me ani ng, o nisnbthidd o the internal struéture of language (signification) but the
external conditions of its expression (the rules that govern a way of speaking)o(p. 115).

How, then, does one analyze discourse in line with Foucauldian understandings of the
same? According to Arribas-Ayllon and Walkerdine, the act of Afdoing Fouca
anal yginsbgpselbcinga Acor pusenotfsdsatatiesn, fAa selection of
about an objectr el evant to oneds inquiryo (p. 115).

Discourse samples can be intellectual theories or discussions, governmental reports, policy
statements, news articles, and interview transcripts. A criteria for selecting discourse samples
depends on whether they constitute or problematize an object. Given the historical dimension of

Foucaultés analyses, a corpus of stat enwestructonod houl d al
objects varies over time. This temporal variability is important to show how power/knowledge relations
operate within different historical periods and witdht

different ways of describing a problem demand different solutions? Statements are not only historical
and institutional in character, but they reveal the epistemological antecedents for our present inquiry.
(p. 115)

The #Ahistorical v a ras ArtbastAyllbnyandoVWalkesdine go eomi® suggest,,
should establish A t tcanditions of possibility f o r the studi e addifioe tbho me n o n ¢
hi ghlight i ndiscénenvityleeace olfj ects undergo abr(@pt hi st
115). According to Arribas-Ayllon and Walkerdine, Foucauldian discourse analysis is useful in
analyzing the contents of a wide variety of dexts6so as to assess how they engender (or preclude)
particular kinds of social practices. This includes ethnographic texts (e.g., spatial arrangements
and architectural designs); political discourses (e.g., government documents and official reports);
expert discourses (e.g., scholarly publications and empirical findings); social interactions (e.g.,
research interviews, Anaturally cddwowurtriiers@ ) t alako,

autobiographical narratives (p. 115). This corpus of texts is then analyzed with an eye towards

50



identifying and exploring instances of problematization and subijectification, types of technologies
(of government, of power, of the self), and formations of subject positions (pp. 116-118).

In the context of this study, however, Foucauldian discourse analysis is not sufficient on
its own to permit me to detect shifts in conditions of possibility. Accordingly, | developed the
empirical strategies outlined below not just to facilitate responsible knowledge claims, but also to
bolster my ability to perceive acts of colonial violence.

3.1.3 1 _Empirical Strategies, Responsible Knowledge Claims, and Research as Praxis
First, while collecting and analyzing empirical data over the course of this study, | followed Sandra

Harding (1993) in seekingtotakeiever yday | i f e a swithparparticdlaeemphtasisc 6 ( p .
on continually problematizing and grappling with my own settler identity, and how this might impact

my approach to this study.

Second, | kept Annie Nedbs advice to Olisten f
a 1982 conference in southern Yukon, as Julie Cruikshank (2005)r ecal | s, Ned fAunexpec
from her seato, asking:
iwhere do these people come from? [ é] OQutside? You pe
Gr a n d phe then pfceeded to speak about human and environmental history from her own
experience of hunting, trapping, and |living there for
storiesodo has stayed with me [é]. (p. 76)
ALIi stfeemt ngi eswi, kasalk goes on to suggest, fAi s some

tot hemd (p. 76).

Third, in order to supplement my ability to listen for different stories, | sought to develop a
postcolonial critical consciousness. That is, following, Anderson and Adams (2008),%! | aimed to
developasensi ti vity not only to fAdislocation, transf c
proliferation of partially purified and htwbrid fo
and renegotiation of boundar i es intiqnpade afpjpérédny by The i
Cr ui k s (R@OB)kréatent of the question Do Glaciers Listen? While, to the English-speaking
reader, this propositons eems absurd on its face, Cruikshank su
straightforward than it may at first seemo (p. 4).
|l acking verb forms that distingui Athapaskananddlingt f r om i
| anguages, on the ot her ewersnoudsbut &réverd-ech and mamcaaftent i vel vy
define | andscape in terms of ditthso saec tsiporksetn (bpy. CI)u.i
informants i e mphasi ze a ct i vmaking noadistnctian obetveem animate and
i nani mat-4)dtishaegpl.y 3surpri sing, in this context, tha"

that rocks, mountains, and other landscape features like glaciers might listen, when the very

81 See also Edward Said (1978; 1983; 1993; 1994).
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conditions of the Western material and cultural world are underpinned by language that rejects
t hat possibilityodo (p. 4) . By |istening for diffe
sentient gl aciers ar e not onl vy i g coordsondteowitt hi nk
contemporary debates about history, science, and colonialp r a ¢t i ¢ ¥ Todafy, noikshadk
concludes, gl aci er stories are well suited not or
t hat now constrain debbabasteée,tbubhew|l snteppfiebati on:
(pp. 258-259).

These empirical strategies cannot, of course, be employed unproblematically. To proceed
in the absence of this awareness, Cruikshank (2005) cautions, is also to run the risk of producing

a postcoloni al met anarrati ve whionchrnstthatrseks evBri ncr e a s
more distant from detailed knowledge of | ocal pract
Accounts of this sort, Cr ui Kesl fas nefielling arg igtelectuad | ican

imperialism that once again presents Europe as the key historical agent, as though no other actors
exi stedo ( Harawdy)1988)Dvarnsniraa similar vein, that the act of seeing from below
Ais neither easily Il earned nag tpoprHab lasvmat, i cfou n( p
knowl edge c¢claims are fAirresponsibled because they
orderto make knowledge <c¢laims on the basis of evi de
el sewher eb, on t hi s skubate myself &s a neseardhertand tqomakeprgself y
accountable to my informants. There is a fine line, however, between situated analyses which
privilege subjugated perspectives on the one han
met hodsd whibceceh tmirghed t he fAr ape mo(Hathér, 1886, p.r2&s ear c h o
How, then, do | propose to strike this balance?

In this study, | follow Patti Lather (1986) in conceiving of research as praxis. Praxis, Lather
explains, refers to Athe dialectical tensi ondpracticdhhe i nt e
[ €] at the centre of emancipatory social inshei enceo
name of emancipatory politicso , Lat her contends, researchers in
discover ways to connect our research methodology to our theoretical concerns and
commitmentsd6 (p. 258). The wultimate aim of Latherds app
freedo knowledge of the positivisittsibgat bwhi chatfhiemc re
awareness of the contradictionshidd en or di storted by everyday wunder
Afithe possibilities for soprieadentr acncsiffoirgnartdtoinonn ndifer

(p. 259). Here too, however,t her e exi sts a very realempasci pati omyo
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researchers may unintentionally Ai mpose meani ngs

throughnegoti at i on with resear &h participantso (p. 265)
This is among the central insights associated with Pa ul o F(19&0) enmiicipatory

project, his O6pedagogy of the oppressed.® This 1is

[ é imust be forged with, not for, the oppressed (whether individuals or peoples) in the incessant
struggle to regain their humanity. This pedagogy makes oppression and its causes objects of
reflection by the oppressed, and from that reflection will come their necessary engagement in the
struggle for their liberation. (p. 48)

Freirebs emancipatory project, it must be noted,
Afithe oppressed unveil the world of oppressson and
transformationo (p. 54) . P r isuggestd, the oppnessed havefi e o | i n g

consciousness of themselves as persons oltcalms memb

scarcely be denied, however, that the Indigenous peoples and communities discussed in this study

are keenly aware of the injustices that have been, and continue to be, committed against them.

Consequently, this study proceeds (perckigerthetedlly assum

of oppression not as a closed world from which there is no exit, but as a limiting situation which

t hey <can tr a.nimsshoq,rthisdissértption dded not claim to represent the first chapter

of a new emancipatory project with me at its centre. It must be understood, instead, as my

contribution to an emancipatory project that has been underway for many decades.
Whereasthefirstphase of Freirebs emanci patfotrhye pwaoyj e chte

oppressed perceive t h¢he seoond isl conmdrnedoppneipatlyswsth fthe o |,

expulsion of the myths created and developed in the old orderd  ( p ltis thésg myths, and the

oppressive realities they help to sustain, which together constitute what Freire calls the

Aoppreppoessed cont r-5)dThis tontadicton, Freie sugdests, legitimates

and facilitates the dehumanization of the oppressed, as well as that of their oppressors i who, in

oppressing others, become less than human themselves. The oppressed and their oppressors

are both,asFreireput s i t, fAmani festat i on stheoaim oftdle bppressedi z at i o

istoibecormeg fhwimheo, t his goal c a meraytrevdisang thedemnisefv ed by

the contradiction, by s iTongsblue this toatradiciion, in otpeowords, 6 ( p .

is also to bring into existence anewbeingi one t hat is fAno | onger oppres:

but human in the process of achieving freedomo (p
If, however, the process of becoming fully human must be principally animated by the

oppressed themselves, where does that leave me? After all, as a white, cis-man born in Toronto,

82 Rat her disconcertingly, the ultimate aim of Canad s Reside
emanci pation of the Indiano (qtd. in Milloy, 19

take steps to address this possibility.
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Canada to a lawyer and a nurse, | am the image of privilege in the Western world. In other words,

what of those who, like myself, have not only become aware of the existence of this oppressor-

oppressed contradiction, but have also realized that they belong on the oppressor side of this

pole? While realizations of this sort fAmay cause
Afdoes not ned¢o®s ssaorliildyarli ¢ d wi t h Thehoppressprstarelsis ed 0 ( p
solidarity with the oppressed, Freire explains,
abstract category and sees them as persons who have been unjustly dealt with, deprived of their

voice, cheated in the sale of their labord when he stops making pious, sentimental, and
individual istic gestures-h@fMdruieskos!|l andaadt yof IFowe a
only in the plenitude of this act of love, in its existenti al i t vy, i( 50). FokowimgrFeirei s O

then, | conceive of this dissertation as an act of love i that is, as a gesture of true solidarity in

support of those whose perspectives have imbued it with meaning and value.

3.2 Conducting Research as Praxis

3.2.1 71 Phase One: Ethnographic Fieldwork
In the first phase of this study, | travelled to the lower B.C. mainland during the 2017 sockeye run

to collect ethnographic and interview data with the aim of better understanding how salmon
controversies emerge, and why they are so persistent.

In advance of my fieldwork, | looked to recruit research participants willing to share unique,
local perspectives concerning the Cohen Commission in particular or salmon controversies in B.C.
more broadly. To that end, | used three criteria to compile a list of prospective research
participants,®® to whom | then mailed a package containing information about my research project,
as well as a personalized letter in which | inquired about their willingness to participate in the study.
Despite a low response rate, | conducted a total of five interviews over the course of this study.8

During my time in the field, | compiled more than 40 pages of handwritten field notes,
detailing my experiences attending meetings of the Fraser River Panel, conducting interviews,
andvisitinghist or i cal Iy si gni f i cBaschhmorming|started aindwepagkliamy 6 s Gat
notebook with a header to indicate the current day of the week, fieldwork day number, date, and
my currentlocation( e. g. , A SundaAug-2 Mla?y, #Ri7chm@ddndo) . | mmedi at
header, | created a list of goals, tasks, and reminders for that particular day. Several times each

day, | updated this list to mark items as complete, defer them to another day, or to otherwise

83 (1) Did the prospective interviewee participate in the Cohen Commission? If not, do they have a unique, local
perspective to offer concerning salmon controversies in B.C.? (2) Is the prospective interviewee Indigenous? If
not,isthei r perspective at odds with that of the DFO or the Co
Does the prospective interviewee live reasonably close to Vancouver? If not, are they willing to be interviewed
remotely?
84 Four of these interviews were conducted in B.C. during the 2017 sockeye run, while the fifth was conducted remotely
(i.e., via Skype) in June of 2019.
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explain why | could not complete a particular item on that day. Below this daily checklist, | recorded
my unfiltered reflections, observations, thoughts, or feelings arising out of whatever transpired on
that particular day. Additionally, | captured photos and videos of virtually anything that might
constitute relevant ethnographic data for the purposes of this study. Over the course of 31 days
in the field, | captured over 1,200 photos or videos using the integrated camera on my personal
iPhone.

In preparation for interviews, | developed open-ended questionnaires tailored specifically
to each research participant. Though each questionnaire was designed to provoke a discussion
concerning the Cohen Commission in particular, and controversial salmon in B.C. more generally,
| endeavoured to structure each questionnaire according to the unique circumstances of each
interview, as well as the individual situatedness of each interviewee. This also meant that the
process of preparing for each interview was unique.®® In short, though each questionnaire was
designed to generate insights concerning the same general topics, | made an effort to ensure that
they also reflected the unique, situated, embodied perspectives of each individual interviewee. My
intent in preparing these questionnaires was not to generate a rigid, linear, non-negotiable list of
interview questions, but rather to facilitate an open-ended, semi-structured discussion. Each of
these guestionnaires were foregrounded a disclaimer intended to make this point clear. These
guestionnaires, along with a sample of the informed consent form, were provided to participants
at least 24 hours in advance of the interview itself. In so doing, | hoped not only to provide research
participants with an opportunity to review my suggested discussion points in advance of the
interview itself, but also to demonstrate that | made an effort to familiarize myself with some of the
issues that matter to their respective communities. In the process, | hoped to build trust with
participants, in addition to providing them with ample opportunity to reflect on my proposed
discussion points, and to propose alternative topics of discussion, or withdraw their participation
entirely, if they deemed it necessary to do so.

On the day of the interviews, | provided each participant with a printed copy of the interview
questionnaire as well as the informed consent form, and reviewed each section of the latter
together with the participant. This meant reviewing with the participant (a) the purpose of the
research project; (b) what is being asked of them as a participant; (c) any risks or discomforts
associated with their participation; (d) the benefits potentially arising out of the research; (e) that

they may choose to withdraw from the study at any time, for any reason; (f) that they have the

85 |n preparing to interview Latash Maurice Nahanee and Chief Ernie George, for instance, | tried to get a sense of the
issues currently facing their respective First Nations communities, and tailored their respective questionnaires
accordingly. In a similar vein, prior to interviewing Grand Chief Ken Malloway and Alexandra Morton, | reviewed
transcripts of their witness testimonies before the Cohen Commission, conducted additional research into the
issues raised therein, and incorporated any insights thus produced into their respective questionnaires.
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option of contacting my supervisor, or the Office of Research Ethics at York University, should
they have any additional questions; and (g) that they may also elect to waive their right to remain
anonymous®® as a participant in this study. Following this review, | looked to address any questions
raised by the participant before asking them to indicate their informed consent by signing the
provided form.

At the outset of each interview, | reminded the participant that | would be recording our
interview using an Olympus VN-541 handheld voice recorder, and that they retained the right to
withdraw their participation from this study at any time, or for any reason. | also reiterated that the
list of questions provided represented only suggested discussion points, and encouraged the
participant to steer our discussion in any direction they saw fit. Then, unless the participant had a
particular topic in mind with which to begin our discussion, | started the interview by raising the
first discussion point on the provided questionnaire. After the interview, | thanked the interviewee
for participating, and explained that | would be providing them with a transcript of our interview as
soon as one was available. | encouraged each participant to review the provided transcript, and
invited them to offer any corrections or clarifications they deem necessary.

Following each interview, | uploaded audio recordings to a secure, password-protected
Dropbox server to which only | had access. When transcribing these audio recordings, | made a
number of important methodological decisions.?” First, in the interest of clarity and readability, |
omitted O6fi)] | éumivoadd Satgned Lusek pamagraph breaks both to enhance
readability as well as to indicate a shift in the discussion towards a new topic or idea, in addition
to denoting an exchange between the participant and myself. Third, | used yellow highlights to
denote transcribed text which could potentially be inaccurate, whether due to the presence of
background noise in my audio recording, my lack of familiarity with the people, places, or things
being mentioned, or my inability to understand non-English terms or phrases.®® Though |
attempted to resolve these issues with the online resources available to me,®® some level of
uncertainty may nevertheless persist in the data. In order to ensure data credibility,®® however,
each participant was given the opportunity to review a transcript of our interview, and to offer any

corrections or clarifications they might deem necessary.*!

86 All five participants elected to waive their right to anonymity.
87 See Sabine Kowal & Dani e | 006 R@ldA)n e | |
88 | sought clarification wherever possible during interviews, but it was not always practical or appropriate to interject for
that purpose, and the need for such clarifications was not always apparent to me prior to the transcription
process.
8 Including, for example, Google Maps, Google Earth Pro, First Voices, Native-L and . c a , First Peoplesbd
and the Endangered Languages Project.
9 See Handoyo Puji Widodo (2014).
91 Transcripts were provided to research participants at the earliest possible opportunity. The only interviewee to take
me up on this offer was Latash Maurice Nahanee, though he approved the provided transcript as is.

56



3.2.2 7 Phase Two: Counter Mapping
In phase two, | created a map to facilitate the virtual social-life analyses to be undertaken in the

third phase of this study.

To that end, after returning to York University in the fall of 2017, | used Google My Maps
in conjunction with Google Earth Pro to create a custom map. By using my field notes in
conjunction with the corresponding photos and videos, | constructed an itinerary covering the
duration of my time in the field, which placed me in various locations at various points in time.
Using this itinerary as my guide, | added photos,®? videos,®® and other points of interest® to the
map in chronological order.*® Then, using Google Maps navigation data, | interpolated the transit
routes between each of these points, which | then connected with purple lines.

To construct an itinerary of the Fraser River sockeye salmon life-cycle, | considered the
sockeye rearing lakes® and spawning grounds® in the Fraser River watershed in conjunction with
insights concerning the movements of these fish in the Salish Sea and Pacific Ocean derived from
traditional ecological knowledges® and tagging data,®® respectively. | connected each of these
points by interpolating the migratory routes of each conservation unit (CU) from their spawning
grounds to the Pacific Ocean, and back again. To that end, | added a red line down the centre of
the channel(s) lying between the spawning grounds utilized by each CU of Fraser River sockeye
on the one hand, and the associated rearing lake on the other. From the rearing lakes, | added a
red line down the centre of the channel(s) leading downstream to the mouth of the Fraser River.
For any areas not covered by tagging data or traditional ecological knowledges,'® | added a red
line down the centre of the channel(s) between the last known point on the one hand, and the next
known point on the other. | repeated this process until the migratory routes for all 24 CUs of Fraser

River sockeye had been completed.

92 As indicated by purple, circular photo-camera icons. Unfortunately, no more than 10 photos can be embedded in
these icons. Accordingly, some | ocations (e.g., Hel |l 6s Ga
collection of photos.

93 As indicated by purple, circular video-camera icons. Unfortunately, only one video can be embedded in these icons.
Accordingly, | used video-editing software to edit these videos into short compilations for each location, which |
then uploaded to my personal YouTube account, and later embedded on the map.

94 As indicated by purple, circular star icons.

SWhilemy personal i Phoneds geotagging capabiliti esthepwprecess di sabl e
of geographically situating photos and videos was made relatively uncomplicated by considering the remaining
metadata (e.g., date photo taken) in conjunction with my field notes.

%] added rearing | akes (der i ved Presetation Ofovir. Mike L&oointedi, s ssil d nd eE x3h7i) b it
the map in the form of light blue polygons.

7 added spawning streams (deri ved fEvauatiorCa bneamain annkfmses si on EXx
Sockeye WSP Status Using Abundance and Trends in Abundance Metrics, Aug 25 2011 versiono , p pl22) 119
to the map in the form of dark blue lines.

%Cohen Commi ssi on MdpxoflSalnon Earmé andl BligrationfRoutes, Jun 2009 [Living Oceans Society]o ,
p. 1

®Cohen Commission Exhibit #2, fhAPresentation of Dr. David Wel.

100 For example, the region of the Salish Sea lying between the mouth of the Fraser on the one hand, and the Discovery
Islands on the other.

57



In constructing an itinerary for Commissioner Cohen, | considered the site-visit and public-
forum itineraries provided in the Cohen Report!® i n conjunction with the Coc
activities.°2 When interpolating the routes between each of these points, | considered factors such
as the number of days between each stop, the length of the trip on various modes of transit per
Google Maps navigation data, as wellast h e Co mmigusiding principles.®® | then added
Cohends i nt er ptavelaathe daprinahe fomnsof dark green lines.

To construct an itinerary for Alexandra Morton, | considered the entries on her Typepad
blog® in conjunction with documents produced in relation to her participation in the Cohen
Commission. | connected these points using interpolated routes based on Google Maps
navigation data, opting in each case for the most direct route for travelling between them via
automobile. I[thenadded Mortondés interpolated rouftydlew of t r ¢
lines.

I n constructing an it i neseaaon yorechsh i considezed hd- O6s 20
process through which these forecasts typically circulate in conjunction with the particular
trajectory of the 2009 forecast. Accordingly, this itinerary included thef or ecast 6 s typi cal
(from the DFO to the Fraser River Panel), in addition to its circulation in the news-media (from the
DFO to various news-media outlets), and its circulation among different levels of government (from
the provincial governmentt o t he DFO, Pri me Ministeros Office,
that this circulation occurs in abstract, digital space, however, these points were interpolated in a
direct, linear manner. | then added these interpolated routes of travel to the map in the form of
blue lines.

Finally, after virtually analyzing the social life of an engaged controversy analyst, as
outlined in the next subsection, | added an additional four layers to my custom map. | populated
each of these layers as follows.

| populated Layer4.2.1wi t h B. C. 6s I ndian Residenti al Schoc
In order to plot the approximate, historic locations for all Indian Residential Schools known to have

101 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, pp. 124-125

102 In determining whether Cohen drove or flew to Prince George for the 23-Sept-2010 public forum, for instance, | noted
that he presided over an application hearing one day prior at the federal courthouse in downtown Vancouver.
On this basis, | determined that Cohen almost certainly travelled to Prince George by plane rather than
attempting the 9-hour (non-stop) drive there. Lillooet, on the other hand, is approximately four hours away by
automobile, and the nearest major airport is in Kamloops, some 200 km away. Given that the Commission also
had no scheduled activities the day prior, | determined that Cohen likely drove to the Lillooet public forum.

103 |n determining whether Cohen drove or flew to Prince Rupert on September 1, 2010, to take another example, |
considered how Cohendéds stated commitment to conducting hi
a decision. Given that it would have taken more than 16 hours (non-stop) to reach Prince Rupert via automobile
from downtown Vancouver, | determined that this would likely have been deemed an inefficient use of the
Commi ssionerds ti me. Thouu fight fremvVantouvehto Rrigch Ruaert tvould have been
more costly, the flight would likely have been deemed the better value proposition.

104 See Alexandra Morton (2020a).
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operated in B.C., | used data from the National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation at the University
of Manitoba (2016) and the Indian Residential School History & Dialogue Centre at the University
of British Columbia (2018). In order to add the approximate locations of, and boundaries for, all
First Nations reserves in B.C. to the map, | consulted the list of reserves on the Indigenous and
Northern Affairs Canada (2020) website'® in conjunction with the reserve boundaries embedded
in Google Maps map data. Using these data, | manually traced the approximate boundaries for
each reserve, which | then labelled and added to the map in the form of neon-green polygons.

| populated Layer 4.2.2 with hydroelectric dams, extirpated Fraser River sockeye
conservation units (CUs), obstructions in the
hatcheries, spawning channels, and laboratories. | plotted the approximate locations of
hydroelectric dams in B.C. with a capacity of 1 megawatt or greater by
(2016) energy maps in conjunction with Google Maps navigation data. | added the approximate
locations of extirpated Fraser River sockeye CUs (DFO, 2018a) to the map in the form of circular
red O0X¥l i pbasted the approximate | ocation of
and Big Bar®’ in the form of circular, brown landslide icons. | plotted the approximate locations of
the DF O6 s hatcheries, spawning channel s, and |
(2017a) salmonid enhancement program website in conjunction with Google Maps navigation
data.

| populated Layer 4.2.3 with open-net pen salmon farms in B.C. waters (as well as one in
Washington waters), commercial fishing zones, the Pacific Salmon Commission, the Fraser River
Panel ( FRP) , a s wdeohcbustiz monitofing stafidR$Pamdstestfigheries. | plotted
the approximate locations of salmon farms in B.C. waters by consulting Google Maps satellite
i magery i n conj un@Qalébpmmap ofiindrire firfidh aquddur@efacilities licensed
to operate in B.C. Then, | added each salmon farm to the map in the form of gold, circular fish
icons facing east, towards the Atlantic.1%® Alongside the salmon farms, | interpolated the sampling
routes used by Alexandra Morton during her sea lice studies. To that end, | considered the maps
provided along with each study, which provide the approximate locations of the sampling sites

used by Morton, in conjunction with the accompanying descriptions of the methods employed in

105 This list does not include reserves extinguished through modern treaties. As a consequence, neither does my map.

106 Given that it was not always possible to situate an extirpated CU on a map, however, my approach to this addition
varied from one CU to the next. In the case of the Coquitlam-ES CU, for instance, Isimply added an 6
the mouth of the Coquitlam River, where these fish would have ascended to their spawning grounds prior to the
construction of the Coquitlam Dam. In cases where the cause of extirpation was less clear (e.g., Momich-ES and

obstr

abor a

Adams-ES),ladded an 6X6 icon to the end of a spawning stream u

107 | also added a circular turquoise icon for the Big Bar hydroacoustic monitoring station installed a short distance
upstream from the obstruction.
108 Hatcheries producing Pacific salmon, on the other hand, appear on the map as circular fish icons facing the Pacific.
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each study.’® T hen, I connected these pointsgroue!@ nterpoc
following the centre of the channel(s) between sampling sites wherever possible, which | then
added to the map in the form of yellow lines. | also plotted the approximate location of the Cooke
Aquaculture salmon farm near Cypress Island, which | located using Google Maps satellite
imagery, and added to the map in the form of an orange, circular fish icon which faces east. |
added commercial fishing zones to the map in the form of circular ship iconsd coloured red for
Canadian fishing zones, light blue for American zones, and dark blue for FRP test fishing zonesd
whi ch |1 pl otted near the centre o0f(20186QQ mdp ofZzZt’s ne as
commercial licence areas (pp. 494-498). Using Google Maps data, | added the Pacific Salmon
Commission and FRP meeting space to the map in the form of dark-blue circular icons. The
approximate |l ocation of the FRPO6s hydroacoustic s
form of a dark-blue beam icon.

Finally, | populated Layer 4.2.4 with the Pacific Blob, the largest 2017 wildfires, the Trans
Mountain Pipeline, Westridge Marine Terminal, and its associated oil tanker route. | plotted the
approximate location of the Pacific Blob, as it appeared in early 2015, by consulting a sea surface
temperature contour map produced for this period by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (2015). Using the graphic coordinate system embedded in this contour map, |
plotted the approximate locat i on of 39 vertices surroundi'fg the
which | then connected manually on my map to create an orange polygon. | added the 2017
wildfires to my map by importing a geographic dataset produced by the B.C. Wildfire Service
(2020) which contained all historical wildfire perimeters on record. Owing to limitations associated
with Google My Maps,*'2 however, | was only able to include the largest wildfires from 2017. |
added the Trans Mountain Pipeline and Westridge Marine Terminal to the map by consulting the
pipeline route maps on the Canada Energy Regulator (2020) website in conjunction with Google
Maps data. | added the associated oil tanker route to my map by consulting Tsleil-Waututh
Nat i @0L% snvironmental assessment of the proposed Trans Mountain Pipeline and oil tanker
expansion.

3.2.31 Phase Three: Virtual Analysis
Finally, in the virtual analysis phase of this study, | used the map and itineraries constructed in

phase two to analyzet h e 0 s o c ifieelactdrsi Gakus Sutherfand (i.e., myself, the author,

as an Oengaged c oRrdser Riveresockeye saimoa, ICygrsnissionper Bruce Cohen,

109 See Morton, Routledge, Peet, & Ladwig (2004, pp. 148-151) and Morton, Routledge, & K r k o @@0&, pp. 524-525).

110 |n each case, | added a yellow line to the map from Echo Bay to the nearest sampling site, and then the sampling
site nearest to that one, and so on, following the centre of the intervening channel(s) along the way.

111j.e., the region 2°C in excess of historical averages.

112 e, the file size of the data set far exceeded the maximum size for imported KML or KMZ files.

60



the DF Ob6 s 2 0sBalon foreaast, and Alexandra Morton. In analyzing each of these social
lives, | employed the same basic approach by using the map to follow each actor from the
beginning to the end of their respective itineraries, pausing at numerous junctures and
intersections along the way to ask a series of probing questions, and to consider additional
sources of evidence. In each instance, | tailored the specific questions asked, and the additional
sources of evidence considered, to the actor whose social life is being explored, and the particular

research question being addressed.

Figure 5: A flowchart illustrating my approach to analyzing the social life of an engaged controversy analyst.
FIELDWORK ITINERARY

York Follow interpolated el l.l'l terest _ !’olr‘lt 2 Point of interest
) ) S (photo, video, or | interest 43 4.5 6. etc
University interview) #1 (P.O.L)#2 pRpEap
I |
ETHNOGRAPHIC & INTERVIEW DATA v
: . Sufficientinfo, N n
T : Describe potential
Proceed to next point of [siihisa potanvel e context in field P
. R source of salmon ||\ source of salmon
interest in itinerary COnITOVersios? 4 e controversies
transcripts?
(= |
ADDITIONAL SOURCES Kl [7 b
Can this source be Describe potential | 4 sufficient info, Can this source be
represented < source of salmon \7137]| contextavailable represented
cartographically? controversies \ elsewhere? cartographically?
Add to _ '::)D:Z:f Describe significance, Add to o~ T:EZ?:
map g P.O.l potential for controversy map - POl

First, my aim in analyzing the social life of an engaged controversy analyst was to identify
the primary sources of controversy in the Fraser River fishery. To that end, | re-traced my steps
through the field, from York University to the lower B.C. mainland and back again. At each
intersection or stop on the itinerary, | paused to ask a series of probing questions,**® in addition to
considering whether the data collected there reflects, represents, or otherwise points to the
existence of, a potential source of salmon controversies. Upon identifying a potential source of
controversy, | considered whether my field notes or interview transcripts contained sufficient
information or context to assess its potential to generate salmon controversies. Where necessary,
| supplemented ethnographic and interview data with secondary sources of evidence. Finally, |

considered how (or whether) this source might be represented cartographically, before proceeding

113 Do these data take anything for granted? Do these data preclude alternative viewpoints? What does this suggest, if
anything, about more conventional perspectives on this particular issue? Whose perspectives do these data
privilege? Do these data provide evidence of boundary work? Do these data suggest anything about the land
and its importance, whether in its own right or in relation to the landscape more broadly? Do these data offer,
engender, provoke, or other point to the need for additional reflection?
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to the next intersection. Then, | repeated these steps at each remaining stop on the itinerary
(Figure 5).

Second, my goal in analyzing the social life of Fraser River sockeye was to bring the
sources of controversy identified above to bear on an exploration of salmon controversies in the
Cohen Report and beyond. Accordingly, | followed each conservation unit (CU) of Fraser River
sockeye from their spawning grounds to the Pacific Ocean and back again. Along the way, |
paused at each juncture, intersection, and source of controversy to consider what, if anything, the
Cohen Report has to say about the salmon controversies encountered there. To explore the
t he
broader base of evidence, | relied on my ethnographic and interview data, and several additional

salmon controversies neither identified in the Cohen Report nordis c ussed i n Commi
sources of evidence. Then, | repeated these steps at each remaining stop on the itinerary (Figure
6) before considering this analysis as a whole, and examining how my cartographic portrait of the
social life of sockeye differed from those associated with the Cohen Reportd sverview of the life-

cycle of sockeye.

Figure 6: A flowchart illustrating my approach to analyzing the social life of Fraser River sockeye.

FRASER RIVER SOCKEYE ITINERARY
. Potential source Potential Potential .
Spawni Foll igrat Spawnin
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1 1 | |
| | | | |
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Proceed Describe Discussed in the Discussed in the Describe Proceed
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tonext | ) YES o Commission’s ; —p{ to next
framing, its life-cycle N - framing,
source significance overview? evidence? significance source
| = |
ADDITIONAL SOURCES <| 5
Proceed ':::i::te y Discussed in Discussed in ':::::;e Proceed
tonen 4+ (O secondary | (7| ethnographic/ faming, [ oo
significance sourcess interview data? significance
‘ Describe significance |—>| Proceed to next source ‘

Third, my aim in analyzing the social life of a commissioner was to shed light on the
processes through which Commissioner Cohen attempted to draw various salmon controversies

to aclose. To that end, | followed Commissioner Cohen to site visits, public forums, and evidentiary
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hearings. At each stop along the way, | paused to ask a series of probing questions,'! in addition
to considering encounters in which Commissioner Cohen engaged with salmon controversies and

controversial salmon, whether these encounters were mediated by an expert or experts, and the

impact of these encounters on th e Commi ssi onds overall i nvest

encounters in which Commissioner Cohen engaged in network-building activities or boundary

work more generally (Figure 7).

Figure 7: A flowchart illustrating my approach to analyzing the social life of a commissioner.
COMMISSIONER COHEN ITINERARY

.. Point of interest Point of . .
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g ¢

Inviewof the |l ength (in tempor alitineraryandthe nonber Co mmi s

of evidentiary hearings over which he presided, however, | determined that it was necessary to
abbreviate some portion of this social-life analysis. Accordingly, | devised a quantitative

approach!®® to summarizing these evidentiary hearings according not just to the central theme of

each hearing, but also to whether Co mmi ssi oner Cohends engagement

controversies was mediated by an expert, and on what basis.

To facilitate this quantitative analysis, | created a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet to store,
organize, and manipulate data relatihng t o t h e  C cewidantiary hearings sand the
witnesses called to testify at each hearing. | populated this spreadsheet by using the list of
evidentiary hearings provided in the third volume of the Cohen Report, as well as the list of expert

witnesses appended to the same volume.!!® In addition to tallying the days of hearings dedicated

114 1n addition to the probing questions outlined above, | asked: Whose perspectives (do not) matter in determining the
meanings associated with relevant nonhuman actors in this particular context/discussion/discourse/hearing?
Where do these actors stand with respect to this controversy? Can this position be described as a challenge
to/defense of the status quo? Is this actor aiming to bring this controversy to a close, or to keep it open? What
might closure or continuance look like from this perspective? What strategies does this actor employ in aiming
to bring about this outcome?

115 In this study, | treat all quantitative data not just as inherently problematic, but as essentially meaningless in a
vacuum. When appropriately contextualized by qualitative data, however, these quantitative data (though still
problematic) are better capable of being brought to bear on this social-life analysis.

116 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 128; pp. 168-183
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to each theme, | populated this spreadsheet with the names, titles, and affiliations provided for all
179 witnesses called to testify before the Cohen Commission. Using information from this same
appendix, | added to each entry a column to indicate whether or not that withess was qualified as
an expert. After filtering out rows containing non-expert witnesses, | added columns to each entry
for (a) highest degree attained, (b) specialization of highest degree, and (c) basis for expert
witness designation. | populated columns A and B by consulting the curricula vitae entered into
evidence for each witness. In cases where the CV consulted was unclear concerning highest
degree or specialization, | consulted the transcript for the hearing in which the subject was
qgualified as an expert. Finally, | populated column C using information collected from the
transcripts for each hearing in which an expert witness was qualified.*'” Using these data, | created
three horizontal bar charts,'*® each of which | sorted from highest to lowest prevalence, and then
alphabetically.
Fourth, my goal in analyzing the social life of an evidentiary exhibit was to test the actor-
network theory assumptionthati [ o] nce an object has been defined
trusted to behave si mi [Ssmdndo, 2010, p.®1).[To tkat end, IIfolowwveds i t uat i
t he DFO®G s -seash® fBrecast as it circulated following its publication. Along the way, |
examined encounters in which the forecast acquired new meaning, generated controversy, or was

the subject of boundary work (Figure 8).

Figure 8: A flowchart illustrating my approach to analyzing the social life of an evidentiary exhibit.
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Fifth, my intent in analyzing the social life of a non-expert witness-participant was to
highlight the contestationswhi ch char acterized much $ butwhieh Commi s
otherwise might have been less apparent. Accordingly, | followed Alexandra Morton to protests
and site visits in the lead up to, and over the course of her participation in, the Commission and
its evidentiary hearings. At each stop along the way, | paused to consider encounters in which

Morton contests official understandings of controversial salmon, cultivates alliances in support of

70On August 24, 2011, for instance, Kyle Garver was qualifie
virology with a specialty in viruses affecting sal mon. o
118 See Figure 52, Figure 53, and Figure 54 in Section 6.1.1 7 The Social Life of a Commissioner.
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these contestations, asserts or defends her expertise as a biologist, or otherwise engages in

boundary work (Figure 9).

Figure 9: A flowchart illustrating my approach to analyzing the social life of a non-expert witness-participant.
ALEXANDRA MORTON & AQUA ITINERARY
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Proceed Describe contestation in Proceed
Explain $ to next detail, and consider impact » | tonext
P.O.L of boundary work. P.O.L

Together, these perspectives (i.e., Commissioner Cohen, his black box, the DFO6s 200 9
pre-season forecast, and Alexandra Morton) constitute what | call the social life of a commission
of inquiry, which | then brought to bear on an analysis of the Cohen Report, its findings, and
recommendations.

It must be noted, however, that my exploration of the social life of a commission of inquiry
relies principally on official documents produced by, or submitted to, the Cohen Commission,
including rulings, transcripts of hearings, witness summaries, summaries of public forums, and
evidentiary exhibits. In some cases, these documents offer a sanitized account of the messy,
contentious, and complex discussions, interactions, or events they claim to depict. Accordingly,
whenever | identified potential gaps in the accounts offered by official documents, | consulted
additional sources of evidence!'® to confirm and address those gaps. In many cases, however,
my suspicions were either unfounded or could not be corroborated and addressed using the
evidence available to me. In other cases, however, the existence of gaps only became apparent
after consulting additional sources of evidence.'?® Thus, it is doubtless that many such gaps

remain in my account of the social life of a commission of inquiry. Accordingly, future studies'

Wl ncluding Mark Humeds (2009b; 2010; 2011a; 2011b,;my2011c;
interview with Alexandra Morton, and the entries on Al exa
120 As discussed in Section 6.1.3 i The Social Life of a (Non-Expert) Witness-Participant, for instance, the official
transcript for the Commyvidetianohedisy providesmb iadicati@hat this hhdang e
was interrupted at any point. Accor ayshgintdrroptedthieheaimdr a Mor t
when she entered the hearing room alongside Chief Bob Chamberlin to present Commissioner Cohen with a
large piece of parchment covered with handwritten messages, the most prominent of which read, in large capital
|l et tALsMONI ARE SACRED. 0o
121 See Section 7.4 7 Research Limitations, Constraints, and Opportunities.
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should seek to incorporate additional perspectives (particularly those of Indigenous withesses and
participants) capable of further problematizing of
3.37 Summary and Review

In this chapter, | described my three-phase, multi-method approach to conducting research as

praxis. In designing this methodology, | brought itinerant-ethnographic and counter-mapping

techniques to bear on a virtual analysis of the social life of things. | carried out the ensuing study

in three overlapping phases: (1) ethnographic fieldwork, (2) counter-mapping, and (3) virtual

analysis.

In section 3.1, | described my approach to designing research as praxis. To that end, |
explained how my methodology brings itinerant-ethnographic (Heath, 1998) and contrapuntal-
cartographic (Sparke, 1998) or counter-mapping (Hunt & Stevenson, 2017) technigues to bear on
a virtual analysis of the social life of things (Appadurai, 1986; Kopytoff, 1986; Dumit, 2004) and
fish pluralities (Todd, 2014). To account for the power-laden ambivalences embedded in counter-
mapping techniques, | attended throughout this study to Foucauldian notions of discourse and
governmentality. | also employed ethnographic refusals (Simpson, 2007; Tallbear, 2013a) and
empirical strategies to facilitate responsible knowledge claims (Haraway, 1988) and safeguard my
ability to conduct research as praxis (Lather, 1986).

In section 3.2, | detailed my three-phase approach to conducting research as praxis. In the
first phase, | travelled to the lower B.C. mainland during the 2017 sockeye run to conduct
ethnographic fieldwork. In this chapter, | detailed the processes through which | recruited research
participants, conducted interviews, generated transcripts, and reported back to participants. | also
explained in detail how | collected, recorded, and compiled ethnographic data across various
media. In phase two, | arrayed these data onto a custom map created with Google My Maps and
Google Earth Pro, charting my movements through the field in the process. Mirroring this
approach, | also charted the movements of Fraser River sockeye salmon, Commissioner Bruce
Cohen, Al exandr a Mor t on-seasmmfarecdsthle theDr@and find? th@&6 pr e
of this study, lvirtual | y a n al ysaceldivestdy ass@thedmap to follow each actor from the
beginning to the end of their respective itineraries. Along the way, | paused at numerous junctures
and intersections to ask a series of probing questions, and to consider additional sources of
evidence. In each instance, | tailored the specific questions asked, and the additional sources of
evidence considered, to the actor whose social life is being explored, and the particular research

question being addressed.
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CHAPTERA3SALMONCONTROVERSIBESRITISHCOLUMBIA

iwWe asbéef s. Fish is not just a noun. | tds not

0 Grand Chief Ken Malloway

| aim in this chapter to address the following research question: What are the primary sources of

controversy in the Fraser River fishery?

In order to address this question, | travelled to the lower B.C. mainland to collect
ethnographic and interview data during the 2017 sockeye run. In this chapter, which contains three
sections, | re-trace my steps through the field (Figure 10), exploring the social life of an engaged

controversy analyst in the process.

Figure 10: A cartographic portrait of the social life explored in Chapter 4.

Map data ©2020 Google l
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4.17 The Social Life of an Engaged Controversy Analyst

On August 4, 2017, | flew from Pearson International Airport in Mississauga, Ontario, to Vancouver
International Airport in Richmond, British Columbia. For my first 10 days in the field, | rented a
small basement apartment in Vancouver, the traditional, unceded territory of the x & mak &ypm
(Musqueam), St6:16, Skwxwu7mesh (Squamish), Tsleil-Waututh, and St z 6 u npeapless

Immediately following my arrival, | set about preparing for interviews, and arranging to visit a

variety of field sites in the lower B.C. mainland.

In this section, | describe my movements through just a fraction of these field sites.

Accordingly, readers are invited to examine the custom map | created using Google My Maps,*??

122 See Layer 4.1 - The Social Life of an Engaged Controversy Analyst (link not compatible with mobile devices):

https://bit.ly/3jLi66M
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which provides a fuller sense of my movements through the field which includes hundreds of

photos and videos captured along the way.

4.1.171 Fraser River Panel
On August 8, at the invitation of Grand Chief Ken Malloway, | attended a meeting of the Fraser

River Panel (FRP). The FRP is a bilateral Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) panel which meets
regularly during the fishing season to make regulatory decisions concerning the Fraser River
sockeye and pink salmon fisheries. The PSC is the institutional manifestation of the Canada-U.S.
Pacific Salmon Treaty, an agreement originally signed in 1985.12% Per the terms of the Treaty,'
the PSC is jointly governed by four Canadian commissioners and four American commissioners.
Together, the commissioners are charged with bilaterally managing the fisheriesunder t he PSC6
jurisdiction. In practice, these fisheries are managed through various bilateral, geographically-
oriented panelsd of which the FRP is only oned whose members are advised by PSC technical
staff and report to PSC commissioners.
Each fishing season, the FRP takes as its starting point the pre-season forecast for Fraser
River sockeye and pink salmon prepared by Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). The FRP
meets regularly to assess this estimat dmingand t o
abundance, diversion, and agreed management adjustments as well as concerns for other co-
migrating specieso (Pacific Salmon Commission, 2017c, p. 3). Changes to in-season estimates
are considered whenever the abundance of returning fish, or the timing of their return, fails to
accord with expectations. The number and distribution of returning fish are estimated on the basis
of a combination of in-river and marine gillnet test fisheries, stock-identification analyses, and
hydroacoustic estimates. In assessing the migration conditions faced by sockeye and pinks, the
FRP also considers changes in the water temperature and discharge level of the Fraser River.
Il n 2017, (ROA#) piesdasomsforecast called for 4.4 million sockeye to return at
the 50% probability level, whi ch i s said to be Acl os@ 1lloitshal f of
first weekly report of the 2017 fishing season, the FRP explains that this forecast represents fi a
dominant factor in the development of pre-season f i s h i n gPagfic Satmom Commission,
2017c, p.2). Thus,t he FRP entered the 2017 s ebath@anadawand h t he
the United States will be challenged to fully harvest their shares of the total allowable catches
(TAC) of both Fraser River sockeye and pink salmono(p. 3). The FRP nevertheless expected that
il ow i mpact fisheri est@ atoa| du lcy,mnmeEsessorcondiidnstrddat @i n
consistent with pre-s e as on e x p(p.8)t Foltowirg itssJaly 21 meeting, however, the FRP

123 See Michael Shepard and A.W. Argue (2005).
124 See Pacific Salmon Commission (2019b).
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announcedthatino sockeye directed fisheriesasaresultdiei ng p
test fishing catches whi ¢ h fic o nt ibalawethe fpre-seasonanedian forecast level of
a b u n d a(Racific@almon Commission, 2017d). When | arrived in B.C. late in the evening of
August 4, commercial fisheries remained closed on both sides of the Canada-U.S. border, as
sockeye returns conti nuseasont omefidtiraanc kf obreel coaws tt hlee vperle
(Pacific Salmon Commission, 2017e).

On August 8, | arrived at the Sheraton Hotel in downtown Richmondd where the FRP held
its weekly meetings in 20179 at around 10:00, just as the closed, in-camera meetings of the
Canadian and American caucuses drew to a close. The bilateral portion of the meeting, which is
open to the public, was scheduled to begin at 10:30. Shortly after my arrival, | locatedthe FRP 6 s
conference room, and found that it consisted of a series of rectangular tables arrayed in a &J6
shape. The members of the U.S. caucus lined the tables on the side of the room closest to the
door, while the Canadian caucus lined the tables on the opposing side. The PSC6s t echni c al é
administrative staff, meanwhile, sat at the table situated along the bottom of the &J6 table
arrangement. A number of seats lined the outer walls of the room, where | sat, along with a small
handful of other guests.

At the start of the bilateral meetingd which was chaired by Mike Griswold, a commercial
salmon troller, and member of the Canadian caucusd PSC staff distributed a 13-page meeting
package which included not only a meeting agenda, but also a series of charts, graphs, and tables
intended to provide panel members with information on the status of the run, catch-to-date, test
fishing results, hydroacoustic data, migration conditions, and so on.*?® In the process of presenting
these data to panel members, PSC staff expressed concern about the wildfires that had been
spreading across the province since early July. Giventhe Fr a s e r Idwidiscleargé lsvel, which
is thought to make the riverii v er yi tsiemes t o temperature fluctuati ol
wildfire smoke could have a warming effect on the river, producing problematic migration
conditions for returning sockeye and pinks.'?® Citing sockeye test-fishing catches and
hydroacoustic escapement!?’ estimates which continued to fall below expectations, PSC staff
recommended reducing the run-size estimate for Early Summer sockeye salmon. Ultimately, the
panel members from both caucuses agreed, reducing the estimated run-size for the Early Summer
run-timing group from 343,000 to 125,000.

125 Interestingly, the PSC does not publish all of these charts, graphs, and tables alongside the regulatory
announcements that are made following these meetings.

126 Fraser River Panel Meeting Agenda, 8-Aug-2017, p. 7

127 Escapement referstothenumber of fi sh that ar e enpaute tihéirtsgadning grouride. s cape o f i
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After the meeting, | had lunch with Grand Chief Ken Malloway. Over lunch, we discussed
the FRP, the current fishing season, my research project, his passion for fishing, and a number of
other topics. Before we parted ways, Grand Chief Malloway agreed to meet with me againd this
time for a formal interviewd following the August 22 meeting of the FRP.

4.1.2 7 Capilano River Hatchery
On August 14, | vacated my rented room in Vancouver and headed north, across the Burrard Inlet,

to the municipality of North Vancouver, a region which encompasses the traditional territory of the
Skwxwu7mesh, Sté:16, Tsleil-Waututh, and x & madk tybm peoples. While boarding the SeaBus
ferry en route to North Vancouver, | thought about each of my upcoming interviews. When the
ferry was underway, | found myself taken aback by the size of the Port of Vancouver, which
undoubtedly serves as a hub for global trade, and the scope of its operations. This brought to mind
my upcoming interview with Chief Ernie George, a Tsleil-Waututh hereditary chief. In the downriver
Horhdomiripm language, Tsleil-Waututhme ans @ p e o p | dTsleilfwaututhéNatibnnr.de.t o
What did the Inlet mean to Chief George, | wondered, and how did he feel about the current state
of it?
The following day, August 15, | visited the Capilano River Hatchery. On the way to the
hatchery, | visited Capilano Lake, a picturesque body of water nestled between several tree-
covered mountains. As | approached the lake, however, | realized thatitwasnot a 6énatur al 0
but one that was impounded by the Cleveland Dam. Though almost 90% of B. C. 6 s tyeid ect r i ¢
generated by large-scale hydroelectric facilities (Helston & Farris, 2016), the Cleveland Dam was
built not to gener at e hydroelectricity, but to Acreate a
wat &%rToday, Metro Vancouver is also supplied drinking water from reservoirs impounded by
the Coquitlam and Seymour Falls dams.*?® It was this concrete and steel dam, | realized, which
made the Capilano River Hatchery necessary. Indeed, as the DFO explains on its website, the
Capilano River Hatchery wasopenedi n 1971 to fAstrengthen declining
that were affected by the construction of the CIl e

Today, the hatchery receives 238,000 visitors annually and is widely recognized for its contribution

ofcohoand st eel head to the sport fishery in Burrard Inle
chinook to the system in an attempt to establish a self-sustaining run in the Capilano River fishery

and in the Vancouver Harbour tidal sport fishery. (DFO, 2020b)

In the fall, the DFO adds, salinon returning to the Capilano River provide an important food, social
and ceremonial fishery for the Squamish First Nationd(DFO, 2020Db).
Interestingly, the Capilano River Hatchery is not just a DFO facility, operating as part of its

Salmonid Enhancement Program (SEP), itisalsoan fAi nterpretive centreo th

12873 Cl evel and Dam: MieeetandiDgm display, visitedel8-August-2017.
2fwWater: The Source of Lifeo,-AQuse20ldl and Dam di splay, visited
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viewing dailyo, providing fAilocals and visitors fr
the salmon life cycle dDFO, 2020b). Curiously, however, none of the on-site exhibits provide a

clear explanation as to why this particular hatchery was built. Instead, these exhibits speak only

in vague, general terms of the factors which gave rise to SEP facilities, suggesting only that

fi [ any times both nature and man have blocked access to spawning grounds (sic) so different

kinds of fishways are used to help the salmonids around the obstructions.d%° In addition to eliding

the human agency involved in creating the obstruction which gave rise to this hatchery, several of

these exhibits suggest that SEP facilities represent an improvement over nature. For example

(sic):

As well as hatcheries, such as Capilano, salmonids also spawn in man-made spawning channels
which have carefully controlled water flow rates and temperatures, and contain the best gravel.13!

Sal monids fAraised in a hatcheryo, the next panel [

reach maturity thanaret hose fibonafune. 0

Figure 11: The author examining the fish-ladder observation gallery at Capilano River Hatchery.

Beyond this exhibit | i(legsre H)) whre wisgoesrane anviteddon g al | e
observe returning chinook and conos al mon as they traverse the hatch
sal mon | adder, by fij ump ioengoutt to loldingpands, wheretheymust t he ne

wait for human intervention.*®*® From there, an on-site exhibit explains, i[ b] i ol ogi st s gi ve

130 Untitled exhibit, Capilano River Hatchery interpretive centre, visited 15-August-2017.
131 Untitled exhibit, Capilano River Hatchery interpretive centre, visited 15-August-2017.
132 Untitled exhibit, Capilano River Hatchery interpretive centre, visited 15-August-2017.
BAFi shwayo, Capilano River Hat -Algest20l7i nterpretive centre, Vvis
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handdb by capturing femal e s dstrippmgthefeggefromthénfemalbtand di ng p
mixing in the male s p &3t FRertilined eggs are then stored in an incubation room, where they

hatch into alevin after approximately 70 days, and where they remain until they develop into fry.

These fry are then transferred to juvenile rearing troughs, where they are subjected to controlled
conditonsandf ed a-pfibt g@ghn di et ma n¥ Onteitheersacheazarthin sty . 0

fry are moved to concrete rearing ponds (Figure 12), where they are shielded from predators, fed

a special diet, and eventually become smolts. These fishd about 25% of which are marked with a

clipped fin, and tagged wi t ht ian yfAi c o d eedtedvintortheid sndutad are later released

downstream. 136

Figure 12: Concrete rearing ponds (lower left) and juvenile rearing troughs (upper right).

4.1.37 Eslha7an
On August 17, | visited Eslhd7an (Ustlawn) to interview Latash Maurice Nahanee, a

Skwxwu7mesh Elder. The Skwxwli7mesh are Coast Salish peoples whose unceded traditional
territory spans 6,732 square kilometers, stretching from what is now known as Clendinning
Provincial Park in the north to the city now known as Vancouver in the south. Today, the reserve
lands assigned to Skwxwi7mesh Uxwumixw (Squamish Nation) span a combined total of just 28
square kilometers (S/waH'v(ﬂmesh Uxwumixw, 2013a). In the eighteenth century, the

Skwxwli7mesh stelmexw (Squamish people) numbered over 100,000.1%” Today, there are only

134 Untitled exhibit, Capilano River Hatchery interpretive centre, visited 15-August-2017.

B¥BagCapilano Troughs / Rearing Ponds 0 ntre@isitpdilb-August-2R7.ver Hatchery
136 Untitled exhibit, Capilano River Hatchery interpretive centre, visited 15-August-2017.

137 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017
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4,500, more than half of whom live on the Skwxw(7mesh reserves that are scattered across
the lower B.C. mainland (S/IWXH'vu7mesh Uxwumixw, 2013b). Since 1993, when its statement of
intent to negotiate was accepted, Skwxwi7mesh Uxwumixw has been negotiating the terms of a
framework agreement with the B.C. government, stage three of six in the B.C. treaty process
(Swxvii7mesh Uxwumixw, 2013b).

Lat as h 6 s lodatedrire thei Skwxwi7mesh village community of Eslha7an, a small
urban reserve (officially known as Mission Indian Reserve #1) in what is today known as North
Vancouver. In addition to serving as an Elder in residence at Capi | ano UKékwusnZs i t y 6 s
ayakn Student Centre, Latash is an artist, as well as a retired journalist. As a journalist, Latash
participated in the national discussion concerning Indigenous rights which accompanied the early
1980s patriation of the Constitution of Canada. As Latash®*® explained:

| got to travel all over Canada and meet people. | knew, and interviewed, the main politicians of the
era|[ é.]So, | was involved in these big discussions about Native rights. | had access to the Chiefs
who were at the negotiating table, sitting across from the Prime Minister and all the Ministers of
Canada. So, | got a really great education on Native rights.14°

During this period, Latash was known only as Maurice Nahanee. It was not until the late 1990s,
Latashex pl ai ned, that he had the opportunity to fAi nt
ceremony. Jim Nahanee, he learned, had been saving the name Latashd a fiwe anci ent 0 na
with roots in a war between the Skwxwii7mesh and T Ei | h peoplesdifar him.24! With the
permission of the Nahanee family matriarch, then, he started going by the name Latash, becoming
the only member of his immediate family to bear an ancestral nhame in the process. Ancestral
names, Latash explained, carry more weight than those created in modern times.

For the duration of my interview with Latash, we sat on the patio in front of his home, where
he was in the process of building a new smokehouse. In speaking to the importance of salmon for
the SkwxwlU7mesh stelmexw, Latash spoke of a time when no salmon came to the rivers in
Skwxwu7mesh territory:

People, for some years, would go very hungry because of the scarcity of food. So, they prayed, and

they tried to find an answer, and they heard about these four supernatural brothers, called the
Transformer Brothers. And, thepotlBoughheyfimappbedt hand
for help. Until, one day, they looked out on the horizon and there was this gigantic canoe, and four

giants were in the canoe, paddling. They came closer and closer, and eventually they began singing

a song. The song is important in this story, because it indicates that people are coming in peace. If

they werendét singing a song, they wtbeyarivedpoandtheyy i n war ,
spoke to the Skwxwu7mesh people, am@re¢ePeyTbaydsaifavhyh
asking for your help, to tell us where the Salmon People live, so that we can go and talk to them, and

ask them if they can please visitour waters and provide us with food. 0

138 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017

139 For information concerning my approach to transcribing interview data, please see Section 3.2.3 i Phase One:
Ethnographic Fieldwork

140 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017

141 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017
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fiwe dondt actruealtlhye yk nfoow ewhebut Snookum the Sun Eagl e,
high up in the sky and he sees everything. o

So, they decided to play a trick, to entice the Sun Eagle to come down into the world, and
they transformed the younger brother into a big salmon, and they tied a rope to him. And the Sun
Eagle |l ooked at the sal mon, got hungry, and fl ew down
saw the Transformer Brothers hiding in the bushes. So, he put his wing out, put them into a trance i
they fell asleep, so the Sun Eagle flew over, grabbed the salmon, flew back to the Sun, and fed all

his relatives. The Transformers wolpowepfahd wedt hedOF
too! So, weobdll transform theanexttbhabotbbebiggeo. aWKDI I
bark rope this time, and tie it to the biggest <cedar

hungry and he flew down, started circling, and saw the Transformers again, and again he put them
into a trance, and he flew over and grabbed the Killer Whale. But the Killer Whale was very strong
and very big, so they fought for quite a while.

And, while all of this is going on, the Transformers woke up, and saw what was happening.
They grabbed that rope, and pulled it in, and because an eagle cannot unlock its claws when it grips,
he was trapped. So, they brought him to the shore, took out a magical rope, and lassoed the eagle,
and made him very weak because the magical powers weakened the eagle. The eagle was really

mad, really angry about being caught, and being trick
this to me?0 fiwWell, itds ver yeaahomgry &lgtofthédtenesSandvx wu 7 me s h
theydre asking i f you kne wsothatweacangb\nisithethaanhdhasknhele opl e | i
to come to our waterso. The eagle said, Athatds very
for many weeks,but eventually youdll come to the sea of burn
theirlonghouse. 1 t&l1 be rainbow coloured, not smoke col ol
know that youdre in the right place.

The Skwxwu7mesh people and the Transformers made the journey. They carried food, they
carried medicine, and they arrived in the Land of the Salmon People. When they arrived there, they
sang their song, to let them know that they were coming peacefully. The Salmon People welcomed
themas hore and saidiwddlelt go tf@®etdheg orui ver, and get sal mo
walked to the river, and the King of the Salmon People pointed at two young people, a male and a
female, and directed them to go into the river, which they did. When they went into the water, they
leaped forward, and when they jumped back up, they were in the shape of salmon. Then they swam
upriver into the fish weir, were caught, and barbequed, and they had a big meal. Everyone is enjoying
themselves, andthe Ki ng of the Sal mon People said, Afsave al/l
river . o

So, after dinner, they took all the bones, put them into the river, and the young man and the

young woman transformed back into their human form again. The Salmon Peoples a i d : iwhat do yo
want? Why did you come to visit us?0 They said: A We w
often starving, and we need food. o0 The Sal mon Peopl e

year, in the springtime the Chinook salmon will arrive, followed [in the] early summer by the Sockeye,
Coho later in the summer, and then the Pink and the Chum will arrive in your waters. But we ask that
you return the bones of the first fish that you catch to the river, so that all the salmon family knows
that the Skwxwu7mesh remember that they made a promise to make use of the salmon. To take what
they need, but Yo |l et the rest go. o

In keeping with this pact, Latash explained, the Skwxwi7mesh stelmexw perform first salmon
ceremonies annually, in which the first salmon caught each year is cooked, and shared with
everyone in the community. The bones of this fish are then returned to the water.

According to Latash, the Skwxwu7mesh believe in taking only what they need, and nothing

more. This contrasts sharply, in his view, with the worldview underlying the commercial fishery:

142 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017
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We take what we need for our consumption, while the rest is allowed to go to the next tribe, for their

benefit. The bounty is shared all along the river by our people, but in the commercial industry a

company will capture as much salmon as they canforitsown benefit, and they donot
people who live upstream. They let very little go.

For example, in the early 1900s, the commercial fleet on the Fraser River would harvest a lot
of salmon, because in pre-contact times, the Fraser River in a good yeard not a great year, but a
good yeard a hundred million salmon would return to the Fraser River. But when the settlers started
to harvest salmon, they would bring the salmon to the cannery to be processed, but they had no
refrigeration back then. So, at the end of the day, if there was too much fish, the cannery would say,
fwe candét take anymor &Andtheywpuldduma tons pfsalmoh iatw the. river,
and they would be sent out the next day, to harvest more salmon. So, that one action alone depleted
the salmon to the point where only a few million salmon returned to the Fraser River, where more
than a hundred million used to return in a year, sometimes more. So, we really lost out on that
because of the commercial fleet.

But , t he fah&rdactars, likeforeswwy. Forestry, taking all the trees right to the edge
of the river, which caused erosion of the soil. More silting the river, less oxygen for the salmon, so
that really hurts them as well. In farming, the pesticides, the run-off from the rain will go right into the
river. So, now poison is added into the mix as well as pollution. All those factors, coming from a
different worldview: fiwe 6 1 | ,h awevdelslt use as much as weonotmthe and we
same way that we do.143

The Skwxwi7mesh also hold ceremonies in which they serve food to their ancestors. Rather than

=13

putting beef and potatoes on tdhexplpred hegrefereto gi ve t
Afserve sal mon and our nat umaw wherdst tdyat wdrue lainci
Salmon, Latash noted, provide the Skwxwi(7mesh with both physical and spiritual nourishment.

Latash believes that Fi r st Nati oabpl @shoubenbé&it commerci a
they catch.'*® Generally speaking, however, First Nations are not permitted to sell fish caught
under t he Il ndi genous FSC (i .e., if ood, soci al , a

however, this does not reflect the economic dimensions of pre-contact Indigenous fisheries:

Therebdsbaéwatysmade here. Some places in the interior gEe
We could trade with them. There are plants that could be grown and harvested on the coast that

arenot available in the interiomsci®otishemégtwas salwa:
l'ived on this rock here, and thatodés all you ever did.

i we were smart about it. We had limited agriculture, but still some agriculture. We grew potatoes,
carrots, onions, and we made sure that those places were safe. The Western model in which you
have an area where youbre growing somethinigwe but anot
did that as well. We didnot “Ywrite papers about it, bu

Traditional ecological knowledges, as Latash went on to explain, are a lot like Western modern

science in that both are rooted in fAexperi ment an
Latash can only remember as far back as when he was a six-year-old, but he distinctly

remembers spending time with his family on the Squamish River each summer as a child.

Every summer, our family would spend time there, fishing, harvesting i and, you know, playing and
just enjoying life, having that opportunity to be in nature and to be with family. So, from a very early

143 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017
144 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017
145 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.
146 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.
147 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.
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age, I was on the boat, helping to harvest the sal mon
we tend to start training at a very, very young age. By the time | was twelve-years old, | could handle

the boat, | could bring it out onto the river, set it, and catch salmon. But we generally travelled as a

team because itds more safe to do it that way.

Today, Latash no longer fishes. S/waﬂ'vfﬂmesh Uxwumixw relies on the A-Tlegay Fisheries
Society!* to catch its annual allocation of food, social, and ceremonial (FSC) fish.

Declining stocks, for one thing, led to a lot of Sflwxﬂvmmesh fisherman having to give up their fishing

licenses to pursue a different career’ so,t he economy changed quite a bit foc
able to participate in it. And, then there were very narrow openings [for FSC fishing]. And, in terms of

technology: larger boats can catch more fish, so the smaller gillnet fishing boats started to vanish.

iWe became marginalized once againo®» Latash conti
As the f eder adupgpoovretrsn nfeanrtmeid f i sh [ mor e] t han
Latash suggested, it hey t e n dredowcesptawhardstthateand not to protect the rights of

First Nations fishermen against those of the comm

ltdés easier to harvest the farmed fish, but it creat
predatory type of animal i farmed fish tend to be Atlantic salmon. A lot of them have escaped, and
theydre ki lwildsnagl noofnf iynoutnhge ri vers and streams. Theyor e

big appetites. So, thatodéds a big thHteat to our already
Latash al so went on t o suwgEegsedst stphraetadi aa nlomtg dfardresde & i

contained in a small areao, and that waste from s
food thatos not eateno, affé&cting the food chain
The following day, August 18, | left North Vancouver for the municipality known today as
Richmond, where | rented a room for the week. Richmond, bounded by the north and south arms
of the Fraser River, was built on the traditional territories of the Katzie, Kwantlen, St6:16,
Stzaiminus, Tsawwassen, and x a madk dybm peoples. After checking in to my room at River Dr.
and No 4 Rd., | sat by the north arm of the Fraser River and reflected on my fieldwork up to that
point. In so doing, | was surprised to see the surface of the water was partially covered in log
booms (Figure 13). Though | had noted this previously, | was taken aback to see that log booms
were effectively a permanent feature on the surface of the Fraser River. While sitting by the river,
| observed tug-boats passing by on the river in front of me, SkyTrains passing over the water on
a nearby bridge, and planes passing overhead as they prepare to land at the nearby Vancouver
International Airport.
One day later, on August 19, a 10-cage open-net pen salmon farm located near Cypress

Island, off the coast of Washington state, collapsed. At the time of its collapse, this salmon farm

148 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.

149 The A-Tlegay Fisheries Society, founded in 1999 by the We Wai Kai, Wei Wai Kum, K'omoks, Tlowitsis and Kwiakah
First Nations, catches FSC fish for several Indigenous communities (A-Tlegay Fisheries Society, n.d.).

150 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.

151 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.

152 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.
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contained 305,000 farmed Atlantic salmon. In the days which followed, the majority of these fish

escaped into the Salish Sea as Cooke Aquaculture failed to contain the collapse.®3

Figure 13: Log booms on the Fraser River at River Dr. and No 4 Rd in Richmond.

""" D T [

4.1.471 Fraser River Panel
A few days later, on August 22, | returned to the Sheraton Hotel in downtown Richmond to attend

another meeting of the FRP, as well as to interview Grand Chief Ken Malloway. On the way to the
meeting, | was handed a copy of the August 22, 2017 edition of the free Vancouver Metro
newspaper at the Richmond-Brighouse SkyTrain station. The front page of this paper featured a
large photo ofasingle,reds ockeye sal mon along with :SdmeB.Geadl i ne
salmon could be completely wipedouti and we woul dnodt e Vaekrofdate sagswar e d L
r e s e ar Thibis a ref@rence to a study by Michael Price et al. (2017) which concluded that the
DFO continues to fall short in its efforts to monitor the health of wild salmon populations, and that
there exists finadequate information to determine the biological status of roughly one-half of all
[conservationunitsjo (p. 1517) .
This study was not, as best as | could gather, a topic of conversation among the panel
members or PSC staff in attendance at the FRP meeting. This is not to suggest, however, that
those in attendance simply took for granted the accuracy of escapement estimates. During the
bilateral portion of the meeting, Grand Chief Ken Malloway raised concerns regarding the potential

153 See Dennis Clark, Kessina Lee, Kyle Murphy, Windrope, AmyClark et al. (2018).
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for sockeye and pinks to be conflated in the escapement estimates generated by the Mission
hydroacoustic monitoring station. This season, Grand Chief Malloway explained, sockeye are
smaller than normal, whereas the pinks migrating alongside them appeared to be larger than
normal. This kind of variation, he noted, can prove problematic when interpreting hydroacoustic
data. Grand Chief Malloway also questioned something he witnessed daysear | i er at Hel | 6
where he observed someone standing on a rock by the water counting fish as they passed by.
Given the problemati c river conditions at Hel | 0s Gat e, al
distinguishing sockeye from pinks during this season in particular, he explained, this arrangement
did not seem conducive to producing accurate escapement figures. Though it was suggested that
thef i sh counter at Hell 6s Gate was tasked only witt
fishways, and not with producing escapement estimates, other panel members echoed Grand
ChiefMal | owayd6s concerns r eg a rvapropogtions &f sockeya and@nkst on i n
This also fed into later discussions concerning the adequacy of existing test fisheries, and whether
it was necessary to re-locate or augment existing test fisheries in order to improve run-size
estimates.

Interestingy , t he coll apse of Cooke Agquac(@Figued4d)eds Cy
was not a topic of discussion during the bilateral portion of the FRP meeting. This is likely because,
at this point in time, the severity of the incident was not yet apparent. In a press release dated
August 21, Cooke Aquaculture blamed A[e]xmgeption
damage to its Cypress Island facility, (Calkedi ng t
Aquaculture, 2017). In a report prepared for the Washington Department of Natural Resources,
however, Clark et al. (2018) concluded that the collapse was caused not by abnormally strong
tides or currents, butbyCo o k € A qu a c ul towdeguataly clean thé nets eontdining the
fisho , |l eading to fiexcessive biofouling by mussels
Aii ncreased drago which resulted from thisringexceed
systemo, | e alapserofghe hebpen (ph. 6). Glak let al. estimates that between 243,000
to 263,000 fish escaped following the collapse, exceeding Cooke Aquacul tu
160,000 (p. 8). Ultimately, only 57,000 of the escapees would be recovered (p. 8), as recovery
efforts were undoubtedly made more difficult by the fisheries closures which arose out of poor
sockeye returns.

In the overall, this meeting of the FRP proved to be considerably more contentious than
my last, as panel members were initially divided on the question of how many pinks had returned,
how fast they were moving, and whether pink-directed fisheries should be permitted in panel area

waters. Ultimately, the FRP decided that pink-directed fisheries would be permitted only on the

78



American side of the panel area watersd in Areas 6, 7, and 7Ad where the potential for incidental
sockeye mortality was deemed to be at its lowest. By August 31, however, the FRP noted that
these were not so much pink salmon-directed fisheries as they were Atlantic salmon-directed, as
many U.S. fishers sought to aid in the recovery of salmon farm escapees (Pacific Salmon
Commission, 2018b). Canadian commercial fishing vessels, meanwhile, remained anchored to

their home ports for the remainder of the season.

Figue14: Satellite images of Cooke Aquacultureds Cypr

24 July 2017

Google Earth 7 -

25 Aug 2017

Google Earth

When the FRP meeting finally adjourned, Grand Chief Malloway and | walked to the hotel
restaurant, where | interviewed him over lunch. Grand Chief Malloway is a hereditary chief of the
Ts 6 el x w®killavgck) Tribe, an elected councillor of the Ch 6 2 y 8Tgeachtén) band
government, and a prolific St6:16 fisher. Sté:16 is the Halg@&méylem word for river, which means
that the Sté:ldb peopl e are | it er(&dridoy, 2080R p. 1d).rS'OlFP Eémnexiv,ethie
traditional territory of the St6:16 people,** spans much of the lower B.C. mainland, from the Salish

Sea in the west to the Three Brothers Mountain in the east, and from the Canada-U.S. border in

154 For a variety of complex reasons, not all First Nations whose reserve lands are situated on S'6lh Téméxw identify as
St - (Carlgbn, 2010).
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the south to Speke Peak in the north. Ch 6 2 yo8whtieclh me ans iHalgé&mbéylenwe i r 0

(Tzeachten First Nation, 2018)8 is one of six St6:16 communities represented by the Sté:l6
Xwexwilmexw Treaty Association. In October 2018, the Sté:16 Xwexwilmexw Treaty Association
signed a memorandum of understanding with the federal and provincial governments, thereby
advancing to stage five of six in the B.C. treaty process (B.C. Treaty Commission, 2018).

In addition to representing Canada on the FRP, Grand Chief Malloway is involved with a
wide variety of intertribal fisheries organizations, including the Fraser River Aboriginal Fisheries
Secretariat, the Fraser Salmon Management Council, the Lower Fraser Fisheries Alliance, and
the First Nations Fisheries Council. Though Grand Chief Malloway is comfortable in conference
rooms and meetings, it is evident that fishing is his true passion. Unsurprisingly, then, Grand Chief

Mal | oway6s earliest memories are of watheddwnafg hi s
Yale in the Fraser Canyon.
We had a camp way up in the rocks and we had a tent there, and | would lean over the cliff, and you
could see my dad way down there fishing, and my si st
because | was hanging over the edge watching him, and she woulddragmeaway. That 6 s t he ear |l i e
thing | can remember, is my dadd watching him fish. And, then, when we got bigger, he started
teaching us how to fish, and my dad was probably the best fisherman alive, and he was also the best
hunter. And, one of my uncles that | talked with, he talked about my dad, he said, we call him The
Hunter . Some of the folks that I know, they call me T
but nobody can beat me fishindg.6lIllf¥tihgaredd ta owmay t o c

Al &m not content to just be a@aoMmMiisheedand| Waahdt €

ther® is. o
When he was six- or seven-years old, Grand Chief Malloway explained, he noticed that he
was being groomed for a leadership role.

My grandpa and my grandfatheroés brot her sbousthear
Tsdel xw®yeqw Tr i $tEld peaople, arad theyutalkedttchnee about hunting and fishing,
they talked to me about o urywerebotheribngane with all thisdsiufll n
because | had two brothers that were older than me, and they never talked to them. | had no idea
what they were up to, or why they were doing it, but when | was eighteen-years old, | went to the

ted

t

(0]

ot know

longhoused t her eobcsi eat s in the | onghouse, SpiritoRemcers, an
Iwasinit i ated into that, they-ydaoudhthéokag, nbewddancghte
going to put this name on him.d
And, my grandpads br btdoloegrbeforeBamt)so it waa time tb ipassithen o

name on. So, they stood meupinfrontof about 1,500 witnesses, and they

Wileleq7 i t 6s your Uncl e Bobds name, ités a hereditary

Tsbdel gw®Yei be. 6 And, they explained to me that they t
going to give the name to, and they said that, fAwe th
turns out that youbre not wmryby,awddoOWedthkegi vbei name

is worthy.o

So, all through those years they were getting me ready. They would always pull me aside,
and talk to me about our people, talk about our territory, talk about our rights. They would always be

|
f

tellingmewho my family is too, eh, because thatés i mport al

155 Interview with Grand ChiefKen @A Wi | el e g 0 -Aast-A0brway , 22
6] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu¥20a7 AnWi |l el eqo Mal |l oway,
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me ready for this. But that was just the beginning,
responsibility, and that was always in the back of my mind i | ndsupposed to be a leader.157

The name Wileleq, Grand Chief Malloway went on to explain, is approximately 1,000-years old,
and it means fdal ways®®careful, always aware. o

Even before the name Wileleq was bestowed upon him, Grand Chief Malloway was not
shy about speaking out at fisheries meetings. For many years, Grand Chief Malloway explained,
Indigenous fishers in B.C. were required to remove the noses and fins from any fish caught under
the Indian food fishery.'®® Fish marked in this way could not legally be sold. As a fifteen-year-old,
Grand Chief Malloway spoke out against this practice at a meeting with fisheries officials.

That was the thing that really pissed me off, having to mark them. [Sé], | got wup and |
violating my humanrightsil 6 m not going to cut anymore noses oOfr
commercial andthespor ti es are marking their fish. Whgat you
against me because | 6m a Native I ndian. o0 He said,
take another |l ook at this. o0 We never ever had to cut

ai
i
r
t

310’_"(/’
— D =S

But they tried an experiment, do you know what they did for the next year? They gave us these
little tags, |like a plastic tie, and they were green, an
thatodos how wedll ®now itds a food fish.o

This experiment only lasted a single year, Grand Chief Malloway explained as he chuckled,
because commercial and sports fishers were less than enthusiastic about marking their own fish.

Thisenmityisnoti s o met hi ng t h a tGrapdChigf Mdllavaymexplaired, éather
it has been happeningin f or a hundred years. o

The commercial fishermen actually talked the government into stopping us from fishing in the 1800s.

Theysaid,t he I ndi ans should not be allowed to cabch fish,
So, they actually outlawed fishing, so we protested and raised hell about it, and the Superintendent
of Indian Affairs actually went to bat for us. He went to the government and said, Wwh at youér
is wrong. Stopping these Indians from fishing is like killing all the buffalo for the Prairie Indians. That 6 s
what they do, they iftihelydrteheydr é afrimelmesr memeyoére fishe
let them go out there and catch the fish.0And, so, they finally backed off and letus fish[ € ] thew t

changed it so webre angmoredt hewédetal selbff obdeii shd, an
food fish came into being. So, when Ron Sparrow won the Sparrow decision, they said that he had

an Aboriginal right to fish for ffood, social, and ceremonial fish.0[ é ]

My friends Ernie Crey and Lynne Nahini both worked at DFO at the time, and the mentality at
the DFO was horrible [ é.JThey had a secret room where they had meetings to talk about what they
were going to do about Sparrow i itwascal | ed o6t he war room, d and what th
was trying to figure out what they were going to do about the Sparrow decision, which meant that
they had to monitor us more closely, they had to enforce regulations, they needed more nighttime
equipment to watch us at night, they needed more officers, more boats, more gear. And, for a time,

e doing

Bl nterview with Grand Chi eMugu¥20a7 AnWi |l el eqo Mal l oway, 22
158 Interviewwit h  Gr and Chi ef Ken iAWust-2017eqo Mal | oway, 22

159 Even though, as Dianne Newell (1993)e x p|l ai ns, First Nations in B.C. fAnever sur
and repeatedly sought protection for their fishing customs and hereditary fishing territories, they eventually
became mar ginalized within one branch of the fishery after

Indigenous fishers culminated in 1888 with the introduction of a new regulatory frame wor k whi ch ushered
new era in which managementand use ofsaimon woul d move from [l ndigenous] hand:
This led to the invention of the Indian food fishery, which prohibited Indigenous fishers from using certain kinds
of equipment, in additontoout | awi ng the sale of o6food fish. o

160 Interviewwi t h Gr and Chi ef Ken-AiigWt-20671 eqo Mal | oway, 22
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they had fish ministers that agreed with them, and started handing them money, tons and tons of
money.161

Though the relationship between Indigenous fishers and DFO enforcement officers has since
improved, Grand Chief Malloway noted,itwa s fir e al | yinthe yeara Wwhiclyfollwedltide
1990 Sparrow decision.6?
While Grand Chief Malloway admitsthati s o me peopl e dondét | i ke [ hi m]

so many fish, he also beams with pride as he describes sharing his catch with upriver First Nations

communities.

I dondét just share fish wi tSth:dpemplektat!| ometimmes cayrytans | | age, o
of fish to the fol ks vapbioeghtwhfoi slantte Dead aMgndd 6Cr e
to Kamloops, Williams Lake, Prince George, Lillooet, people up north of Prince George, | brought

them two totes full of Early Stuart sockeye, and that
werendét making it upriver because it was too hot, the

getting by.

I knew they were suffering up there, and | knew that they needed fish, so | got two totes full
of fish, a couple thousand pounds, and | brought it to them, to share with them. They were so happy
to get them, but this | ady came to me, and she said,
you do but, | just want you to understand something that | teach my kids. 1&n a fisherwoman, and |
fish when | can, when there fish to fish, | teach my kids how to fish.0 And, she said, five really love
you for what you do, but | dond wan't my kids to think that di sh c¢come
supposed to swim up here! 1&

To an outside observer, this might seem like an odd way of expressing gratitude for such an
undeniably generous act, but Grand Chief Malloway understood this sentiment very well.

Il 6m a fisherman, and | d6dve had people come to me and s
toyouuand you quit fishing.o | said, Aino, fish is a ver
somet hing you eat, ibwet ftimaht & sh ew'Ptd owee awee ar e. 0

Al &m not going to sit thefirmehg, AG@maln dvaank o Brifogmid a lo Imo w a
fidh.o
When Grand Chief Malloway takes people fishing, he explained, he does so with the

explicit intention of teaching others about the St4:16 people:

Every opportunity | get, | take tpachaprhuehaslganakbouts hi ng. |
my peopl e One of myd ek-bayfgend newd st atlhe tinfe shie eas dosng out

with this guy, and he asked her, fAcan you ask your dac
I 61 1 t ake hibada2d-ho.uar Wep eonn Inyg , so | sai d, Awel |l , wedll
to pull out by 6 o6clock tomorrow night. o

So, he spent one day with me, and after we were do
you for this. 0 Andsaid, fleanad nibre abdddt fisming,vamdd leaPned nidre about
my family, and more about St6:16 Nation, in one day with you than | learned in my entire life Ive never
been able to get out and fish like that, and I&e never ever had the opportunity to sit down and talk to
someone about fishing, and to talk to someone about my family, and about St6:16 Nationé nobody&

Bl nterview with Grand Chi eMugu-20a7 AnWi | el eq0 Mal l oway, 22
%] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu-20a7 AnWi | el eq0 Mal l oway, 22
W] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu-20a7 AWi | el eq0 Mal l oway, 22
%] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu¥-20a7 AnWi |l el eqo Mall oway, 22
%] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu¥20a7 AnWi |l el eqo Mal l oway, 22
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ever thought enough of me to even bother. | know more about my family now than | did before we
went f®¥shing. o

Throughout my interview with Grand Chief Malloway, he spoke about fishing, his family, and the
St6:16 people in the same breath, underscoring the extent to which all three are inextricably
connected.

In speaking to the impact the decline of sockeye has had on First Nations communities
upriver and down, Grand Chief Malloway explained that

for sockeye, once every four years therebs a big run,

this year, we were expecting 4.5 million sockeye, but we pegged it today at 1,050,0007 so,i t 6 s about
a quarter of what we thought. So, that means a lot of people are going without, and some people are

compl etely going without because of all these bl oody
chance to fish because they were evacuated. They had to leave their homes, a lot of them live in
Chilliwack and Abbotsford for five, si x weeks, becaus

poor buggers are going without fish altogether, eh. We fed some of themd | brought fish over to my
uncl e gkousd, and we fed some of them, and my cousins brought fish to the Chumash
Longhouse, and fed some of those people over ther e,
anything, and they had to sty down here, they canodt

As aresult, Grand Chief Mal | oway aexpltaiofiegeopl e a%®e going wit
Climate change, Grand Chief Malloway went on to suggest, represents perhaps the most

significant challenge facing Fraser River sockeye today:

[Grand Chief Malloway]: The zooplankton, that our fish eat, like cold wat e r |, they donot ik
water. And, so, the waterds warm, kind of |ike a deser
and they mill around out there in the oceammesand i f i

they come back smaller t han ot her years because thereds not enol

[Sutherland]: Do you think thatés why the sockeye returning
pinks?

[Grand Chief Malloway]: Y e a h , because thereds noadauseeaoulgbr ¢dodt hat
warm blob out there. Not only that, but Alaska produces more pink salmon than anybody through

their hatcheries. The pink salmon are out to eat stuff too, so you put a hundred million pinks in the

water, and t hey 6upevergthing that [soekeye eat.¥% i n g

AOur fish share the ocean with Alaskan sal mon and
noted, pointing out in the process thatfit her eds only so'much to go aroul
Two days later, on August 24, | left Richmond for the municipality known today as Pitt
Meadows, where | stayed for the remainder of my time in the field. Pitt Meadows is situated on
the unceded traditional territories of the Katzie, Kwantlen, St6:16, and Stz&minus peoples, just
northeast of the point at which the Fraser River meets the Pitt River.
Meanwhile, in the Broughton Archipelago, Chief Ernest Alexander Alfred, a O6Namgi s

hereditary chief, was in the process of occupying a Marine Harvest salmon farm near Swanson

| nterview with Gr and o R2eAugust-2047 AWi | el eqo Mal |

7] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu-20a7 AnWi | el eq0 Mal l oway, 22
%] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu-20a7 AnWi | el eq0 Mal l oway, 22
%] nterview with Grand ChR2eAugu-20n7 AnWi |l el eqo Mal |l oway,
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Island. The Broughton Archipelago forms part of the unceded traditional territory of the
Kwakwaka'wakw peoples, which stretches from Smith Sound in the north to the middle of
Vancouver Island in the south (U'mista Cultural Society, 2020). With the support of activists from
several coastal Indigenous communities, along with Alexandra Morton and the Sea Shepherd
Conservation Society, Chief Alfred pledged not to leave the salmon farm until it had permanently
ceased operations.!’* Chief Alfred referred to this protest as the Swanson Occupation, and created
a Facebook page under the same name."

4.1.5717 KéxwusmzAyakn Student Centre
On August 29, | returned to North Vancouver to interview Chief Ernie George, a Tsleil-Waututh

hereditary chief. Tsleil-Waututhd sinceded!”® traditional territory spans 1,865 square kilometers,
bounded by Mamguam Lake to the north, the Canada-U.S. border to the south, Howe Sound to
the west, and Coquitlam Lake to the east (Tsleil-Waututh Nation, n.d.). In the downriver
Hordpmivibm language, Tsleil-Waututh me ans fApeopl e of the | nl
Tsleil-Waututh people, Chief George included, live on a small reserve, barely over 1 square
kilometer in size, sited on the Burrard Inlet (Tsleil-Waututh Nation, n.d.). Chief George spent the
last 35 years of his pre-retirement career at the Seymour Golf and Country Club, located next to
the reserve. Today, Chief George spends much of his time at Capilano University, some 5
kilometers west of the reserve, where he is an Elder in residence at the Kéxwusmzyakn Student
Centre.1™

At the outset of our discussion, Chief George raised an issue | had not thought to include
in the questionnaire | developed for our interview.

[Sutherland]: Just to briefly reiterate what | said before: If at any point you want to shift the discussion

in another direction, by all means, |l 6m total |y

[Chief George]: | usually start out by saying who | am. | usually say, [speaking in Hpridpbmiribm]. My
name is S| § § &nd | am the Hereditary Chief of the Tsleil-Waututh Nation. It was given to me in
1997 by the then-Chief S| § § &nd hetsaid that | could accept the name after he passed away, and

et .

T

he passed away in 2009, tshoe tnhaamted.s Iwh emo dlierrne cheiisvteodr vy,

hereditary S| 8§ & Ilhgivestme more pride to say that | am Tsleil-Waututh, and this is our Inlet.
[Sutherland]: Would you mind saying a little bit about what your name means?
[Chief George]: S| § @ h i It t6f $he @dest names, that we know of, in our entire history. And, our

history tells us that webve been here for at | east

hard to put it into an English term. But it means a high important person. Some say fmost intelligento
and stuff like that, but we just say fbne of the most high. ©®ur Hereditary Chieftainship is generally

171 See Baker (2017), Gilpin (2017), Kane (2017), Petersen (2017), Hamelin (2018), Prystupa (2018), and Thomas
(2018).

172 See Ernest Alfred (2017).

173 Tsleil-Waututh Nation is currently in stage four of six in the B.C. treaty process, in which the parties negotiate the
terms of an agreement-in-principle, after having signed a framework agreement in 1997.

74 KéxwusmZyaknme ans fa pl ac eSkwxawi7meslelanguage.rFittingly,ghen, this is where Chief George
and | met in advance of our interview.
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handed down by the then-Hereditary Chief. He just looks at the families, his family and other families,
and he knows which one will carry that name with an open heart and an open mind!7®

Earning the hereditary chieftainship, Chief George explained, was the culmination of a healing
process that began in 2008, when the federal government apologized to the victims of its Indian
Residential School system. As Chief George went on to explain, heisa Survivorof t he St . Pal
Indian Residential School in North Vancouver.

It is important to note that colonial violence neither started with, nor ended following the
closure of, Indian Residential Schools in Canada. Residential Schools represented just one
compone n t of the federal government 6s broader pol i
Indigenous peoples into Canadian society. Despite the complex and sensitive nature of this
subjectd the adequate treatment of which is beyond the scope of this dissertationd | opted to
include the below discussion, which is concerned with the uneven impact of residential schooling
on Indigenous communities in the lower B.C. mainland, because this issue was raised by more
than one of the Indigenous people interviewed for this study. In keeping with my commitment to
privilege Indigenous perspectives and conduct research as praxis, in other words, | felt obliged to
raise this issue, despite my inability to attend to its myriad complexities.*®

After his first year away, Chief Geor g e 6 s g r asnednnsoet dhsetndthéng terfibled
happened to him, and insisted that he be pulled out of the system as a result.}’’ In the years which
followed, Chief George harboured feelings of guilt about having remained on reserve while his
friends continued to attend St . P Afterl réiusning home, Chief George found himself in an
awkward liminal position. Despite having spent a year in the system, Chief George still managed
to hold on to his Tsleil-Waututh identity. For his peers who remained in the system, on the other
hand, Indigeneity was more problematic.

All the ones that were the same age as me on the reserve, they were all in school, and there were
nine houses on the reserve at that time. | could go into any house, and theyd always have bread and
jam for me, or fruit or something, or pie. It was basicallyd | was their surrogate child. All them families
just loved us, because their kids were away, and we were there i so we were there for them, not
realizing thatd when we were that young, what we were actually doing. And that saying is that, Gt
takes a village to raise a child.6They basically raised us, eh.

When they@ come home from Residential School for the summer, | couldnd figure out why
they were always picking on me. | was really small when | was younger. | didna really sprout until |
was about fourteen. | often wondered why they always picked on me, and | had to be the grunt of the
game, and | had to do all the dirty stuff. Now, | realize that they were basically jealous of me because
of the way their parents talked about us all the time. You know, my nickname then was Ignatius and
Glacious, because a lot of the older people couldnd say Ignatius. | found out later on, from talking to

"l nterview with Chief -ABJu§-2047 It Ernie George, 29

176 According to Dian Million (2013), for instance, the medicalization of trauma and discourses of healing may not be
compatible with Indigenous self-determination in the context of a neoliberal settler society like Canada.

" intervi ew with Chief S| 8Abdust-20l7 Er ni e George, 29
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some of my cousins, that it was always fiGlacious this and Glacious that, he can do this and he can
do that.d’8

il basically | earhngsgourgdndiantkids geherallaléain framitheir parentso |,
Chief George explained, which they didnd learn because they were in Residential School.d"®
In Residential School, by contrast, Chief George recalls being warned not to share with
others,and beingt ol d t hat Ai f yodygwtdomé&t ,githatadsy yofurtsh:

The only thing we have left is when we do a funeral nowd if you ever go to a First Nations funeral

aroundhered at t he end, we have a big dinner. I'n the ol d de
paddles, or smoked fishd whatever they could gived wool blankets, they would give to the family of

the deceased. Nowadays, it s j ust money. So, they stand up there, i
and how much youdre given, and thatés to go to the fa
That 6s t he way dFod thswealthwas handedsarouns. &/hatever you received there,

one day youbdbre going to be giving it back to someone ¢
to be the biggest man around, youdd gi vVveyouhvere bi ggest

itd the more you gave away, you were it.180

Y

This mindsetbecamei nver t KResidéhttaiSc hool s and contacto, atChi ef C
which pointi t b e themoee ydu got, the bigger manyouwerei s o, t hatds where we
l osi Hg it.o

In reflecting on how six years away at Residential School affected his brother, Chief
George illustrated the differential impacts produced by these cultural, linguistic, and epistemic
discontinuities, explaining in the process how these effects stretched across generations.

My older brother and I, we paddled a canoe together. He was a single-paddle champ before me, he

took over from our dad, and when our dad died, | took over from my older brother. He was only 56&,

115 Ibs., but nobody could beat him off the starting line. We lived next door. Our kids grew up together.

Andé hegoneé his three sons are gone@egaondbiobogiam of hi s d
niece left, but | do have some great-nephews and nieces, but | have no nephews or nieces left. They

were all gone befored well, Charlie was the oldest, he would have been fifty-two, | guess, when he

went. Basically his whole family is gone, except for the great-grandnephews and nieces. He was only

there [in Residential School] for six years.

The way he raised his kids, and the way | raised my kids, right next door to each other, growing
up togetherd it was just like night and day. His family life, | don@ know what it was like. | just knew
him. He never talked about it. He was like me, when they first brought reconciliation to light, thatd
you knowd | said it didna affect me because | only went one year. He said it didna affect him either.
So, you know, he was hiding something, and | didnd realize | was hiding something too.182

fl really wish | could know more about what happened to my parents and my brothero , Chi ef

George explained, expr ess.i ongerstanditt litte bitpnore.@d®e ss hi s d-
Colonialism, as Chief George went on to explain, impacted not just the Tsleil-Waututh

peopled i.e., the people of the Inletd but also the Inlet itself. Chief George can recall a time, for

instance, when freighters were permitted to dump their wastewater in the Inlet. i Wh at ever t he:

] nterview with Chief -ABdug20h7 |t Ernie George, 29
] nterview with Chief -ABdug2007 |t Ernie George, 29
Wl nterview with Chief -ABdug-20h7 |t Ernie George, 29
Bl nterview with Chief -ABdug2007 |t Ernie George, 29
Bl nterview with Chief -ABJug-2047 |t Ernie George, 29
Bl nterview with Chief -ABJug-2047 |t Ernie George, 29
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were bringing in and dr opxplained; iffdedtadhe dedline ofohri ef Ge
oyster bed s ChiefGebrge alsordcald a.time when massive kelp beds proliferated
thelnlett Today, the I nletds madFsTheel keepobedesawaed he
be so thick thatgotuladnd®idopdagdiledt ly®e seaweed beds ai
sparse there. & On the south side of the Inlet, across from the Tsleil-Waututh reserve, lies the
Burnaby Refinery T which, until recently, had been steadily leaking oil into the Inlet for fi t last 60
y e ar s ¥ untilgthe eady 2000s, moreover,one of the outfalls on this
sewage coming out of it [ € ] i f ther e dW dheselare aomg of tha factors, Chief
George suggested, responsible for bringing about the decline of marine wildlife in the Inlet,
including the pink salmon®®® he used to catch with his grandmother on the Indian River each
summer. More recently, Chief George and the Tsleil-Waututh people have mounted fierce
oppositionto Ki nder MW®I3gpmposgalsto expand its Trans Mountain pipeline (TMX). In
assessing this proposal, Tsleik-Wa ut ut hé s Treaty, Lands (@O015Resour c
concluded that the TMX, if approved, wouldresulti n a A s e v e n finwil-tanker trafficrire a s e 0
the Inlet, increasing the likelihood of a catastrophic oil spill in turn (p. 44). Citing the Tsleil-Waututh
Stewardship Policy,'®! Tsleil-Waututh rejected Ki nder Mor ganés pr opeals al in
George-Wilson explained to the National Energy Boardthatiit hi s pr oj ect represent
the Tslei-kWa ut ut h peopl e ardp.2.ot willing to takebo

Two days later, on August 31, | returned to Capilano University to interview David Kirk, the
First Nations Advisor at the Kéxwusmzyakn Student Centre. Kirk, who shares a bloodline with
Grand Chief Ken Malloway, was raised by his aunt and uncle off-reserve in the municipality known
today as Burnaby. It was Ki r k 6 s g r &undvpra of the Cogjualeetza Industrial Institute
Indian Residential School**? in the city known today as Chilliwack, who insisted that he needed to
Al earn t he whitTeeir maivatioss fowehgosiny to raise him in this way were

complex, Kirk explained, and so too was the impact this would have on his upbringing:

184 Interviewwi t h Chi ef S| 80 h -August-Bd/ni e George, 29

Bl nterview with Chief -ABdug-20h7 |t Ernie George, 29

18 Interviewwi t h Chi ef S| 8§06 h-Algust-2D¥7ni e George, 29

B ] nterview with Chief -ABdug2007 |t Ernie George, 29

188 Interview with ChiefSI§ 6 h - | t Er ni-Augu§&e€0dt ge, 29

Bl nterview with Chief -ABJug-2047 |t Ernie George, 29

190 Though sockeye were not typically abundant in their rivers and streams, Chief George explained, the Tsleil-Waututh
people used to travel to the Fraser River, just west of the Pitt River, where they secured a steady supply of
sockeye through trade with other nations.

191 Adopted in 2009, the Tsleil-Waututh Stewardship Policy was developed to bring Coast Salish legal principles and
Tsleil-Waututh ancestral law (or snowbyb ko bear on present-day consultation processes.

192 Following a major tuberculosis outbreak affecting Indigenous communities in the Fraser Valley, Kirk explained, the
Coqualeetza Industrial Institute was converted into a TB hospital in 1940. Had the Coqualeetza Industrial Institute
remained open, Kirk suspects that he would have been sent there.

193 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
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My grandparents were both fluent speakers in Halg@&méylem, which is the largest Coast Salish
dialect. And, my grandfather knew all of the stories, all of the history, the culture, and the language.
He was a firm believerd and this was the impact of Residential Schoold that his children and
grandchildren had to learn the white man& way. He refused to teach us any of the language, any of
the culture. It was a trade-off. He insisted that his childrend my mum and her siblingsd would be the
first to actually go to public school in Chilliwack. So, in our family, wede alld wede not that big of a
family now, but there® 10 of us that have degrees, but it& been a lifelong struggle to figure out who
we are as Aboriginal people, and in particular who we are as St6:16 people.1®*

During this period, Kirk explained, Indigenous people faced even more fracism, shame, and
discriminationothan they do today.!®* Ki r k 6 s g r,Aendvwuaderstantisswere simply trying
t oshidid [him] from the racism and discrimination they faced.3%

As a consequence, however, Kirk was raised in St6:16 territory, but felt no connection to

the land, and had no sense of his culture.

You had the chance of meeting Kenny Malloway a couple of weeks ago. He is one of my relatives 1
he carries the name Wileleq. So, that is my bloodline, we come from the same bloodline. From my
understanding, there® four or five names that our family carried i none of those got passed down
within my side of the family because of my grandparents having been influenced and corrupted by
Residential School. That whole part of our culture was taken away from us.1%7

Kirkalsosuspects that heonvays Alparoibgibnayl tshteudent 6 at hi
did not know what to make of that, he always knewth at he wa s'% Agdhe §réweolder,nt . 0
Kirk would admit to others that he was fanything
associated with Indigeneity.'%°

It was not until the 1990s that Kirkd now working, along with Latash, at a local school
districtd would embark on a cultural journey to figure out who he really is.

This has been an ongoing struggle for our people for a long time is that loss of connection to our
culture, and to our land, and those teachings. In our school district days, my role was as a youth
worker, while Latash was our cultural worker. So, he would make sure that he was in there sharing
those cultural teachings. Ién a firm believer that if we don& know who we are as a people, wede just
going to be spinning our wheels, and be lost forever.2%

In the hopes of helping others to re-establish contact with their own Indigenous roots, Kirk went

on to earn a biarhedoirdls Wwemgk eeas wel |l as a mast er (
Interestingly, as Kirk went on to pointout,itwas only by earning a maste

found himself in a position to affect positive change for Indigenous people.

Having a mastiférasl owgrgeu to have that voiceé which i
place so much strong emphasis on the notion that, if you want to succeed, you have to have a degree,

two degrees, three degrees? And yet, | think of some of the people | know, like Carmen [a St6:18

cultural teacher], he has a wealth of knowledge of history, and teachings, and culture. He should be

the one up there teaching a course on Indigenous history!

194 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
195 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
19 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
197 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
198 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
199 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
200 |nterview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
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So, ités ironic that, h e Resident@al Sehoods first stérted. Wee ar s or s
were imposed a Western academic education back thend although that was a minor piece of what

Residential Schools were aboutd b u't , wedre in 2071 ngarydbudwedr ggogt itlol g
degree. | me an, I &dm just as guilty of that! I woul dnoét be
work, if | didndét ARave a masterds degree.

iWhat dovot ldeegrees behind my name reall W?nfielan?o,
struggle to know who lamasa Stéldmano, he added, fAand thatds a jo
yeafSs . 0o

416iHel 1 6s Gate

On September 1, | visited Hel | 6 s Gat e i nyont theetradiional geeritory &f ahe

Nlha7kapmx, St6:16, and Stz@uminus peoples. Hel | 6 s Gat e ¢ an vieothelTyansbe r e a

Canada Highway, the route for which runs parallel to, and occasionally crosses over, the Fraser
River. After passing through a series of tunnels carved into the Fraser Canyon, | arrived at Helld s
Gate.
Hel | 0s Gat e i s uwmdeded dradiicshal territory toh éhe Nlha7kapmx
(NI a k a 0)peopias x the NIha7kdpmx oral tradition,*He | | 6 s Ga't e alomgwithtber e at e d
Fraser Canyon, when a transformer named Coyote decided to break a dam that had been built to
imprison salmon at the mouth of the Fraser River (Evenden, 2007, pp. 22-23). After breaking the
dam, freeing the salmon, and guidingthemtofit r i but ar i es arod ol, alCeoy oitre tilf e
r o ¢ kandavhat remained of the dam and used them to create the Fraser Canyon (p. 23). In so
doing, Coyote created ideal conditions in the Fraser Canyon for catching (p. 21) and wind-drying
(Carlson, 2010, pp. 41-42) sockeye salmon. For thousands of years, He | | 6 ss eGateal as 0 a
focusing point of ecol ogi cal and soci al power 0,
systems of social regulation[ whi ch] emer ged iEnendem 200 ®5l50ci eti eso
In 1912 and 1913, Canadian Northern Railway (CNOR) construction crews blasted a
tremendous volume of rocksandotherdebr i s i nto the Fr ag&agertoRkever at
advantage of time-sensitive provincial subsidies, rail promoters directed construction crews to
employ risky, illegal construction techniques in carving a path through the Fraser Canyon for the
CNOR (Meggs, 1991, pp. 90-92). This createdt he condi ti ons for Ahurried
CNOR contr acteoxresr cfiasiel edduet ocafiut i on t o pr gRegenrf maj or
1976, p. 391). This resulted in major landslidesat He | 1inGl813 &hd 1984 which effectively
dammed the river, preventing millions of sockeye from reaching their natal spawning grounds in

the process. In order to protect the commercial fishery, the federal government moved quickly to

201 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
202 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
203 Interview with David Kirk, 31-August-2017
204 See Darwin Hannah & Mamie Henry (2011); and James Alexander Teit (1900).
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prohibit food fishing in the Fraser Canyon, and | ater extended this ban
sy st @enll, 1993, p. 95).2% After initial efforts to clear this blockade proved unsuccessful,
the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission (IPSFC) was established in 1937 with a
mandatet o bui | d f i s h w®%°%nsaddiidn toHaeilltating the bBadetalemanagement of
the Fraser River fishery more broadly.2%’
Today, iHHe | | & érefeBsanbt gust to the narrowest portion of the Fraser River and the
most treacherous point of passage for salmon migrating upstream, but al so t o Hel |l 0s
a private business operating an aerial tramway which ferries customers between the TCH on the
left bank, and the exhibits, gift shops, and other amenities situated on the right bank, some 150
meters below the TCH. After paying the $24 fee, | boarded the aerial tramway. During its descent
to the right bank, the aerial tramway operator recited a tour-guide speech which begins as follows:

[We have begun] our 500-foot vertical descent, starting off on the Cascade mountains, and working

our way over to the Coast mountain range, straight ahead, home to the Canadian Pacific Railway.

Down in the middle, separating the Cascades from the Coast, is the Fraser River, as well as the

raging white water youdre about to see down bel ow bea
known as Hell 6s Gate. And,k kintl808 froma&arlgexploregSémtort Frageg, i t S n a me
when he was unable to paddle through inhisc ano e . As a result, he wrote in
area no human being should venture through,®for sur el

i That Oerial ttamweay @perator added, fi s how we YActordiogua W. Kayane . 0
Lamb (2007), however, the ideathat Si mon Fr aser andnadeasortaf siemplali at es 7
progress through the country, naming lakes and rivers and trading posts after themselves as they
wentd i s not s u piqcumerntagycevidence (pph4d-48).1 nde e d, Fradoesr s | oL
contain a reference to having fAhad t d20Q/apsld7),wher e 1
but he does not follow this point by suggesting that fsurely these are the gates of Hell.dInstead,
Fraser goes on to describe how the NIhatkapmxp eopl e constructed for them
convenient passageo with a series of | adders Af ast
Lacking fithe edvaerxpgeseotedbh Fraser added, fA[] we]
when obliged to f ol |l ow their éAftea allp in éhé N gnlkepmxcin llahguage,
Nlha7kdpmx translates to people who pass through the canyon (Hannah & Henry, 2011, p. 3).

AstheHel | 6s Gat e f i s hwa yaerialctranmvay opematooprogeededmo¢ t h e
explain why the fishways were built.

Alongthelefthand si de, youbre going to notice the Canadian
Tunnel, and that tunnel directly below you covered witht r ees [ é] i s whatkslideaused a n

205 While framed as a conservation measure, Geoff Meggs (1991) suggests thatthisi amount ed t o a straight
of fish from [&]] élatd aren oRsA§19,(EBghetiesbffickls were engagedina n  -dbud | |
campai gno t o ingietfishing, despitedthe brgoing famine in the Fraser Canyon (p. 104).

206 See Evenden (2000; 2004b; 2007).

207 See Michael Shepard and A.W. Argue (2005).

Aerial tramway operator atSepgtember-@%7 Gate Airtram, visited 01

2WAerial tramway operator atSepgtember-Z%7 Gate Airtram, visited 01
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due to an undetected fault in the mountain range directly behind it. As a result of that rockslide, salmon
were unable to get through for 30 years besides the help given from local First Nations that were
netting and releasing them. Buteventhat,as hel pf ul as it was, still wasnot

As a result, in 1947, these concrete-steel structures, that you see down below by the bridge,
were built, known as the international fishways. Those structures right beside the bridge are where
the salmon enter, and they slow down the flow of water for them, so they can follow those structures
along the mountain range and exit down bel othat here [ é]
way, all the while helpingthemtoavoidét haet egs of Hel | .evientédayesalmonmeaviy n d ,
rely on these structures i they will not get through without them.210

Inotedthat,de spi te mentioning fAan undet edhe¢aecdaltrhranay t i n t

operator did not explain precisely what caused the rockslide.

Figure15: The Hell 6s Gate fishways as seen from t

After stepping off the aerial tramway, | gazed at the turbulent rapids and fishways below
(Figure 15), and marveled at the massive walls of rock above, before proceeding tothei He |l | 6 s
Gate Fishways Exhibito, a large room conta&fning a
in addition to a number of older exhibits whose authorship is not specified. The DFO exhibits aim
to illustrate it he wonder of the Fraser Ri ver system sal |

mi grating fish, and the measur &$Iinterestingynl olisgrvednan t o

fmando i s credited by this exhibit for having taken
20paerial tramway operator altSeplember-Z037 Gate Airtram, visited O
2lfiwel come to the Hell s Gate Fi shwasjSsptelibel2DlFi t 6, Hel l 6s Gat e
22fWel come to the Hell s Gate Fi shwas3Septelibel2DlFi t 6, Hel l 6s Gat e
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A few steps from this first placard stands another, seemingly part of the same series, titled

Gat e: Meets Naturebs Challengeo, whi c

Gat egein thehFeasea Rivershatrhas chiplterrgadimareandy o r
British Columbiads history

It was an obstacle to the early explorers, fur traders and gold miners, who had to divert via
the Harrison and Lillooet river systems when the Cariboo gold rush began in 1857. However, salmon
managed to swim up the thundering rapids until rockslides blocked the passage in 1913 and 1914,
during the construction of the Canadian Northern Railway.

The fishways, completed in stages between 1946 and 1965, restored sockeye and pink
salmon runs to pre-slide abundance.?13

Hel | 6s Ma n
You

t he

=1}

Hel | 6s
runs throughout

are at
sal mon

These Ar o,ddbsetveddaecedddscribed here not as having been caused by the risky and

illegal blasting techniques employed by CNOR contractors, but as having simply occurredf ur i ng o
CNORconstruct. al so takemnhabddk hlvayshifig e ¢

on. I was

sockeye fa b, whiah & understdod not to be the case. According to
t he

30 million (Figure 16). How, | wondered, did this exhibit get it so wrong?

[ é]studs
P S &izesdata, at least, | understood that 1913 was the last time a sockeye run exceeded

Figure 16: Fraser River sockeye salmon run sizes set against a 4-year trendline (yellow).

Fraser River sockeye salmon run sizes (thousands of fish, 1893-2017)
Adapted from Cohen Commission Exhibit #1967 and Pacific Salmon Commission data.
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Thenextplacard,t i t 1l ed ARail and Rui n: CNrRoreRacwdetyl i des I

describes these r oc kschused dys blastisg fon they CamaglianbNerthern i
Railwayo |, in addition t aecimatad@salman mugs, rendesing samb of shenf
Afextincto while ot her s?“Thisrleft mestillimore cohfissedrhgweveedsa b i | i t ¢

both placards appear to have been produced as part of the same series of exhibitsd i.e., those

01
Hel | 6s

Gat e:
Rui n:

2BRHel | 6s
2R Rai | and

Man Me eHesl | Nast uGraet Ges eCSbpidmbest2Dg7eva ,s i t e d

CNR Roc ksl itdexisibit,BisitedlOk-Septémdber-BE0la s er 0, Ga
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Apresent ed B given thah they Bhiared the same overall design, colour scheme,
formatting, and so on. How, | wondered, did these exhibits come to contradict one another?
Alongside these placards are a number of older, untitled exhibits, each consisting of
unlabeled photos and simple, plain-text, black-and-white printouts affixed to a blue background.
These exhibits, many of which had obvious signs of water damage, were in varying states of
disrepair. | was nevertheless struck by the printout affixed to one such display, which read:

In 1913, construction of the Canadian Northern Railway on the east bank caused a rock slide that

blocked part of the river. Work crews excavated much of the rock but all of the slide material could

not be removed. The passage for sal mon icubhandugh Hel |l
incredible numbers of sockeye failed to pass through in 1913. The runs still have not fully recovered

from this catastrophe.?15

I n conceding that sockeye runs fAhave stil]l not fu
this untitled exhibitdo | i ke A Rai | and Ruin: CNR ORontddistd thed e s Bl ¢
claimsmadebyfiHel | 6s Gat e: Ma ralledde®t s Naturebds Ch

Figure 17: Looking upstream from the left-bank side of the suspension bridgeat Hel | 6s Ga

After taking in the remaining exhibits, | decided to reflect on these contradictions while
taking a closer look at the fishways. | walked back outside, past the aerial tramway loading area,
and across the suspension bridge. From the left-bank side of the suspension bridge, | took a
number of additional photographs looking upstream at the concrete-and-steel fishways (Figure
17).

25YUntitled placard, H e |-$eptambed-2017¢ emphadisiaddedt , vi si ted 01
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When | returned to the right bank, | found myself taken aback by another exhibit. This time,
it was a plague that was dated 19660 presumably to commemorate the completion of what was
then the most recent addition to the fishwaysd in which the provincial government declared:

This awesome gorge has always been an obstacle to transportation. Indians used ladders and road
builders hung shelves to skirt its cliffs. Canoes rarely dared its whirlpools; only one sternwheeler
fought it successfully. Railroads and highways challenged it with tunnels and bridges, but today man
and nature still battle here for supremacy.216

Giventhati t waswhanamade t he fishways necessary to begi
and fAnatureodo truly engaged in an antagonistic fAb.
Would it not be more accurate, | asked myself, to understand the fishwaysa s A man mpteo] 0 at t e
correct his past mistakes? Why, moreover,d o0 s o many of these exhibits
Anatured are separate, antagonistic entities, wh e
here?

4.1.77 York University
Following my return to York University, | observed that the commercial sockeye fishery remained

closed for the rest of the season as returns continued to fall below expectations. The FRP
conducted its final meeting of the 2017 season on September 12 (Pacific Salmon Commission,
2017h).
In addition, | noted that it was not until September 15 that the B.C. government lifted the
state of emergency it declared 70 days earlier, on July 7, i n response to an fdAunp
outbreak of wildfires in the Cariboo region (BC Wildfire Service, n.d.). It was not until the fall that
Acool er, wetprewailed,gpermittng firé sappresdion crewstogai n At he upper h
t he f i r eBGWilfiedenice,n.d.). Ultimately, the 2017 B.C. wildfires saw a record (that
is, until the following year) 1.2-million hectares of land burn, displacing 65,000 people in the
process (BC Wildfire Service, n.d.). According to Kirchmeier-Young et al. (2019),thefir i sk f act or
affecting the event, and the area burned [ €, were made substantially greater by anthropogenic
climatechanged (p. 2) .
The Swanson Occupation, | also observed, persisted until May 2018, when the B.C.
Supreme Court granted Marine Harvest an injunction against Chief Ernest Alexander Alfred and
his niece Karissa Glendale, compelling them to vacate the facility some nine months after the
initial occupation (Hamelin, 2018). Then, in December, following months of negotiations, the
6 N a mdvansalilikulla, and Kwikwasutdnuxw Haxwadnis First Nations signed an agreement with
the B.C. government which could see 17 salmon farms removed from the Broughton Archipelago
by 2023 (Thomas, 2018).

263 Fr as er Ca n yae plagye, viditeed 01-Bapter@ber-2017, emphasis added
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Though Alexandra Morton had agreed to participate in this study prior to my fieldwork, |
was not able to interview her in person on account of her involvement on the Swanson Occupation.
Accordingly, | interviewed Morton in June of 2019 over Skype. In reflecting on her role in the

Swanson Occupation, Morton suggested that many First Nations have been ipus he d

[

6] in

becoming activistso by official processes that ar

[Morton]: Clearly, they were not properly consulted on the new siting regulations because they just
wanted those farms out. And, this demonstrates the big problem i that, now, the province of British
Columbia is moving those farms out, but it required illegal activity to get to that point! It required this
very dangerous and sustained effort that a lot of us were involved in. So, that suggests that the
government process is not working. If you have First Nations, who go to those lengths and they are
successful, it tells you that the government mechanisms were unsuccessful. Because, obviously, they
tried those things first. It& strong evidence that whatever was implemented didnd work.?1”

AiThat is noto, Morton added, fna?symptom of

When Morton first moved to B.C. in 1979, she was a newly-minted, American University-
trained professional biologist intent on studying orcas. To that end, Morton founded the Raincoast
Research Society in 1981, and settled in Echo Bay in 1984.2° Echo Bay is a remote,
unincorporated municipality on Gilford Island in the Broughton Archipelago. In 1989, Morton grew
concerned about the siting of salmon farms that had begun to proliferate the nearby channels,
inlets, and straits. Several of these salmon farms, she observed, were sited along migratory routes
used by wild Pacific salmon. Consequently, little more than a net would separate these wild fish
on the one hand, from the farmed Atlantic salmon reared within these facilities on the other, raising
the spectre of disease transfer from farmed to wild fish, among other issues (Figure 18). In the
years which followed, Morton wrote to the DFO to express her concerns, but ultimately found its
responses wanting.?%°

In 2001, when the owner of a nearby fishing lodge came to her with a fish specimen
infested with sea lice, Morton started investigating this issue more closely.??> When she later
confronted the DFO with evidence that juvenile pink salmon had contracted sea lice from salmon
farms, Morton felt that their response was, once again, inadequate.??> This convinced Mortond
who was previously fAquite det er midneabdandomher whate
research in favour of studying the impacts of salmon farming.??® Accordingly, Morton set out from
Echo Bay on her boat, dip-net in hand, intent on determining whether wild fish were, in fact,

contracting sea lice from nearby salmon farms. In the two-month, guerilla-style study which

217 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
218 |nterview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
2Cohen Commi ssion Exhibit #1798: Alexandra Mortonos
220 |nterview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
221 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
222 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
223 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
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followed, Morton sampled a total of 751 pink salmon from 46 sites in the Broughton Archipelago
(Morton & Williams, 2003, pp. 635-636).On t he basis of this Aspontaneo
Morton and Rob Williams (2003) concluded thatsea-l i ce i nf estations were fsi
juvenile Pink Salmon in close proximity to salmon farms, than in Pink Salmon distant from salmon

farmso 63pp. 634

Figure 18: A visual representation of the uncertain effects of open-net pen salmon farming.

FISH

FEED &]

&

O AT T
\BIOTIGS/ A
A7 TE

S

AN % 4

MPACT <
- <=
a

FROM
HATCHERIES

TO
MARKETS

1

A short time later, as Stephen Bocking (2012) explains, the DFO conducted a spontaneous
sea-l i ce survey of its own, gener afpi689. Inferesdingly,r ary r
whereas some criticized the D F O &Gea-lice survey for failingfit o appropriately rel
c ondi tstllotmess panned Mortoné s s dor attending too closely to the particulars of place
(p.689). These divergent A e wa lweaklimatelytied to differing assessmdnts | i t vy
concerning the importance of place T wh e r esange sdiv as more credible those methods that
were specific to the Broughton, others favored those able to produce results that could be
mobilized and compared to situat i ons el s e wh-690)e lin an( gffet.to b6I&ed the
credibility of subsequent sea-lice studies, Morton forged alliances with statistical ecologist Richard
Routledge, mathematical ecologist Martin K r k o,gardkbehavioural ecologist Lawrence Dill,
among many others. It was thought that, by striking an appropriate balance between research
design, modeling techniques, and statistical tests, results produced in the Broughton Archipelago
fcould attain the persuasiveness and mobility more usually associated with laboratory worko (p.

700).
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For years, Morton believed t ha trightofderdtheF®]j ust | |
woul d understand the tr 3 Accordifgly, Wiorton andvierscollbaguesp e ni n g .

carried out a number of additional sea-lice studies. In Morton et al. (2004), sea-lice infections were

observedon A90% of juvenile pink and chum sal mon samp
Archipelagoo, whereas fA[s] em dlilc earaeais: dwintcleo uma ss anl
147) . Kr k q200%)ka,r geute dalt.hat f@Arecurrent | ouse infestat
[é], all associated with salmon fatltms$j omszve depguye:

in the process that isal mon farms <can ctaafae par a
coastal ecosystem to support wild s@008ocomclugedpul at.i
that, of the juvenile pink and chum salmon sampled over a two-year period in the Discovery
I sl ands, fi f aarsm tehxep oosnulrye cwonsi stently significant p
523). Despite mounting evidence to the contrary, the DFO remained seemingly unconvinced that
salmon farms posed an existential threat to wild Pacific salmon.

Accordingly, Morton turned her attention to the legislative framework responsible for
placing salmon farms in a liminal regulatory space. During this period, salmon farms in B.C. waters
were regulated not by the federal government through the DFO, but by the Government of British
Columbia through its Ministry of Agriculture and Lands. Thi s frustrated Mortonés
hold the DFO to account for its apparent failure to safeguard the wild salmon populations under
its jurisdiction from the impacts arising out of open-net pen salmon farming. Because these
aguaculture facilities had been reframed as farms, Morton suggested to me, inobody was i
charge of the impact of the far m o n t h e??® Wdcdrdihglyf, in May 2008, Mortond together
with the Wilderness Tourism Association, Southern Area (E) Gillnetters Association, and Fishing
Vessel Owner sd Assoc i atfiledbanpetiboh witB the B.C. SShpre@eoCourtmb i a
alleging that the provincial regulation of salmon farms was unconstitutional (Hume, 2008). From
September 29 to October 2, 2008, Morton and her fellow petitioners appeared before B.C.
Supreme Court Justice Christopher Hinkson in Vancouver to plead their case.??® In February 2009,
Justice Hinkson ruled thats al mon f arms cannot be ficonsidered to
p ur p o% éstead) Hinkson concluded, it he fi sh which are reared in |
of British Columbia are either a part of the overall British Columbia Fishery or are a fishery unto

themselves.3® Al n ei t her caseo, Hi n Kall onder thel piresdiction 6far me d

224 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
225 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
226 Morton v. British Columbia (Agriculture and Lands), [2009] BCSC 136
227 Morton v. British Columbia (Agriculture and Lands), [2009] BCSC 136
228 Morton v. British Columbia (Agriculture and Lands), [2009] BCSC 136
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Parliament under s. 91(12) of the Constitution Act, 1867.5%° As a result of this ruling, the DFO was
soon forced to assume responsibility for regulating open-net pen salmon farms in B.C. water, while
the provincial government would continue to be responsible for issuing fish farm tenures to

aguaculture corporations.

In recognition of her efforts i | i n k tlice gnfedadioa in wild salmon to fish farming in the
Broughton Ar ¢ hi p eak avelloas f or drawing Ainternati oand| atte
challenging fAthe salmon farm industriytMartowas he gov

awarded an honourary doctorate by Simon Fraser University in 2010 (Simon Fraser University,
2010). In addition, the Kwi kwasut 0i n u »ivGultfardkislemdami & Dz awadadhdenuxw
Kingcome bestowed upon Morton the name Gw a y u mordig Whale, an ancestral name that
was previously reserved?® for powerful chiefs.

Taken together, these experiences led Morton to view t he DFO fAas an arm
aquacul t ur & Thisnis the onty yayp Morton explained to me, to ireconci |l e th
behav#our . o

It fits perfectly. Everything they do is in service to the industry, and downplaying the impact on wild
salmon. They are part of the aquaculture industry.233

The feder al government , Mor t on ther moices ® imterhatonat ugge st
trade voices, 2Intdufsotirlyo wso,i cfeosr. oMor t on, that @i f we
year s, it is only going to be because First Natio

assist them effectively,and [ é] management was Femoved from Ott a
On June 23, a little more than a week after my interview with Morton, the DFO received

reports that salmon were struggling to make it past an apparent landslide at Big Bar, approximately

60 kilometers upstream from Lillooet, in Secwépemc and TEilhqot'in territory. In the aftermath of

this |l andslide, which is believed to have occurre:q

woul d not have be e rsamoohavewnea begn abi®todsdemdithe rivér past this

obstruction without human intervention (Government of BC, 2019).

4.2 7 Discussion and Analysis

On the basis of the ethnographic and interview data described above, | identified four related

sources of controversy in the Fraser River fishery: (1) First Nations in B.C. continue to experience

various forms of colonial violence and dispossession, provoking a variety of complex responses;

229 Morton v. British Columbia (Agriculture and Lands), [2009] BCSC 136
230 For this reason, Morton admits that this was a controversial decision.
231 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019

232 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019

233 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019

234 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019

235 Interview with Alexandra Morton, 14-June-2019
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(2) unintended consequences arising from a longstanding ethic of exploitation aimed at
establishing and maintaining dominion over nature; (3) the effects associated with the prevailing
view that fish, and fishing, are principally vehicles for the pursuit of economic growth and financial
profit; and (4) the local effects of anthropogenic climate change. In what follows, | describe each
of these sources of controversy, and explain how | endeavoured to represent them
cartographically.®

4.2.171 Dispossession and Colonial Violence
First, the Fraser River fishery is prone to controversies in part because Indigenous peoples in B.C.

continue to experience various forms of colonial violence and dispossession, provoking First
Nations to respond in a variety of complex ways.
Despite the Supreme Court of Canadabd s  la@k@ovledgement that First Nations in B.C.
have the right to fish for food, social, and ceremonial (FSC) purposes,?’ the FSC fishery is subject
to a number of limitations, forcing some communities to rely on others to catch their annual
allotment of fish. Accordingly, Sflwxﬂ'vmmesh Uxwumixw relies on the A-Tlegay Fisheries Society
to catch their allotment of FSC fish, whereas Tsleil-Waututh relies on x & madk &ypm.Z8 Similarly,
despite his tremendous abilities as a fisher, Grand Chief Ken Malloway can only catch his
allotment of fish if there are fish to catch, and he can only sell the fish he catches if his community
reaches a sales agreement with the DFO for that particular fishing season. 1 f t her e tdiar en ot

shareo, Grand 4dede tr iMagdg | o wa any cohservation emcerns fvill be
borne [ é] by the commerci al and sports fishery, b
[ €], through DNA work, that upt twe®Bé& ®dn g eirevicrhg n
caught i Ivthicswayg the FSC fishery can be interpreted as an improvement over, but

nevertheless a continuation of, the Indian food fishery in that it functions in a manner which
continues to dispossess Indigenous communities of their pre-contact fisheries.

Today, each of the S/waﬂvU?mesh, Ch 6 2 y § g Tskil-Wautatmcdmmunities are stalled
at various points in the B.C. treaty process. Consequently, these communities are relegated to
small parcels of land which comprise a miniscule portion of their respective traditional territories.

The small plots of land set aside for Indian reserves were justified, as Douglas Harris (2008) notes,

236 My aim in representing themes cartographicallyisnott o cl aim a 6éview from nosamem ed (Har .
controversies in B.C., but to produce a multi-layered, cartographic representation of this landscape that is
informed by the very particular combination of perspectives established throughout this chapter. As a result,
these portraits are necessarily incomplete. In a similar vein, these portraits do not aim to depict the sources of
salmon controversies in B.C. at a fixed point in time. On the contrary, this map intentionally plays with notions of
temporality.
237 R v. Sparrow, [1990] 1 S.C.R. 1075, p. 1101
238 As Chief Ernie George pointed out during our interview, however, Tsleil-Waututh does not catch its full allotment in
years of | ow abundance, asesthetey tHakéttiwantasdb bal mMbheo
239 Interview with Grand ChiefKeni Wi | el e q 0 Madudt-2007ay , 22
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Afon the grounds that Native peoples on the Pacifi
notneedal arge | and based (p. 6). The Aintent and ef f.
that of the Indian food fishery 1 that is, fto set aside fragments of traditional territories and fisheries

for Native peoples, opening the remaindertoimmigrantsd @ p. These i nstrument s,
together and operating in tandem [ é] consigned N
i nadequate protection for the fisheries that wer
Understood in this context,the di spossession of the fishery is or
stated6s failure to honour iace sfor Nativen ipgogled and theire mpt st
l' iveli hoodso (p. 4).

Figure 19: A cartographic portrait of Layer 4.2.17 B.C. Colonialscape.
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In addition to these less visible forms of colonial violence, many Indigenous communities
and people in B.C. continue to be affected by Residential Schooling. This is true not only for those
who attended Indian Residential School, but also for their descendants. Chief Ernie George, for
instance, described beingdeep|l v af fected by his one year at St.
Latash, meanwhile, did not feel comfortable enough indulging in his own culture to put on a naming
ceremony until the 1990s. David Kirk, whose parents survived the Coqualeetza Industrial Institute,
still struggles with his identity as a St6:16 man. Thus, the colonial violence of dispossession refers
in B.C. not just to resources and territories, but also to cultures, languages, and identities.
Can a dladias Residential School system may no longer exist, but its influence over the

landscape persists to this day.
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| represented this source of controversy cartographically by adding a new layer to my map
containing the historic locations for all Indian Residential Schools in B.C., along with the current
boundaries for all First Nations reserves in the province. | refer to the resulting cartographic
portrait, following Sarah Elizabeth Hunt (2014), as the fB.C. Colonialscapeo (Figure 19).

4.2.2' 7 Dominion over Nature
Second, the Fraser River fishery is prone to controversies in part because the Fraser River

watershed bears the cumulative effects of a longstanding ethic of exploitation in which 6 m aisisét

apart from 6natured so that &éhed might establish
AttheHe | | & dishvagstinethe Fraser Canyon, for instance, fmanois said to be facing

off against fatureoin a fbattle [ é for supremacygd®°gl ossing over the fact tha

made the fishways necessary to beginwith. Thi s br ought t o 1f1B9)choti@rouno L at

the Great Divide, which describes the artificial separation of nature and society under Western

modernity, as well as the denial of that separation. This also brought to mind Carolyn Merchant6 s

(1980) assertion that the Scientific Revolution gave rise to an ethic of exploitation, fashioned by

Francis Bacon, which encouraged scientists (coded masculine) not just to establish and maintain

dominion over nature (coded feminine), but also to exploit 6 h eatudal resources to the greatest

extent possible. Bacon, Merchant suggests, successfully advocated

human benefito (p. 164).
This ethic is also reflected in the decision to build the Cleveland Dam in the mid-twentieth

century, despite the devastating impact this would have on Capilano River salmon populations.

This led, in turn, to the 1971 establishment of the Capilano River Hatchery in North Vancouver,

wherebi ol ogi sts are said to be giving fAnatuakee a ha

[ sal mon] and mixing®iwith thé&] urmdlienaseeramdi of Acont

commercial, sport antf native food fisheries. o
Similarly, the route for the Canadian Northern Railway (CNOR) was hurriedly carved

through the Fraser Canyon through the use of dynamite, resulting in landslides atHe |l | 6 s Gat e

which devastated many sockeye populations. These early-twentieth century projectsd along with

the men who ordered, financed, and stood to benefit fromtheméd it ypi fi ed t he, spirit

which is to say that they were drivenbya s enset ionfi simopvhi ch verged on 1

(Regehr, 1976, p. 291). Today, the B.C. landscape is replete with evidence of the recklessness of

0 Fraser Canyono, Hel | Septetoert2@l7pl aque, visited 01
241 Untitled exhibit, Capilano River Hatchery interpretive centre, visited 15-August-2017. This also brought to mind Emily
Ma r t (199D érhe Egg and the Spermd How Science Has Constructed a Romance Based on Stereotypical
Male-Female Roles.0
2 Annual Fish Productiono, Capitieaisited RAugusti20lHat chery interpret
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this mindset, as well as the accompanying overconfidence in the potential for technoscience to

improve upon nature.

| represented this source of controversy cartographically by adding a new layer to my

custom map which includes (a) DFO laboratories, hatcheries, and spawning channels, (b)

obstructions at

Hel | 6 s rp&eal tsackeya mahser@tiop uniBsa ang (d)( ¢ )

hydroelectric dams. Together, these representations form a cartographic portrait of the

technoscienti fi

c

drive to egt dnlthigule2Da(d mai nt ai

Figure 20: A cartographic portrait of Layer 4.2.2 T Dominion over Nature.
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4.2.3 7 Fish(inq) for Growth

Third, the Fraser River fishery is prone to controversies in part because it has long been managed

by a network of political, economic, and technoscientific institutions historically mandated to

conceive of fish, and fishing, principally as vehicles for the pursuit of economic growth and financial

profit.

According to Latash, for instance, the decline of Fraser River salmon populations started

not with the landslides a t

He | 10101913 &hd 1984, but with the excesses of the fast-growing

commercial fishery in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century. Operating in tandem with a
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growing network of canneries and railways, the early commercial fleet overfished?*® salmon
populations as a matter of course. Prior to the widespread availability of refrigeration, however,

this meant that commercial fishing vessels were often turned away by canneries that were already

operating at full capacity. As a result, Latash explained, fthey w

river, and they woul d be sent out the next Hdlen, asofishimpr vest

technologies grew increasingly more effective over time, perpetually overfished salmon

populations were offered little reprieve. Following the advent of fishfinder sonar in the mid-

twentieth century, Chief Ernie George noted,t he sal mon fAnever ®eally had .
Though fishing quotas like maximum sustainable yield (MSY) are fusually described as a

step forward i n f iCarimaFinleg (2011 arguss¢hat M&vtwiasofinad ,po |l i t i c al

an economic constructi on b e fMBV ieadreatiomoatlse US. Sdatei ent i f |

Department that was originally intended to facilitate t he @At r ansf er of Western

technology to other countrieso, in additio
Ainstitutional structur es t h alhdeeb, ¢he Erdsér Rieedfisharsn
is managed bilaterallyd i.e., by Canada and the U.S. through the Pacific Salmon Commissiond
in a manner which benefits American interests. During the annual sockeye run, the Fraser River
Panel meets regularly to determine whether the number of returning fish is sufficient to permit the
allocation of TAC (total allowable catch) to Canadian or American commercial fishers.

In 1977, the DFO, citing a decline in B.C. salmonid populations, launched its salmonid
enhancement program (SEP) withthee x pl i ci t aim t o Tfihasrdeckns (DEO,
2017a). Today, the DFO operates more than 20 SEP facilities in B.C., including hatcheries like
the Capilano River Hatchery and human-made spawning channels like the Horsefly River
Spawning Channel. In addition, the DFO issues licences to privately-owned hatcheries that
specialize in rearing Atlantic salmon smolts. Unlike the smolts reared in SEP facilities, however,
these fish are not ultimately released into nearby rivers or streams. Instead, they are transferred
to open-net pen salmon farms situated along the B.C. coast, where they remain until they have
grown large enough to be harvested and sold. Each of Latash, Chief Ernie George, David Kirk,

and Alexandra Morton expressed to me grave concern regarding the impacts associated with

243 As Jennifer Hubbard (2006) has argued, it was not until the mid-twentieth century that a consensus would begin to
emerge among Canadian fisheries biologists on the issue of overfishing. This was due in part
pathological influence on the development of fisheries science in Canada (2006, p. 149). Huxley believed the
worl ddéds fisheries were i nexhaucemmersidlfshingamitds basip.fisprevead

n to

erican

and Ar

F

to Thor

the reg
s

especially problemat i ¢ in the Canadian context, where fideference

Country meant that there was I|ittle opposition to
244 Interview with Latash (Maurice Nahanee), 17-August-2017.
25 InterviewwithCh i ef S| 86 h- | t -AHQust-2087 Geor ge, 29
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open-net pen salmon farms, in addition to raising important questions regarding the economics of
salmon farming.

| represented this source of controversy cartographically by adding a new layer to my
custom map which includes (a) the Pacific Salmon Commission and Fraser River Panel, (b) test
fisheries, hydroacoustic monitoring stations, and commercial fishing zones, and (c) open-net pen
salmon farms licensed to operate in B.C. waters, along with interpolated sampling routes derived
from two of Al e x alica stualies. Mlmgethes, nttiiese represantations form a
cartographic portrait of the prevailing institutional impetus to conceive of fish (and fishing)
principally as vehicles for economic growth (Figure 21).

Figure 21: A cartographic portrait of Layer 4.2.3 7 Fish(ing) for Growth.
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4.2.41 A Changing Climate
Finally, the Fraser River fishery is prone to controversies in part because of the effects of

anthropogenic climate change on the many ecosystems upon which Fraser River sockeye
depend.

In the summer of 2017, concerns regarding anthropogenic climate change were stoked by
a record-breaking wildfire season which forced tens of thousands of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous people in B.C. to evacuate their homes, in addition to warming the Fraser River and
its tributaries, producing difficult conditions for the relatively modest nhumber of sockeye salmon
returning to the Fraser River. Grand Chief Ken Malloway suggested that the low sockeye returns,

and the abnormally small size of those that did return, may have been caused by the so-called
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Pacific Blob, an anomalously warm patch of water which persisted in the Pacific Ocean from 2013

to 2016 . This may have had an adverse impact on the 2017 cohort of sockeye, given that these

fish would have entered the Pacific Ocean in search of food in mid-to-late-2015, in the midst of

what was effectively a prolonged marine heatwave. In addition to raising concerns regarding the

impacts of anthropogenic climate change on Fraser River sockeye, the Pacific Blob accentuated

the broader need to fAconsider ec-mhtgicegvan 20¥by. oces s e
Indeed, though anthropogenic climate change is undoubtedly a global problem, it produces direct

and indirect effects on local ecosystems.

Figure 22: A cartographic portrait of Layer 4.2.4 7 A Changing Climate.
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The importance of ecological considerations was made especially apparent to me in
discussing the Burrard Inlet with Chief Ernie George, a Tsleil-Waututh hereditary chief. Indeed,
Chief George takes very seriously his role as a steward of the Burrard Inlet, and so too does Tsleil-
Waututh Nation more broadly. Af t er r ej ecti ng Ki ndeTsleiMdautgtrahasb s 201 4
remained steadfast in its opposition to the subsequent proposals to expand the Trans Mountain
pipeline (TMX). The existing pipeline, which has since been purchased by the federal government,
carries oil from Alberta to the Westridge Marine Terminal on the south shore of the Burrard Inlet.
From there, oil is loaded onto tankers and exported through the Juan de Fuca Strait. In rejecting
Kinder Mor ganods edénithe egistirgpipetina by twinaing it with one that would
carry diluted bitumen, Tsleil-Waututh raised concerns regarding the possibility of an oil spill in the

Burrard Inlet or Salish Sea, an incident that could have catastrophic ecological results. The
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existing pipeline, which crosses the Fraser River at several points, has leaked more than 80 times
since its completion in the 1950s (Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs, 2020).

| represented this source of controversy cartographically by adding a new layer to my
custom map which includes (a) the Pacific Blob, (b) the largest 2017 wildfires, and (c) the
Westridge Marine Terminal, Trans Mountain Pipeline, and the associated oil tanker route.
Together, these representations form a cartographic portrait of a changing climate (Figure 22).
4.37 Summary and Conclusion
My aim in this chapter was to address the following question: What are the primary sources of
controversy in the Fraser River fishery?

In order to address this question, | retraced my steps through the field during the 2017
sockeye run, from Toronto to the lower B.C. mainland and back again, pausing at humerous

junctures along the way to consider the ethnographic and interview data collected there.

Figure 23: A cartographic portrait of the sources of salmon controversies in B.C.
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Upon considering these data, | identified, and offered cartographic portraits of, four related
sources of controversy: (1) Indigenous responses to colonial violence and dispossession; (2)
unintended consequences arising from the drive to establish and maintain dominion over nature;
(3) the prevailing view that fish, and fishing, are principally vehicles for economic growth; and (4)
the local effects of anthropogenic climate change. In the next chapter, | combine these

cartographic portraits (Figure 23), and bring them to bear on the social life (cycle) of sockeye.
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CHAPTER&THE SOCIAL LIFEE SOCKEYE

fRevealing things happen when we follow our interlocutors and their practices across various
frontiers.o

0 Deborah Heath (1998, p. 71)

| aim in this chapter to address the following two-part research question: What salmon
controversies are revealed through the social-life of sockeye, and how do they compare to those
depicted in the Cohen Reggeofrsickeye? overview of the | i

To address this question, | follow Fraser River sockeye from their spawning grounds to the
Pacific Ocean and back again, exploring the social life of sockeye along the way, andd by
extensiondi denti fying gaps iowrviewokthe Cfe-dyaderof setkepeo r t 6 s

Figure 24: A cartographic portrait of the social life explored in Chapter 5.
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5.171 (De)Constructing the Social Life (Cycle) of Sockeye
The Cohen Report, it should be noted, is a three-volume, 21-chapter, 1,191-page report detailing

the findings and recommendations of the Cohen Commission, a three-year inquiry into the decline
of Fraser River sockeye led by Commissioner Bruce Cohen. The first volume of the Cohen Report
begins with an eight-page introductory chapter? in which Cohen recounts the events which led
to the establishment of the Commission, describes his mandate as Commissioner, and briefly

246 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 1-8
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introduces the Fraser River fishery. In the second chapter,?*” which is also eight pages in length,
Commissioner Cohen endeavourst o fisummari ze the extraordinary |
s o ¢ k &%This second chapter is significant because, despite its brevity, it is the first chapter in
the Cohen Report to offer a sustained engagement with the evidence gathered by the
Commission. Thus, by following each conservation unit of Fraser River sockeye from their
spawning grounds to the Pacific Ocean and back again, and pausing at numerous intersections
along the way to consi der-cygehozerview, ared Cohhee nC oRmnenpiosr st il
broader base of evidence, has to say about these encounters, | aim in this chapter not just to
identify gaps i n the Coh eycle & sopkeye,tbhd also meghedlightamw of t |
t he Cohen Repor tobbackgroondieggartwuwlan fdrinsnofjevidence.

A conservation unit (CU), it should also be noted, is a unit of biological diversity. According
tot he DER@MS) Wild Salmon Policy, each sockeye CU consists of at least one spawning
population, and each population consists of multiple localized demes. Sockeye salmon are
adapted to local spawning habitats to such a degree that, if all the fish, demes, and populations
which together constitute a given CU are wiped out, it is highly unlikely that their respective
spawning grounds wil |l be fArecol onidelo)Xf Thougitiur al |y
occasionally refer in this chapter to sockeye populations and (in quoted text) to sockeye stocks,
sockeye CUs are my primary unit of analysis. This is not to suggest, however, that | take for
granted the validity of the CU as a concept. Nor, for that matter, do | take for granted the genetic,
biological, or geographical data used to determine the boundaries for each individual CU.
Nevertheless, when compared to the closest alternative unit of analysisd i . e. , sockKeye Ost
sockeye CUs are both more definitionally?>° and geographically?®* consistent. An analysis centred
on populations or demes, on the other hand, would likely have proven too granular. As a unit of
analysis, in other words, the CU is not unproblematic. For the purposes of this study, however,
the CU proved to be more suitable as a unit of analysis than the alternatives.

5.1.17 Eggs and Alevin in Spawning Streams
Typically, the life-cycle of Fraser River sockeye begins and ends in freshwater spawning streams

during the late-summer or early-fall. fDuring the spawning processd as Commissioner Cohen

247 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 9-16

248 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 9

249 As the colonial language embedded in this definition makes clear, the CU is a concept that is not without its problems.
However,anin-dept h analysis of these problems would rWilduire a s
Salmon Policy, which is beyond the scope of this study.

20The term s tiogceknoe tii st rcootn sa rdisarete @roup bfdigh with sdine definable attributes of
interest to [ f i(Bedge&Waldnsanp, 199am3Oy er s O

251 Though both units of analysis are aggregate categories, sockeye CUs better permit me to attend to the particulars
of place because they are anchored by particular rearing lakes (or, in the case of river-type CUs, the absence of
one), whereas some sockeye stocks (e.g., Miscellaneous Early Summer) consist of many small populations,
some of which are separated by hundreds of kilometers.
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explains near the outset of the chapter, fthe female is the dominant partner and interacts with both
the gravel environment and the courting male in a specific sequence of activities.#>?

The activities include nest site selection, nest construction, courtship display, release of eggs,
fertilization, covering of the nest, and defending against intruders. The female selects a site for the

deposit of her eggs (Arferdadt)dg) diimgst lme derpawslsi smb gt rat e

1,100 eggs, which are simultaneously fertilized by an accompanying male or males.?53
Upon securing her redd in the gravel, the female sockeye guards it until her death, which typically

occurs a few days later. Provided that the redd remains safely embedded in the gravel, the eggs
nested therein will develop over the course of the coming winter.

What Cohen does not mention in this overview is that many Fraser River sockeye spawn
not in their natural spawning habitats, but in human-made spawning channels and hatcheries. It

is not until over 300 pages later, in a chapter dedicated to habitat management issues, that Cohen

makes this point apparent. In the Fr as er Ri ver wat er s hthate areGourh e n

spawning channels [ é &nd two hatcheries that produce sockeye.#** From 2006 to 2009, an

annual average of 40 mi | | i on i e n h awee eetbased dranktieeyeefarilities.?>® At the

time of the Commissi o n 6 s , haweverj theyDFO h a d studi ed riskeof dvdr-e r

exploitation of wild Fraser River sockeye salmon in mixed-stock fisheries with co-migrating

enhanced popul ations?o, nor At he effects of

marine env®The Dheavan.l @cked a nisk aseebsment framdworkd  wi

whicht o astlkassriisks of hatchery®production to
Cohen also does not mention the various CUs that have been fextirpatedq in the parlance
of the DFOO6s Wi Pdas & aohsermence Bfoal variety of human activities and
technoscientific interventions. In a much later discussion, Cohen notes that multiple initiatives are
underway to fi raen a d r o extirgated CUs.?*® Cohen concedes that efforts to re-anadromize
Coquitlam River sockeye have proven unsuccessful, but suggests that the Alouette River sockeye
re-anadromization project has shownii g 0 o d p 8°tTReiblette lardl Coquitlam runs are just
two of eight CUs classified as fextirpatedo by the DFO in its most recent assessment of the

252 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 10. This contrasts sharply with antiquated portrayals of reproductive biological processes

t h

Wi

e X |

compet

d

it hi

S

inwhich the egg appears as a passi vaeayfidhaemselacirreddigsatrimeand,s 0s
sperm assumes the active r ol éMainfE. ,A99% p.d91)}c warri or to

253 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 10

254 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 326

255 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 326. This figure jumps to 170 million when including all enhanced B.C. sockeye, and not
just enhanced Fraser River sockeye, and 348 million when including all species of Pacific salmon.

256 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 329

257 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 329

28 CohenCommi s si on EGahadagiPdlicy £ Consirvation Of Wild Pacific Salmon (The Wild Salmon Policy)o |,

p. 38

259 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 279-280

260 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 280. At the time of writing, however, this initiative has yet to result in the successful
restoration of a self-sustaining stock (Alouette River Management Society, 2018).
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Abi ol ogsocadbf sFraaser (DRJ, 20%8a, p.9) o thiesgne assessment, the DFO
evaluated each of the 24 A ¢ u r r e rusiny a v&}int scale, from red ( i p oad wné énd, to
green ( i h e g &t thédnogher, with amber in the middle and gradations in between. At the time of
the Cohen Commission, however, the DFO was still in the process of developing an approach to
conducting these assessments.?5!

In the spring, some five months after being secured in the gravel, the eggs hatch into
alevin. Nourished by a small yolk sack which hangs from its body, alevin will remain in the gravel
for upwards of 10 weeks.?%2

5.1.2 7 Fry and Smolts in Nursery Lakes
Approximately eight months after spawning, most alevin will have absorbed their yolk sacs,

becoming fry.?62 These fish, now about 3 centimeters in length, leave their spawning grounds for
their respective nursery lakes.?®* For most fry, this means heading downstream, though some
head upstream, while others do not utilize a rearing lake at all (Figure 25).2%° For up to two years,
fry remain in these lakes, where they feed on zooplankton at night and descend to a greater depth
during the day in order to avoid predators.?¢ Many fry will fall victim to predators, while others will
die because of a Al ack of food, [ €] di seases, a
t e mp e r #'tFor mest fry, the fsmoltificationoprocess begins some 20 months after spawning,
or 12 months after becoming fry, when they are about eight centimeters in length.2® Smoltification,
Cohen explains, entails a series of physiologicalc hanges which facilitate @At
in freshwater t*bAsarestltoftiers es edvaatgeers.,, 0t hese fi sh fce:

between shallower and deeper parts of the lakeo , begin the pr mtosckBoslsodbf gat h
fisho , acfiqcua mpea s s 0 an abilityt whithi fmids ¢heir navigation out of the lake and
downstreamd , @ % sl u msilveg badly colouration.&™

The length, timing, and speed with which sockeye migrate to the Salish Sea varies
considerably. Chilko sockeye will reach the Salish Sea, a distance of approximately 600

kilometers, in just over one week.?’* Harrison River river-type sockeye, on the other hand, migrate

261 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 496-499
262 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 10

263 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 11

264 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 11

265 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 11-12
266 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12

267 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12

268 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12

269 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12

270 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12

271 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
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downstream migration,

Cohen not es,

Figure 25: CUs may travel upstream (e.g., Harrison U/S) or downstream (e.g., Harrison D/S) to rearing lakes,
though some CUs (e.g., Harrison River-Type) skip this step entirely.
S

downstream immediately, entering the Salish Sea within a year of spawning.?’? During their
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5.1.3 71 Juveniles in the Salish Sea

By the time they enter the Salish Sea, these fish have become postsmolts, or juvenile sockeye.

Most juveniles, it is believed, it ur n

n o r ttdthreughdthe Btray of &eorgia, Johnstone

272 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
273 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
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Strait, and Queen Charl otte St PraHatrisoraRiver rivemtyp®
sockeye, on the other hand, are thought to spend a few months in the Strait of Georgia before
migrating south, through the Juan de Fuca Strait, following the Vancouver Island coast en route
to the open ocean.?” Save for this one wrinkle, Cohen offers in this overview an image of the
movements of juvenile sockeye in the Salish Sea that is essentially unproblematic. Cohen does
not mention that, before they can reach the Pacific Ocean, most juveniles have to traverse a
number of small islands, situated between Vancouver Island to the west, and the B.C. mainland
to the east, that are known today as the Discovery Islands (Figure 26).

Figure 26: Juvenile sockeye migrate past salmon farms in the Discovery Islands.

o | Map data ©2020 Google |
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Morton’s sea-lice studies

After traversing the Discovery Islands, these fish must also swim through the Broughton
Archipelago, where a number of additional open-net pen salmon farms are sited (Figure 27).
Beginning in 1987, Métis biologist Gary Ducommun served as the vice president and general
manager of IBEC Aquaculture Corporation. In 1992, however, Ducommun resigned from his
position because of hi s Adisillusionment
environmentall ¥ sound manner . 0

During this same period, Chief Robert Mountaind a Mamalilikulla hereditary chief who

retired from the commercial fishery in 198908 started working for the DFO as an Aboriginal

Wi

274 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
275 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
2%6Cohen Commi ssi onwitkesstBunimaryof @208, Ddcommuno, p. 1
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Fisheries Guardian.?’’ In this role, Chief Mountain spent many hours on his boat observing
juveniles as they migrated past salmon farms.?2”® Chief Mountain testified before the Cohen
Commission that, with each passing year, there was a gradual decline in the number of juveniles
on this migratory route.?’® When returning to the Broughton as adults, Chief Mountain added,
sockeye were now being infected with far more sea lice than he had previously observed during
his time as a commercial fisher.?8

Similarly, beginning in 2001, many fish have found themselves caught in the dip-net of
biologist Alexandra Morton.?®! In an effort to convince the DFO of the need to take seriously the
threat posed to wild salmon by the present siting guidelines, Morton has spent countless hours on
her boat, sampling fish near salmon farms, inspecting them for signs of disease, and counting the
number of sea louse attached to them.

Figure 27: Juvenile sockeye migrate past salmon farms in the Broughton Archipelago.

| Map data ©2020 Google
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Today, the majority of salmon farms in B.C. waters are owned by Norwegian corporations,

and they specialize in rearing Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). These fish are the product of an
extensive process of breeding and domestication which, according to Mart Gross (1998), began

in the 1970s. This process was aimed at generatinganumber of HfAeconomic

benefit

Areduced production cost s, more rapid turnover t

mar ket acceptanceo (p. 132) . Nor wegian aquacul tu

domesticating Atlantic salmon, producing fAi ncr eased growth rate,
i ncreased di s earsutetobeceming theprefereed provider of egg stock for salmon

farms the world over (p. 132).

217 Aboriginal Fisheries Guardians are quasi-enforcement officers who provide oversight over the FSC fishery.
278 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 72

279 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, pp. 72-73

280 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 73

281 See Chapter 41 Salmon Controversies in British Columbia.
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After a decade o fJohi Yoipeé &and Karena Shaw ¢200a8)hsaggest, the
feffects of the industry began to be(Vape&Shan, n Nor w
2008, p. 5). Inthe early 1980s, fi f alrorme epidemics of the potentially fatal parasite Gyrodactylus
devastated wil d f i mdultingiop mdreastringenn regilatdrypenviroment for
salmon farms operating in Norwegian waters. Meanwhile, the Government of Canada was in the
process of repealing a law which restricted foreign ownership of Canadian corporations, effectively
setting the stage for Norwegian aquaculture corporationstofioper at e unfettered in
The migration of Norwegian salmon farms to the B.C. coast precipitated tremendous growth in the
production of farmed Atlantic salmon in B.C. waters from 1988 to 2006, leading to a dramatic
decrease in the price of both farmed and wild salmon. Inordert o fipr eserve a stable
in a market of diminishing snimusvalknedeavaguadcol fipr

uni t s, as cheaply as possibleo (p. 7). Thus, agua
Al external oZdeprtolece o ®ins forcing natural or socia
8). Consequently, the igl obal i zati on of sal mon fiprodwati olnoc :

envi r onme nt,iadudirg the anplification of sea lice (p. 8).
Sealice,asStephen Bocking (2012) explains, Arefers to
of which are of particular concern in the B.C. context: Lepeophtheirus salmonis, a salmon
specialist, and Caligus clemensi, a generalist which targets salmonid and non-salmonid fish (p.
685). Both naturally-occurring species are, in the latter portion of their life histories, parasitic on
wild and farmed sal mon, ifeeding on mucous, bl ood

al so provide a pathway fUunder normd eonditions, ¥adpe and Shave 6 ( p .

suggest,t he odds t hatfloang ih thaiRaefic ©Oteaa o0, wi | | attach it
juvenile sockeye Aare extraordinarily slimo (p. 8
the presence of open-netpens al mon f ar ms, where fAas many as 1.5 1

tocagesinal-hect ar e (sur f ac eAnyaseadoase which manadges (topfind it8vay

into a net pen is far more likely to find a suitable host. In the Broughton Archipelago,fian aver age
farm can amplify local sea lice abundance 33,000 times over ambient levels resulting in an
infection rate of more than 7afltii ane sfwbichextendedotud d n c
some A30 kilometerm @imder thevesdimpat fanodo (pp. 8

5.1.4 7 Juveniles and Sub-Adults in the Pacific Ocean
After traversing the Broughton Archipelago, ocean-bound juvenile sockeye enter the Queen

Charlotte Sound. From there, it is believed that they migrate north, towards the North Pacific

Ocean and Haida Gwaii.
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For the Haida people, Haida Nation President Guujaaw testified before the Cohen
Commission, sockeye sal mon ar e ??PriootweontaatsvithifEar@eansathea n . o
Hai da empl oyed s p etocatmH salman dffshtonedpas subsequentty eaafirmed
by archaeological digs.?¢®> Some of these fishwould| at er be traded with fAmain
and early explorerso for $hesident&lujaaw bélievesthe DFOand ot |
has mismanaged the fishery, and suggests that the management of the fishery will only improve
fAFirst N anei invoived bbcause they live with the consequences of management

deci s®ons. 0

Figure 28: Fraser River sockeye in the Pacific Ocean.

i

L wa)

| Map data ©2020 Google

. Known distribution of Fraser River sockeye J \ : y

. The Blob (2°C warmer than average) — _|

From the North Pacific Ocean, Cohen explains, there exists fsome evidenced0 t hat j uveni
sockeye fimigrate north and westward within 35 km of the coasts of British Columbia and central
Alaska until they reach the overwintering grounds south of Alaska during late autumn and early
December.?Cohen then directs the r eomawhehappearsacdepeint i on t
the precise movements of juveniles fAalong the con
i [he distribution and movement of immature Fraser River sockeye salmon at sea is the least
understood of t hiemsebd@sAhbes, bidlagistsecantclaim to knovyapgoximately
how far sockeye from B.C. travel in the ocean. Using tagging data collected from 1956 to 1989,

22Cohen Commi ssi onwitkessiSunmaryofR2 6 9i, dé&nt Guuj aawod, p. 4
283Cohen Commi ssi onwitkessiSunmaryofR2 6 9i, dé&nt Guuj aawod, p. 1
2%4Cohen Commi ssi onwitkessiSunmaryofR2 6 9i, dé&nt Guuj aawod, p. 1
285 Cohen Commi s si on E x Nitnless BummayQodPr efisi dent Guuj aawod, p. 5

286 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
287 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 12
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bi ol ogi sts at the DFO&s Paci f imappgd thelkmwgnidistabutionSt at i on
of all B.C. sockeye in the Pacific Ocean (Figure 28).2%¢ Beneath this shroud of uncertainty, the

movements and behaviour of Fraser River sockeye are largely a mystery. Nevertheless, Cohen

goes on to cite oceanographer David Welch, one of t h e Co mmiegpsri vaitmessss, in
explaining that fAwhen sockeye sal mon are small t h
eat ot her f i®$ThoughWichdestified dhat dhe question of what sockeye eat is a

Avery compl i elsowwvendootosnggebe that Athe short answer
about evé&rything. o

5.1.57 Adults in the Salish Sea
I n their Afourth (or, i [né Jand after speraingetvgo,(in dornefcashs) y e ar

three) years in the Gulf of Alaskad Fraser River sockeye prepare to return to the Salish Sea en
route to their natal spawning grounds in the Fraser River watershed.?®* There are two known
migratory routes for Fraser River sockeye re-entering the Salish Sea (Figure 29), the first of which
sees them migrating south, along the west coast of Vancouver Island, and through the Juan de
Fuca Strait. The second,so-c al | ed FfAnor t hedsees sbikeyere-entenng the Salisht e
Sea through the Broughton Archipelago, Johnstone Strait, Discovery Passage, and Strait of
Georgia. When the ocean temperature is 10°C, Cohen explains, sockeye re-enter the Salish Sea
fal most entirely t hr?WhenthdocemmtenperatuFeincreaseSty2-a°C,t . o
h o we v89-80 peréent of returning sockeye come through the northern diversion route.&% From
2013 to 2016, the Blob, a patch of water approximately 2°C warmer than average which persisted

in the Pacific Ocean from 2013 to 2016, may have led a greater proportion of sockeye to utilize
the northern diversion when returning to the Salish Sea.

The northern diversion route is problematic for another reason, which Cohen does not
mention. That is, in using the northern diversion route, many sockeye will be exposed to open-net
pen salmon farms for a second time in their lives. Thus, in modifying their behaviour to account
for the threat posed by warming waters, sockeye may be unwittingly subjecting themselves to yet
another. This is not to suggest, of course, that sockeye re-entering the Salish Sea via the Juan de
Fuca Strait do not face any threats. These fish are thought to approach the mouth of the Fraser
River along the same route used by the tankers charged with exporting Alberta oil to international

markets, raising the spectre of a catastrophic oil spill in the Salish Sea. In 2017, moreover, late-

288 Cohen Commission Exhibit #2, Presentation of Dr. David Welch, slide 5. | used these data on my map to represent
the movements of Fraser River sockeye in the Pacific Ocean without overstating what is known about the same.

289 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 13

290 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 25-Oct-2010, p. 43

291 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 13

292 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 13

293 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 13
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run sockeye may have been exposed to the farmed Atlantic salmon which escaped from the
Cooke Aguaculture salmon farm near Cypress Island, off the coast of Washington state, following

its August 19 collapse.?%

Figure 29: The known in-migration routes of Fraser River sockeye.
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Regardless of their point of entry into the Salish Sea, many Fraser River sockeye will be
caught by test fishing vessels employing a variety of net types, and sited along both migratory
routes. Each season, these catches provide data input for the statistical models which provide the
basis for the Fraser River Panel6 {FRP) regulatory decisions 1 including whether to adopt
changes in run-size estimates, and whether this estimate is large enough to permit the opening of
the commercial fishery. If the FRP opts to open the fishery, many more sockeye will be caught by
commercial fishers before they reach the mouth of the Fraser River.

The impacts associated with commercial fisheries closures, it should be noted, are not just
felt by non-Indigenous fishers. Indeed, Gary Ducommun testified before the Cohen Commission

thatMétisihave al ways participatad? Eishingdvhees fd nschee riya fsoac

2% Volpe et al. (2000) r eports having observed twhieg ofiexaticpAdlanticesaimosinaces s f ul
Vancouver Il sland rivero (p. 902) . O ntic dalménsmaybcanstitule,an Vol pe e
invading species [in the Pacific Ocean]o (p. 902).

2%Cohen Commi s s i onwitkesstBuntmary of 8&2ydDau,c ofimmuno, p. 2
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practice for Métis peopl e o, Ducommun added, but Aisoci al fis
uncertainty surrounding [Métis] | e g a °°® Todaygals Métis people do not receive an allotment
of FSC fish, they mustrely on Af amindsy icmo nkiercsti oNati ons [%] for ¢
Ducommun testified that the DFO has refused to even discuss this issue with the Métis Nation of
B.C., which Ducommun serves as Director of Natural Resources.?%8
For the Haidzaqgv (Heiltsuk)d whose reserve lands are sited on what is known today as
Campbell Island, located across from the southern tip of Haida Gwaiid the decline of sockeye has
ledto iseri ous s oc?® atcordng tkChief rEdwinoNewmand a Haidaqv Elder,
hereditary chiefd the decline of sockeye led not only to the closure of their fish processing plant,
it also fhewtped!| owmtgofl eet and r e theirgiknetfleethye75%.8ar ni ng
In his testimony before the Cohen Commission, Chief Newman described the resulting social
problems in this way:

After they closed Milbanke [ é] and [ecamehpBhgedt alultyst
dependent on the government to do things for us. It was devastating for our community. We have the

hi ghest suicide rate. Any communities on the coast ha
young people because of that. And it also created [ é]
We [é] now have a high r astokesdmong aunyoungpeople@lart probl em

These problems are principally rooted, Chief Newman argued, i n t he | oss of f
opportunities in the fisheryo, ablai@amgy] | e 86€hiebn t he
Newman later added that the HaicGdagyihave a firm position omtheinot wan
t er r,iciting copcérns aboutit he damage it wil/ do to td% resol
Chief Newman also alleged that,inane f f ort t o HAcut down tomeitrheprcmadu c
fishfasimsuse a t ec hni 4 aenp whidp iheoles tismg lights and fish feed to lure
wild Pacific fry into net pens, where they are then subject to predation by farmed Atlantic
salmon.3%

Laich-Kwil-Tach fishers, Rod Naknakim testified before the Cohen Commission,i st i | | [ rel
on the [commerciall f i shery f or t he P Naknakim@ & WehWad Kasfisheramada y . o
chief negotiator for the Laich-Kwil-Tach Treaty Society who grew up on Quadra Islandd added
t hat A7 odrved[dssgnet 1o Laich-Kwil-Tach member nations] were originally allotted

296 Cohen Commission Exhibit #298, p. 2

297 Cohen Commission Exhibit #298, p. 2

298 Cohen Commission Exhibit #298, p. 3

299 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 29

300 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, pp. 29-30

301 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 30

302 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 30

303 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 74

304 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 74

3%Cohen Commi ssi onwitkesstBuntmaryof R@@ 7Naknak-Bmo, pp. 2
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by Canada specifical P%Thdse memiei mationsndg sharel anpaorsiad s . 0
allocation of FSC fishd administered through the A-Tlegay Fisheries Societyd but Naknakim is of

the belief that if ood f i sh s h ot IGden thatt h b e F R Bsizd estimates are

generated using data from both marine and in-river test fisheries, however,by t he ti me At h«
get down to the Fr as er River [ é] i t -Kwilgach coromercial fisherslagetd [ L ai
n ot h i%Mgknakim is not opposed to in-river fisheries, but he contends that Laich-Kwil-Tach
fishers should be fdal |l owWerdcontrasttontleekaidagy, dome/liaichg as we
Kwil-Tach fishers responded to the decline of the fishery by turning to aquaculture in order to
Aidiversify and ke®&pntdeeist omaatisn dadhtiisveontext, Fir
policies on salmon farming must be understood as fite outcome of interactions and responses

that cannot be categorized as simple acceptance (understood as forward-looking, or modern) or
opposition (understood as c (Schnethéer & §ewell02006,pe8B7)past , o

5.1.6 i Adults and Spawners in the Fraser River
Interestingly, not all Fraser River sockeye CUs enter the river immediately upon arrival. There

e X i sdms vaffiationoamong sockeye CUs, Cohen explains,inihow promptly they mo
river and begin theétr upstream migration. o

This variation is based on the four run-timing groups i Early Stuart, Early Summer, Summer, and
Late-run. The Early Stuarts (which return in June and July) and the Early Summers and Summers
(which return in July and August) enter the Fraser River with little or no delay i perhaps within one
day.312

Many factorsaret hought t o fd mtfrlyu etmilcongriid dv,eh mat uri ty, tide

and wat er t°% mppeentdecadesdowever, @ an rigoverlagohtiseidifferent run-

timing groups has been o b s e r 3% @k late-run timing group, for instance, went from arriving

at the Mission hydroacoustic site in late-August during the 1990s to late-July in the 2000s.%° Late-

run sockeye entering the river before mid-August |, Cohen expl aembw A exp

probability of survivalo when compard to those e
In addition to feeding in the ocean, and building up substantial stores of fat in the process,

sockeye salmon continue to feed until they re-enter the Fraser River, at which point their digestive

tracts shut down, marking the beginning of their final transformation. From that point onwards,

306 Cohen Commission Exhibit #297, p. 3
307 Cohen Commission Exhibit #297, p. 6
308 Cohen Commission Exhibit #297, p. 5
309 Cohen Commission Exhibit #297, p. 3
310 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 15-Dec-2010, p. 8

311 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 14
312 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 14
313 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 14
314 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 14
315 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 14
316 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 14
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Cohen explains, sockeye derive energy from this store of fat, which is burned and replaced with
water as they migrate upstream to their natal spawning grounds.?'” Shortly after they enter the
Fraser River, some sockeye will be caught and tagged with radio transmitters in order to provide
biologists with some indication as to the speed of their upstream movements, as well as their
ability to traverse fAchallenging areas sucth

In-river water temperatures are thought to play a major role in determining how quickly
sockeye travel upstream. When water temperatures are high, Cohen sugge st s , nft]
evidence that sockeye will interrupt their migration by remaining in cooler lakes for a week or

longer to bring their temperature back down before pressing upstream to their spawning a r e%¥ .

This has proven especially problematic since the late 1990s, as Cohen goes on to explaind by

her e

He |

drawing on the expert-wi t ness testi mony of Michael Lapointe,

chief biologistd as fnei ght of the 10 waatuee® tecoed haveroeaurred
in the 15 years *#rom 1996 to 2011. 0

Thi s i s wh eoveevie\Cas theelife-Gysle of Fraser River sockeye effectively ends,
as he concludes not by following each sockeye CU to their spawning grounds, but by describing
their migr at i ons as i an % Q@obHend ditingga maring ecblagy téchnical report
prepared for the Commission by Stewart McKinnell, Enrique Curchitser, Cornelius Groot,
Masahide Kaeriyama, and Katherine Myersd goes on to suggest dividing the life-cycle of Fraser
River sockeye into Al2 sequenti al habitats?o
mi g r a 32 Thenascondpanying map, excerpted from the marine ecology technical report, uses
12 numbered arrows t o deqga késer Riieresockeyeghroagh eacmof
these habitats.3?3

Upon re-entering the Fraser River, sockeye may find the surface of the river partially
covered by logs. Logging operations on the Fraser River, Cohen suggests in a later chapter, are
often justified wi t h ref erence to the feconomic real

Co | u m¥B*iCahenddoes not explain what this means, but he does concede in a later chapter

that he fAiheard some evidence that di st uerdstaanyc e

ver

t

i ties

bece

has the potential to &afect Fraser River sockeye.

14
14
14
14
15
15
Ex hi bi tCohénlCbranission firechnical Report 4 - Marine Ecology - Feb 2011 -
10
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In addition to encountering log booms, sockeye re-entering the north arm of the Fraser
River will pass Musqueam 2, a x & mak dybm (Musgqueam) reserve, and may find themselves

caught in the drift net of a x & mdk typm fisher. The x & mdk typm people have lived near the

mouth of the Fraser River for thousands of years, and fishing has dnal ways

way of life (Musqueam Indian Band, 2006, p. 10). For the x & mdk typm people, sockeye salmon

are revered agp.2)a gheefishelriyfeot f olxlowmdksyomi s t

people (p. 21). Provided that the DFO approves the requisite ceremonial fishing licence, the
x amdk oypm people observe an annual ceremony to honour the first salmon returning to the
Fraser River (p. 43).

In 1984, a x a mdk oypm fisher named Ronald Edward Sparrow was charged, and later
convicted, for using a drift net which exceeded the maximum size permitted by his fishing license.
In his defense, Sparrow invoked section 35 of the Constitution Act, arguing that the charges
brought against him infringed upon his pre-existing Indigenous right to fish. Sparrow successfully
appealed his case all the way to the Supreme Court of Canada, which affirmed in 1990 the
existence of an Indigenous right to fish for ffood and social and ceremonial [FSC] purposes.&%®
Two decades after the Sparrow ruling, x & mak tybm fisheries commissioner Joe Becker testified
before the Cohen Commission that the DFO had not yet defined the fsocialdin ffood and social

and ceremonial purposes.>’Bec ker al so argued that #Ait is

fthey go FSC fishing, then they c anf Attthis sank |

evidentiary hearing, Chief Kimberly Baird of Tsawwassen First Nationd which also fishes near the

not
t

b

he

r

mouth of the Fraser Riverd called the prohibition against the sale of FSCfishasfipat er.d?al i st i ¢

Given t hat [fédjuasst envoodloveed over timeodo, Chief Baird

treat I ndigenous rights as ® hough #fthey were froz
From the mouth of the Fraser River to the Port Mann Bridge, drift nets may also be

employed by fishers from the Tsleil-Waututh and Qayqayt First Nations. k & ipdomm (Kwikwetlem

or Coquitlam) fishers, meanwhile, are permitted to fish from the Patullo Bridge to Douglas Island

(DFO, 2020a). I ndigenous fishers in this area are moni-t

Aifi shery observersodo who ficonduct boat and vehicle

catch and (BROf20204). Indhéad iatoi on, |1 ndi genous fishers are

throughout &@ RB02Ga). sher yo

326 R v. Sparrow, [1990] 1 S.C.R. 1075, p. 1101

27Cohen Commi ssion Exhibiary#282JokeWBec&es oSumm 4

8Cohen Commi ssion Exhibit #282, AWitness Summary of Joe Beck

329 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, p. 91
330 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, p. 91
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Approximately 30 kilometers from the mouth of the Fraser River, sockeye will pass under
the Port Mann Bridge, as well as the Trans Mountain Pipeline which runs parallel to it. A few
hundred meters past this point, the sockeye belonging to the now-extirpated Coquitlam-ES CU

would have turned left to ascend the Coquitlam River. A few kilometers past the mouth of the

Coquitlam River, Pitt River sockeye, including both 6 wi | d 8 a n dvariétes) dnd Widgeanh 6

river-type sockeye will turn left to begin their ascent of Pitt River (Figure 30). Prior to the
construction of the Alouette Dam, these fish might have been joined by sockeye from the Alouette
River, a Pitt River tributary. Today, the Alouette-ES CU is considered extirpated. Any remaining
Alouette River sockeye must rely on human intervention to make it past the Alouette Dam.
Approximately 15 kilometers from the mouth of the Pitt River, the Widgeon river-type sockeye will
split off from the rest of the group to spawn in Widgeon Creek. Some 50 kilometers from the mouth
of the Pitt River, some of the remaining fish will spawn in the Pitt River. Because the Pitt River is
prone to flash flooding, still others will be caught so that their eggs can be extracted and taken to

the InchCreek Hat chery. I n spite of this, the Pitt

(DFO, 2018a, p. 10). The Widgeon CU, meanwhile, has never been assessed as anything other
than fipooro (red zéd¢s@laAwanwinmgd (@ROsI0N8E, b A.5a@ Inlo

Figure 30: Widgeon and Pitt sockeye break off from the rest of the group to ascend the Pitt River.

@ Extirpated Conservation Unit (CU)

First Nations reserves

. Trans Mountain Pipeline
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As the remaining sockeye continue their ascent of the Fraser River, many will be caught

by Sté:16 fishers from the Katzie, Kwantlen, and Matsqui First Nations. These fishers, who employ

CU i

drift and set nets from the Port Mann Bridge to Mission, are regularly surveiled by fif i shery

331 This is not necessarily a reflection of the actual health of the stock, however, as much as it is a by-product of the

assessment model 6s inabil ity t oractedstcs of each Ffaser Rivertsackeyki ver se b

stocks. As a consequence of the limitations o f the assessment model , in other

a consistent| yDF®eg6018sp.8)t us CUO
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observers [ é] stationed at the areads 3 main acc
Barnston | sl and, and Kwantlen Reserve. o

The observers conduct interviews with fishers to obtain effort and catch data. A charter patrolman
also conducts boat patrols during fishery openings to obtain catch and effort data on the water. The
number of participants is recorded for each day of the fishery and catch is recorded by species. (DFO,
2020a)

Notwithstanding their constitutionally-protected right to fish for food, social, and ceremonial (FSC)
purposes, Indigenous fishers up and downriver are subject to a strict regulatory regime. In addition
to needing to seek approval from the DFO prior to fishing, Indigenous fishers must submit to
surveillance measures designed to ensure that their catches do not exceed their respective
allotments i a maximum catch negotiated in advance of each season.
Approximately 25 kilometers upstream from the Port Mann Bridge, many sockeye and
pinks will be caught in the gillnets of Fraser River Panel (FRP) test fishers. Some 15 kilometers
later, these fish will encounter the Mission hydroacoustic station, where fAapp-5 xi mat e
p e r ¢3 oftthem will pass through one of its beams (Figure 31). In a nearby data-processing
trailer, PSC staff estimate the abundance of passing fish by counting smears on a monochromatic
image. These data are entered into statistical models, alongside the test-fishing data already
collected, in order to generate updatedrun-si ze esti mates which serve as

regulatory decisions.

Figure 31: Sockeye pass the F R P et fishery and hydroacoustic station.

Map data ©2020 Google
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15 kilometers later, Chilliwack River and Cultus Lake sockeye turn right to begin their
ascent of the Chilliwack River (Figure 32). In the 1920s, Cultus Lake was selected as the site for
a large-scale study which proved influential in shaping the development of B.C. fisheries

science.®*® Cohen does not mention Cultus Lake in his life-cycle overview, but the Cohen Report

332 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 152
333 See Joseph Taylor (1998) and Matthew Evenden (2004a).
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devotes an entire chaptertoe x ami ni ng ACul tus Lake sockeye as a ¢
and procedures relating to the management of a vulnerable Fraser River sockeye salmon

popul &tThoins. oi s a case study, Cohen suggests, whicl
wi t h adgingaghe mixed-st ock f5 Glletrys 0sockeye have been at
extinctionodo since the | ate clldh®iddiect owerf-expdoitation 32| f a ¢
Cultus sockeye is amodestly-sizedCUwhi ch i s Adwar f ed ddpyoductivedakes of | a
in the Fr as e FRded with anbapmient trawe-o f f ibet ween biodive
exploitationo, the DFO opted for the | atter when |
recommend emergency listing of Cultus Lake sockeye under the Species at Risk Act( SARX® . o

By adding Cultus sockeye to the SARA list, the DFO reasoned, it would be obliged to close the

commercial fishery for three of the next four years, resulting in an estimated $125 million loss in
revenue’*® The DFOer r ed, in Cohenés esfamhurentonatconohy
bi ol ogical factorso and Abiological unce+fetmai ntyo,
financi al costso and @gi v-termgoendfits,tsoclaleimplecations,iod er at i o
alternative fishing strategi e ¥ Towday, the Cultus CU remains in #fAp:
Chiliwack-ES CU, meanwhi |l e, i s bor de r(DRDg2018a ppbRelh)/ gr een)

Figure 32: Cultus and Chilliwack sockeye ascend the Chilliwack River.
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Continuing some 15 kilometers upriver, still more sockeye will find themselves caught in

the set nets, drift nets, or beach seines of Sto:16 fishers from the Leq'a:mel, Aitchelitz, Kwaw-

334 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 552

335 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 552

336 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 552

337 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 551-552

338 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 570

339 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 555-556
1

340 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 571
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kwaw-Apilt, Shxwha:y (Skway) Village, Skwah, Squiala, Skowkale, Soowahlie, Sumas,
Tzeachten, Yakweakwioose, Sq'éwlets (Scowlitz), and Sts'ailes (Chehalis) First Nations. Chief
William Charlie of Sts'ailes First Nation can recall atime whenh e dAwoul d fish and by
thewe e k , be t i rrtldreart yeérs, bolwever,gdechning abundance combined with
ithe pressures of other fisherso has meant**that C
In 2009, after waiting several hours to cast his drift net, Chief Charlie found that a group of sports
fishers had anchored their boat in the path of his drift net. When the sports fishers refused to move
their boat, Chief Charlie cast his drift net, which then became tangled in the anchor line of the
sports fi.fhhe ensuing dordliat,tChief Charlie was shot in the face with a pellet gun,
and his boat was rammed.3*
When the FSC fishery is open, St6:10 fishers like Chief Charlie may face discriminatory
treatment of this sort at the hands of sports fishers, in addition to being subjected to

comprehensive surveillance measures. Adding to the surveillance measures identified above, the

FSC fishery on this st ret ch of the river is subject to A
instant aneous tot al set net fishing effort a mini murt
surveys conducted from Yale Beach to Sawmiilal Cr ec

charter patrol vessel also conducts boat patrols during fishery openings to obtain catch and effort

data on the water.o Finally, during beach seine f

and records catch and release on a set-by-s e t b(BFO| 282Da). It should be noted, however,

that not all Sté:16 people have access to an ancestral fishing spot. Whereas St6:16 youth

traditionally | earned about #@Athe i mpor taGane of f i

Chief Clarence Pennier of Sq'éwlets First Nation did not become directly involved in the fishery

until later in life, when he became chief of the St6:16 Tribal Council.3* Gr and Chi ef Penni er

Aidid not have thé&9andowne &fi csithd weg tshd edopportunity

parents or grandpweaeht 0o besadsathal S chool for e
When the remaining fish reach a fork in the river, most of them will hang a right, while the

Lillooet-Harrison, Harrison upstream, downstream, and river-type CUs will turn left to ascend the

Harrison River. Lillooet-Harrison sockeye spawn principally in the Birkenhead River above Lillooet

Lake. In the mid-twentieth century, however,theficour se of t he Bimakualyhead R

changed to flow directly into the Lillooet-Har r i son Lake [ é] lobdocontrolohe apur p

1Cohen Commi ssi onwitkesstBuntmaryof @Ri76€f Wi I |l i am Charlieo, p. 5

342 Cohen Commission Exhibit #279, p. 5

343 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, pp. 35-37

344 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, p. 19

5Cohen Commi ssi onwikessiSunimaryof@280¢d 6hi ef Clarence Penniero, p.
346 Cohen Commission Exhibit #280, p. 1

347 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, p. 19
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deci sion whi ch il i kely reduced t he p o-Harisdni a | s p
sockeye*® Today, this CU is consode i@ 20&8h tph 6-10). i heal t
Harrison downstream and river-type sockeye, meanwhile, were most recently assessed as
bordering on healthy (amber/green) and healthy (green zone) respectively (DFO, 2018a, p. 10).

Upstream Harrison sockeye, on the other hand, are consideredto be i n Apoor o (r ¢
health (DFO, 2018a, pp. 9-10). I n the early 1960s, Afextensive | o
floodngand scouring of [ é] spawni ng hsadkdyd ppgulationst hr eat
which together constitute this CU.3*° Spawning habitat was further reduced in the 1960s and 1970s
by fierosion and sediment inputo dawsad amat tomliy
associated with the de®*fBdringghisa same pedofl, tha Weaker Creele s or t . 0
spawning channel and di ver s ibaid prodeciion from ¢he Weaeeo n st r uc
stoekastoinal | ow for i hcoepoe tBhagnningéshe d970s, sockeye
were fApreferenti aladwnidnigv]erctheadn nienlt oo daturaldtpieepngc r e e k 0,
habitat.®>? In the 2000s, these sockeye experienced high levels of pre-spawn mortality, which the
DFO attributed t oPardaafdsular paraskes?® dHis sdime Iparasite has been
observed in farmed Atlantic salmon in Norway.3>*

After passing the Harrison River, sockeye from the remaining CUs may find themselves
caught by St6:16 fishers from the Popkum, Seabird Island, Peters, Shxw'ow'hamel, Sqgdew8: | x w
(Skawahlook), Chawathil, and Cheam First Nations. Councillor June Quipp of Cheam First Nation,
who also goes by the name Sioliya, wast aught how to fish at fAa very y
ipassed on those skills t o hle2009¢c @ounkiltbr Quipp vaasr d gr an
overcome with feelingsof Adevast at i amed a racord-lowissdkeyerindorced her
communitytoma ke do with just fAone 0° €aurncilogQuippaddedio c k ey e
her testimony that that, because the DFO would notevena ppr ove fia ceremeni al p

f i sCheam could not hold a First Salmon Ceremony.3*” The DFO, it follows for Councillor Quipp,

348 CohenCommi s s i on E x hBvdluation offUn@edtainty in Rraser Sockeye WSP Status Using Abundance and
Trends in Abundance Metrics, Aug 25 2011 version [DFO Working Paper 2010-P14; further update to Exh 184]0 ,
p. 61

349 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 54

350 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 54

351 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, pp. 54-55

352 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 55

353 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 55

354 See Karlsbakk et al. (2002) and Sterud et al. (2003).

3%5Cohen Commi ssion Exhibit #278, fAWitness Summary of Councill

356 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, p. 41

357 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, pp. 44-45
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has effectively taken it Afupon themselves
ceremonies they recognize as legitimate are funerals.®*®

At the town of Hope, the Fraser River bends northward and intersects with the Coquihalla
River. Here, the now-extirpated Kawkawa sockeye would have broken off from the rest of the
group to ascend the Coquihalla River on the way to Kawkawa Lake. In the late-nineteenth or early-
twentieth century, however, the Kawkawa Lake was dammed, resulting in the extirpation of this
CU.359

As the remaining sockeye begin their final approach to the Fraser Canyon, they may be
caught in set nets or drift nets cast by fishers from the Union Bar and Yale First Nations. During
FSC fisheries openings, Yale First Nation plays an active enforcement role in the area. In addition

to having observers situatedon Str awberry | sl and, Yale First

from Yale fishers stationed elsewhere (DFO, 2020a). Since 1992, the first year in which Sté:16
fishers were permitted, under certain conditions, to sell a portion of their FSC catch, Yale First
Nation has actively opposed St6:16 fishing in the Fraser Canyon (Brown K. L., 2005, pp. 105-107).

Approximately 5 kilometers from the mouth of the Fraser Canyon, many of these fish will
be pinged by the Qualark hydroacoustic monitoring station. The Qualark station is not just
equipped with a dual-frequency identification sonar (DIDSON) system which produces higher-
resolution images than those generated at Mission, it is also situated along a narrower stretch of
the river, permitting fewer fish to evade detection. In addition, several populations of pink salmon
have since broken away from the rest of the group, resulting in run-size estimates that are thought
to be less noisy and more accurate than are those produced at Mission.*®° The Qualark stationd
which was first used in 19930 is considered costly to run, and the DFO has wavered in its
commitment to funding its operations.3¢*

After passing Qualark, the remaining sockeye CUs follow the river as it passes Yale and
becomes enveloped by the Fraser Canyon. Many of these fish will find their way into the nets of
the various St6:16 fishers whose fishing spots line the river above Yale. Grand Chief Ken Malloway,
whose earliest memory is of watching his father fish in Yale, often camped with his family in one
of these spots during his youth.*¢? Many years later, Grand Chief Malloway would also meet his

wife here, after teaching her how to fish with a set net.*®® Today, Grand Chief Malloway is among

358 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, p. 45
3%¥9Cohen Commi s si on Evalxationh &f Urtcert#irtydnlFiaser Sockeye WSP Status Using Abundance and

Trends in Abundance Metrics, Aug 25 2011 version [DFO Working Paper 2010-P14; further update to Exh 184]0 ,

p. 91
360 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 152-153
361 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 152-154
%] nterview with Grand CiR2eAugu20n7 AWi |l el eqo Mal |
%] nterview with Grand Chi eMugu20a7 AnWi |l el eqo Mal |l oway,
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the most prolific St6:16 fishers, and the eight-kilometer stretch of the Fraser River above Yale is
where he does most of his fishing (Brown K. L., 2005, pp. 184-185).
In August 1913, aft er Ai mmenseo malsise@si owf o r ol &Britishver at

Columbia, 1914, p. 22), the remaining sockeye CUs would have eventually run into a wall of flesh

comprised of fish from earlier timing groups. Whereas, historically, Hel |l 6s Gat e ahas al v
difficult hurdle for migrating salmon, CNOR construction crews transformed it into an impassable

barrier. Without human intervention, few sockeye proved capable of traversing the new

obstruction. When provincial fisheries commissioner J. P. Babcock surveyed the situation in late

August, he observed thatthewate r had been fAdarkened with that millin
Al i ] mmebelowaHel&s| Gate, and for ten miles [16 kilometers] down-stream, sockeye were

massed in incredible numberso (British Columbia, 1914, pp. 21-22). Many sockeye were caught

below the obstruction and released above it, but the vast majority eventually died without

spawning. In late September, Babcock observed that as far south as Ruby Creek, some 60

kil ometers downstr @gigure38)r ofint He | 4 ibrs VWwag ef oul with tF
the dead fish that c¢over e dBritisin@lumbapléld ed8parts of t

Figure33: The remaining sockeye CUs approach Hell
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A

Today, when sockeye approach Hel | &s Gat e, t h
bottleneck, but they are unlikely to encounter a wall of flesh of the sort which greeted late-run
salmon in 1913. That is, thanks to the various fishways installed here throughout the mid-twentieth
century, sockeye are now able to bypass the obstruction by entering one of several fishways, a
choice determined by the current water level, lining the left and right banks of the river. Inside the
fishways, sockeye encounter fAa series of vertical
flow from 7.6 metres [ €] ppeerr sseeccoonnddd ,t oas. 4wbe Inhe tarse s:
pools, each stepped25 c¢cm [ é] higher [than the last], giving
to rest during the c % mabhysagmamysgckegerwill diabefere makitgo v e . 0
it into a fishway, and still others may fail to make it through the fishway itself. The sockeye that do
successfully traverse the fishway will be funneled back into the river, permitting them to continue
their journey upstream.

As they continue upstream, sockeye from the remaining CUs may find themselves caught
in the dip nets of NIha7k8 p mx ( NI a k fesldeps afrorn xhg Boston Bar, Boothroyd,
Tegt@gtndnux (Kanaka Bar), Skuppah, Spuzzum, Lytton, and Siska First Nations. In the
N gnkepmxcin | anguage, whi ch i s today ¢ o n §Enddrgerax d isev
Languages Project, n.d.) sockeye are called fsxdl/feso (First Peoples' Cultural Council, 2020).
Chief Fred Sampson, Si s ketedesl chief, testified before the Cohen Commission that salmon
were once so abundant here that i o e Todap, Chied cr oss
Sampson fishes from a riverside rock indented with the footprints of his ancestors. When fishing
from this rock, Chief Sampson not only feels conn
with the fish t hat 35Dsringdhisflifetime, indwevert Ghief Gapsom hab e . 0
observed a dgr adu ainthegnamberdfrsackeyei acailablefor harvase®¥ In the
years leading up to his testimony, moreover, Chief Sampson observed an increase in the number
of lesions on the fish caught here, a phenomenon he suggests may have been caused by sea

lice.®*® Given the importance of sockeye fishing to preserving Nlha7kapmx culture and the

N gnkepmxcinl anguage, Chief Sampson testified, the decl
cul tur al | oss o, but also to Aa | oss in htienguage
transferring of that *®®nowledge to our children.o

% fAHowFdehways Work? A Ladder for FiSgpedber-28¢1 | 6s Gate exhibit,
3% Cohen Commi ssi onwitiesstSunimary of EebFtedSé@mpsono, p. 2

366 Cohen Commission Exhibit #291, p. 1

367 Cohen Commission Exhibit #291, p. 1

368 Cohen Commission Exhibit #291, p. 2

369 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 14-Dec-2010, pp. 9-10
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Some 25 kilometers after exiting the fishways at Hell
to begin their ascent of the Nahatlatch River. Nahatlatch sockeye were most recently assessed
as being in the amber zone, indicating that the fish which together constitute this CU are in neither
Afheal t hyo no(DF®2008q,p.d0).shape

Some 30 kms later, the remaining CUs will reach a fork in the river, with the Fraser River
on the left, and the Thompson River on the right. At the Fraser-Thompson fork, the Kamloops,
North Barriere, Shuswap, and Shuswap Complex CUs will turn right to ascend the Thompson
River. On the way to their spawning grounds, these fish may encounter Nlha7kapmx fishers from
theLytton,Ni comen, Cook&s F e ek andAshenofeFgstNatiodsaor Jecwepermc
fishers from the Bonaparte, Tk@&mllups (Kamloops), Pelltdq't (Whispering Pines/Clinton), Simpcw
(North Thompson), Neskonlith, Adams Lake, Little Shuswap Lake, Splatsin, and Skeetchestn First
Nations. Chief Ron Ignace of Skeetchestn First Nation testified before the Cohen Commission
that, in the Secwepemctsin language,®® sockeye ar e ¢ adleker7i#wion, which means |
or i gi nal® Eha $Seow@pemapeople, Chief Ignace explained, have been the f#fpro
and caretakers of great runs Y fAccerding tooha Sebwepemd hous an
law of reciprocityd whi ch hol ds t hat fiif you honourdtiteo meone,
decline of sockeye is rooted in the factthat A we have di sr ewpwiite dlesatsdf he s al
harms t o our %M wihr drhmeritde® | eti on of the sal mono,
depletion of [Secwépemc] c u lagwellasdt he | oss 0o In this way IClied Ignace 0
suggested, t h e DFOG6s mi s ma n af giesnheenrty orfeft bet s Canadads
Indigenous children in Residential Schools. Whereas the principal aim of Residential Schools was
toake the | ndian toluda foifs hehrey ctha d dide e ntherfishouaaled i n
the | #dian. o

And yet, the geographic distribution of First Nations reserves in B.C. (Figure 34) strongly
hints at the existence of an Indigenous right to carry on fisheries as formerly. As Douglas Harris
argues in an essay he prepared for the Cohen Commission, these reservesiwer e al |l ott ed
support either the <cat chi3%dhese resenves alid pot, bowevers i ng o f
safeguard the fisheries from i a ¢ o fam@amd legislated fisheries regimed  w h epenkd the

resource to immigrants and to Anglo-Ame r i ¢ a n ¥'cTaday, th&!| .ficu nus uraservel ndi an

370 The Secwepemctsinl anguage is today consi dEndaagtrediiangiages Rragectinyg.).endanger e
871 Cohen Commission Exhib i t  #/Nit@ess,SunimaryofChi ef Fred Sampsono, p. 2

8%2Cohen Commi ssi onwitkessiSunmaryof B2 9Ron il gnaceod, p. 1

373 Cohen Commission Exhibit #294, p. 3

374 Cohen Commission Exhibit #294, pp. 3-4

375 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 14-Dec-2010, p. 30

376 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1135, p. 3

877 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1135, p. 3
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g e o0 g r anBICyista remnant of a broken promise that First Nations would be permitted to carry

on their fisheries as formerly.3

Figure 34: Thefiunus uair elsed ivan g atghe BrasérIompson fork.
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In 2017, some 30 kilometers downstream from Kamloops Lake, these fish would have
passed an Ashcroft First Nation community devastated by the 1,917 km2 Elephant Hill fire (Figure
35). This fire was thought to have warmed the river, producing problematic migratory conditions
in the process. Approximately 10 kilometers after passing through Kamloops Lake, the remaining
sockeye will reach another fork in the river. The North Barriere and Kamloops CUs turn left at the
Thompson fork to ascend the North Thompson River en route to their spawning grounds above.
In the process, these fish may have to contend with leaks, spills, or other complications arising
from the operations or expansion of the Trans Mountain Pipeline, the route for which crosses over
the Thompson River, in the city known today as Kamloops, before running roughly parallel to, and
occasionally crossing over, the North Thompson River.

Some 50 kilometers from the mouth of the North Thompson River, North Barriere sockeye
will turn right to ascend the Barriere River en route to their spawning grounds in Fennell Creek or
Harper Creek. These are not, however, the original North Barriere sockeye. In 1952, the Barriere
River was dammed, resulting in the extirpation of the original North Barriere sockeye

populations.*® Followingthe d a md s hahery tramdplants from the Raft River were used

378 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1135, p. 26

379 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1135 , Harfis, The Recognition and Regulation of Aboriginal Fraser River Sockeye
Salmon Fisheries to 1982, Jan 1220116, p. 26

3 Cohen Commi ssion Exhibit #1915, HAEvV

al u
Trends in Abundance Metrics, Aug 25

ation of Uncertainty
2011 versiono, p . 66
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in an attempt to restore North Barriere sockeye. As a r desnoviod , CUW hiis dinl vy
as abundant as the extirpated North Barriere CU.3! The DFO recently assessed this CU as being

in neither iheal t (DFO, 2018ar p. T0p dhe Kamloagph @lp was likewise
assessed as being in the amber zone (DFO, 2018a, p. 10).

Figure 35: Kamloops, North Barriere, Shuswap, and Shuswap Complex sockeye ascend the Thompson River.
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Meanwhile, the sockeye which together constitute the Shuswap and Shuswap Complex
CUs turned right at the Thompson fork to continue their ascent of the (South) Thompson River.
Originally included in the Shuswap CUd a ficy c | i c 0asgseddedrasameen(DRFOy2018a,
p. 10)d are several sockeye CUs whi ch fAdi sappeared afte?f®Thee
Shuswap Complex CU3 most recently assessed as amber/green,or b or der i n ¢DFO,n
2018a, p. 10)d included populations devastated not justbythe1 913 | ands | i d,dutat

381 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, pp. 66-67
382 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 74
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alsobythei nstall ation of a fispl a* Thhesd populations werd later Ad a ms

moved to separate CUs, Adams-ES and Momich-ES, which were then classified as extirpated.8

After turning left at the Fraser-Thompson fork, the remaining CUs may encounter Dakelh
(Carrier) peoples from Lhtako Dené First Nation; T Ei | h gewmples ifrom the fEsdilagh
(Alexandria), Tl'esqox (Toosey), Yunesit'in (Stone), TI'etinqox-t'in, and Xeni Gwet'in First Nations;
Secweépemc peoples from the Esk'etemc (Alkali), Stswecem'c Xgat'tem (Canoe/Dog Creek),
T'exelcemc (Williams Lake), High Bar, and Xat ST 1 | (S birdt d\atiahs; ered kS)'at'imc
peoples from the Sek'wel'was (Cayoose Creek), Ts'kw'aylaxw (Pavilion), Tsal'alh (Seton Lake),
Xaxli'p (Fountain), N'Quatqua (Anderson Lake), T'it'q'et (Lillooet) and Xwisten (Bridge River) First

Nations. Grand Chief Saul Terry testified before the Cohen Commission that fishingisa @A way

| i Wwhichbiper meat es t heXwistend duleure.e®s As a oeult, [St'atimc and Dakelh
Elders are struggling to fpass on the customs, traditions, the practices to the younger people. 3%
Grand Chief Terry, who represents Canada as a commissioner on the Pacific Salmon Commission
(PSC),also suggested that traditional ecol ogi cal
f avour o f3 Phe status queirfiéheries management, he argued, is too narrowly focused

on fAharvest dnedn dgeaaemttaredd around A one,arsegmphasisf i ¢

which often leaves spawning habitat issues unaddressed, in addition to jeopardizing biological

diversity.®® Grand Chief Terry assertedt hat A Fi r st Naispa@amasritopresenan v e me nt

and conser vi ng,thatlriet Natiors shoutdtfomrtirkesgtrial organizations to facilitate

knowl

the co-management of the fishery with the DFO, and that Fi r st Nations want

BN

actions required to make [their] futures moreme a ni n*f ul . 0
Approximately 50 kilometers after the Fraser-Thompson fork, Seton and Anderson-Seton
sockeye will sense the water from their home streams discharging into the Fraser River. In the
past, this would have signalled for these fish to turn left in order to begin their ascent of the Seton
River. Today, however, these fish will sense their home-stream water approximately 1 kilometer
downstream from the mouth of the Seton River, where it is discharged from the Set on
tailrace. Accordingly, these sockeye may congregate at the tailrace for extended periods of time,
owing either to their attractionto i h o1®mé r e a m, ov pethaps lkecause they find it useful as

i aoldwat er rPeThesg fish may be injured directly by interacting with the tailrace, or

383 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 77

384 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, pp. 89-91

385 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 14-Dec-2010, p. 17

386 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 14-Dec-2010, pp. 17-18
387 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 28-June-2011, p. 21

388 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 28-June-2011, p. 21

3 Cohen Commi ssi onwitkessiBunimaryofB288¢d 6hi ef Saul Terryo, p.
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indirectly by virtue of theresultingiid el ay i n migrati on f3 dhafish tha |
do break free of the tailrace must migrate approximately 1 kilometer upstream to enter the Seton
River, which they must then climb for an additional 5 kilometers before reaching the Seton Dam
fishway. Many sockeye will struggle to locate the fishway entrance, which may lead to their
death.3%?

After successfully traversing the Seton Dam fishway, the remaining fish must swim through
Seton Lake, a distance of approximately 20 kilometers, before they enter Portage Creek. This is
where Seton sockeye, de ndvoopopulation of hatchery transplants, will stop to spawn. This de
novo population replaced Portage Creek sockeye, a now-extirpated population that was

i ng

Adeci maottedjoust by the 1913 | andfsdadare haus Herd drdys tGad |

at the former Portage Creek hatchery, as well as the construction of the Bridge River Powerhouse,

which reduced the rearing capacity of Seton Lake.®** |1 n t he DFO6 s most recent .

de novo Seton CU was placed in the red zone, indicating that the underlying populationi s i n
shape (DFO, 2018a, p. 10). Anderson-Seton sockeye, meanwhile, must swim an additional 20
kilometers through Anderson Lake before they are directed by a diversion weir to spawn in either
Gates Creek or the N'Quatqua First Nation-operated Gates Spawning Channel. This CU was most
recently assessed as bordering (amber/green) o n A h e(AROt 2048a) p. 10).

Approximately 70 kilometers upstream from the Seton-Fraser fork, sockeye may encounter
another migratory bottleneck as they approach Big Bar, the site of a major 2018 landslide that was
not discovered until June 2019, well after early-returning sockeye arrived at the obstruction. As

many as 99% of Early Stuart sockeye may have died before spawning as a result (Owen, 2020).

Apoor

The prospects were better for late-arriving fish, approximately 60,000 of whichwer e HAcaptur e

using beach seining [é] as well as a fishwheel o b

tanks and relocated upstream, past the obstruction, via helicopt e (Gavernment of BC, 2019). In

addition, 177 sockeye fiwere transported to a rear.
preserve some portion of thipopelagGienmehtafsBE, f or t |
2019). I n an effort to restore finatur al passageo, 8
personnel performed controlled blasts and [ é] man

(Government of BC, 2019). In order to assess these efforts, fish were tagged below the
obstruction, and a hydroacoustic monitoring station was established above. While an estimated

220,000 fish made it past the obstruction once the water in the river dropped to a more favourable

level, their6 nat ur al passage6 (Daen 202@).tAccordinglp, sockeye eeturaimge d

391 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 41
392 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, pp. 41-42
393 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, pp. 72-73
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in 2020 are more likely to traverse the obstruction via helicopter, or through the newly-constructed,
onsite
2020).

i pneuma toifcs afl imsohn phasntipagoare @ simply swim past it (Owen,

Figure 36: Chilko and Taseko sockeye ascend the Chilcotin River after passing Big Bar.
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Approximately 60 kilometers upstream from the Big Bar landslide, Taseko and Chilko
sockeye will turn left to climb the Chilcotin River (Figure 36). In 2017, these fish would have been
forced to contend with a Chilcotin River warmed by the 2,390 km2 Hanceville complex of fires.
Some 150 kilometers from the mouth of the Chilcotin River, Taseko sockeye turn left again to
climb the Taseko River. These fish must then travel an additional 100 kilometers to their spawning
grounds in Taseko Lake. The Taseko CU was recently ag®m@&ssed a
shape (DFO, 2018a, p. 10). The Chilko CUs, meanwhile, must travel an additional 60 kilometers
from the mouth of the Taseko River to reach their spawning grounds in TEi | hgox Bi ny (C
Lake), a

significant

cool , remote | ake fAsur randifardednolb e d glf & ©ima thiea

h u PaCGhilkaseckeyd aorpemecrnotn.soi der ed fAsuperopti ma

ifgrater stride | engths, hi gher ground speed per t

helped them to adapt to the post-1913mi gr at ory conditions at He-l | 6s Ga

and upper-Fraser CUs.3%® The Chilko aggregate CU was recently assessed as beingiihea) t hy o

whereas the Chilko-Ear | y Summer CU was déDEMRA8afipdl®t a defi ci er

394 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 45
395 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 45
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In his expert-witness testimony, Michael Lapointe used Chilko sockeye mortality data to
illustrate how mortality rates differ from one phase of the sockeye life-cycle to the next.**® Though
Cohen concedes in his owernwirewmtti hhats fatmoerge t dlee ari Ify
of Fraser River sockeye, he nevertheless goes on to apply these Chilko-specific mortality
estimates to Fraser River sockeye as awhole®*®" The resulting chart, titled
Cycl e Sif may tharéfave, give the false impression that all Fraser River sockeye
populations are as robust as those reared in TEi | h qo x Bliakey On(the bdsis df these
data, Cohen suggests that female spawners lay an average of 3,000 eggs, and that only 12 of
these fish will survive to adulthood. Despite an egg-to-adult mortality rate of 99.6%, eight of these
fish will be made available for harvest, leaving just four fish to perpetuate the next cycle.3%°
From the Chilcotin-Fraser fork, the remaining sockeye must travel another 150 kilometers
upriver before they reach the mouth of the Quesnel River. In 2017, this would have meant
swimming through the 132 km? White Lake fire, passing west of the 127 km2 Wildwood fire, and
east of the 56.4 km2 Castle Rock fire. Upon reaching the Fraser-Quesnel fork, Quesnel sockeye
turn right to ascend the Quesnel River. After swimming an additional 110 kilometers, these fish

arrive at Quesnel Lake (Figure 37).

Figure 37: Quesnel sockeye ascend the Quesnel River.
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Until the late-nineteenth century, Quesnel sockeye were so abundant that, once every

four-year cycle, the number of fish returning to Quesnel Lake alone would likely have exceeded

3% Cohen Commi ssion Exhibit #1, APresentation of Mr. Mike Lapo
397 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15
398 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15
399 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15
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10 million.*® Beginning in 1871, however, tailings generated by placer-mining operations were
routinely dumped into the Horsefly River, a practice which continued until 1945, drastically
reducing the natural spawning habitat available to Quesnel sockeye.*®! In 1898, a dam was
constructed at the outlet of the Quesnel Lake inordertoih ol d back high water fr e
operations, allowing no fishtomigrate past the dam into Quesnéjd Lake
In 1905, a fishway was added which remained in operation until the dam was ultimately
decommissioned in 1921.4%% In contrast to the Chilko CUs, which successfully adapted to the post-
1913 migratorycon di t i ons at Hel l 6s Gat e, Quesnel sockeye
|l andslide [é] vieecsanadd etrheyneragy reserves, dhd beca
Today, many Quesnel sockeye rely on the controlled conditions in the Horsefly Spawning Channel
when spawning, while still others spawn in the Horsefly River, Little Horsefly River, and Mitchell
River, among others. The DFO most recently assessed health ¢
red/ amber, or b ¢FdeM8ampgld)on Apoor o

From the Fraser-Quesnel fork, the five remaining CUs must travel another 120 kilometers
upstream before reaching the confluence of the Nechako and Fraser rivers. Along the way, these
fish may encounter Dakelh people from the Lheidli T'enneh (Fort George), Saik'uz, Stellat'en,
Cheslatta Carrier, Binche Whut'en, Nadleh Whut'en, Nak 6 a z d | &n, Watsuwet'en, Nee-Tahi-
Buhn, Skin Tyee, Takla, Yekooche, and Tl'azt'en First Nations. Thomas Alexis, aformerT| 6 azt 6 e n
chief, testified before the Cohen Commission that minor streams in the Stuart-Takla-Trembleur
systemusedtocarryn 1 00, 000 f i sho, while the main &tOf eams w
the fAover 100 [sal mon spawni ng] -Takla-Trembleus systemhi c h ¢ c
however, more than 50 Ahave been decimatshhot hroug
l onger “*lemuadddti on to affecting #fAthe health of
sockeye | ed to an increasediisne afisreastte si no fhidsi acboen neusn i:
some in his community to retire following the closure of nearby recreational fishing lodges.*’
Al exis also suggested that, in order to ensure

biologists need to take a more holistic approach to managing the fishery.*®® The federal

0Cohen Commi ssion Exhibit #1915, AEval
Trends in Abundance Metrics, Aug 25

401 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 69
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government needs tg fichdnganpgpstseckayeo, Al exis
but for suU¥tainability. o

Figure 38: Clear-cut salvage logging in the Bowron watershed.
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The sockeye which together constitute the Bowron CU turn right to follow the Fraser River
until, more than 100 kilometers later, they reach the Bowron River. In the 1980s, the Bowron
watershed was subjecttoa sfi gni fi cant [Mbilntaio RirelBeetdea Wwhich afficials
failed to contain.*!° Forestry officials responded by engaging in large-s ¢ a $alvagdilogging (clear
cut) operationso (Figure 38) wi t h t he ai mas méich a the dcanonicrvalue df dead
timber as possiblebef ore the wood detengioraskedw whel spaéad
t o ot h e(DhagPagdts&dawkins, 2016). Consequently, Bowron sockeye return to spawn

in streams embedded in ecosystems which may notbeasfiecol ogi cally resilieni

409 Cohen Commission Exhibit #292, p. 7
“09Cohen Commi ssi on Exhi b UrcertéinyIniFiaser SodkeyeaWSP Statils &Jsing dlfundance and
Trends in Abundance Metrics, Aug 25 2011 versiono, p. 4 3
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were (Dhar, Parrott, & Hawkins, 2016). The health of the Bowron CU was, perhaps not

coincidentally, mostr ecently assessed (BF® 261papmI0p (red zone)

The four remaining sockeye CUs, meanwhile, turn left to climb the Nechako River (Figure
39). From the Stuart-Nechako fork, the upstream climb to Fraser Lake is approximately 200
kilometers long. Until the 1970s, the Fraser Lake served as a rearing lake for the now-extirpated
Fraser CU. It is not clear what led to the extirpation of this CU, which included populations that
spawned in the Endako River and Ormonde Creek,*'* though it may have had something to do
with the A[ sieil @ritfrii €a nthf nbtale rorwthe dNécbhakoeRiver in the latter
half of the twentieth century. This may have also affected Francois-Fraser sockeye, the majority
of which spawn in the Stellako River. From 1964 to 1968, splash dams were employed on the
Stellako River to facilitate log-driving operations. During this period, log drivers employed splash
damstorelease il ar ge v ol u nmoshe BtdllakavRiveretrarsporting logs downstream
but degrading the river and its spawning habitats in the process.**® In spite of this, the Francois-
Fraser CU was recently assessed agDFO,Q018aepr 10)n g

Figure 39: Francois-Fraser and Nadina-Francois sockeye ascend the Nechako River.
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Nadina-Francois sockeye, meanwhile, swim past the Stellako River, through Francois
Lake, and look to spawn in Glacier Creek, Tagetochlain Creek, or the Nadina River. These fish
may also be diverted into the Nadina River Spawning Channel, an SEP facility built in 1973 to take
advantage of Fr ancoi sreaimg kapatity.*“Historeadlyd thig QUwcensistet e

of two distinct run-timing groups. When the spawning channel was built, however, these fish

started behaving in unexpected ways, suggestingt hat t he #fAori gi nal popul ati
ilost and repl aced by®lal9n8e1887 sandri2Ps, spikes o pre-spanningo n .

411 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 90
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mortality were observed among sockeye in the spawning channel which have since been
attributed to the parasite Ichthyophthirius multifilis. Though it is believed that
not cause di s e a@chravhitespotdiseadetaneccur ifinumbers of this pathogen
are high due to condit i ons such as warm water, rediced fl
Nevertheless, Nadina-Francois sockeye were r ecently assessed as border
(amber/green) (DFO, 2018a, p. 10).

Meanwhile, after travelling upstream on the Nechako River for almost 100 kilometers,
Takla-Trembleur and Takla-Trembleur-Stuart sockeye turn right to climb the Stuart River. After
climbing the Stuart River for an additional 100 kilometers, these fish will have travelled a distance
of approximately 1,000 kilometers since re-entering the Fraser River. The Takla-Trembleur CU,
which re-enters the Fraser River earlier than the Takla-Trembleur-Stuart CU, may find their
migrations interrupted or delayed by elevated water levels brought about by spring freshets. This
is thought to have contributed to the decline of the underlying populations, as the potential for pre-
spawn mortality arising out of migratory delaysd e . g. , traversing theéisfishwa
only magnified by the length of their migratory route.*’ Decr eases i n fAmarine pro
Aincreased (more extreme) water {{1d@Pe&r ahtawreesalism t
implicated in this decline.*'® The Takla-Trembleur CU was most recently assessed as being in
Apoor 0 ( r dtd(DEC) 2088, p.M@.a

Most Takla-Trembleur-Stuart sockeye will look to spawn in the Tachie and Middle rivers.
Beginning in the 1960s, however, log driving on the Tachie River led to a reduction in suitable
spawning habitat. Whereas log-driving operations on the Stellako River were ceased in 1968,
these practices persisted on the Tachie River until the early 1990s, or possibly later.#*® The
spawning capacity of Middle River, meanwhile, is limited by the combined effects of A pul pwood
and sawlog harvestingo as *\WhkelhetalthaobtherTakia-Trentblewd- const 1
Stuart CU was most recently asse®o9oPHD, 208a,p.40./ amber ,
5.21 Discussion and Analysis
On the basis of the foregoing (de)construction of the social life (cycle) of Fraser River sockeye, |
suggest that the social life of sockeye reveals the existence of a plurality of salmon controversies,
accentuating in the process the near-absence ofthesamei n t he Cohen Reportés d

life-cycle of sockeye. In what follows, | highlight the most significant of these divergences, in

416 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 63
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419 Cohen Commission Exhibit #1915, p. 84
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addition to comparing and contrasting the cartographic portraits associated with each of these

approaches.

5.2.171 Divergent Approaches to Understanding Sockeye
Whereas the social life of sockeye attends to the unique challenges which face each CU as a

result of the sources of controversies identified in the previous chapter, the Cohen Report d:¢

depiction of the life-cycle of sockeye conceives of the life histories of these fish largely in isolation

from these controversies. | say flargely in isolationobecause the CohenRe port 6s depi cti ol

life-cycle of sockeye does attend to some of these challenges, albeit indirectly. In consistently
attending to the influence that water temperature has on the various stages of the sockeye life-
cycle,*?! for instance, Cohen hints at the impacts associated with anthropogenic climate change,
though he never confronts this issue directly. In effect, then, the life-cycle approach intimates that
Fraser River sockeye continue to inhabit their unaltered natural habitats.

In a similar vein, Cohen speaks throughout his overview of the various fsources of
mortalityo to which sockeye are subjected over the course of their life cycles, culminating in a
section on A[l]ife cycle survival 0 ieachstegd ircthe
lifecycle®?l n t his section, Cohen-toHays sto-sitdl ftidou,iiyp s 1-
to-adul t 0 mo r*? Vehen congidering theefishery as a source of mortality, however, Cohen

refers not tod,a biutora af fiit sy &hsysughests, aneosgtothar things, .

that mortality is only something to be avoided if it does not coincide with a successful commercial
harvest. It would seem, then, that C o h e n &cgcle hpprbaeh to understanding sockeye takes for
granted the primacy of the commercial fishing perspective. This would explain why C o h e life
cycle overview ends at the mouth of the Fraser River, where the reach of the commercial fishery
ends. This would also explain why Cohen provides no mortality rate for spawnersd noting instead
only that a total of four fish remain for spawningd despite the various challenges still facing adult
sockeye when they re-enter the Fraser River. Rather than addressing the particular challenges
faced by each CU as they migrate from freshwater to saltwater and back again, Cohen focuses
instead on describing the life-cycle of Fraser River sockeye as a series of physiological
transformations that are only loosely connected to the particulars of place. When Cohen does
describe the movements of adult sockeye in the Fraser River, he does so principally with reference

to the timing and speed of their migrations, both critical metrics for determining whether

421 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 10, 12-14.
422 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15
423 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15
424 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15
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escapement targets have been met, andd by extensiond whether the commercial fishery can be
opened.

This is not necessarily to suggest, however, that Cohen consciously opted to privilege the
commercial fishing perspective over those of First Nations and stakeholders in the fishery. This
may, instead, reflect an underlying assumption that only those possessing the requisite expertise
in fisheries biology are capable of speaking authoritatively about Fraser River sockeye. This would
explain why the Cohen Reportd slepiction of the life-cycle of sockeye is informed by the expert-
witness testimonies of three biologists, and a technical report in marine ecology prepared by five
additional biologists.*?® The social life of sockeye, by contrast, is informed not just by fisheries
biologists, but also by those bearing local or traditional ecological knowledges throughout both the
Salish Sea and the Fraser River watershed. From the vantage point afforded by this particular
combination of perspectives, the social life of sockeye demonstrates that the work of fisheries
biologists in B.C. has always been entangled with, responsive to, and supported by, the
commercial fishery, its needs, priorities, and interests, as well as those of the provincial and federal
governments more broadly. In this context, the centrality of the commercial fishing perspective in
C o h e n 6cycle loverview was not so much a conscious choice as it was a reflection of more
widely-held beliefs concerning the nature of the relationship between technoscience and place 1

namely, that technoscientific expertise is capable of rendering moot the particulars of place.

While Cohen concludes his life-cycle overview by citing McKinnellet al . 6s t echni ca
in proposing to divide the Fraser River sockeye life-c y cl e i nt o A 1d t seddsibent i al
highlighting the importance of ensuring that #@fAmig

bl ocked, or m &%thes approach likewsebuhderstates the various complexities and
complications, anthropogenic or otherwise, which characterize the unigue upstream journey of
each CU. For example, according to the accompanying map,*?” Takla-Trembleur-Stuart sockeye
pass through just two distinct habitats (i.e., 11 and 12) over the course of their 1,000+ km in-river
journey to their spawning grounds. This suggests that the typical upriver journey of Fraser River
sockeye is largely continuous and uninterrupted. Habitat 5, meanwhile, is represented by the
juvenile outmigration route 1 depicted on the accompanying map as a large, continuous, curved
arrow beginning at the mouth of the Fraser River and ending at Haida Gwaii. This gives no
indication that juvenile sockeye must swim through a gauntlet of open-net pen salmon farms en

route to the Pacific Ocean. It could be argued, perhaps, that this reflects the uncertainty

425 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 9

426 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 15

27 Cohen Commi ssi on G6helh Cdnmissiort TleéhBichl, Repdrt 4 - Marine Ecology - Feb 2011 -
CCIl0011340 , p . 10. Thi s t echni-cesolutiomverpian oftthis enapriitaratherreprodactidani g h e r
which appear s -cyceov@dgewends | i f e
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surrounding the interactions between wild and enhanced Pacific salmon on the one hand, and
farmed Atlantic salmon on the other. No such caution is in evidence, however, in the depictions of
Habitats 6 through 9 in the accompanying map, which presents an image of the movements of
Fraser River sockeye salmon in the Pacific Ocean which overstates what is known about the
same.

In stark contrast, the social life of sockeyed a mosaic that was partially constructed using
Cohends o wdshowe that buenans have wiped out some sockeye populations and
6enhanced6é sever al ot her s, in addit istmugh whicdr ast i c
these fish move over the course of their lives. This journey, which the life-cycle approach largely
ignores, is as heterogeneous as it is perilous. Over the course of their migrations, Fraser River
sockeye traverse a variety of habitats, almost none of which can be unproblematically described
asO6nat ur al 6édmaod dnifalvensmatine obstacles strewn throughout these habitats, some
sockeye cooperate with humansd e.g., by traversing the Big Bar landslide via helicopterd while
othersd e.g., those behaving unexpectedly in the Nadina River Spawning Channel, or using the
Seton Dam tailrace to cool downd may not. In this way, the social life of sockeye is not only
reflective of the agency of a given CU, population, deme, or fish, it also reflects the collective
agency of the humans responsible for making decisions which affect, however indirectly, these
fish and the habitats they frequent.

In other words, Fraser River sockeye are affected by the cumulative impacts arising out of
decisions that are not only direct, immediate, and delineabled such as damming the Coquitlam
and Alouette rivers for hydroelectric power, or not listing Cultus sockeye under the Species at Risk
Actd but also those that are indirect, distant, and hopelessly entangled, such as the decisions
which are together responsible for bringing about anthropogenic climate change. Decisions of this
sort are not self-evident or inevitable, of course, but instead represent the outcome of uneven
political processes which disproportionately privilege some perspectives while minimizing others.
The social life of sockeye consciously aims to bring these contingencies and inequities to the fore.
Co h e n 6-syclel approach, by contrast, relegates these contingencies and inequities to
peripheral discussions and supplementary materials, suggesting in the process that the sources
of controversy identified in the previous chapter constitute background noise which precludes an
adequate understanding of the decline of sockeye, rather than representing fundamental
prerequisites to acquiring such an understanding.

Finally, if Co h e n 6-syclel a@pgroach is defined by a handful of physiological
transformations that are only loosely connected to the particulars of place, the social life of

sockeye is characterized by myriad social transformations which derive meaning from the
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particulars of the places through which these fish travel. For coastal Indigenous communities like
the Haiaaqv of Campbell Island, for instance, the ability to fish commercially for Fraser River
sockeye means independence from a federal government responsible for committing grave
injustices against them, and with whom they are frequently at odds. For Gary Ducommun, being
unable to fish for sockeye serves as a reminder of his uncertain, liminal legal status as a Métis
person. For Grand Chief Ken Malloway, fishing for sockeye is not just a way of life, it also permits
him to teach about the St6:16 people and the Ts'elxwéyeqw tribe.*?® Chief Fred Sampson of Siska
First Nation sees sockeye as hisfi r e | a & bhondéhatds strengthened by fishing for sockeye.*?®
For Chief William Charlie of Sts'ailes First Nation, sockeyer e pr esent fipeace of mi nc
of fishing for swhichkhepskim tomandigetbeksiressesassaciated with being
chief.*®® In short, Fraser River sockeye can also be understood as itinerant boundary objects,
controversial salmon, ord following Zoe Todd (2014; 2018)0 as sockeye pluralities whose value,
meaning, and significance shifts as they travel from one place to the next, engaging with humans
along the way.

5.2.2 1 Contrasting Cartographic Portraits
In addition to the differences discussed above, the social life of sockeye and the life-cycle of

sockeye are both associated with cartographic portraits which differ in several important ways.
The social life of sockeye is associated with a cartographic portrait (Figure 40) that is not
only messy, flawed, and incomplete, but also difficult to read, andd from this vantage point,
especiallyd harder still to understand. This is a cartographic portrait which consists of so many
overlapping layers, unique icons, hand-drawn lines and polygons that, even with the aid of a
comprehensive legend, it would still appear intimidatingly complex. This map depicts the migratory
routes of Fraser River sockeye as being embedded in, and occasionally obscured by, a complex
political-economic landscape. This map also intentionally plays with notions of temporality.*3! This
blurring of temporalities reflects not only the four- or five-year lifespan of most Fraser River
sockeye, but also the great distances they travel during that period, in addition to highlighting the
enduring effects of ecological catastrophes. This does, however, also result in the loss of some
measure of complexity, as temporal blurring flattens out the differences between run-timing
groups, in addition to smoothing out the cyclic variations exhibited by some sockeye populations.

Nevertheless, the resulting cartographic portrait, with its various features, flaws, and

2l nterview with Grand Chi eMugust-2oa7 AiwWi | el eqd Mal |l oway, 22

429 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 14-Dec-2010, pp. 7-8

430 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 13-Dec-2010, pp. 35-37

431 For example, Indian Residential Schools appear in their historic locations, reflecting their continued influence over
the B.C. Colonialscape. The Blob, meanwhile, is represented as it appeared in early 2015. Salmon farms are
situated based on their 2016 locations, and the wildfires depicted are from 2017.
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complications, is also one which reflects the messiness and complexities which characterize the

social life of sockeye underlying it.

Figure 40: A cartographic portrait of the social life of sockeye.

Map data ©2020 Google \/A/

C o h e lifédcycle approach is associated with two cartographic portraits (Figure 41) that,
in addition to being featured in his life-cycle overview, also appear immediately following the front
matter in all three volumes of the Cohen Report. The first life-cycle portrait appears to situate the
various rearing lakes utilized by sockeye salmon in the Fraser River watershed. In contrast to the
social-life portrait, which only depicts the parts of the river frequented by sockeye, this map
appears to reveal the full extent of the Fraser River and its many tributaries. This portrait does not,
however, include depictions of dammed tributaries like the Coquitlam or Alouette rivers. Similarly,
this portrait does not indicate where sockeye actually spawn prior to travelling to rearing lakes.
Interestingly, moreover, many sockeye rearing lakes are missing. Included in this portrait are the
eight largest rearing lakes,**>whi ch t oget her #@Aaccount for about
f or Fr as e? aswelcak teeyrmsger, Bowron, Seton, Anderson, Lillooet, and Cultus lakes.
Inexplicably, the Raft and Horsefly rivers are listed here as rearing lakes, while 11 lakes** with
middling juvenile-rearing capacities are not even identified as sockeye rearing lakes. This would
seem, once more, to reflect the primacy of the commercial fishing perspective 1 or, perhaps a

broader sense of importance attached to notions of productivity and efficiency.

432 That is, the Stuart, Shuswap, Quesnel, Francois, Takla, Harrison, T Ei | h q qChilk®,iamdyAdams lakes.

433 Cohen Commission Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, 25-Oct-2010, p. 29

434 That is, the Pitt, Chilliwack, Nahatlatch, Kamloops, North Barriere, Momich, Mara, Mabel, Little Shuswap, Taseko,
and Trembleur lakes.
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Figure 41: Cartographic portraits associated with the life-cycle of sockeye.

[Copyrighted images removed]
See Cohen Report Vols 1-3, pp. 3-4 (PDF pagination)

Cohenods s-eyclopontaitlaimbdiied version of the map included with McKinnell
et al . 6s t e dnHicates thdt comparpmemtaiization and simplification are key to
understanding Fraser River sockeye. After all, even though C o h e firét portrait provides no
indication as to where sockeye spawn or how they reach their respective rearing lakes, it does
offer a detailed depiction of the Fraser River and its many tributaries. Cohen 6sgcond life-cycle
portrait appears to address this issue by taking a broader perspective in depicting the life-cycle of
Fraser River sockeye as a series of migrations, but this comes at the cost of a less detailed
rendering of the Fraser River and its watershed. This second portrait also exaggerates what is
known about the movements of Fraser River sockeye in the Pacific Ocean by simplifying the map
on which it was based. Mc Ki n n e | drigiraltmapg*¥ flawesl and incomplete though it may be

(as discussed above), suggests that sockeye travel through 12 distinct, sequential habitats over

the course of their life cycles. Thus, the numbered arrows on Mc Ki n n e | brigirattmagadre.

supposed to represent habitat changes. In the second life-cycle portrait, however, these numbers
have been removed, along with the accompanying reference to habitat changes. What remains is
an oversimplified cartographic portrait which reduces the complexities, contingencies, and
uncertainties which characterize the life-cycle of Fraser River sockeye to a circuit of 15 arrows.

It could be argued, perhaps, that oversimplifications of this sort were necessary in
producing the Cohen Report, the audience for which surely included many non-experts who may
have been unfamiliar with the life-cycle of Fraser River sockeye. The experts, on this view, would

surely recognize this second life-cycle portrait for what it is i i dovely work of fictiong as David

435 Cohen Commission Exhi bi t £dh@n9Cbmmission Technical Report 4 - Marine Ecology - Feb 2011 -
1

i
CCI0011340 , p. 0
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Welch put it during his expert-witness testimony.**® Interestingly, however, the DFO would later
reproduce this map in a Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) research document, citing
ACohen 2012 0(Gram, etclo 2008gp. X0 In this context, the Cohen Report appears
to be a black box. That is, the completion of the Cohen Report would seem to have generated
technoscientific knowledged i . e . |, in the form of C o h edndétached
from the messy, uncertain negotiations which gave rise to it.

Mirroring the two cartographic portraits which appear at the fore of all three volumes of the
Cohen Report are two additional cartographic portraits appearing before the back cover.**” The
first of these peripheral cartographic portraits situates the Fraser River basin in the province of
B.C. more broadly, in addition to providing the locations of a number of municipalities. Appearing
alongside these municipalities are a smattering of unlabelled purple marks, indicating the locations
of First Nations reserves in B.C. That many First Nations have special relationships with, and
unique perspectives on, Fraser River sockeye is nowhere in evidence here. In fact, sockeye
salmon are depicted nowhere on this map. Instead, this cartographic portrait simply casts First
Nations as residents of the Fraser River basin, along with the various municipalities situated
therein.

The second of these peripheral cartographic portraits simply provides a more detailed look
at the Fraser River basin, as well as the municipalities and First Nations reserves located therein.
And, while both portraits illustrate that many First Nations reserves are situated along the Fraser
River, especially downstream of Lillooet, this is meaningless in the absence of the requisite
context. Thus, whereas the cartographic portraits appearing at the fore of the Cohen Report depict
Fraser River sockeye from the perspective of fisheries biology, those appearing at the end of the
Cohen Report merely acknowledge the existence of First Nations reserves. Simply put, Indigenous
perspectives on sockeye are nowhere in evidence in the cartographic portraits sandwiching all
three volumes of the Cohen Report.

5.317 Summary and Conclusion

My aim in this chapter was to address the following question: What salmon controversies are
revealed through the social-life of sockeye, and how do they compare to those depicted in the
Cohen Reportdés oaoyderolsockeye?of t he | i f e

In order to address this question, | followed each CU of Fraser River sockeye from their
spawning grounds to the Pacific Ocean and back again, pausing at numerous junctures along the

way to consider what C o h e n 6-gyclelovefview has to say, if anything, about the various

436 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 13
437 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, PDF pp. 719-720; Vol. 2, PDF pp. 233-234; and Vol. 3, PDF pp. 230-231
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encounters which characterize the lives of these controversial fish. For encounters not addressed
in the Cohen R e p o life-dycde overview, | considered CommissionerCohends own sour c
evidence, as well as a number of additional primary and secondary sources. Thus, in the process
of constructing a portrait of the social life of sockeye, | identified a number of critical gaps in the
Cohen R e p o overdiesv of the life-cycle of sockeye.

Upon considering these gaps, | suggested that whereas the social life of sockeye reveals
the existence of a plurality of controversial salmon,t he Co hen Rdigofrthe fescyctee p
of sockeye minimizes or glosses over the vast majority of these controversies. In addition, upon
comparing and contrasting the cartographic portraits associated with both the social-life and life-
cycle of sockeye, | suggested that the Cohen Report appears to be a black box. In the next
chapter, | endeavour to open this black box.
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CHAPTER®&C OHENGS BLACK BOX

fin a spacious room in Federal Court in downtown Vancouver, the commission Prime Minister
Stephen Harper appointed to inquire into the decline of sockeye salmon proceeds with judicial
decorum. Often, 20 or more lawyers are present, but the proceedings unfold with remarkably little
legal conflict. Although there are occasional objections, for the most part the lawyers dona argue,
even though they are representing groups that are at odds over fisheries management. This is in
keeping with the collegial approach that British Columbia Supreme Court Justice Bruce Cohen urged
at the start of the hearings. But behind the scenes things have not been nearly so congenial.0

& Mark Hume (2011b) for the Globe and Mall
| aim in this chapter to address the following research question: What factors contributed to the
(de)legitimation of particular understandings of controversial salmon during the Cohen
Commission?
I n order to address this question, | foll ow C
pre-season sockeye forecast, and Alexandra Morton through the Cohen Commission. In this
chapter, which contains three sections, | combine these perspectives to explore the contours of

the sockeye controversy before examining the Cohe

Figure 42: A cartographic portrait of the social lives explored in Chapter 6.

e Cohen Commission

B cohen (6.1.1)
B DFO Forecast (6.1.2)

Morton (6.1.3)
Map data ©2020 Google

149



6.17 The Social Life of a Commission of Inquiry
In November 2009, the Government of Canada issued Order in Council 2009-1860, establishing

the Cohen Commission, and appointing B.C. Supreme Court Justice Bruce Cohen as its
commissioner. This Order in Council also included Terms of Reference (ToR) outlining Cohenb s

mandate. The ToR, as Cohen explains near the outset of his final report, directed him, first, to
conduct hi s withntheegetall agmaof respeatingiconservation of the sockeye salmon

stock and encouraging broad cooperation among stakeholders.d® Second, the ToR directed

Cohen t o thepoliciesiamgnactices of the [DFO] with respect to the sockeye salmon

fishery in the Fraser River. “¥ Thi rd, the ToR t as k imdbpedert fandingsaof t h  ma k
facttgarding Athe causes for the decline of Fraser
of Fraser River sockeye salmon stocks &hFdurth,he | on.
and finally, the ToR directed Cohen t odevilop recommendations for improving the future
sustainability of the sockeye salmon fishery in the Fraser River. &

6.1.1 1 The Social Life of a Commissioner

6.1.1.1 i Cohen Builds a Network
Immediately following his appointment, Cohen set about constructing a network. To that end,

Cohen hired Brian Wallace as Senior Commission Counsel, Keith Hamilton as policy counsel, Leo
Perra as executive director, and Cathy Stooshnov as director of finance and administration. Cohen
also hired a communications director, office staff, and a team of lawyers.**> Cohen depended on
Brian Wallace and his team (Commission Counsel ) n
the Commissiono, but al so t o“*“fineffea,dbmemissidnlCouasslpect s
functi ons as fian ext ensi o(Ratushhy, 2009.ep. 220). Accordingly, €ohenr o
created a set of Rules for Procedure and Practice (RPP). The RPP establishes, among other
things, that Coun s e lonsibilitysfor eepresdnting therpublicantesest.d*eThe
RPP does not, however, offer a definitionof dhepu bl i ¢ i nterest. 6

In looking to establish a physical office space for the Commission, Cohen directed his staff
to target vacant office suites indowntown Vancouver which offered fieasy
corridorso, in addition to beli oagmsf a*diailfFetiagic.]l ® s e
1, 2010, Cohen and his staff moved into an office on the 28th floor of the Scotia Tower in downtown

Vancouver. Located at 650 West Georgia Street in downtown Vancouver, Scotia Tower is

438 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 3
439 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 3
440 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 3
441 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 3
442 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 115
443 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 119

444 Cohen Commission Rules for Procedure and Practice (as amended 20-Apr-2011), p. 2
445 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 117

150



connected via an underground concourse to the nearby CF Pacific Centre, an upscale mall which
houses the federal courthouse wher eidentiargheariagst maj o
would be held.

Toguideth e Co mmi sadyiwork, Gahen adopted a set of principles designed for the
Walkerton Inquiry, a commission of inquiry tasked in the early 2000s with investigating the
contamination of the drinking water supply of a small Ontario town.*4® In seeking to emulate the
Wal kerton [ nqui r vy dised Rapip ltewyaa fisheriesChiologist) to serve as the
Co mmi s sfishene® esearch consultant. In his role, Levy was tasked with i ¢ 0 o r[idg], n a t
review[ing], and interpret[ing] relevant and current research; managing] t he Commi ssi 0n¢
research projects; and provid[ing] briefings for [Cohen ] and Commi s¥iOCnhevcvypdasel
advice, Cohen also appointediisi x promi nent fisheries re®pithrts [ é
extensive experience in fisheries-r el at ed and sciencasthes&€amemi & si 0n ¢
Science Advisory Panel (SAP).* Levy and the SAP defined for Cohen and his Counsel the
various fisheries science issues implicated by the decline of sockeye,*° in addition to identifying
those considered to be experts on these issues. Cohen and his Counsel commissioned many of
these experts to write technical reports for, and/or to offer expert-witness testimony to, the
Commission. Thus, even though Cohen went on to abandon the SAPJ citing concerns, raised by
isome par,thatitwas adviginglimi be hi nd o t“d&iehdd aleady shaped the
Commission6 s a p pin twa criucial respects 1 that is, by identifying key issues to be
investigated, and associating those issues with particular experts.

As @xpertdis defined neither in the text of the Cohen Report, nor in the glossary of terms
provided along with its first volume,*5? it is not immediately apparent how Cohen or his Counsel
qualified the term. Accor di ngl vy, [ | ooked t orheBEddndwRtaof Rublib ny 6 s 2
Inquiries, a book consulted by Cohen and hi s Counsel t hroughout t
proceedings.**® In speaking to the role played by witnesses in general, Ratushny (2009) explains
that fA[a] witness is expected t o t emnionsfoybeliefs t o f a
from those factso, as that is Athe role ®ife, the co

446 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 118

447 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 121

448 |n a discussion paper dated 3-June-2 01 0, Cohen identifies the fAsix prominent
Brian Riddell, Paul LeBlond, John Reynolds, Patricia Gallagher, and Thomas Quinn. He does not, however,
identify the two practitioners (Cohen Commission Discussion Paper, 3-June-2010, p. 13).

449 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 121

450 Cohen Commission Discussion Paper, 3-June-2010, pp. 6-13

451 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 121

452 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, pp. 679-685

453 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 139. In his acknowledgements, Cohennoted t hat Commi ssi on Counsel f |
conversations with Professor Ratushnyo, suggesting that F
and his Counsel over the course of their investigation.
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those fdquali fiieal bsykisloime tsrpaeicni n § are exemptdranpthis i ence o
prohibition. Commissions of inquiry should only seek expert opinions, however, when the
underlyings ubj ect matter Atruly requi r espereopimoasnmusts eo ( p
be rootedinfia r ecogni z,ead nat within thep domman stock of knowledgeb of the
public.0(p.323). n ot her wor ds, treatmentoflecimoscientsi¢ emperfise is largely
consistent with Harry Collins & Robert Evans6é §€002) taxonomic model of the same.

Having defined the boundaries of expertise in relation to a number of fisheries-related
issues, then, Cohen and his Counsel set about enrolling peripheral actors, and situating them in
relation to the core-set of experts. To that end, in February 2010, Cohen and his Counsel invited
Ai ndi viduakataodsowgahian interest in todpplyfonandat e
standing in the inquiry. & Upon receiving 50 applications for standing, Cohen and his Counsel
grew concerned that it he hear i nyg haimingaacrendesthec oul d b
Commi ssionds work fAmore manageable and efficient
applicants to consi der sharing fAa gg aamt fidr tsitcainpda nntg 0c ooa
others.**% In later seeking to justify this approach, Cohensuggested t hat it he pu
favours an efficient’” and workable process. 0

In keeping with this conception of the public interest, Counsel invited select applicants to
attend an application hearing on March 23, where
[Cohen] with more information on the nature of their direct and substantial interest in the issues
within [the Commi ssi o ®©s March 26; thessecontl day ef fagplicaionc e . 0
hearings, Senior Counsel Brian Wallace lamented thatt he Commi ssi ond6s wor k wo!
Al engt hy, un wiwth sb ynang padicipants.£°% Walace implored applicants to form
c o al i golelpfor the gurpose of representing their interests at this inquiry. &

On April 14, Cohen granted standing to 20 participants or participant coalitions, including
several industry groups along with the Pacific Salmon Commission, the Government of Canada,
and the Government of B.C., each of whom were each granted individual standing on account of
their fAdirect and substant i al?!indigermuseosnmunitdsandt he Co
intertribal organizations, meanwhile, were forced to form participant coalitions. For the Haid@aqv

(Heiltsuk), the Commi ssionbés emphasis on combinin

454 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 132

455 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 132

456 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 132

457 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p. 2

458 Cohen Commission Application Hearing Transcript, 23-Mar-2010, p. 1

459 Cohen Commission Application Hearing Transcript, 26-Mar-2010, p. 1

460 Cohen Commission Application Hearing Transcript, 26-Mar-2010, p. 3

461 Cohen Commission Ruling, 14-Apr-2010, p. 3. For a full list of participants and participant coalitions, see Cohen
Report, Vol. 3, p. 196.
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to be problematic. The Haidaqv Tribal Council (HTC) was placed into a participant coalition with
commercial, Indigenous fishers James Walkus and Chief Harold Sewid, as well as the Laich-Kwil-

Tach Treaty Society (LKTS) and the Aboriginal Aquaculture Association (AAA). Though Cohen
acknowledged the HTCO6s oppos cotlitioain higRaling oh $tangirmg,o p o s e d
this did not ultimately impact his decision:

Notwithstanding the fact that the Heiltsuk have not yet agreed, | am satisfied that the interests of
these applicants align to such an extent that it is appropriate to direct that they share in a single grant
of standing. In so directing, | am mindful of the position taken by the Heiltsuk.462

fif a joint participant concludes it is necessary to seek to participate differentlyo |, Cohen added
fthat joint participant may apply for directions. *&

Rather than applying for directions, the HTC peti t i oned f or Af ul | partic
commi ssi onlbe exitstngnce of fifa direct conflict bet wi
their participant group on the topic of aquaculture.&® Chief Harold Sewid, the AAA, and the LKTS
each expressedsupport for the HTCO6s application, noting i
would make good practical sense and would avoid existing and potential conflicts within the

st andi n g*®°ndesanilpng the rationale for his initial ruling, however, Cohen claimed that he

was A und the Hedtsuk® present concern until after [his] Rulingo |, as the HTC dAd
mention their opposition to aquaculture in their detailed orig i n a | applicat®on for
Despite going on t o c on cndthanselvésanta sitfidtidn evheid ¢heréis s uk no
a conflicto with respect to aquaculture that i s n

which fAmusted,ed adahersswas fAnot persuadedo that t
i ss U Bvenifthe HTC6s traditional ecol ogical knowl edge s
those of their joint participantso, Coheem added,
individual standing.*®® Cohen treated this problem principally as a technical, legal one, focusing

largely on t he potenti al t hat tabked toHcfoSséegamiheaandyneake mi g ht
submissions on two sides of an issue. & Accordingly, though Cohen ruled that the HTC would be
permitted to fipartici pat e bllyfoveadentianf heasimgppertai@inge ¢ 0 U N S
to aquacultureo, he stopped shor t*° Sinfilarlyg deaspitet i ng t |

462 Cohen Commission Ruling, 14-Apr-2010, p. 26
463 Cohen Commission Ruling, 14-Apr-2010, p. 26
464 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p
465 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p
466 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p.
467 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p.
468 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p
469 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p
470 Cohen Commission Ruling, 10-May-2010, p
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conceding on May 31thathewas, i n fact, aware of the HTCb6s conf

his ruling on standing, Cohen refusedd for a third timed to grant the HTC full standing.*"*

Finally, in a ruling dated August 23, Cohen explainedt hat thi s confl i ct h a
distracti on from the substantive issues arising in thi:s
that this participant-c oal i t i on waé4?A8aresult, wCokiemgfodnally agreed

Heiltsuk from this particimantviduatpstaaddshgoagr a

Cohenwentontolamenthavi ng t o fii mp afithe comrissioneby ddding a Rirthery o

part i chefgreameiterating hi s expectation that nal l participa

significance to them efficiently, worfking with ot
Having finally succeeded in drawing a boundary to contain each of these participant-

coalitions, Commission Counsel set about enrolling withesses to serve as the Commissi onés cor e

and contributory experts. To that end, building on the list of fisheries-related issues identified by

the ToR, David Levy, and the SAP,*”> Commission Counsel compiled a list of central themes and

fdeveloped a hearing schedule for e x a mi n i n4® Far leashmof these hearings, Counsel

identified prospective expert- and non-expert witnesses, and invited participants to suggest

additional candidates.*”” Prior to being selected, potential withesses were i nt er vi eawed by

Commission couns e | t4’8 Bhoughomost of these interviewswer e hel d in the Com

office in downtown Vancouver, Coun s e | me t some dimteomé ewemmunint y

interviewed ot hecrosnftehhremuwd hf’t) OftHa B8D drospeictieeswitresses

interviewed by Counsel, only 179 would ultimately be called to testify before the Commission. Of

those called to testify before the Commission, only 56 were ultimatelyqu al i fi ed as fexpe

field of study or wo r“Rbhe rmmaningnl@3 witnesses wereceitherealedi ng s .

to testify on an issue whi c h(Raushays 2000ppt 323),torthey v [ r e q

were deemed to have fACobhns & Evars, 2002, p.254ewitiprespettitogshe o

subject of the hearing.

6.1.1.21 CohenSur veys the 6Common Stock of Knowledgebd
As Commission Counsel recruited experts to populate t he i nner regions of t he

target-diagram, Cohen and a small contingent of Commission staff prepared to host a series of

471 Cohen Commission Ruling, 31-May-2010, p. 1

472 Cohen Commission Ruling, 23-August-2010, p. 1

473 Cohen Commission Ruling, 23-August-2010, p. 1

474 Cohen Commission Ruling, 23-August-2010, p. 1

475 Cohen Commission Discussion Paper, 3-June-2010, pp. 6-13
476 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 127

477 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 129

478 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, p. 129

479 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, pp. 129-130

480 Cohen Report, Vol. 3, pp. 129-131
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public forums, while conducting site visits along the way, with the aim of securing the cooperation

of those situated in the outer-most ring (Figure 43).

Figure 43: A target diagram“8! depicting the boundary work of expertise.

CORE-SET

In March 2010, the CohenCo mmi ssi on i nvoft edhédmpmblekedess th
viewsO on the decline of sockey*® Thisiwas intkbeping@ihth@i s si on
Commi s s i o n 0 sstigiated that g dhdmber of the public[ é rhay make a submission,
in writing, to the commission dealing with any matter related to the commission® mandate. *& In
April, when Cohen issued his ruling on standing, he suggested that unsuccessful applicants might
Amor e appropriatelyo express t heir Afcomment s an

s u b mi s* Interastingly, however, Commissioner Cohen was not obliged to consider any of

481 Adapted from Collins & Evans (2002) and Collins (2014).

482 Cohen Report, Vol. 1, p. 5

483 Cohen Commission Rules for Procedure and Practice (as amended 20-Apr-2011), p. 6
484 Cohen Commission Ruling, 14-Apr-2010, p. 31
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