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COUNTRY FOOD IN KANGIQSUJUAQ:
SUBSISTENCE, SHARING, AND SECURITY
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Project description:

The goal of this project was to gain a better understanding
of the mixed (cash/subsistence) economy in Kangiqsu-
juaq by examining the relationships between food security,
household income and employment, participation in tradi-
tional harvesting, and food sharing.

110 (75%) Inuit households in the village were interviewed
between October 2013 and July 2014. Although households
were not sampled randomly, the survey sample statistics do
not differ greatly from the results of the 2011 census. Conse-
quently, the survey sample can be considered representa-
tive of the community as a whole.

Food security:

In summary, 26% of households are food insecure with
hunger. An additional 28% of households can be consid-
ered food insecure without hunger. These rates are high-
er than those reported in a 2002 study of food insecurity
in Kangiqsujuaq.! Food insecurity is closely related to the
proportion of household income spent on food and housing
(i.e., income relative to the cost of living).

Although not having access to enough country food does
not mean that a household is food insecure, access to coun-
try food and to resources for harvesting was a source of
concern for more than half of Kangiqsujuarmiut.

! Lawn, J. and Harvey, D. (2004). Nutrition and food security in
Kangiqsujuaq, Nunavik. Baseline survey for the food mail pilot project.
Minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada, Ottawa.
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Table 1: Food security screening questions.

DbDPCL Ae™ D% | AePI™ | decCoh®

Statement Never true | Sometimes true Often true

o bhC o3 he DIMMI®, o a b NCNDNIe 590 PR LIS,
The food we had just did not last, and we could not get more.

Ldo®l oPo’® ondlaPCOc® ABCL*™ M d PPNIC AaddPN N,
PESIE Ao 4PNt < 9°C, DPBNCOC do'TndC d1LIM5% 0"
ACHe P¥ILE LGPPNNTS, AbSLANKATS, oo CPNNTE, D 5 6CCP%
aPAPNNTY oPot.

We could not get the foods we wanted to eat because of a lack of resources.

By lack of resources, we mean your household did not have what you needed to hunt, fish,
gather, or buy food.

As5PPdn"ade® oPo® o DAPNNBBC DI*™JC.
We couldn't afford to eat healthy meals

APl 2:0nb8bPdNCDo® APLo%adl 3ot dAFNE,

Table 2: Food security severity questions.

1D<€s%6¢ .
dA%in epLaryn | pcvpe | Aot | CUPCLAL®
Question Never Only 1 or 2 CPIJo* | Almostevery

mzn tl(i: Some months month

do'Tnbis dPN36¢ Ao LadPbNNConc®™ble®
Ad“c DIPAPLR b DC5%6C onal® d°5A/NY
4P o b N A% D™ ac PP LS d'La P<Ce?
Did you or other adults in your household ever
CUT THE SIZE OF YOUR MEALS OR SKIP MEALS
because the household could not get the food that was needed?

donbic dPrN“56° AL 'LabPbNN oa b SNJ©
FaDrede SDrAbbCPLAY dPNS AT
do'Gnbioc 4IA"Cb YL DL d*LaDo® oPo®?
Did you or other adults in your household ever
EAT LESS THAN YOU FELT YOU SHOULD
because the household could not get the food that was needed?

do'Gnbis Ao'LaC*“ be"?N® ontT1dcbCPLLS
onbN® DA D> L ?
Were adults in the household ever
HUNGRY BUT DID NOT EAT
because there was not enough food?
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Figure 1.
Distribution of household incomes Income versus hunting vehicle ownership
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Employment/income:

The median annual household income (after tax) for households in the sample is $42 036, including benefits such as family
allowance. However, there is a lot of variation in income (Figure 1, left). Low income and unemployment/underemploy-
ment represents a serious challenge for the community, especially considering of the high cost of living in Nunavik.?
Households without enough income sometimes become dependent on other family members for both store and country
foods, which can place a strain on family relationships.

Besides being a correlate of food insecurity, insufficient income prevents many households from participating in tra-
ditional activities, such as hunting, as much as they would like to. In general, households with higher income invest in
hunting equipment (as shown by the red line in Figure 1, right).

% Duhaime, G. and Caron, A. (2012). Nunavik Comparative Price Index 2011. Canada research chair on comparative aboriginal
condition, Université Laval, Quebec. 4
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Table 3: Participation in harvest activities by age and gender.
. 5 bpJdC c (Y4 bI)C = ¢
Patdedre | Aboleede | acpppede | Fe2Prdt [ 29904 qapgp quye | oa €0 1 AN @ P
Group Fishing Seal hunting Beluga Caribou Bird hunting Plant/berry Shellfis
hunting hunting collecting collecting
% [\ €
N° 18+ 68% 55% 47% 63% 61% 35% 55%
Men 18+
9 C
4" 18+ 63% 21% 13% 27% 21% 56% 67%
Women 18+
jc
4Pre 517 63% 32% 24% 38% 31% 32% 46%
Boys 5-17
S C
O-Aq. r4e 5-17 57% 17% 7% 17% 14% 59% 62%
Girls 5-17
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Table 4: Harvest and sharing rates for four important food species.
. % ¢ do*GaDC 4o GaDIC e AT [ s
DLIAG™ d*JatIe N RO - dri'ePNo*? Shared to
Animal % of households Median household | Received through
. . others?
harvesting harvest sharing?
] b
Peolde 29% 0 91% 58%
Beluga
e Pho® . . .
Ringed seal 45% 0 70% 59%
b 96
b 57% 1 85% 71%
Caribou
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Harvesting:

Although most Kangiqsujuarmiut participate in subsistence activities, there is a large proportion of individuals who do not.
Only 55% of adult men participated in seal hunting in the year prior to the survey. The most common harvesting activity for
men and boys is fishing. Shellfish (mussel and clam) collecting is the most common activity among women and girls.

The amount of food harvested varies enormously between households. For example, more than 50% of households did
not harvest ringed seal at all in the year prior to the survey, while 7 households harvested more than 20 ringed seal each. In
fact, 30% of households in the sample harvested 80% of food calories represented by beluga, ringed seal, caribou and geese.
Households that harvest the most tend to have high incomes. 5



Food sharing:

All except two households in the survey sample are connected in a single sharing net-
work (Figure 2, left). However, participation in the sharing network is not equal.
Many households have only one or two sharing ties, while others have dozens.

38% of sharing ties between households in the sample were reciprocal, meaning that
sharing between the households goes both ways. Highly productive hunters are more
likely to have reciprocal sharing ties (Figure 2, right). Most sharing occurs between
close family members (parents/children, brothers/sisters).

Elders and single women are preferred targets of country food giving, but needy
(low-harvest or food insecure) households are not. Consequently, young men and
their families are disadvantaged in the sharing network if they do not hunt. This is be-
cause young men are expected to provide for themselves and others, but many do not
have the resources and knowledge to meet this expectation.

POATDPN 2. Anc’Co® oPot AT bbNFCOIC.
Figure 2. The country food sharing network

Total network Reciprocal sharing ties

Harvest level
@ Lo
O Mid
@ High

o-an"’ dl""éPn‘b‘o-“:

4o bPdelba® L AcDN™al bDRYICDIAc oS ACDP cnllt 4¥dNDPNe AMHPNNe® dend
(b2PN 2, WDMdo). CL"aDlod"Nods, ATBBNFDLS AcDR ™ SRR II%,  IT/AMNC
doGabbde ACDPAALT LPAAT e 376¢ AT b bN N bA®LLC, 4P M s dMPATS e,

38%>1C A bBNM<I 4o Tabbdo’ bDPNCo ANPBCPBUC P, AL® IPet do*Gnblt AdAc™
490D PNHNMod o, 4% A %hBN DA DCIC (DOTDN 2, C"AdeD®). Loa
ArpBNlf=e® 4IN54>JACD™ boCio o Aclo (PUbn b DIYALS N, 4o o b >MC).

Ao'Lat DA*Lé“5> AocCo® onbSo® ANCDULIIA™, Ldd d4980°¢ (45 DSPLEPAMEIE D 56¢
b GPNEI) do'GbWP N AbPDNalt. Ul al s, AslIS A%JNS ACA® S AASNDINCDEPA S
AT bNPCDa bt LI **MI4KC. (L% ASNNDBTL® A5 42N A% d4A%a LA 46T LC
ABNPLATABITANG, PP ATAS AJNENH® D SHDRALLS T PLY* 545 N s o DL DINCSTE
Ad=a S B L Maere,




PbndPé’lJ:

CL% bDPNe D™ oACPI® QP JdM o LGPNE Tt
A48T 5 b5/ <4dlr, V4 5 4% <db e 5D

APD 5NN b Yo Pabbo® AP P<"ac®d® oac b
Asdo. PabdbNaPOIer®, onbtGPNEa,
AreL=5CD% ASINNDILC PO PLEIC doGa b Dot
ATPAc® ALt AcDBCDGLLoA NN L95e ¢
AT PICD4do® 450-DKC, UTblM 5 Abb®srIres
AQPLICDCOI® ASBNIPAaDLE I A PPrPdn’ Ho.
Ule“cnlod9Cs, doGab DIt AJNCNbEPAI4aT
AT PabLIPNBKIC L9 1¢ DLIednadPN®

AT bPCPoddo® 4%IPNY, CINDNEPPATI® bIPDLIre
Ao NI 4" PLDNSPA®Jod5d® A a DNCDLT
ADPIBEIN AarldiaDle b A<ASTD oC,

Pdd 4= Dbl DobdC bDPSPCHPLIM CLIISL.
BDPNCPBCPLLC AFaPLPde<C.

Summary:

This research shows high levels of food insecurity and pov-
erty in Kangiqsujuag, but there is substantial variation in
economic status within the community. Low income, food
insecurity, and other factors prevent many households
from fully participating in hunting and sharing, which has
a negative impact on their social and cultural well-being.
However, households that can afford to do so invest heav-
ily in hunting and sharing, an indication of the continued
social and economic importance of traditional activities
for Kangiqsujuarmiut.
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This document is a very brief summary of this research. I would be happy to share other research products once they are

completed.
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