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Abstract

Seidler, D. 2022. Marine-Based Research in a Changing Climate
Lessons and Methods for Community Engagement from Nunatsiavut Canada Halifax, NS:
Dalhousie University. [graduate project]. Halifax, NS: Dalhousie University.

Historically, Arctic-based research has corresponded to extractive methods that provide
little benefit for local communities. To amend the effects of this history, researchers are
increasingly encouraged to focus their efforts on ethical and meaningful engagement with
community members to develop projects that support local goals. This thesis draws on accounts
from Inuit community members, government officials, and researchers working in Nunatsiavut,
to explore what ethical and meaningful community engagement may mean in the context of a
large-scale transdisciplinary project. This was done through conducting 27 interviews with a
variety of participants involved in or associated with the transdisciplinary SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit (Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures) Project. Drawing on interview data,
this paper examines differences and similarities in how project members and partners engage
Inuit community members, and how Inuit members of the project team have experienced these
engagements. Interviewees were identified as representing six different positions (Nunatsiavut
Government Members, Inuit Research Coordinators, Natural Scientists, Social Scientists, Project
Leads and Project Partners). Community based government officials and Inuit Research
Coordinators emphasized that extractive forms of engagement have the potential to negatively
impact communities. To minimize the likelihood of such negative effects, all individuals were
clear that a) relationship building, b) using plain language and c) acknowledging mistakes made
in publications should be core considerations for researchers when it comes to ethical and
meaningful community engagement. Using SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit as
a case study, this analysis informs a deeper understanding of how both large-scale projects and
individual researchers can work in ways that support community needs.

Keywords: Nunatsiavut, Community Engagement, Land-Sea Connection, Climate Change,
Arctic, Inuit Self-Determination
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Introduction: Unpacking Community Engagement and Arctic Research

As environmental changes intensify in the Arctic region, outside researchers are
increasingly looking toward localized Inuit traditional knowledge to understand its impacts on
the marine environment (Kourantidou et al., 2020). However, past research relationships with
Inuit communities have been largely extractive (Coates and Broderstad, 2019). Specifically,
there has been a long history of researchers coming into Inuit Nunangat with a fixed idea of
projects, who view the people living in the region as mere “subjects not directly involved in
research practices (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018).

The National Inuit Strategy on Research (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018) highlighted the
problematic failures of past researchers to acknowledge Inuit self-determination:

Inuit in Canada are among the most studied Indigenous peoples on earth. The primary
beneficiaries of Inuit Nunangat research continue to be researchers themselves, in the
form of access to funding, data and information, research outcomes, and career
advancement. Inuit remain largely marginalized from research governing bodies and in
turn from experiencing the benefits of research (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018, 5).
Significantly, self-governance is listed as a key requirement to ensure Inuit benefit from
research conducted in Inuit Nunangat, the Inuit homeland covered by the four Inuit land claims

regions in Canada (Figure 1) (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018, 8).
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Figure 1: Inuit Nunangat as outlined by the National Inuit Strategy on Research. (Inuit Tapiriit
Kanatami, 2018).



Inuit scholar Pitseolak Pfeifer notes that while there has been much discussion regarding
decolonizing research methodologies, in practice, it has been difficult to determine the best
approach (Pfeifer, 2018). While steps have been developed to make research both more ethical
and meaningful, the National Inuit Strategy on Research notes that colonial structures remain

embedded in the academic research process:

The current investments in Inuit Nunangat research reflect a biological-physical
science research bias that diminishes the prominence and attention given to other
Inuit research priorities, such as health and social science. Moreover, federal
research funding eligibility criteria tend to exclude Inuit representational
organizations from accessing funding as lead institutions or principal
investigators. This coupled with the absence of a university in Inuit Nunangat
contributes to the continued domination of Inuit Nunangat research by non-Inuit
researchers based outside of Inuit Nunangat (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018, 4).

Past research practices in Inuit Nunangat have often been criticized for including only the
bare minimum of engagement, whereby community members are merely consulted but not
actively involved in projects (Drake et al, 2022). Additionally, Inuit knowledge systems have
often been discounted by “Western” scientists (Pfeifer, 2018). “Western knowledge” systems,
favored by many contemporary researchers, create inherent power dynamics that undermine the
formation of strong partnerships (Pfeifer, 2018). Additionally, many researchers have viewed
themselves as qualified to “fix” an issue while ignoring knowledge held by Inuit community
members (Wenzel, 1999). To effectively shift the tide against problematic research practices, the

National Inuit Strategy on Research suggests:

Inuit self-determination in research requires that Inuit research priorities no longer be
ignored or marginalized by governments, researchers, and research institutions. Inuit
research priorities should be reflected among the priorities identified by funding agencies,
and they should influence the manner in which research priorities are determined, the
composition and function of research governance bodies, as well as funding eligibility
criteria for prospective research grant applicants (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018, 5).

Research practices must be revised to incorporate community priorities and support Inuit self-
determination. This means developing meaningful engagements that offer agency, are grounded
in respect, and are equitable (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018, 5). Inuit must first and foremost be

acknowledged as rights holders in these engagements (Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami, 2018, 5). While



some researchers had already begun to attempt to reexamine engagement practices, concerns
raised in the 2018 National Inuit Strategy on Research prompted them to further reexamine their
engagement methods and situate them in an Inuit context. Thus, the report strengthened efforts to
develop research practices that are both ethical and meaningful (Doering et al., 2022, Mach et al.,
2020, Jull et al., 2017 and Leeuw et al., 2012).

More broadly, Natcher and Hickey (2002) emphasize the importance of acknowledging
the diversity among, between, and within Indigenous communities: “Advocates of community-
based resource management often depict indigenous communities as homogenous sites of social
consensus. ..these idealized images fail to represent the plurality of values and personal interests
nested within indigenous communities.” (Natcher and Hickey 2002, 350). Natcher and Hickey,
also point out that current formulaic approaches to community engagement can be problematic:
“Serving too often as a catch-phrase, community participation has become ubiquitous in the
rhetoric of resource management” (Natcher and Hickey, 2002, 360). To rectify this shortcoming
the authors suggested that effective engagement requires equitable participation, direct
communication, and transparency (Natcher and Hickey, 2002, 361).

Other scholars have also posited that researchers must adjust community-engaged work
to fit a specific context in order to avoid generalizations (Reed, 2017, Harrington, 2019 and
Fendler, 2006). One approach to acknowledge this diversity and contextualize research projects
is to adopt a participatory-based approach whereby community members are directly involved in
research processes. (Balazs and Frosch, 2013, Chavez, 2018, Dutton, 2019 and Kwan and
Walsh, 2018, 369). Participatory frameworks such as the Continuum of Community Engagement
in Research provide a useful overview of best practices to form partnerships which include
concepts such as “equitable and meaningful participation” (Key et al., 2019). Researchers need
to consider the specific context and entrenched power dynamics to establish an equitable
partnership with community members (Cundill et al., 2015). Using a participatory-based
approach also ensures that the scientific research process is less extractive and focuses more on
local needs (Balazs and Frosch, 2013). Using a participatory-based approach, my research seeks

to unpack how community engagement operates in the context of a large-scale project.



Setting the Context: Introduction to Nunatsiavut and the
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit Project

a. Nunatsiavut Geography and Governance

Nunatsiavut is in Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada (Figure 2). It was established as
an Inuit self-governed territory in 2005 through the Labrador and Inuit Land Claims Agreement
(Government of Canada, 2005). The Northern Labrador Inuit regional government, or
Nunatsiavut Government, holds authority over many central governance areas including health,
education, culture and language, justice, and community matters (the Nunatsiavut Government,
2002). The Nunatsiavut Government also oversees and advises on research projects in the

region.
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Figure 2: Left, a broad map outlining the location of Nunatsiavut in relation to other Inuit
territories (Oceans North, Inuit Nunangat, 2022). Right, a close up of the five communities of
Nunatsiavut in relation to neighboring provinces (Tourism Nunatsiavut, “Travel to Nunatsiavut,”
2020).

In Nunatsiavut, land and sea are inseparable. Ice provides crucial pathways across the sea
to allow for travel between communities (Aporta, 2017). Marine species such as ringed seals also
rely on sea ice (Harwood et al., 2012). Additionally, aquatic semi-migratory species such as

Acrctic char are affected by changing ice conditions. Both species are vital food sources and



cultural staples (Searles, 2009, Andrews and Coffey, 2009 and Kourantidou and Bailey, 2021).
As a result, climatic changes such as shortened sea ice seasons and changing sea ice dynamics
hold profound implications for both economic activities and food security (Le Teno and Frison,
2021). Recently the Nunatsiavut government has been working on a marine plan called
Imappivut, which means “Our Oceans.” According to their webpage: “The plan is guided by the
values, knowledge, and interests of Labrador Inuit. Imappivut celebrates the connections Inuit
have with the marine environment and works to contribute to the health and wellbeing of

Labrador Inuit” (Nunatsiavut Government, 2020).

b. Relationship to SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit Project

SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit is a large-scale transdisciplinary research
project established in 2020 and co-led by the Nunatsiavut Government, Dalhousie University,
and Memorial University of Newfoundland and Labrador. One of the main objectives of the
initiative is to “support sustainable resource management of dynamic coastal systems in
Nunatsiavut communities.” (Sustainable Nunatsiavut futures, 2020). Part of its mission is to
avoid the problematic research practices of the past by “doing science differently,” while
supporting Inuit-led planning and marine-based research. Many of its individual projects also
focus on monitoring the impact of climate change and its effect on local communities in
Nunatsiavut (Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures, 2020a). In summary, the project’s overall goal is
to “use both community-engaged research and scientific methods to co-produce knowledge

about the marine ecosystem and enhance capacity in marine research” (OFI, 2020).
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Figure 3: Structural Breakdown of how SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit is
currently organized. (Figure from: Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures Project, Academic Slide
Deck, April 2022)

The SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project is comprised of over 75
individuals, including Inuit Research Coordinators (IRCs)—representatives from each of the
Nunatsiavut communities— in addition to natural and social scientists, government officials
working in Nunatsiavut, and a variety of other project partners. These individuals represent
various stakeholder and rights-holder (i.e., Inuit) perspectives.

Project research has been divided into four separate coordinating bodies known as “work
packages” (WP in Figure 3) (Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures, 2020a). The first work package
(WP1) focuses on examining community engagement and how knowledge is shared. Work
package two (WP2) monitors ocean and sea ice changes. Work package 3 (WP3) works on
spatial mapping methods for species monitoring. Work package 4 (WP4) centers on modeling

predictive measurements of perceived climatic changes.



The core themes include “building pathways for knowledge co-production.” Knowledge
co-production is directly connected to relationship building and essentially emphasizes
collaborative approaches to include knowledge systems that “embody a range of world views
and disciplines (e.g., local knowledge and academic disciplines).” (Sustainable Nunatsiavut
Futures, 2020b). This first theme can be seen as providing the overall structure for the project,
while the other two directly describe the project-wide activities which are related to
“understanding and adapting to a changing coastal ecosystem.” (Sustainable Nunatsiavut
Futures, 2020b) The elements of “community engagement, two-way training, knowledge
exchange and science excellence” outlined in Figure 3 connect the goals, objectives, and projects
within each work package to one another (Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures, 2020a). In this way
the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit is designed to foster collaboration between
projects and transdisciplinary thinking. Community-engaged research, specifically ensuring that
projects within SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit align with community needs, is

also a central goal of this initiative.

C. Defining “Community”

Prior to analyzing the results, it is essential to outline how this project defines the term
“community.” The use of the term “communities,” as applied here, is in line with the
terminology used by the Nunatsiavut Government to describe those who live in Nunatsiavut and
are not government employees, but there is also a much broader application. Here community is
largely defined based on geographic location (within Nunatsiavut) and therefore members of the
Nunatsiavut government are also considered community members. The plural form of
“community” is used as Nunatsiavut is made up of several diverse communities. Additionally,
this project involved interviewing representatives from a variety of places, each with a unique
culture. Thus, there can be no singular, monolithic definition of “community” as there is

diversity both within and between them.



Research Approach and Methodology
a. Positionality Statement

| am a settler with roots in the San Francisco Bay Area of the United States. | have a
transdisciplinary background in environmental studies and history with a focus on culturally
significant species and Indigenous fishing rights. Specifically, my past work has emphasized the
value of examining Indigenous history and cultural attitudes alongside colonial perspectives to
develop successful collaborative partnerships to aid in the recovery of endangered southern
resident orcas and Chinook salmon. A key takeaway from this work was the importance of
equally valuing Indigenous knowledge and assuring Indigenous rights are supported in federal
governance.

I am relatively new to the Nunatsiavut region, having joined SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project as an intern in March of 2022. What initially brought me to
this region was the desire to work on a transdisciplinary project which directly partners with
community members and centers project goals and outcomes on community needs. In particular,
| hoped to prioritize relationship building and was interested in critically evaluating the research
processes to mitigate instances of “parachute” science where researchers come to the region,
extract data and leave (Vos, 2022). With that in mind, | wanted to explore how Indigenous-
scientist partnerships can advance community goals in Nunatsiavut.

It was important to me that my project aligned with and supported the goals held by
community members. Thus, | modified my goals and outcomes according to input from the NG
and members of SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit. My project is still in
development and will continue to be adjusted but the initial objective remains the same: to

explore how research conducted in the region can best support Inuit community goals.

b. Project goals

The extractive methods used by Arctic researchers in the past raise the question: what
counts as ethical research? This project focuses on shifting discussions surrounding community
engagement away from prescriptive ideas and toward examining its real-world application. This

project builds off of the work completed by work package one outlined in the Transdisciplinary



Marine Research chapter “The Power and Precarity of Knowledge Co-Production,” by
examining how community engagement and co-production processes may operate in practice
(Petreillo et al., 2022).

The project was designed to collect experiences with, and perspectives on, community
engagement from a variety of participants involved or associated with the SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project. The goals were threefold:

1. Explore processes and principles that could guide researchers to work more
effectively to ensure that the research conducted in Nunatsiavut remains accessible,
relevant, and tangible to communities without overburdening community members.

2. To identify and address how research is conducted within SakKijanginnaKullugit

Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit in relation to diverse community goals and explore how to best

align outside research interests with on-the-ground community goals.

3. To explore how community-engaged research practices and partnerships may be

improved in Nunatsiavut to better align with the goals of the Nunatsiavut Government.

c. Methods: The interview Process and Data Analysis

The idea for this project was initially pitched to the Nunatsiavut Government (NG)
representatives, Inuit Research Coordinators (IRCs), NGOs, and social and natural scientists
during the first post-COVID in-person project-wide meeting in Halifax in May of 2022.
Following a subsequent meeting with members of the Nunatsiavut Government (NG), the project
goals were modified based on group feedback. The focus changed from understanding
barriers/opportunities for sharing knowledge between researchers and community members to
instead examine how research could support community needs.

| interviewed 27 key informants via videoconference for approximately one hour each.
All participants were either directly involved or associated with the SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit Project as project partners. Interviews ended when statements made by
interviewees became repetitive and the point of data saturation was reached (Fusch and Ness,
2015). | asked participants semi-structured open-ended questions including why they were
working in this region and what their perspectives were on how community members are being
engaged with this project. Participants were also asked how they would define the term

“community engagement.” For a list of specific questions see Appendix 1.



| then combined transcripts into a master document with anonymized interviews divided
by key groups (listed in section d). From this document, | use systematic manual coding for each
interview to identify common themes and values used among each individual group (Osberg
Ose, 2016). This consisted of reading through each transcript and highlighting repeated terms
among the six key groups identified in Figure 4. All statements made by the interviewees were
then manually coded based on common words and phrases found throughout all interviews. Each
interview was then cross compared, using the same process to identify common phrases. These
phrases were then grouped into the eight themes identified in Table 2. | completed a total of three
phases of manual coding for group differences and common themes. The first was to correct
transcript errors, the second was to highlight group commonalities, and the third was to group

them into common themes.

d. Positionality of Participants

While some interviewees came from transdisciplinary backgrounds, they were
categorized based on what role they occupied as key informants within the original
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit structure (Figure 3). In this context, the
definition of transdisciplinary is consistent with how transdisciplinary has been defined within
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit. Specifically, it is defined as work that
transcends disciplinary siloes and involves “collaboration across disciplines” (Petriello et al.
2022). Some participants were involved in multiple streams of the project that overlap with both
natural and social sciences and go beyond these disciplines to focus on collaborative approaches.

Participants self-identified as belonging to the categories identified in Figure 4.

10
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® Nunutsiavut Government @ Inuit Research Coordinators
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Figure 4: Breakdown of interview participants n=27 (two project leads, two project partners, four
members of the Nunatsiavut Government, four Inuit Research Coordinators, seven social
scientists, eight natural scientists).
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Table 1 categorizes the marine spaces participants worked in. These were manually

identified based on the responses to the interview questions: a) describe your role in relation to

the project and b) what is your individual project about? Note that given the transdisciplinary

nature of the project, some participants held multiple roles and areas of interest overlap. Thus,

the total sample size is greater than the number of interviewees.

Area of Interest Sample Size (n)
Governance (NG) 4
Sea Ice Monitoring 5
Fisheries Studies 4
Ship-based Research/Boat Studies 5
Culturally Significant Species Studies 10
(seasonality, specific to each community)
Imappivut (our Oceans-NG initiative) Marine | 3
Plan: Planning Potential Marine Protected

area (Nunatsiavut Government, 2018)

Community (Art and Photo studies, mapping, | 6

schools/on the land workshops)

Table 1: Breakdown of specific areas of research interest for all participants. (Note that the total
number is greater than the number of participants as some belong to multiple categories).

12


https://imappivut.com/

Results

Overall, interview participants held diverse opinions regarding both barriers to, and the
overall success of, the strategies used by SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit
members to engage with communities. Perceptions varied based on each participant’s
background, their role within the larger project, and the degree to which they felt heard within

the organizational structure of SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit.

1. The Nunatsiavut Government (NG)

Throughout the interview process, all 27 participants noted that their engagement with
community members understandably begins with the Nunatsiavut Government (NG) as they are
in a unique governing position to oversee research. Four interviewees were staff of the NG. One
element that came across through their interviews was that there is often a disproportionate
burden on individual government staff members and Inuit Research Coordinators to act as the
sole pillars of “community”:

I mean a lot of it is left on the NG to promote and engage community on a project. We're
not actively involved in a lot of the individual projects, and we have 28 active projects
going on our side as well. I think that IRCs are in theory a great way to engage
community as champions of the project in communities. But it's kind of on them to
champion it and to make it known and also engage community members about the
project.

The NG fields a variety of requests from project members. One NG member suggested the need
for more project-wide coordination: “some kind of system that helps coordinate a lot of the
things that are coming through to our emails would be very helpful.” The onus should also be on

researchers to speak with community members about their project plans and to share any results.

Another NG staff also highlighted the challenge of managing a large-scale project such as
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit involving various interest groups. They also
emphasized that community engagement requires more than simply interacting with the NG.
While the Nunatsiavut Government plays a crucial role in assisting researchers, the actual
engagement process should be taken further, particularly in communities outside the focus of

primary research initiatives:

13



| think because it's such a large project there will always be some issues with
communication and engagement. Already we're running into having to have discussions
around how much is expected of the NG staff in particular...when you look at it as
community engagement...to me that's a different piece altogether. Engaging with us at
the research center is not necessarily community engagement, right? It's a part of the
whole package where we help form things on the ground and all those pieces and the
coordinators that have been doing a bit of work in their community. I'm pretty sure that
it's situated in some communities more than others...Nain seems to be the community
that gets the most, we're always the one because we're the one with the research center.

Another issue raised by interviewees was the lack of Inuit leadership, in the form of a

management board, at the onset of the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project.
Establishing a true partnership requires placing community partners on an equal footing in terms
of power. One NG participant suggested that a lack of early positionality has created issues with

present engagement:

And we could have had community members in some of those leadership positions
guiding the project in a way that was appropriate...there was no Inuit representation up
until [we asked], “why is there no nobody on these work packages?”” And even now,
we're not even work package leads. We're kind of just there...I think there needs to be a
steering committee overseeing this project and that needs to be made up of academics and
community members, and a broad range of each.

Another barrier identified was that many community members remain unaware of the
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project. An NG participant noted that while
many individual members engage with communities in a variety of ways, the overall framework
of the actual initiative remains unclear:

I think a big tell of if you are engaging with a community is if people know about the
project. And even if you ask anyone here a Nain... “Have you heard of Sustainable
Nunatsiavut futures?” They'll say no. So, I think community engagement hasn’t been
great. | think we're missing a big piece in the researchers actually coming up and
introducing themselves and the project as a whole kind of like those big, those big pieces
that are happening.

While the COVID-19 pandemic hindered researchers’ ability to travel to the region, moving
forward it is clear that having a physical presence in Nunatsiavut is important. While efforts are
underway to share more about the types of SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit
projects being done, improving the process requires the development of an overarching

framework that articulates all the moving parts.
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One key recommendation for researchers was to educate themselves and critically
evaluate their research prior to coming to the region:

| think it's really important to read and come prepared to understand the region. So
exactly what region you're working in, what encompasses Nunatsiavut? Read the
National Inuit Strategy on Research. Read the land claims agreement. Understand who is
Inuit under the labor and land claims agreement. What rights we have over certain lands.
Our fishing, hunting, all that stuff, especially if you're doing anything wildlife or fisheries
related. There's a whole chapter on fisheries. There's a whole chapter on wildlife and
plants. That stuff is super important.

External researchers must recognize Inuit as inherent rights holders and their right to self-
governance must be acknowledged. In addition to these prerequisites, methods to streamline
research questions must be developed. Nunatsiavut Government interviewees suggested that one
way of achieving this could be to involve all project partners in discussions of past research to

avoid future duplication of efforts.

Overall, Nunatsiavut Government interview participants emphasized that community
perspectives and needs within the region are diverse. Furthermore, there is often a distinct barrier
between academic and community expectations. One way to break down this divide is to
encourage researchers to be more open-minded and simply have conversations with people:

Academics are so like step, step, step. This is the process. This is what you do. But a lot
of the time that's not exactly how it works. Relationship building and not just ticking a
box. It's making friends. It's going out in a boat with someone if they offered to take you
out, learning more about the culture. It's give and take. Coming up without a set plan
works way better and fits our process so much better. If you come in open-minded, you're
going to get a way better response from the community because nobody likes to be told,
“this is what I'm doing on your land.”

Sharing results in ways that are transparent and relevant for community members offers another
way to bridge the gap between research projects and community goals. Problematic research
practices often center on researchers wanting to extract data in order to simply publish results.
Researchers must go beyond that and make the effort to build and sustain relationships:

Result sharing 100% and | think that comes back to my thing about communication too.
It needs to be shared in a way that's understandable and that actually matters. If you don't
have a product that is beneficial to Labrador Inuit, what's the point, right?
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Much of NG’s role was framed in terms of holding researchers accountable. As research
advisors, NG project members ensure projects are not duplicated to lessen the likelihood that
communities are overburdened. Overall, the research process was understood to have come a
long way:

We have a better handle on research and because of that, we are able to help researchers

and help guide them...So, we've come a long way and we work with a lot of wonderful

researchers...l mean, they take everything that the Research Advisory Committee here
says, and they really listen to what we're saying.
This same NG participant noted that the role the NG plays in connecting researchers to
community members is mutually beneficial. In this individual’s view, knowledge held by those
in the community allows for better research projects. At the same time, the engagement process
motivates researchers to hold themselves accountable to truly connect with community members.
This structural system inherently supports the improvement of research processes in practical

ways.

One NG participant described the best practices of research this way:

Making really good connections in the communities is just making time, making time to
come to the community, to introduce yourself. Spend a bit of time getting to know
people. . .As part of that whole process, we expect that what people will do themselves is
have a bit of an understanding of the kinds of people that live here and the kinds of things
that we see as important and our way of living and doing and seeing. An issue that we're
running into quite often is that research tends to be predetermined before coming to
Nunatsiavut which very quickly causes ripples and ruffling of feathers because one of the
things that we try very hard to press is that research needs to be relevant. We're at that
day and age now where that's how it has to be. In the past, there were some really bad
research habits from people that were coming in and just extracting information...So
making those connections, ensuring that your research is relevant and being open to
discussion to change things up is important.

NG participants also offered a few general recommendations. They emphasized that
developing a meaningful project, grounded on relationship building and trust, takes time and
requires flexibility. Now that COVID-19 restrictions have ended, members of the NG suggested
that the Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures project move its engagement beyond Nain and hold

more open houses:
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Hiring the IRCs as part of the project is a start at engaging the community because they
are from the communities in Nunatsiavut. But | think, there are more ways to engage the
community as well. When researchers come to each of the communities to do the work
that they're doing, they could hold open houses to talk about what is happening within the
project.

Another suggestion was to streamline project initiatives into a clear, digestible big picture. NG
participants suggested developing broader networks to enable individuals to consult with others
working in the region. In this way, the research could be broadened. For instance, a study may
have already been conducted in Nain, but other communities may have an interest in answers to

related questions.

2. The Inuit Research Coordinators (IRCs)

Out of the 27 participants interviewed, four were Inuit Research Coordinators from
Nunatsiavut (one from Hopedale and Nain and two from Rigolet). Overall, the IRCs thought the
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project set up a solid basis for community
engagement because its central mission focuses on involving both NG officials and community
members. The need for continued use of diverse approaches to engage individuals was a
common refrain. One IRC noted: “Sometimes it's hard to get everyone who would be interested.
On Facebook, you get young people, for example, but over the radio, you get older people. So, I
think it's important to have a few different means of reaching out to people.”

Suggestions for improving the engagement process within SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit focused on increasing social media presence and presenting project
findings in schools. Additionally, the need to expand SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut

Sivunitsangit research beyond Nain was emphasized:

There's a lot going on in Nain. A lot of project partners want to visit Nain quite often
since the majority of research is done in Nain—seeing they have a research center there.
But I've pointed out quite often that there's not enough in other communities. What we're
trying to push toward that, but it is a work in progress.

The IRCs outlined seasonality, timeline, funding, limits to online access, and COVID-19

as being primary barriers to engagement. When asked to expand on this, an IRC noted:
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The obvious one is just COVID, but you can't really help that, but also the travel rates in
Nunatsiavut are very expensive. Its also kind of hard to get, Inuit members out to
conferences or people into the communities for conferences. If we were to do things
online the internet is also pretty bad. And a lot of the older folks also don't have the
Internet or don't use it very much. So that's a few of the complications.

It was mentioned that, in many cases, having conversations and experiences on the land provided
a better mode of engagement. Even when researchers can travel to the region, concerns were
raised about the scale of the projects and that formal research presentations could bring too many

to a single area at a given time, overburdening communities:

Say for example, within this project, we have 15 project members, come for a
presentation. That could intimidate community members, or there's that possibility that
there would be more project members at the presentation, than locals. Sort of a more,
Western research presence in those presentations held which could prevent community
members from showing up to those presentations or interviews. So, it's important to have
that balance, between who will be presenting and who is present for those interviews, or
conversations.

IRC participants also identified the need to create informal spaces to build relationships
as being crucial to successful community engagement. Specifically, researchers should make an
extra effort:

Just hanging out for a decent time...So that's, stuff I'd like to see more of with all
projects, in general. Rather than say some project just reaching out from across the
country or from another province, but not actually making that effort to visit those
communities for at least some kind of conversation or presentation workshop. So
physically interacting and meeting community members is super important, and this is
what | would like to see.

Another key element was that goals should not be focused solely on facilitating research
publication. One of the IRCs noted: “I personally think writing papers or documents, or stuff like
that, isn't qualified to me personally as community engagement.” It is necessary to follow up and

ask individuals within a community what they are interested in.

Overall, while in-person engagement was the preferred method for conversation, the

IRCs acknowledged that the process to build such relationships takes time:

18



Visit communities as much as you can, as often as time and money allows. And, during
all those visits, meet as many people as you can. Ask questions. Ask everyone you meet
what they would like to see. What questions they would like to ask, to be asked, in regard
to research. What they would like for us or other projects to look into. That's actually
helpful to the communities. Take your time during your visit, that’s super important. It
shows that you're actually interested in being here on the North Coast and shows you’re
actually interested in meeting people which helps with the with the trust and building
relationships.

For community engagement to be effective, IRCs suggested that researchers educate
themselves about the region and premise their work on a foundation built on respect. This goes
beyond simply conducting research in the “Arctic” and allows for genuine connections to
develop with the community: “One of the biggest things is having respect for the community.
Sometimes you'll see different researchers come in not having background information or not
understanding where they're going, or not understanding the community. So, it's important to
have that background knowledge to give respect to people.” While researchers new to the region
can seek assistance from established initiatives such as SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit, the researcher themselves should also try to speak directly with individuals. This
includes: “Making time for people, being flexible with your time. I think that's really important
because everybody else has day jobs. Everybody else is busy.”

One essential, yet frequently overlooked part of the engagement process is follow-up. Too
often researchers fail to connect with NG and community members after the completion or
publication of their project. This leaves the NG or IRC community members to compile and
evaluate results on their own. “Some people have not been returning their data in the past. So,
there was no real database.” While a centralized database is being developed, community

members are still left to directly follow up with many researchers.

3. Natural Scientists

Of the eight interviewees with natural science backgrounds, five were early career
scientists who were either master's students, PhDs, or postdocs. Natural scientists associated with
the project tended to have a more community-oriented, interdisciplinary focus because the NG
and IRCs are direct research partners. They emphasized the crucial role played by the NG in

serving as the primary conduit for developing relationships within the community. While
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discussing the community surveys that NG conducts annually within each community a
participant noted:

NG puts a lot of time into communicating and connecting with communities. I think that's

a really authentic way of doing it because it's the NG and people know each other, and

this is done every year. It’s definitely something that is integrated into the way that

people express what they want to see happening with research. So, | think having those

research priorities as a first step of seeing ok, what does a community like, is important.
Another participant offered that the NG plays a significant role in SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit due to the scale of the project: “One thing I can see is that because this
project is so big it gets a lot more engagement from the Nunatsiavut Government than a smaller
project does.” All eight natural scientists saw the NG as being crucial in connecting researchers
to community members.

All the natural scientists interviewed also noted that the SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project is unique in that it focused on “doing science differently.”
According to one participant, this meant “approaching science from a nonhierarchical point of
view.” 75% (n=21) of all interview participants saw centering the project on community values
as the best approach to changing the nature of scientific studies.

A major element of developing research that is more relevant and tangible for community
members relates to language use, and the need to avoid jargon. One early career scientist
commented on the flexibility required to broaden terminology: “There's a lot of unlearning you
have to do because there are words that | would use and my family, for instance, won't
understand. And I almost forget that's not like an everyday word. Because in the science
environment that I'm in every day, it is an everyday word.”

Natural scientist interviewees also noted that another essential piece of “doing science
differently” was to view community members as being equal partners. A participant noted: “I
think we need to start thinking of community members more as teammates rather than people
that are part of the research question.” A crucial component of this was to ensure that community
members, even those working within the project, are properly compensated for their time. Data
must also be shared in an open and transparent way: “That means incorporating equal pay access
for everyone, including it in the budget, and allow the community to have some sort of
ownership to the project, the analysis, the data, all of it. | think SNF is trying to do some of that
because everything I've learned is through the SNF project.”
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One goal of the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project is to avoid
extractive and harmful research practices. As one natural scientist said: “There's a history of how
external researchers have interacted with communities. That means in some cases, there's a bit of
distrust there.” Several participants mentioned that methods could change, but external
researchers must actively work to address the damaging legacy of past research practices.

It is important to recognize that scientists within SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit are not unique: “You're probably not the first one to do research in that region, so
reach out to other researchers as well and just see what they've done, how they've worked on it.
So, then you can build on the way things have been done in the past, not just start fresh every
time people come in.”

Many natural scientists interviewed joined or partnered with SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit due to their perception that the structure and form of the project was
novel. As one interviewee pointed out, a whole the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit project’s approach in including both the NG and the community created a platform

that supports conducting natural science in a more inclusive way. Yet, academic barriers persist:

This project is, from a natural science perspective, pretty novel and exciting. The way
that it's doing things differently. We're trying to do things differently. Yet, it's still at the
end of the day a university-based project...And so, while from the university’s
perspective, | think it's being pretty transformative, I think from the community
perspective, it's still doctor so and so, from the university of whatever, doing stuff.
Another common theme among natural scientists was the idea of community capacity.
When asked to describe the goal of their research, four of the natural scientists interviewed said
that they hoped to provide community members with the requisite tools necessary to deal with
ongoing issues: “So, we want to be able to work ourselves out of a job there in that we want to
transfer, | guess, that scientific knowledge so that we once we leave, and the project finishes,
scientific data can still be collected to help understand what's happening with the climate up
there.”
Thus, when asked to describe what engagement means, natural scientists noted that it
goes beyond collecting data: “Community engagement isn't just going in and collecting whatever
data you need. It’s also hearing about what they need. And so, it's to me, it's like a symbiotic

relationship.”
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Community engagement also requires being flexible and taking the time to establish
relationships: “I think all research is rushed and if you want to do something that involves
teamwork, then you have to be able to listen--take the time to truly collaborate. You have to
incorporate community interests as well.”

One major barrier identified was distance, both geographic and cultural: “It's kind of hard
to work so closely with the community when there's so much distance, physical distance, but also
cultural distance and not necessarily understanding how to bridge that distance.”

As many interviewees were early career scientists, the additional barrier of academic
versus community expectations was also a common refrain. Early career interviewees also
repeatedly mentioned that the timeline available to build these relationships was limited: “I think
there's a real incongruency with students, where students involved in projects like this actually
are vulnerable to the fact that there is a temporal mismatch between what needs to happen for
their degrees and what needs to happen for the communities.”

Another major hurdle was having to complete many aspects of individual projects via
virtual means:

I think from the community side more than the scientific side...from the scientific side
you can just put a load of numbers and data onto a screen, and you will sort of show
knowledge of the area. But when it's more conversation table knowledge it's harder to do
over the screen. I'm looking forward to more in-person communications and actually
getting to go into the community to share knowledge that way.

Natural scientists also identified that the overall scale of the project itself was something
that at times, hindered relationship building. Given that many seek to travel to the region,

communities can easily be overwhelmed:

| think having too many people in the room is often a problem. I think it's fine to have,
the community group that you might engage with be bigger or smaller, but I think you
can have too many cooks in the kitchen when you're engaging with community
members...packaging those engagements in a very specific way so that it's a very specific
dose of information, and dialogue, | think is probably a good idea because if it gets to be
too much, people lose interest.

One suggestion to avoid inundating community members was to streamline engagement
methods: “I don't think we need other ways of engaging, but I do think we need to refine the

ways we engage with the community. Instead of trying to find all these new ways of engaging
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with the community, we need to just improve and practice the ones we're using now. Because |
feel overwhelmed by the project with all the different platforms.”

Developing and implementing a framework that features concise pathways to share
information would also make it easier. Overall, 40% (n=3) of natural scientists said project
management could be improved upon: “I guess coordinate, and I'm not sure whether we really
got that down to a fine art...A lot of polls are made, and they never really go anywhere. So that's
probably the main barrier | experience. But that's only in a group setting. When it's one-on-one,
it's quite easy to converse.”

Natural scientists tended to view their role in SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit and interactions with communities, on a holistic level. Communities have agency
over their data. As one participant noted, “the community has the right to say no, that shouldn't
happen.” Overall, these scientists wanted to ensure their research aligned with community goals

and objectives.

4. Social Scientists

Out of the seven social scientists interviewed, five were early career (master’s students,
PhDs, or postdocs) and two were established social scientists. Social scientists tended to
prioritize the overall process of engagement beyond their specific research project. They were
particularly interested in clarifying definitions of community engagement. In discussing this
process 75% (n=5) felt it was difficult to define: “When I hear the term, I really don't know
necessarily what it means, because I think of community as being a really diverse set of
interests.” Given there is no singular definition of “community,” the use of the term was not
helpful unless defined according to a specific context.

Over half of the social scientists interviewed observed that as a researcher, it is crucial to
critique one’s methodologies and acknowledge mistakes when they occur. One participant noted
that transparent communication is essential, and that community engagement can easily become

a means to justify any and all research:

There's so much room for error. There are so many times where everybody does make
mistakes and hopefully learns from those. And so, I think honest communication about
exactly what you have done when you are engaging a community, or when you claim to
have engaged community, is an important part of it because it's kind of used as this
basket term for so many different types of activities.
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Thus, when working with communities, there is a need to be specific and transparent about
research intentions.

100% (n=7) of social scientists mentioned the NG as being the entity that first introduced
them to community concerns. The NG has been an essential guide for both framing research
questions and providing core contacts to facilitate relationship building: “I think the project has
been good at understanding that research questions should be derived from ongoing work that the
NG has already been doing.”

The role of a successful social science researcher within SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit was predicated on aligning oneself with the NG goals. Many
interviewees also emphasized that while the NG is a government body, its members should not

be viewed as separate from the community:

You're never, ever, ever going to reach every single member of a community in order to
have a complete understanding of all of the nuances within a community. So, there's
always going to be a level of people who are representatives of their community. And so,
in that way, working with groups like NG because of the consultations they've already
done with their communities and because they're all people who live in communities and
talk to people all the time, those people are excellent representatives of community.

It was also mentioned that the context of SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit is
unique when compared to other engagement projects in that the NG serves as the primary

channel where research proposals are first suggested and amended:

It was a new way of being in a project and understanding community engagement for me.
A little bit different from the experiences that I had had in other projects...Unique in a lot
of ways in the governance situation compared to say some of my work in other places
where the line, the distinction between community and government was a lot stronger.
Here there's almost like a dotted line they flow between each other.

After an initial connection is made, social scientists stressed the need for researchers to diversify
the type of engagement they initiate and whom they choose to facilitate their projects: “But I
would still say that a lot of that engagement is situated within the IRCs. And that, over time,
engagement in our project should look like a lot of different things. It shouldn't be a one-size-

fits-all, because we have such an interdisciplinary project.”
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Several social scientist interviewees also noted that the members of the NG face pressure
to field questions within the project while simultaneously juggling many other responsibilities:

Right now, everybody's focused all their attention on just the people at the research

center, but they've got full-time jobs. It would be actually a lot better if we could sort of

connect with and work with members of the communities...But like I think the problem

is just that people don't know members of the community because it takes a lot of time.

As many of the social scientists were students, they also cited the vital mentoring role the
NG played in introducing them to the region. One early career scientist described the NG as
providing “links to those within communities that have authority or interest and can kind of be
gatekeepers and open doors and create a bit of accountability for the project within the
community.” In other words, by making community connections integral to one’s project,
researchers are more reflective of local concerns and values.

In general, 75% (n=5) of social scientists spoke about the importance of collaboratively
sharing results and aligning research with the goals of NG members:

So, thinking about how we can present our work back in other ways--for example, maybe
other researchers also worked in the area. We can kind of help the NG coordinate
amongst projects. | think that it's something that might be cool to consider for our project,
and others going forward.

While social scientists also emphasized the value of building new community
connections, four participants felt greater emphasis should also be placed on strengthening pre-

existing relationships:

I would say the community that we have engaged with the most is actually our project
partners who are from Nunatsiavut... because they are part of the community. Just
because they're part of the project doesn't make them not part of the community. And I'm
just trying to value that relationship building and engagement as a foundation for future
broader engagement.

As with the IRCs, social scientists also raised the idea that community engagement should

extend beyond Nain:

Community is a monolithic term and so there are so many specifics to it that make it
more difficult, and this is something that's come up in a couple of different contexts. But
that there's been a lot of focus on Nain in particular, and not on the other communities in
Nunatsiavut.
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Interviewees also expressed the need to diversify approaches to community engagement. There
is often a tendency for outside researchers to view themselves as playing an irreplaceable role in
providing capacity to communities. It is important to recognize that communities already have
knowledge and capacity. One specific recommendation is to design a project around an issue the
community already has an interest in:

We always hear this capacity building; we need to capacity build. But for me, I always
try and start and a lot of colleagues that work in my field start with capacity recognition.
So, what capacities does a community already have? What are they already interested in?
What are they already doing? And then how can our work support and sustain and grow
that in a direction that they want to grow? It's kind of a really, different approach I think,
and | would like to see our project do that in other ways too. And | think there's potential
for that. I'm just not sure in what way yet.

Opinions of social scientists differed from those of natural scientists in that they tended to
focus on the importance of using specific terminology when approaching the concept of
community engagement. One interviewee mentioned the value of distinguishing between
learning and evaluating: “So, you're going to hear the word evaluation a lot. But it's important to
distinguish between learning and evaluation because evaluation is very right and wrong.
Whereas learning is more about experiences. The way we process, the way we reflect and then
how we act, and what actions connect to the learning is very different, right?”

Similarly, participants noted that engaging with communities and impacting its members
are different concepts. The motivation behind the engagement matters: “There's meaningful ways
to interact, and there are meaningless ways to interact with community.” Integral to this idea is
that engagement with communities requires more than just research. There should be less focus

on defining the term “engagement” and more on determining what the community wants:

| think the community is going to be the biggest authority in saying what engagement
should be looking like. It's easy to get caught up in your own research and think it's the
most important thing, but there's a whole other world for people in the community that's
happening, so kind of tempering your expectations of what engagement might look like
and acknowledging that there are other needs.

As noted by one social scientist, engagement is not always beneficial:

There are worse things than failure. It can be an actual barrier to your own work, if we
don't think about what community engagement is for us, then you can go in with this
expert assumption that community engagement is just having one conversation with
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somebody but not actually talking to them about your research or anything or not actually
talking to them about what they would like to see out of your time there or even
establishing a relationship with them.

Intersecting with this concept is the obligation that a researcher ask why they have chosen to do
research in the region:

The most important thing and the first thing that you should always ask yourself is, am |
the right person to do this? Am | needed here? Having an understanding of, not just the
limits of what you're able to do, but also exactly what your capacities are, and your skill
set isn’t really important...because the whole point of this work is to help lend strength to
the region. And so, making sure that what you're doing is helpful is also asking should it
be me doing this, or should I be doing something else?

Ensuring community members have a stake in the research being conducted should be

fundamental to the engagement process:

I think community members need a bit more of an incentive ownership and agency, and a
stake and a claim in the research process and the research outcomes. And when they don't
have that, | think it gets a bit boring for them. Community members think, well, I'm not
going to go spend my time talking to you because, generally speaking, | never hear back
from you, and I don't really know where the results of this are going to go.

Overall, having the NG evaluate research allows for more critical reflection and engagement. Yet
it is the responsibility of researchers to look beyond their individual projects to also find informal
ways to connect to communities:

Not everything is about collecting data, not everything needs to be a research trip. But
being in the spaces that community members are in, whether that's virtual on Facebook or
virtual workshop or whatever it is. But like maybe we just don't know what those spaces
are. So, maybe if the project could think through and ask where do we find community
members in these virtual spaces?

Social scientists mentioned disciplinary divides within the project. More than 50% (n=>4) of the
social scientists interviewed noted that the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit
project is largely driven by natural science while the social science unit is primarily responsible
for the engagement process: “A lot of this project is very heavily populated with natural
scientists and then there's one small unit of individuals that have a bit more of the social science

background and training.” Despite its transdisciplinary nature, some social scientists felt that the
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current project structure may also unintentionally reinforce silos: “There are certain expectations
that are placed on certain disciplines, which ironically is reinforcing the very disciplinary silos
that we're often trying to break down because we're grappling with inherent assumptions about

what each of us does.”

Many of social scientists also stressed that interactions with community members cannot
be an afterthought: “It's not we do community engagement so we can do research. Community
engagement is in and of itself a necessity if, and when, you're invited to engage, then your
research can take place.” It is also important to acknowledge that research practices have been
tainted by entrenched historical inequities: “Inherent power dynamics that come with research
relationships and so that also needs to be considered and addressed in these co-design and co-

developed research processes.”

5. Project Leads

As the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project recently underwent a
leadership change, this section will discuss information from the project leads collected in the
summer of 2022. The two project leads interviewed discussed overall challenges and methods for
engaging communities. As a result, the focus was on project-wide developments and
improvements. The leads emphasized that the relationship established with NG at the onset
allowed SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit goals to prioritize community

concerns.

The NG as an Indigenous government and with the research center in place are also, acting as
a representative in terms of the priorities of the community...So there's a way in which the
NG almost acts as like a holder of priorities and interests of community and shares that with
the project, to help steer things. Even though obviously there's a distinction between the NG
and community.

The NG serves as an essential touchstone by establishing and supporting community
connections. As one project lead noted: “Through the NG we've had meetings with each of the
community governments to introduce the project and introduce ourselves and the team.” While it

was pointed out that there is still a long way to go in terms of the broader recognition of
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SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit, NG occupies the central role of liaison

between community members and researchers.

The project leads highlighted how the NG is a key intermediary for individuals within the
project to connect with broader community networks. When asked to provide general advice to

researchers, one project lead offered:

It is important to find a strong champion in the research center or within the community
for the work... as soon as it's something where it's like, you are coming from outside
wanting this particular project to happen and there is not someone advocating for that
work within the community or within the NG or, within Nunatsiavut, | think you’ll have
a hard time.

Building networks in Nunatsiavut usually requires developing a relationship with a key
individual, typically a staff of the NG. When asked to provide successful strategies, project leads

tended to refer to NG values:

| would base this on what I've heard from the NG about what they say has been
successful because | don't feel like I know enough about the community or Nunatsiavut
to really say what is successful or not successful, but what the feedback that we've had is
that what is successful is long-term visits, long-term relationship building, and being
there in person.

The relationship with the NG also enhances the type of scientific research conducted: “And so
that relationship with NG allows us this high-level prioritization of locations or where to go of

kinds of organisms that may be of interest and the species, or habitats.”

At the same time, project leads acknowledged that NG staff have a lot on their plate:

The research center at the NG is doing so much. They have so many projects on the go
besides all of the other responsibilities that they carry within the community around
running, the community freezers and everything. They're so experienced and
knowledgeable in all of this stuff that it would be awesome if we were able to ask them
about everything that we should be doing. But I think they don't necessarily have the time
to answer as many questions as what we would all love to be able to ask. I think, that’s
something that, something that would, help with this project that we've struggled with is
it would be great if there were more community members who were also students of the
project or postdocs of the project or Pls of the project, or, employed by the project in
various positions.
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The project leads recognized that the NG members involved in the project are only a few
individuals, and they cannot be expected to field every question. The leads suggested hiring

additional community members as a strategy to reduce pressure on the NG.

In terms of addressing project-wide barriers, project leads noted a general sense of

uncertainty when it came to forming partnerships or engaging with community members:

There's been quite a lot of uncertainty about how to approach things in a way that's
respectful and how to basically bring together...how do you do knowledge co-
production? ...What does that mean in practice? And I think that...the sense that I've had
is that there's a lot of will to do science better, to be more collaborative, to be more
engaged and everything. But often, people are just...uncertain about what that looks like
in practice, when it's not something that they’ve necessarily been trained in.

Project leads also mentioned that there is a strong tendency for a select few, namely IRCs

and members of the NG to serve as pillars of community:

But I think we lean very heavily on the people that we have these strong relationships
with, and we understand why that has been the case. But | think like as things open up as
more work becomes possible, we need to shift toward building more relationships with
other people in communities and stuff too.

Project leads tended to identify logistical barriers more than other groups. One was
funding limitations: “I think funding can be a barrier because if we had infinite funds, we could
all afford to go and spend two months in Nunatsiavut. In practice, there’s not enough funds to be
able to support that for everybody.” The technical difficulties posed by working in a virtual
setting due to COVID-19 were also mentioned: “A barrier would be, just general familiarity and
comfort around tech and access to like tech services a lot of people in Nunatsiavut would have
very poor access to the Internet for instance.”

Another major hurdle identified was the bureaucratic obstacles inherent in the project’s
institutional foundations:

At an institutional level, there are policies at the university that make doing any kind of
work in Nunatsiavut quite difficult. Payments, for instance, is like this sort of credit, quite
a barrier where when we're hiring people or like hiring people in the community or trying
to pay people in the community for their time and contributions to the project, there
would be a really long turn around to people being paid, and there's a lot of forms and
paperwork that's like required to compensate people for their time.
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This discrepancy between academic and community expectations makes developing long-term
relationships challenging. It was suggested that there was a need for greater transparency from
the start to strengthen relationships. This requires “going in with the flexibility and agility...You
will hear what people have to say and work with people to figure out a shared vision and path for

things. So yeah, not being too, like rigid in your approach.”

Another issue identified was that everyone defines community engagement differently:

Not everybody may care. Some people may care a lot. Many people may not care at all.
And so, the other challenge is, what is community engagement? And this is something
we've struggled all along. What is a community? Is it three people? Is it the entire
village? Is it, Is that the leader of that village? Who is it? Right. And you know, how do

we decide as a project that we do have engagement?

Project leads also emphasized the problematic history of past research and hoped that this
project could make a positive impact going forward. One observed that there is a “history of
colonial research taking place where it was, and in some cases, still is very extractive and
exploitative. And I think that we have to show that we're not operating in that way.”

Project leads were also influenced by their individual discipline. One who is a natural

scientist found it difficult to define community engagement:

| think it's an overused term. | don't know what it means, and | don't know how to define

it.... It can take us down paths where we think we're doing it when we're not because it's

also hard to measure, it's hard to define and because it's hard to define it's hard to hard to
measure, and if it's hard to measure, it's hard to evaluate whether it's happening or not.

And so, I'm nervous about community engagement, and I've tried to sort of move away

from the term...to focus on relationships.

For project leads, and over 75% (n >21) of total participants, the key to relationship
building was to focus individual projects on issues of interest to the community: “It's about what
they care about and what expertise we have that can address what they care about.” But beyond
expertise, as noted by other groups, there remains an ongoing need to concentrate on both

translating and sharing knowledge across disciplines.
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6. Project Partners

The two project partners interviewed provided insight into the ways these organizational
groups could be better integrated into SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit. They
emphasized that having a clearer, more transparent understanding of where their specific project
fits into the overall SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit framework would be
helpful. Additionally, given that their research is focused on work across the entire region, the

project partners offered a broader perspective.

To avoid repetition of research practices, project partners felt that working relationships
between their organization and the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project
could be strengthened. One partner noted that due to the scale of SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit, they could understand that the amount of research being conducted

could be overwhelming:

Even if community members are fully engaged in what you're doing I think it could be
fully understandable if they're confused. To them it may be just another person coming
in. Well, are you part of this bigger thing, or is this, you know, 20 different projects or is
it one kind of project with different aspects? So, the communication of the overall goals
of the SNF and what it means when different individuals popping in and out, what that
means to the whole...to get it thematically I think that's going to be the biggest challenge
because | don't think we as partners in the SNF quite get it yet. So how can we expect
anyone in the community to get it if 20 people descend on the community next summer,
for example.

This points to the need to develop an organizational framework that outlines the general goals of
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit in relation to its moving parts. The initiative’s

relevance to those in the region and its project partners should be made clear.

Overall, both project partners felt more comfortable when discussing their specific work.
But within their projects, similar themes arose. When asked about community engagement, one
interviewee recommended using caution when using the term and acknowledged that each

project must be relevant for a specific community to be interested in it:
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I think it can be unintentionally disingenuous because just because you talked to a few
people is that community engagement, what is your metric? And that's more of an area
for social scientists to figure out. And I'm sure there's definition...First of all, it's
important to be present and to be open and transparent...honest and genuine attempts to
communicate and be available and to listen and to hear what others have to say...But
that's all predicated on the assumption that they're actually going to come. So, you know
because people are busy, or they're not interested.

Therefore, not all projects require the same level of engagement. It is crucial to query both the
NG and community members to assess the what’s required: “Community engagement may not
apply to every question asked. There can be some high-tech oceanographic work on the high seas
...But for the most part, anything that's coastal or on the land, I think that co-development is

key.”

In terms of barriers, the project partners tended to focus on those that exist between
academic expectations or research projects and the development of long-term relationships. One

participant observed:

| think researchers should also be thinking, “why am | going to this place? Can | sustain
research here for something that will be meaningful to communities?” Because a two-
year study or even a four-year study kind of provides a bit of information, but it never is
the whole thing...Academics like their outputs they have really strict timelines, whereas
often ecological questions in particular take way more than two years to answer. It's not a
two-year study that's going to get you to adaptive management...ensuring that if you only
have a two-year project, you make the training or leave equipment or just enable the
community to continue after if they want, I think it's really important too as opposed to
coming in, doing stuff and then out... again that knowledge transfer and capacity transfer
as part of the research would be really important.

Research should be designed to create a benefit for the community that extends beyond
the project timeline. While not every project requires engagement, if the researcher wants their
project to involve the community, flexibility is required. One participant noted:

Not all projects warrant the same level of community engagement...If researchers do
want the communities to care about what they're doing | think being open to suggestions
of how to change the project or the sites before it even happens is important. Because
again, it's their space, their place.

This involves considering why the research needs to be done in the specific place and context:
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I think the engagement has to be deeper and more meaningful and extend beyond your
own kind of quote, selfish interests and are relevant to the community. That's really hard
to do and some are just doing that well and naturally. And it also requires time, and it

requires money because it's expensive.

This also translates into the importance of sharing results in meaningful ways that has value for
the community:
| mean you can't expect everyone to read tons of stuff either. People don't have the time
or the inclination, so, the more it can be turned into stories or simple diagrams and that
sort of thing. How it's communicated, it can be crystal clear to you and I or everyone else

in SNF but it's just kind of one more thing we're dumping on people to try to understand.
So how it's communicated is really important and that's not easy, but it's important.

As with other interviewees, project partners stressed that communities should determine how to

share results.
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Results Summary and Discussion: Core Values for Ethical and Meaningful

Community Engagement

While there are several differences between groups regarding strategies for, and barriers

to, engagement when asked what community engagement means to them, there were many

overlaps. From personal statements made, eight core themes were identified as key concepts

associated with effective and meaningful engagement. These are outlined in Table 2.

Theme

Quote

Context Specific

"Just to have that perspective, going into
someone's home is important, because | know,
a lot of times people explain the same things,
even the community members here, of our
history, when it should have already been
known."

-Inuit Research Coordinator

Relationship Building

"Just plain talking to people is a good way to
describe it.”
-Member of the Nunatsiavut Government

Respect

“I think just connection respect, just
respecting each other and building this
connection between, Indigenous knowledge
and scientific knowledge and how they can
work together.”

-Inuit Research Coordinator

Diverse Forms of Engagement

“I think it's just acknowledging that there's
diversity and engagement. The engagement is
going to happen in a lot of different ways.
And that they're all really important.”
- SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit Social Scientist
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Theme Quote

Mentorship "SNF can establish some of those partnerships
and that understanding and hopefully some
trust. So that as new researchers come on
board as new questions arise that you want
answered, it's much easier to be able to start
doing that work well because the people will
point you in the directions that you need to

gollI
- SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit Social Scientist
Sharing Results "Sometimes you might have to put in the

extra work and develop a product that's not
necessarily just a publication. And that's |
think that's just part of the tax you pay for
doing research in our region is you need to
also have something that actually benefits us,
and I don't know if that's just as simple poster,
going over what your results were, you know
it could be in a lot of things.”

-Nunatsiavut Government staff

Critically Evaluate Research “Be genuine about your successes and failures
because people don't realize if you reported
something, if you want to make yourself look
good in this project and look good to funders.
If you write in that this was a great success,
the way that you did things, and it was not,
other academics are going to read that and say
that's the way you should do it. And they're
going to continue to do this bad pattern of
research and process.”

-Nunatsiavut Government staff

Transparent Communication “Ultimately it's about people connecting and
being open and respectful to each other, bring
that to the table, if I had one rule that would
be it.”
- SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit Natural Scientist

Table 2: A breakdown of the most common terms mentioned when participants were asked how
to define or describe community engagement and the elements required for successful
engagement.
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1. Context Specific

It is important to understand the context of the area prior to working in it. The structure of
Nunatsiavut research, with the NG being the initial point of contact for research approval, sets
the stage for outside researchers to be more reflective. Acknowledging history is also a crucial
component. The researchers themselves should be asking: Why do | want to do research in this
region? The consensus drawn from NG representatives was that researchers are more likely to
develop effective partnerships if they are open to altering their projects after speaking with both
NG staff and community members. The term context was mentioned over 20 times by more than
ten participants, and the word history was mentioned by five participants, all community
members living in Nunatsiavut.

Several diverse communities make this region home. One IRC noted: "Just to have that
perspective, going into someone's home is important, because | know, a lot of times people
explain the same things, even the community members here, of our history, when it should have
already been known." It is necessary to recognize the community context and not overwhelm
individuals while conducting research. This requires researchers to set personal goals aside to
clearly express their intentions and communicate plans. It is essential that they take the extra step
to learn about the history of Nunatsiavut. Researchers should also consider the language they use
as it can be interpreted by different community members in ways that are unintended or

confusing.

2. Relationship Building

Finding a local person to connect with in communities was considered a key aspect for
effective engagement. Each interviewee mentioned relationships at least once during the
interview process. For them, building a relationship means extending connections and
conversations beyond formal avenues. As one participant who works for NG noted, "Just plain
talking to people is a good way to describe it.” This means attending events, sharing meals, and
accepting invitations to go out on the land with community members.

Participants often mentioned that it was important to appreciate that community members

have busy lives. Therefore, a certain level of trust and respect needs to be established over time.
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A key aspect of relationship building requires connecting on a personal level prior to
commencing research. The researcher should take steps to modify their objectives to ensure they
align with community goals. After project completion, they should also take extra steps to ensure
their data and results are shared to continue to build relationships and stay connected even after
their work is completed. This reduces the risk of “parachute science” and allows for long-term

trust to be developed.

3. Respect

Over 80% (n=>22) of participants directly discussed the need to be respectful when engaging
with communities. Respect is fundamental to both building relationships and recognizing
historical context. It is necessary to acknowledge positionality and embrace the fact that people
come from diverse backgrounds and cultures. As one IRC noted: “I think just connection respect,
just respecting each other and building this connection between, Indigenous knowledge and
scientific knowledge and how they can work together.”

More than 80% (n=>22) of interviewees stressed that respecting the differing
expectations that exist between academic and community settings is essential. This includes
making sure that community members involved with the research are properly compensated for
their time. It also requires flexibility on behalf of the researcher to modify projects and timelines

to support community needs.

4. Diverse Forms of Engagement

Seven participants, most of whom were social scientists, noted that ethical research requires
using diverse methods to engage community members. It is essential to recognize that
communities are not homogenous. To acknowledge this diversity, researchers should evaluate
whether it is appropriate to directly connect their project to a community interest. Examples of
this include arts or photo-based projects that focus on supplying communities with the tools to do
something already meaningful for them.

Researchers tend to assume communities need them and that their role is to build capacity.
This can lead to a myopic view that perpetuates colonial perspectives and ignores how

communities can actually assist researchers. The type of engagement required depends on the
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nature of the project. When asked about community engagement, an SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit social scientist noted: “I think it's just acknowledging that there's
diversity and engagement. The engagement is going to happen in a lot of different ways. And
that they're all really important.” If the project focuses on an issue of particular interest to a
specific community group, there is a need to connect early and often. However, if the project
involves work on a specific species that is not necessarily culturally significant, the community
may not be as invested. The NG can serve as a conduit to connect researchers to a specific

community issue or concern.

5. Mentorship

Mentorship is a key element that was particularly emphasized by early career scientists. Without
an initial introduction, it is nearly impossible for researchers to connect and develop ties to the
region. Mentorship was mentioned as being of particular value to the student researchers
interviewed. One of the social scientist interviewees observed:

SNF can establish some of those partnerships and that understanding and hopefully some

trust. So that as new researchers come on board as new questions arise that you want

answered, it's much easier to be able to start doing that work well because the people will
point you in the directions that you need to go.”

As many of the interview participants were early career scientists directly involved in the
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project, much of the conversation addressed
ways a large-scale project could foster relationships by introducing newcomers to the region via
a few select contacts. For example, lllinniaKatigenniik, the group for students and early career
researchers, was included in the project with the goal of fostering such connections. By offering
this type of built-in network, those new to the region could learn from other researchers without
overburdening community members. Also, those unable to travel to the region due to COVID-19

or costs are able to establish relationships with others facing similar academic pressures.
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6. Sharing Results

The need for researchers to take steps to ensure that their results are tangible and relevant
for community members was a key component for sharing results effectively. Interview
participants, particularly members of the Nunatsiavut Government and community members,
mentioned this often. One NG participant noted:

Sometimes you might have to put in the extra work and develop a product that's not

necessarily just a publication. And that's | think that's just part of the tax you pay for

doing research in our region is you need to also have something that actually benefits us,
and | don't know if that's just as simple poster, going over what your results were, you
know it could be in a lot of things.

Sharing results includes being transparent and following up to ask how data should be
disseminated among interested parties. This additional step is often overlooked by outside
researchers when they are too focused on publishable products, grants and academic expectations
and neglect to follow up and share results with community members.

One of the core issues identified with the dissemination of published papers among
community members was the use of jargon and publication objectives. Journals are often limited
to a singular discipline and include specific, formal writing that is unnecessarily complex and
exclusive in terms of both language, open access and training costs. One suggestion offered was
that researchers consider taking a plain language course to learn how to effectively present their

results to community members.

7. Critically Evaluate Research

The need to critically examine research methodologies was mentioned by more than 75%
(n=>21) of participants. As noted by an NG participant:

Be genuine about your successes and failures because people don't realize if you reported
something, if you want to make yourself look good in this project and look good to
funders. If you write in that this was a great success, the way that you did things, and it
was not, other academics are going to read that and say that's the way you should do it.
And they're going to continue to do this bad pattern of research and process.

Community engagement is not necessarily always positive. In fact, in some instances, when it is

extractive, or researchers are hyper-focused on the needs of their project, it can be harmful. This
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can also create a cycle of distrust that permeates into other research projects and inhibits
partnerships. In those cases, research papers are sometimes published that do not account for
mistakes made or community impacts. Bring critical of research practices requires expressing
humility and being honest when mistakes are made. The expectations surrounding the push to

publish often undermine the success of community-based work.

8. Transparent Communication

Transparency was mentioned as a key theme by more than 80% (n=>23) of participants. One
natural scientist observed: “Ultimately it's about people connecting and being open and
respectful to each other, bring that to the table, if I had one rule that would be it.” In the eyes of
many participants, transparency was fundamental to building meaningful relationships and
engaging ethically with community members. Researchers should also be clear about their
intentions. This requires taking the time to establish trust and being open to modifying research

methods to correspond to community needs and values.
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Key Conclusions: A Critical Assessment of the Engagement Process and
Advice for Community-Based Marine Research Moving Forward

a. Key Considerations for the Engagement Process

Based on the eight themes identified through the 27 interviews | conducted with members
of the Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures project, there are three main elements outside researchers
should consider if they are planning to do research in Nunatsiavut: 1) prioritize relationships and

reciprocity, 2) share results using plain language, and 3) critically evaluate research.

1. Prioritize Relationships and Reciprocity: Engage with Community Members Early and
Often
As a researcher, it is important to first get to know and understand the people in the

region. Spend time talking informally and listening to community concerns. These relationships
should be rooted in the idea of reciprocity, whereby both community members and researchers
mutually benefit from the work being done. This approach encourages researchers to critically
reflect on their motivations and goals for their projects. Researchers must also be flexible with
project timelines. They should work with community members and members of the Nunatsiavut
Government to assess the potential long-term impact of their project. Specifically, researchers
must a) acknowledge differing expectations between academic versus community timelines, b)
provide proper compensation for community members involved in the research process, and c)

acknowledge data ownership.

2. Share Results: Using Plain Language with Clear Research Outcomes

To maintain effective research partnerships, results must also be shared in a manner that
is both transparent and relevant to community members. Too often researchers miss the
fundamental step of following up to share results in beneficial ways and that foster reciprocity. A
common theme addressed by more than 50% (n=>16) of participants was the need to share
results in a manner that is relevant and tangible for community members. Notably, these should
be “jargon-free” and use “plain language.” Specific academic disciplines often use terminology
that means different things to community members. Conversations following data collection

should inform the way results are shared.
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3. Critically Evaluate Research: Admit Mistakes in Publications to Ensure that They Are
Not Repeated

Engaging communities meaningfully can serve to strengthen Indigenous-scientist
research partnerships and support data sovereignty. It is essential that outside researchers critique
their goals and methods to consider what long-term effect their research could have on
communities. The community engagement process itself can create a “boundary” between
researchers and community members (Gieryn, 1983). Therefore, researchers should
acknowledge their mistakes in publications. This allows others to learn from past projects and
fosters an honest and transparent representation of results. If errors go unaddressed, the same

problematic research practices could be repeated.

Researchers must also be willing to step outside the bounds of their specific disciplines
to fully consider the people whose waters and lands they are visiting and acknowledge their

needs. It is important to be critical and ask the following questions:

1. Whose lands you are working in? Is your idea/initiative relevant? Would community
members want to be involved? Would they want to lead this project? Be prepared to be
flexible to adapt accordingly.

2. Why are you doing research in the region? How can you make this project a long-term
one (not just limited to their funding/academic schedule)?
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Future Directions:

a. Project Limitations

While participants shared a variety of perspectives, there were a few project constraints,
the biggest being a limited timeframe. | only had a three-month window to complete interviews
and some project members were busy with their own lives. Summer is a particularly active
season for project partners and leads and thus | was only able to gather perspectives from two
partners, and two project leads. Another limitation was the fact that all interviews had to take
place virtually as funding limitations made it impossible to travel to the region. Given that the
internet is not stable throughout the region, and email is not the preferred method of
communication, community members able to participate in the process were limited to those

directly associated with the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit project.

b. Future Directions

Based on project findings, collaborating across a wide network of researchers to avoid
repetitive projects would be helpful. While there is a collective desire to continue improving
connections with communities, barriers remain. This includes the COVID-19 situation, timing
constraints and the underlying flexibility required. Despite these issues, future
SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit plans will center on reaffirming these
relationships.

SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit’s focus on “doing science differently”
provides a lens through which researchers can develop projects that are meaningful to those in
the region. The NG’s role in the project can also serve as a model for effective, self-determined
regional research. The broader community engagement suggestions identified are not limited to
Nunatsiavut but could be valuable considerations when undertaking research across the Arctic
and elsewhere.

A next step would be to broaden the project's scope to include interviews with more
project partners and community members not directly associated with SakKijanginnaKullugit
Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit. It would also be helpful to have an opportunity to coordinate with

other large-scale research projects in the region to ensure efforts are not duplicative. It may also

44



be useful to broaden research methods to cross-compare these SakKijanginnaKullugit

Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit findings to other projects in the region.

¢. Final Summary and Key Takeaways

Research in Nunatsiavut should center on relationship building and projects should be
geared toward community needs. This thesis discussed some of the elements that should be
considered throughout the research process. Key elements among these are to a) prioritize
relationships and reciprocity, engage with community members early and often, b) share results
using plain language with clear research outcomes and c) critically evaluate research: admit
mistakes made in publications to ensure they are not repeated.

However, there are many diverse ways to engage with communities that have not been
discussed here and many valuable voices within Nunatsiavut who have not yet shared their
perspectives. Despite the limitations, my hope is that the data collected, and subsequent findings
will serve as a starting point to begin to critically assess the ways in which community

engagement is conceptualized as it relates to Nunatsiavut.
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Appendix 1: Semi-structured Interview Questions

Prior to asking these semi-structured questions, more background was provided to the
participants and consent was acquired for recording purposes. While this is a skeleton of the
questions asked as it was semi-structured some follow-up questions are not listed.

Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures:

1. What are some of the ways you see the Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures as a whole
currently engaging with community members?

a. What are some project-wide strategies you have seen for engaging
community members?

b. Are there any project wide barriers you have seen?

c. How do you think the SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit
project as a whole can assure research aligns with and advances
community initiatives? l.e., Do you have any ideas for how the project as a
whole can best ensure that research has a tangible and relevant use for
community members living in Nunatsiavut (and diverse community
goals)? Can you reflect on any specific elements that can help ensure the
work is beneficial for communities?

d. Is there anything you think SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut
Sivunitsangit should be doing that it is not currently to engage better with
community members?

Personal Background/Individual projects and community goals:

1. How did you become interested in this project, or your work in Nunatsiavut? What is
your role in the project/region? Please describe your work/what you do?

a. What are the various ways you engage with the community; can you elaborate
on those?

b. What are some strategies you have used to engage with communities?

c. What have been some challenges, or barriers when trying to engage
communities (and identify goals) on the ground?

d. Do you have any reflections on what both communities and researchers need
to effectively partner, or the process of community engagement in general?

2. How do you see your work at SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit
overlapping or connecting with other projects (explain what the project means) in the
region?
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Community Engagement Questions

1. What are some key words you think of when considering community engagement i.e.
What does community engagement mean to you?

2. lsitarelevant term? What should researchers keep in mind when conducting projects
centered on community engagement?

3. Do you have any reflections on what both communities and researchers need to
effectively partner, or the process of community engagement in general? What do you see
the role of initiatives like SakKijanginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit being in
advancing on the ground community goals?

4. Do you have any advice for outside researchers in the region looking to conduct projects
in the region?

1. What do you see the role of knowledge sharing and/or co-designing research project
being in relation to forming partnerships between scientific-researchers and community
members when it comes to the research side of this project? More specifically how does
knowledge sharing relate to community engaged research?

Additions:

1. Is there anything else you would like to add regarding the processes of community
engagement or anything else we have touched on?

2. I’minterested in hearing perspectives from those involved in the project as well as
project partners and other researchers in the area- Do you recommend | talk to anyone in
particular about these questions?

47



References

Andrews, D. W., & Coffey, J. (2009). Current Knowledge and Future Research Needs of
Atlantic Salmon and Arctic Charr in Northern Labrador. Torngat Joint Fisheries
Board. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Juliana-
Coffey/publication/340849441 Current Knowledge and Future Research Needs of A
tlantic_Salmon_and_Arctic_Char_in_Northern_Labrador/links/5ea0b0c6299bf143893ff4
f8/Current-Knowledge-and-Future-Research-Needs-of-Atlantic-Salmon-and-Acrctic-
Char-in-Northern-Labrador.pdf

Aporta, C. (1998). Shifting perspectives on shifting ice: documenting and representing Inuit use
of the sea ice. The Canadian Geographer. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-
0064.2010.00340.x

Balazs, C. L., & Morello-Frosch, R. (2013). The Three Rs: How Community-Based Participatory
Research Strengthens the Rigor, Relevance, and Reach of Science. Environmental
Justice, 6(1), 9-16. https://doi.org/10.1089/env.2012.0017

Coates, K. S., & Broderstad, E. G. (2020). Indigenous Peoples of the Arctic: Re-taking Control
of the Far North. SpringerLink. https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-
20557-7_2%error=cookies_not_supported&code=9d3c3f28-2b6f-4058-87hd-
7d64ad8b240c

Credit: Friedrich Stark. (n.d.). Inuit Nunangat. Oceans North.
https://www.oceansnorth.org/en/where-we-work/inuit-nunangat/

Cundill, G., Roux, D. J., & Parker, J. N. (2015). Nurturing communities of practice for
transdisciplinary research. Ecology and Society, 20(2). https://doi.org/10.5751/es-
07580-200222

David-Chavez, D., & Gavin, M. (2018). A global assessment of Indigenous community
engagement in climate research. Environmental Research
Letters, 12. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaf300

Doering, N. N., Dudeck, S., Elverum, S., Fisher, C., Henriksen, J. E., Herrmann, T. M.,
Kramvig, B., Laptander, R., Milton, J., Omma, E. M., Saxinger, G., Scheepstra, A. J. M.,
& Wilson, K. (2022). Improving the relationships between Indigenous rights holders and
researchers in the Arctic: an invitation for change in funding and
collaboration. Environmental Research Letters, 17(6),
065014. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac72b5

Dutton, S., Davison, C. M., Milla, M., Bartels, S., Collier, K., Plamondon, K., & Purkey, E.
(2019). Biographical Collage as a Tool in Inuit Community-Based Participatory Research
and Capacity Development. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 18,
160940691987730. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919877307

48


https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Juliana-Coffey/publication/340849441_Current_Knowledge_and_Future_Research_Needs_of_Atlantic_Salmon_and_Arctic_Char_in_Northern_Labrador/links/5ea0b0c6299bf143893ff4f8/Current-Knowledge-and-Future-Research-Needs-of-Atlantic-Salmon-and-Arctic-Char-in-Northern-Labrador.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Juliana-Coffey/publication/340849441_Current_Knowledge_and_Future_Research_Needs_of_Atlantic_Salmon_and_Arctic_Char_in_Northern_Labrador/links/5ea0b0c6299bf143893ff4f8/Current-Knowledge-and-Future-Research-Needs-of-Atlantic-Salmon-and-Arctic-Char-in-Northern-Labrador.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Juliana-Coffey/publication/340849441_Current_Knowledge_and_Future_Research_Needs_of_Atlantic_Salmon_and_Arctic_Char_in_Northern_Labrador/links/5ea0b0c6299bf143893ff4f8/Current-Knowledge-and-Future-Research-Needs-of-Atlantic-Salmon-and-Arctic-Char-in-Northern-Labrador.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Juliana-Coffey/publication/340849441_Current_Knowledge_and_Future_Research_Needs_of_Atlantic_Salmon_and_Arctic_Char_in_Northern_Labrador/links/5ea0b0c6299bf143893ff4f8/Current-Knowledge-and-Future-Research-Needs-of-Atlantic-Salmon-and-Arctic-Char-in-Northern-Labrador.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Juliana-Coffey/publication/340849441_Current_Knowledge_and_Future_Research_Needs_of_Atlantic_Salmon_and_Arctic_Char_in_Northern_Labrador/links/5ea0b0c6299bf143893ff4f8/Current-Knowledge-and-Future-Research-Needs-of-Atlantic-Salmon-and-Arctic-Char-in-Northern-Labrador.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0064.2010.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0064.2010.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1089/env.2012.0017
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-20557-7_2?error=cookies_not_supported&code=9d3c3f28-2b6f-4058-87bd-7d64ad8b240c
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-20557-7_2?error=cookies_not_supported&code=9d3c3f28-2b6f-4058-87bd-7d64ad8b240c
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-20557-7_2?error=cookies_not_supported&code=9d3c3f28-2b6f-4058-87bd-7d64ad8b240c
https://www.oceansnorth.org/en/where-we-work/inuit-nunangat/
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-07580-200222
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-07580-200222
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaf300
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac72b5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919877307

Fendler, L. (2006). Others and the Problem of Community. Curriculum Inquiry, 36(3), 303—
326. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-873x.2006.00360.x

Fusch, P. I., & Ness, L. R. (2015). Are We There Yet? Data Saturation in Qualitative Research.

The Qualitative Report, 20(9), 1408-1416. Retrieved from
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol20/iss9/3

Gieryn, T. (1983). Boundary Work and the Demarcation of Science from Non-Science: Strains
and Interests in Professional Ideologies of Scientists. American Sociological
Review, 48(6), 781-795. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095325

Harrington, C., Erete, S., & Piper, A. (2019). Deconstructing Community-Based Collaborative
Design: Towards More Equitable Participatory Design Engagements. Association for
Computing Machinery, 3(CSCW), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359318

Harwood, L., Smith, T., Melling, H., Alikamik, J., & Kingsley, M. (2012). Ringed
Seals and Sea Ice in Canada’s Western Arctic: Harvest-Based Monitoring 1992-
2011. Arctic, 65(4). https://www.jstor.org/stable/41758907

Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami. (in press). National Inuit Strategy on Research. Inuit Tapiriit
Kanatami. https://www.itk.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/ITK_NISR-
Report_English_low_res.pdf

Jull, J., Giles, A., & Graham, I. D. (2017). Community-based participatory research and
integrated knowledge translation: advancing the co-creation of
knowledge. Implementation Science, 12(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-017-0696-3

Key, K. D., Furr-Holden, D., Lewis, E. Y., Cunningham, R., Zimmerman, M. A,,
Johnson-Lawrence, V., & Selig, S. (2019). The Continuum of Community Engagement
in Research: A Roadmap for Understanding and Assessing Progress. Progress in
Community Health Partnerships: Research, Education, and Action, 13(4), 427-434.
https://doi.org/10.1353/cpr.2019.0064

Kourantidou, M., & Bailey, M. (2021). Monitoring food insecurity among Inuit: The Forgotten
Pillar of Fisheries Management. https://arcticobservingsummit.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/A0S2020_white paper_short_statement 025.pdf

Kourantidou, M., Hoover, C., & Bailey, M. (2020). Conceptualizing indicators as boundary
objects in integrating Inuit knowledge and western science for marine resource
management. Arctic Science, 6(3), 279-306. https://doi.org/10.1139/as-2019-0013

Kwan, C., & Walsh, C. (2018). Ethical Issues in Conducting Community-Based Participatory
Research: A Narrative Review of the Literature. The Qualitative Report.
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2018.3331

49


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-873x.2006.00360.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095325
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359318
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41758907
https://www.itk.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/ITK_NISR-
https://www.itk.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/ITK_NISR-
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-017-0696-3
https://doi.org/10.1353/cpr.2019.0064
https://arcticobservingsummit.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/AOS2020_white_paper_short_statement_025.pdf
https://arcticobservingsummit.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/AOS2020_white_paper_short_statement_025.pdf
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2018.3331

Leeuw, S. D., Cameron, E. S., & Greenwood, M. L. (2012). Participatory and community-based
research, Indigenous geographies, and the spaces of friendship: A critical
engagement. The Canadian Geographer / Le Géographe Canadien, 56(2), 180—
194. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1541-0064.2012.00434.x

Le Teno, S., & Frison, C. (2021). Sea-ice Melting, Collective Inuit Peoples’ Rights and the
Human Rights Discourse: A Critical Legal Analysis of the Nunavut Governance System.
Environmental Policy and Law, 51(4). https://doi.org/10.3233/EPL-201067

Mach, K. J., Lemos, M. C., Meadow, A. M., Wyborn, C., Klenk, N., Arnott, J. C., Ardoin, N. M.,
Fieseler, C., Moss, R. H., Nichols, L., Stults, M., Vaughan, C., & Wong-Parodi, G.
(2020). Actionable knowledge and the art of engagement. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability, 42, 30-37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2020.01.002

Natcher, D., & Hickey, C. (2002). Putting the Community Back into Community-Based
Resource Management: A Criteria and Indicators Approach to Sustainability. Human
Organization, 61(4), 350-363. https://www.jstor.org/stable/44127575

Nunatsiavut Government, About Imappivut. (2018, September 26). Imappivut.
https://imappivut.com/about/

Nunatsiavut Government, Research. (2022, February 7). Nunatsiavut Government.
https://nunatsiavut.com/research/

Ocean Frontier Institute. Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures. (2018).
https://www.ofi.ca/research-projects/sustainable-nunatsiavut-futures

Office of Indigenous Affairs and Reconciliation. Labrador, and Inuit Land Claims Agreement -
Document. (2019, November 26). Office of Indigenous Affairs and Reconciliation.
https://www.gov.nl.ca/exec/iar/overview/land-claims/labrador-and-inuit-land-claims-
agreement-document/

Ose, S. O. (2016). Using Excel and Word to Structure Qualitative Data. Journal of
Applied Social Science, 10(2), 147-162. https://doi.org/10.1177/1936724416664948

Petriello, M., Zurba, M., Schmidt, J., Anthony, K., Jacque, N., Nochasak, C., Winters, J.,
Winters, J., Bailey, M., Oliver, E., McCarney, P., Bishop, B., Bodwitch, H., Cadman, R.,
& McLaren, M. (2022). Transdisciplinary Marine Research: Chapter 7: The Power and
Precocity of Knowledge Co-Production. Print.

Pfeifer, P. (2018). An Inuit Critique of Canadian Arctic Research. Northern Public Affairs, 6(1),
29-34. https://wwwe.arcticfocus.org/stories/inuit-critique-canadian-arctic-research/

Reed, M. S., Vella, S., Challies, E., de Vente, J., Frewer, L., Hohenwallner-Ries, D., Huber, T.,

50


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0064.2012.00434.x
https://doi.org/10.3233/EPL-201067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2020.01.002
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44127575
https://imappivut.com/about/
https://nunatsiavut.com/research/
https://www.ofi.ca/research-projects/sustainable-nunatsiavut-futures
https://www.gov.nl.ca/exec/iar/overview/land-claims/labrador-and-inuit-land-claims-agreement-document/
https://www.gov.nl.ca/exec/iar/overview/land-claims/labrador-and-inuit-land-claims-agreement-document/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1936724416664948
https://www.arcticfocus.org/stories/inuit-critique-canadian-arctic-research/

Neumann, R. K., Oughton, E. A., Sidoli del Ceno, J., & van Delden, H. (2017). A theory
of participation: what makes stakeholder and public engagement in environmental
management work? Restoration Ecology, 26, S7-S17. https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12541

Searles, E. (2002). Food and the Making of Modern Inuit Identities. Food and Foodways, 10(1-
2), 55-78. https://doi.org/10.1080/07409710212485

Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures. Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures. (2020a). Academic Slide
Deck. Powerpoint.

Sustainable Nunatsiavut Futures. (2020b). Knowledge Co-Production andTransdisciplinary
Approaches forSustainable Nunatsiavut Futures. Ocean Frontier
Institute. https://docplayer.fi/221866316-Knowledge-co-production-%20and-
transdisciplinary-approaches-for-sustainable-nunatsiavut-futures.html

Travel to Nunatsiavut Communities: Tourism Nunatsiavut. (n.d.).
https://www.tourismnunatsiavut.com/home/travel to nunatsiavut communities.htm

Vos, A. (2022). Stowing parachutes, strengthening science. Conservation Science and
Practice, 4(5). https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.12709

Wenzel, G. (1999). Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Inuit: Reflections on TEK Research
and Ethics. Arctic Institute of North America, 52(2), 113-
124, https://www.jstor.org/stable/40512224

51


https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12541
https://doi.org/10.1080/07409710212485
https://www.tourismnunatsiavut.com/home/travel_to_nunatsiavut_communities.htm
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.12709
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40512224

	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	List of Abbreviations
	Abstract
	Acknowledgements
	Introduction: Unpacking Community Engagement and Arctic Research
	Setting the Context: Introduction to Nunatsiavut and the SakKijânginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit Project
	a. Nunatsiavut Geography and Governance
	b. Relationship to SakKijânginnaKullugit Nunatsiavut Sivunitsangit Project
	c. Defining “Community”

	Research Approach and Methodology
	a. Positionality Statement
	b. Project goals
	c. Methods: The interview Process and Data Analysis
	d. Positionality of Participants

	Results
	1. The Nunatsiavut Government (NG)
	2. The Inuit Research Coordinators (IRCs)
	3. Natural Scientists
	4. Social Scientists
	5. Project Leads
	6. Project Partners

	Results Summary and Discussion: Core Values for Ethical and Meaningful Community Engagement
	1. Context Specific
	2. Relationship Building
	3. Respect
	4. Diverse Forms of Engagement
	5. Mentorship
	6. Sharing Results
	7. Critically Evaluate Research
	8. Transparent Communication

	Key Conclusions: A Critical Assessment of the Engagement Process and Advice for Community-Based Marine Research Moving Forward
	a.  Key Considerations for the Engagement Process

	Future Directions:
	a. Project Limitations
	b. Future Directions
	c. Final Summary and Key Takeaways

	Appendix 1: Semi-structured Interview Questions
	References

