
 

 

Confronting Settler Colonialism when Assessing the Impact of Mining on 
Indigenous Peoples’ Health and Well-Being 

by 

Jennifer Jones 

A Thesis  

presented to  

The University of Guelph 

In partial fulfilment of requirements 
for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

in 

Geography 

Guelph, Ontario, Canada 

© Jennifer Jones, September, 2020  

  



 

 

ABSTRACT 
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Dr. Benjamin Bradshaw 
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Dr. Jennifer Silver 

In Northern Canada, mechanisms governing mining designed to address health and well-being 

impacts find their origin in modern-day treaties. However, advancements to environmental 

assessments, impact benefit agreements, and health impact assessments have yet to reflect calls to 

redress the legacies of structural injustices in mining governance processes related to settler 

colonialism, such as residential schools and forced relocation. This dissertation responds to these 

calls, and argues that in order to better address the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ health 

and well-being, governance mechanisms should consider how Indigenous Peoples describe the 

impact of mining, challenge the presumptions underlying governance mandates, and find ways to 

reflect and consider impacts of settler colonialism as experienced by Indigenous Peoples. This 

participatory case study, premised on decolonizing research approaches, was conducted with Little 

Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), a self-governing First Nation in Yukon. Data were 

gathered from a total of 56 interviews with Yukon First Nations Peoples (n=42) and individuals 

who operationalize mining governance (n=21), and a community focus group meeting with LSCFN, 

complemented by digital storytelling, research assistant training, and a survey. Key findings, 



  

 

emergent from qualitative analysis and circle sorting, reveal that: 1) attention to intersectional 

Indigenous values, and not discrete impacts from mining, illustrate the important intersections 

between and among the loss of culture and language, kinship ties, and access to the land with the 

diverse impacts of mining operations; and 2) mining governance mechanisms are institutions that 

often perpetuate loss of identity and dispossession of land and, as a result, undermine modern-day 

treaty relations. In response, this dissertation introduces potential strategies designed to confront 

settler assumptions and reconsider what data to assess in mining assessments, based on Indigenous 

values and relationships with lands. Thus, this research contributes knowledge which may assist in 

addressing social and political injustices related to mining governance mechanisms within 

Indigenous territories and homelands. Ultimately, by addressing settler colonialism in the 

mechanisms governing mining, governments and industry can demonstrate their participation in 

healing relationships with Indigenous Peoples so that the negotiated benefits and mitigation 

strategies result in positive health and well-being outcomes for individuals and communities.  
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NOMENCLATURE (TERMINOLOGY)  

The terms settler contact and settler colonialism are used together throughout this dissertation. 

The decision to pair these terms reflects my understanding that settler colonialism is both a structural 

process and an action that is implemented in a processual way (Morgensen, 2011; Wolfe, 2006, p. 5). 

For some, settler colonialism has different meanings, and experiences of settler contact can be different 

for different Indigenous communities. I use both terms together throughout my dissertation to 

recognize that the term settler colonialism, as a structural process, might not capture the entirety and 

specific impacts of settler contact.  

I have applied the term Indigenous to refer to Indigenous Peoples worldwide. I have also used 

the plural Peoples to acknowledge the diversity of Indigenous Peoples. In Canada, the term Indigenous 

Peoples encompasses peoples of First Nations, Métis, and Inuit ancestry. In Yukon, the preferred 

nomenclature is First Nation  instead of Indigenous or Aboriginal. I use the identifier Yukon First 

Nations’ citizen to describe citizens who identify membership with a specific First Nation in Yukon, 

and Yukon First Nations Peoples to describe Indigenous Peoples in Yukon without identifying their 

membership with a First Nation. I have applied the word Aboriginal sparingly. Aboriginal is the 

terminology recognized in the Canadian Constitution in reference to peoples of First Nations, Métis, 

and Inuit ancestry. Similar to individuals who argue that the term Aboriginal references a period of 

time prior to recognition of Indigenous Peoples as distinct, I respect that many Indigenous Peoples 

worldwide self-identify as Indigenous Peoples through their language and nation and not Aboriginal 

Peoples.   

When discussing the territory of a self-governing First Nation as identified in a Yukon First 

Nation Final Agreement, I apply the term Traditional Territory. Traditional Territory within this context 

does not necessarily reflect the traditional land use of a Yukon First Nations Peoples (Nadasdy, 

2017). When the term traditional territory is not capitalized, it refers to the land that holds cultural 

significance to the research participant but may or may not be within a Traditional Territory.  

The terms extractive industries or resource extraction, as opposed to resource development, are used 

throughout this dissertation. The decision to refer to activities that remove material from the 

environment, such as mining, as a process of extraction reflects my belief that there is no 

coordinated long-term planning for development in Yukon, Canada. Mechanisms governing 

extractive industries in Yukon consider projects individually, and not all projects are part of a larger 

development approach with consideration for future years.    
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STARTING POINTS 

Uruguayan politician Jose Mujica, leader of a country that faced systemic and 

institutionalized disparities, once said, “if you want to change things, you can’t keep doing the same 

thing” (Nolen, 2014). These words have had a significant impact on me. Inspired to participate in 

bringing about change and to think about how to go about doing things differently, I left my home 

at the age of 45. I temporarily shut down my business and moved from my community in Yukon to 

complete a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) at the University of Guelph in Ontario, some 5,000 

kilometres away. I wanted to explore the underlying assumptions that informed the policies and the 

direction of policy that guide funding for the programs I had implemented at a previous place of 

employment.  

I have lived and worked in Yukon for more than 26 years. I travelled North after completing 

an undergraduate degree at Queen’s University. I moved North in search of a place to call home. I 

did not grow up in a single town or city; my family and I had moved from the East Coast of Canada 

to the Northwest Territories and to the west coast before settling in Alberta. When I arrived in 

Yukon, I felt a sense of home; the people and place seemed familiar. For the first many years, I lived 

off-grid, ran a dog team, and worked as a survey technician in a mining camp. As my life trajectory 

changed with age, I moved closer to Whitehorse and became more involved in working with 

communities and the people who lived in them. 

Since 2000, my work provided me with the privilege to travel around Yukon. Much of this 

travel resulted from my work in the performing arts, First Nation economic development, and First 

Nation health and well-being. Through this work, I engaged with many levels of government (i.e., 

federal, territorial, and First Nations); private businesses; community groups; and non-governmental 

organizations. But it was my work with the Council of Yukon First Nations (CYFN) Health and 

Social Department that seeded my interest in the research presented in this dissertation. Working for 

CYFN and reporting to 14 Yukon First Nations Health and Social Directors, I witnessed both the 

importance and precarity of building relationships between Indigenous and settler society. This 

precarity was based in setter assumptions of Indigenous Peoples that were ahistorical and without 

consideration that colonialism is ongoing. In other words, funding agencies appeared to hold 

assumptions regarding the root of the health disparities between Yukon First Nations Peoples and 

settler Canadians and the reasons for these disparities in Yukon.  

While working for CYFN, I came to a place where I no longer thought it useful to write 

grant applications to funding agencies describing why money alone would not advance the health 
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and well-being of the peoples I served. Instead, I wanted the funding agencies, the public, and other 

governments to understand why existing indicators of accomplishments, gaps, and a well and 

healthy community did not reflect what the peoples for whom I worked communicated to me. With 

the knowledge that my desire to use funding applications to communicate my dissent would not 

serve me well, I left my position. I first completed a Master of Public Health and then began a PhD 

program in order to investigate how settler Canadians can do things differently so that the relationships 

between settler society and Indigenous Peoples in the context of mining governance in Canada 

could change. 
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 | INTRODUCTION: THE JOURNEY TO ARTICULATING NEW 
RELATIONSHIPS 

1.1 Introduction to the Research 

Thomas King (2003) tells us that we need to take care with the stories we tell as it is difficult 

to take back stories once told. The story of extractive industries in Northern Canada, specifically 

mining for gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc, and iron-ore, finds itself in a number of narratives. Each 

narrative is likely to have a different focus and result in a different understanding of the relationships 

among Northern Indigenous Peoples, mining, and the mechanisms that govern these relationships. 

For example, a prevailing narrative of mining in Northern Canada has typically been one of 

economic activity and opportunity (Abele, 1987; Christensen & Grant, 2007). The mining sector has 

generated substantial wealth for development firms; governments; servicing companies; and 

employees. Increasingly, Indigenous communities situated near proposed or existing development 

are negotiating access to some of this wealth to gain improved access to resources and to support 

better health outcomes (Cameron & Levitan, 2014; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015).  

Alongside the narrative of economic growth and opportunities is the narrative of the North 

as the homeland of Indigenous Peoples. Land in this narrative is more than a commodity or 

substrate that a First Nation, an industry, or the state negotiates access to and/or extracts from (e.g., 

minerals, metals, and aggregate). Instead, in the narrative of the North as a homeland, the land is 

described as part of the identity of Northern Indigenous Peoples (Berger, 1978; Yukon Indian 

People, 1973). Land in this narrative is identified as a place of spiritual connection, regarded as a 

kinship relation, and integral to the health and well-being of Northern Indigenous Peoples (Cunsolo 

Willox et al., 2012; Greenwood, De Leeuw, Lindsay, & Reading, 2015; Nadasdy, 2017; Richmond & 

Ross, 2009; Wilson, 2003). Revealed in this narrative is the context and impact of the arrival of the 

settler and the political and economic structures of settler colonialism (Christensen & Grant, 2007; 

Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, 2009; Nadasdy, 2012). The narrative of 

settler colonialism can be described through the imposition of settler laws and values, the erasure or 

obfuscation of Indigenous values and cultures, the legacies of residential schools, the banning of 

cultural practices and languages, and state-induced injury and illness. Experiences of settler contact 

and settler colonialism are at the root of the disproportionate burden of poor health outcomes 

among Indigenous Peoples (Czyzewski, 2011; Frohlich, Ross, & Richmond, 2006; King, Smith, & 

Gracey, 2009; Reading & Wien, 2013).  
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Indigenous Peoples’ relationships with the land and experiences with settler contact and 

settler colonialism are significant to understanding the disparities and inequities among Indigenous 

Peoples and settler populations (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Cunsolo Willox et al., 2013; Cunsolo 

Willox et al., 2012; Parlee, Berkes, & Teetl'it Gwich'in Renewable Resources, 2005; Richmond & 

Ross, 2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012). These dynamics have yet to be 

consistently addressed in the mechanisms that govern mining and other extractive industries in 

Northern Canada (Jones & Bradshaw, 2015). Building upon bodies of scholarship that focus on the 

governance of extractive industries and, more specifically, mining, Indigenous health, and settler 

contact and settler colonialism, the central questions of my dissertation are:  

• How does the impact of settler contact and settler colonialism persist or get 

reproduced in the contemporary governance of mining in Yukon? 

• How can this impact be understood and addressed when assessing the impact of 

mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples?  

The dissertation argues that in order to better address the impact of mining on the health 

and well-being Indigenous Peoples, like Yukon First Nations, the governance mechanisms used to 

assess health and well-being need to: consider how Indigenous Peoples describe the impact of 

mining on their health and well-being; analyze the underlying assumptions and taken-for-granted 

ways of organizing, conducting, and disseminating research and knowledge, including that which 

informs contemporary governance; and create strategies to reflect and account for the lived 

experiences of Indigenous Peoples. Against this backdrop, this dissertation focuses on five research 

objectives that aim to: 

1. Characterize peer-reviewed literature focused on environment-related Indigenous 

health and well-being; 

2. Characterize the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First 

Nations Peoples, within the broader context of settler contact and settler colonialism; 

3. Understand the ways in which describing the impacts of mining align or misalign 

with the values of a Yukon First Nation community; 

4. Identify gaps in the contemporary governance of mining with respect to addressing 

the relationship among First Nations Peoples’ health and well-being, settler contact, 

and settler colonialism; and 
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5. Develop a conceptual framework to aid in understanding the relationship among 

settler contact, settler colonialism, and the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ 

health and well-being. 

To frame my research objectives, in the following section I situate the research within the 

scholarship characterizing mining and Indigenous health and well-being, the context of mining 

governance in Yukon, the governance of mining, and the intersection of mining and settler 

colonialism. This section is followed by a description of the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 

(LSCFN), the research partner in this study. I then introduce the conceptual framework guiding the 

research. I conclude the chapter by explaining the connection between the research objectives, the 

dissertation thesis, and ordering of the chapters presented in this dissertation.  

1.2 Situating the Research  

1.2.1 The relationship between mining and Indigenous health and well-being  

Within the literature on mining and health, there is a small body of research specific to the 

impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being (e.g., Brisbois et al., 2018; Caxaj, 

Berman, Varcoe, Ray, & Restoulec, 2014; Gibson & Klinck, 2005; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Jones, 

Nix, & Snyder, 2014; Knotsch & Warda, 2009; Kwiatkowski, 2011; Paci, 2005). In a review of 

literature focused on mining and heath, Brisbois et al. (2018) found that only 67 of 1,350 peer-

reviewed articles focused on Indigenous Peoples. Given that extractive industries are increasingly 

developing nearby or on the homelands of Indigenous Peoples, the small number of articles specific 

to Indigenous health is alarming. The scholarship focused on Indigenous Peoples, health, and 

mining identifies connections between the cyclical nature of mining and increased depression, 

substance abuse, stress on families, and individual mental health among populations living nearby a 

mine site. This body of scholarship also reveals mining to adversely impact the social fabric of 

Indigenous communities (Caxaj et al., 2014; Gibson & Klinck, 2005; National Inquiry into Missing 

and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls, 2019). 

 Much of the broader research on health and mining continues to focus on the direct 

exposure of mine workers or nearby communities to toxic substances and the occupational hazards 

of working at a mine site (Brisbois et al., 2018; Lenné, Salmon, Liu, & Trotter, 2012; Masuda, 

Poland, & Baxter, 2010). Other reported challenges that arise from nearby mining, which are not 

specific to Indigenous communities, include lack of access to healthcare services and increased 

prevalence of sexually transmitted infections, rates of pregnancy, and incidences of assault and 
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violence against women and children (Czyzewski, Tester, Aaruaq, & Blangy, 2014; Horowitz et al., 

2018; International Council on Mining and Metals, 2010; Lenné et al., 2012; Pauktuutit Inuit Women 

of Canada, 2005; Saxinger & Gartler, 2017; Shandro, Veiga, Shoveller, Scoble, & Koehoorn, 2011).  

Addressing these impacts of mining require consideration of the way in which Indigenous 

Peoples characterize their health and well-being. Many Indigenous Peoples identify themselves as 

part of the ecosystem, a system that shapes their culture, spirituality, and sense of being (Cunsolo 

Willox et al., 2013; Parlee et al., 2005). The holistic approach to well-being, which views the land and 

human health as interconnected and posits that peoples are in a relationship with their environment, 

also offers insight into how Indigenous Peoples’ experiences of settler contact and settler 

colonialism and resulting dispossession from the land—physically, emotionally, mentally, and 

spiritually—affect their health today (Czyzewski, 2011; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Richmond & Ross, 

2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). Settler Canadians’ amnesia of the violence experienced by 

Indigenous Peoples from being forcibly removed from their communities and placed in residential 

schools or homes outside the community, and of the laws that outlawed the use of Indigenous 

languages, resulting in the loss of languages and cultural knowledge, help explain persisting health 

disparities and inequities among Indigenous Peoples and non-Indigenous peoples. Kirmayer, Gone, 

and Moses (2014) argue, the persistent health disparities Indigenous Peoples experience are not only 

from exposure to past violence, they are “also the absence of recognition of [Indigenous Peoples’] 

cultural identity and political autonomy” (p. 106). 

The scholarship on Indigenous health identifying how the impacts of settler contact and 

forces of settler colonialism shape the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples draws from an 

analysis of the social determinants of health within an Indigenous context (Greenwood et al., 2015; 

Greenwood & de Leeuw, 2012). Understanding health disparities through a social determinants of 

health lens reveals that illness and health disparities are situated within the context of an individual’s 

and community’s access to economic, cultural, political, and other forms of symbolic capital 

(Raphael, 2009; Reading & Wien, 2013). In Canada, the challenges experienced by Indigenous 

Peoples to access the land, water, economic development opportunities, health sustained-resources, 

as well as social relationships, knowledge of language and culture, etc., is linked to the political and 

economic organization of our society (Marmot, 2005). Although the social determinants of health 

aid a greater understanding of the reasons for health disparities, the application of, and what 

constitutes a social determinant is inconsistent and unevenly applied (Native Women's Association 

of Canada, 2007; Raphael, 2009). The inconsistent application of the social determinants of health 

and challenge to explain how the impact of settler contact and settler colonialism shape the health 
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and well-being of Indigenous Peoples’ health disparities is an issue not unfamiliar to the governance 

mechanisms used to assess and mitigate the impact of mining on the health and well-being of 

Indigenous Peoples. 

1.2.2 The context of mining governance in Yukon 

Early contact between Yukon First Nations Peoples and settlers is recorded to have taken 

place in the 1850s, first with fur traders who were then followed by scientists and missionaries. In 

the 1890s, tens of thousands of settler prospectors, mostly men, travelled north through Yukon in 

search of fields of gold (Neufeld, 2016). The settlers’ quest for gold brought with it disease and the 

displacement of the First Nations Peoples from areas they traditionally inhabited and relied upon for 

their way of life, including subsistence, culture, and well-being (Cruikshank, 2000; Kwanlin Dün 

First Nation, 2003; Neufeld, 2016; Yukon Indian People, 1973).  

Recorded through oral histories is that with settler contact came a legal system and a way of 

life that attempted to justify the erasure of First Nations Peoples and their ways of being. Policies 

governing northern land use were based on the principles of terra nullius, the assertion that the land 

now inhabited by settler colonists was without existing systems of sovereignty or governance, and 

ownership was claimed via “discovery” (Christensen & Grant, 2007; Coulthard, 2014; Nadasdy, 

2002). This assertion allowed for little to no involvement of Indigenous Peoples across Northern 

Canada in decisions regarding land use. In turn, northern lands were made available to southern 

interests for exploration, development, and the extraction of resources, such as copper, gold, zinc, 

silver, iron-ore, oil, and gas, with the revenues gained flowing to the south (Christensen & Grant, 

2007; Keeling & Sandlos, 2015; Nadasdy, 2002).  

In the 1970s, along with changes to the Indian Act (R.S.C. 1985, I-5)1, notable and relevant 

court cases in British Columbia2, the signing of the Alaska Native Land Claims Settlement Act3 and 

the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement4, southern attention turned to Indigenous 

 
1 In 1876, the Indian Act gave the settler government control over all aspects of the lives of First Nations Peoples in 
Canada. In 1927, Section 141 of the Indian Act made it illegal for First Nations Peoples to retain lawyers for the 
purposes of making claims against the Government of Canada. The legislation was repealed in 1951. Yukon Elders tell 
stories of hosting bake sales and other fundraising events to raise monies to retain the lawyers necessary to negotiate the 
agreements that would become the framework for the Yukon Final and Self-Government Agreements.  
2 One such court case is Calder v. Attorney General of British Columbia (1973). In this case, the Supreme Court of Canada 
recognized Indigenous Peoples’ inherent title to land prior to settler contact for the first time (Morse, 2008). 
3 The Alaska Native Land Claims Settlement Act was signed into law in December 1971.  
4 This is the first treaty to be signed since 1921. The signing of the 1975 claim coincided with the Quebec government’s 
decision to exploit potential energy flowing into James Bay. 
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assertions that the North was not a frontier but a homeland5 from which the rights of Northern 

Indigenous Peoples have been restricted (Christensen & Grant, 2007). In 1973, representatives of 

Yukon First Nations Peoples presented the document, Together Today for Our Children Tomorrow 

(Yukon Indian People, 1973) to the Government of Canada. This document represents the unified 

effort of Yukon First Nations Peoples to petition the Canadian government to legally recognize the 

inherent right of Indigenous Peoples to govern their own citizens and assert authority over decisions 

regarding their homelands and in turn, their well-being (Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 2012; 

Penikett, 2013).   

In 1993, two decades after the submission of Together Today for Our Children Tomorrow, the 

Umbrella Final Agreement (UFA) was negotiated and signed by the Council for Yukon First 

Nations on behalf of Yukon First Nations; the Government of Canada; and the Government of 

Yukon. The UFA is a framework document for all Yukon First Nations’ Final Agreements (also 

known as a Land Claim Agreement and includes a Self-Government Agreement). A Final 

Agreement identifies the powers of signing First Nations to establish and enact laws with respect to 

their citizens and lands and clarify land ownership and decision-making power over land (Council of 

Yukon First Nations & Yukon Government, 1997; Government of Canada, Council of Yukon First 

Nation, & Government of Yukon, 1993). As of 2019, 11 Yukon First Nations have finalized a Final 

Agreement (see Table 1-1 for a list of self-governing Yukon First Nations).  

Table 1-1. Yukon Self Governing First Nations and Date of Signing their Final and Self Government Agreements 

Self-Governing First Nation Date of Final Agreement 

Champagne and Aishihik First Nation 1993 

First Nation of Na-Cho Nyäk Dun 1993 

Teslin Tlingit Council 1993 

Vuntut Gwitch’in First Nation  1993 

Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 1997 

Selkirk First Nation 1997 

Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in 1998 

Ta’an Kwäch’än Council 2002 

Kluane First Nation 2003 

 
5 Asserting that the North is the homeland of Northern Indigenous Peoples was not new. In Yukon, in the early 1900s, 
Kishxóot (Chief Jim Boss) of the Ta’an Kwäch’än petitioned the Government of Canada for the protection of the home 
of Yukon First Nations peoples and their hunting grounds from the increasing presence of settler populations. 
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Kwanlin Dün First Nation 2005 

Carcross/Tagish First Nation 2006 

 

Within the Final Agreements, rights to land and land use are divided into four types: 

Traditional Territory; Category A Settlement Lands; Category B Settlement Lands; and fee simple 

(see Table 1-2 for description of land tenure negotiated through the Final Agreements). All First 

Nations’ Category A and Category B Settlement Lands account for just over 8.5 % of the total land 

area of Yukon (mappingtheway.ca, n.d.). This is an important consideration as Yukon First Nations 

governments’ authority to exert power over decisions regarding land use are limited to Category A 

and Category B Settlement Lands.  

Table 1-2. Types of Land Tenure Negotiated Through Final and Self-Government Agreementsa  

Land Tenure Description 

Traditional Territory Geographical areas used by a First Nation People, including ancestral use. 

Category A Settlement 
Land 

Area with surface and subsurface rights granted to a First Nation People. 

Category B Settlement 
Land 

Area with surface rights only granted to a First Nation People. The Government of 
Yukon controls subsurface rights in these areas, positioning them to make decisions 
regarding mineral exploration and development. 

Fee Simple Tenure of the land is the same for the First Nation as is commonly held by 
individuals holding title to land. 

a Government of Canada et al. (1993) 
 

Indigenous governments have the ability to inform land use decisions through the creation 

of boards and committees that resulted from UFA (see the UFA Chapter 24: Yukon Indian Self-

Government). However, signing the UFA and the Final Agreements had a disproportionate 

consequence for Yukon First Nations Peoples (Nadasdy, 2017). In order to sign a Final Agreement, 

scholars argue that First Nations Peoples had to adopt a number of culturally incompatible concepts 

(Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 2012, 2017). For example, the concept of 

territory, now entrenched within the Final Agreements as Traditional Territory, is more of an 

administrative term than a description of the areas traditionally used by Yukon First Nations Peoples 

or a reflection of their relationship with the land (Franks, 2000; Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 2002, 

2012; Youngblood Henderson, 2008). Stated differently, the boundaries described through the 

Yukon First Nations’ Traditional Territories and Category A and B Settlement Lands  (see Figure 1-
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1 for a map of Yukon First Nations Traditional Territories) reflect a settler concept of land in which 

land use is defined through ownership and boundaries (Nadasdy, 2012). For some Yukon First 

Nations Peoples, to describe the land through an administrative concept requiring hard boundaries 

was not acceptable. Three Yukon First Nations (i.e., Ross River Dena Council, Liard First Nation, 

and White River First Nation) have not signed a Final Agreement because of the requirement to 

adopt concepts of land contrary to their relationship with the land. For example, the Ross River 

Dena Council stated that the agreements are “too rigid to allow them to negotiate the type of 

control they want over their traditional lands” (Alcantara, 2008, p. 356). 

 

Figure 1-1. Map of Yukon Detailing the Traditional Territories of Self-Governing First Nations. The darker areas 
signify overlap between Traditional Territories. Adapted from Land Claims Agreement Coalition, 2017 
(http://landclaimscoalition.ca/). 

 

The settler assumptions underlying of modern-day treaties (Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 

2004) have significant influence on the ability of mechanisms governing mining in Yukon to address 

http://landclaimscoalition.ca/
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the adverse impact of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples. The 

assumptions about the land and Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the land, which are embodied 

in the Final Agreements, are replicated in mechanisms governing mining. This raises questions 

regarding the capacity of mechanisms governing mining in Yukon to transcend the 

conceptualization of land as a commodity (see Nadasdy, 2017), to consider the importance of land 

to the health and well-being of First Nations Peoples (see Cunsolo Willox et al., 2013), and to 

understand their conceptualization of health and well-being (see Richmond & Ross, 2009).  

1.2.2.1 Governing mining in Yukon.  

In Yukon, there are nine regulatory acts (existing, newly created, or amended through an 

Order in Council6) that are specific to the development of quartz or placer mines.7 Reference to 

human health and well-being are relatively absent from these acts (see Table 1-3 for an itemized list 

of health related sections in mining related acts). In addition to regulatory acts, there are several non-

regulatory boards and committees with various roles and authority to determine land and water use 

related to proposed mining, including:  

• Land Use Planning Council; 

• Yukon Heritage Resources Board; 

• Yukon Water Board; and  

• Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board (YESAB). 

Table 1-3. Regulatory Mechanisms Resulting from the Umbrella Final Agreement and Relevant to the Governance 
of Mining in Yukon with Sections Relevant to Human Health and Well-being  

Regulatory 
Mechanisms 

Government/Department 
Responsible for Act 

Sections Referencing First Nations’ or General Health 
and Well-Being  

Quartz Mining Act Territorial/Energy Mines and 
Resources 

xa 

Placer Mining Act Territorial/Energy Mines and 
Resources 

x 

Territorial Lands 
(Yukon) Act 

Territorial/Energy Mines and 
Resources 

x 

 
6 Order-in-council represent the process to move proposed legislation into law. 
7 Quartz and placer mining are the two types of mining most commonly referred to in this dissertation. Quartz mining, also 
referred to as hard rock mining, is typically practiced underground or in open pits. Quartz mining involves the extraction 
of minerals subsurface, such as ore containing gold, silver, iron, copper, zinc, and nickel. Placer mining refers to surface 
mining and in Yukon is practiced through mining streambeds typically for gold.  
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Environment Act Territorial/Environment Section 2 Objectives – Rights to a healthy 
environment. 
Section 91 Cancellation and suspension of permits 
when a threat to public health.  
Sections 101 & 103 References to  litter. 
Sections 135 &  137 Duty and failure to mitigate when 
danger present to human health; recognition that a 
healthful environment is indispensable to human life 
and health; recognition that every individual in the 
Yukon has the right to a healthful environment. 

Wildlife Act  Territorial/Environment Section 71   Public health safety. 
Section 192  Emergency powers. 
Section 44    Duties of a guide. 

Water Act Territorial/Energy Mines and 
Resources 

x 

Historic 
Resources Act 

Territorial/Tourism and Culture x 

Yukon 
Environmental 
and Socio-
economic 
Assessment Act 
(YESAA) 

Federal Section 5    Purpose of act. 
Section 49   Emergencies exempted. 
Section 108 Commencement of review. 

Yukon Surface 
Rights Board Act 

Federal x 

a References are to the health of the mining industry. 
 

There are three governance mechanisms relevant to mining in Yukon that facilitate a specific 

focus on human health and well-being: the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment 

Act (YESAA, S.C. 2003, c.7) and the Board overseeing the Act, impact benefit agreements (IBAs), 

and health impact assessments (HIA). 

YESAA and the Board are a direct outcome of the UFA. In 2003, YESAA received Royal 

Assent; and in November 2005, the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board 

(YESAB) began assessing projects (Government of Canada Indigenous and Northern Affairs 

Canada, 2013). In YESAA, the term health is broadly defined and the definition of the term socio-

economic effects includes “effects on economies, health, culture, traditions, lifestyles and heritage 

resources” (Government of Canada, 2003, p. 7). Specific to addressing issues related to Indigenous 

Peoples’ health and well-being, YESAB is mandated “to protect, promote, and where possible 

enhance the well-being and traditional economies of Yukon First Nations persons and their special 

relationship with the land” (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2005, p. 

1). This mandate conveys an understanding of the strong link between the effect of industry on the 
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land and the environment in which Indigenous Peoples live (Yukon Environmental and Socio-

economic Assessment Board, n.d.). The mandate of YESAB is further notable given that in 1973, in 

the petition submitted to the Government of Canada (i.e. Together Today for Our Children Tomorrow), 

First Nations’ leaders stated that, “without land Indian People have no Soul – no Life – no Identity 

– no Purpose [sic]” (Yukon Indian People, 1973, p. 31). 

YESAB does not have the authority to permit a project, such as a mine, or monitor 

mitigations to adverse health impacts identified in a decision document8; instead, it makes 

recommendations to a regulator, usually a department of the Government of Yukon. The 

department acting as the regulator oversees the legislation responsible for the proposed project. In 

rare cases, the regulator can be a First Nation government upon whose Category A Settlement 

Lands the project is located.  

Over the years, YESAB has developed several guides to aid industry proponents in 

addressing First Nations Peoples’ concerns. These guides encourage proponents of the extractives 

sector to consider the “valued socio-economic components” or the parts of the social fabric that a 

community identifies as important (Selkirk First Nation, Government of Yukon, & Minto 

Explorations Ltd, 2016; Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016a). 

Extractive industries, such as mining, are encouraged to consider how a proposed project will affect 

the socio-economic components of a community as well as the cultural and heritage resources and 

the health of a First Nations’ community (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment 

Board, n.d.). Complementing YESAB's guides for industry are guides developed by Yukon First 

Nation organizations as well as industry developed manuals (e.g., International Council on Mining 

and Metals, 2010; Na-Cho Nyak Dun First Nation, Tr’ondek Hwëch’in Han Nation, & Yukon 

Chamber of Mines, 2012). These guides and manuals identify practices necessary for active and 

respectful engagement between industry and Indigenous Peoples. Kluane First Nation, a self-

 
8 A decision document is a report with recommendations that is published by the decision-making body responsible for  
approving a project, such as a mining project. Determining who the decision-making body is depends on who has 
authority over the land on which the project is proposed. A decision-making body can also be the entity responsible for 
legislation under which the required permits fall. Federal, territorial, or First Nations governments can be a decision-
making body. However, in practice, the Energy, Mines and Resources Department of the Government of Yukon is, 
principally, the regulatory body and thus the decision-making body for most mines in Yukon. See 
http://www.yesab.ca/submit-a-project/after-the-assessment-is-complete/ for more information. 

http://www.yesab.ca/submit-a-project/after-the-assessment-is-complete/
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governing Yukon First Nation, has also developed a guide articulating their expectations of industry, 

including the expectation to sign an IBA (Kluane First Nation Lands, 2012).  

The growing presence of IBAs in Northern Canada can be attributed to increased societal 

and legal expectations of mining companies to better engage with Indigenous Peoples (Gibson & 

Klinck, 2005; O'Faircheallaigh, 2013). IBAs are a non-regulatory mechanism governing mining but a 

de facto requirement for developing a mine in Yukon as well as in other jurisdictions in Canada.  

These agreements facilitate direct negotiation between industry developers and Indigenous 

communities and governments, with limited territorial or federal government interference. IBAs are 

often framed as “supraregulatory”, that is, “the form and substance of the agreement are not 

explicitly prescribed in legislation, yet they are typically used alongside regulatory processes” 

(Galbraith, Bradshaw, & Rutherford, 2007, p. 28). IBAs are a way for Indigenous communities 

located near extractive industries to be compensated for its economic and social impact. Engaging in 

an IBA is viewed as a means to provide opportunities for Indigenous governments to negotiate 

economic and social benefits as well as infrastructure development. Benefits negotiated through an 

IBA often take the form of revenue sharing agreements, employment opportunities, and preferential 

treatment for community businesses (Caine & Krogman, 2010; Cameron & Levitan, 2014; Fidler & 

Hitch, 2007; Galbraith et al., 2007; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015). Alongside the economic and social 

benefits, however, there continues to be, what Caine and Krogman (2010) refer to as, a healthy 

suspicion of IBAs. This suspicion stems from the lack of a public policy framework in Canada to 

guide IBAs, a lack of critical analysis of the unequal power distribution sustained through IBAs, and 

few IBAs contain provisions directly related to improving the health of a community (Caine & 

Krogman, 2010; Galbraith et al., 2007; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015).  

According to some scholars (e.g., Caine & Krogman, 2010; Cameron & Levitan, 2014; 

Galbraith et al., 2007; O'Faircheallaigh, 2010), IBAs fill a vacuum left by federal and territorial 

governments in addressing the consistent underfunding of programs and policies directed at issues 

related to the health and well-being of Indigenous communities. Others argue that the guaranteed 

employment opportunities negotiated through IBAs are not long-term or sustainable beyond the life 

of a project, such as a mine (Knotsch & Warda, 2009). Even with signing an IBA, communities 

experience unequal access to wealth and extreme levels poverty that are tied to the mine production 

cycle (Galbraith et al., 2007; Napoleon, 2013; O'Faircheallaigh, 2010; Tully, 2018). Several scholars 

argue that although IBAs provide opportunities for Indigenous groups to affect the trajectory and 

scope of a project, the often-present clause of irrevocable consent assures that benefits are negotiated in 
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exchange for support of the project (Fidler & Hitch, 2007; O'Faircheallaigh, 2010; Sosa, Keenan, & 

Canadian Environmental Law Association, 2001).  

HIAs are the third mechanism governing mining considered in this dissertation. HIAs are 

not specific to extractive industries but are increasingly used to assist regulatory and other non-

regulatory governance mechanisms, such as environmental assessments and IBAs, to identify the 

impact of mining on human health (Bhatia & Wernham, 2009; Krieger et al., 2010; Winkler et al., 

2013; World Health Organization, 2019). HIAs are not one specific tool; instead, they are a set of 

procedures used to judge the potential effect of a project, such as a mine, on the health of nearby 

human populations (Harris-Roxas et al., 2012; Winkler et al., 2013). The practice of conducting 

HIAs has benefited the environmental assessment process by bringing attention to the social and 

economic factors that influence the health of a population9 through the incorporation of 

information from a range of sources, including stakeholders (Harris-Roxas et al., 2012; Kwiatkowski, 

2011; State of Alaska Department of Health and Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011). HIAs 

have been identified as a tool to move environmental assessments beyond existing limitations 

attributed to a reliance on regulatory thresholds and the use of quantitative measurements of risk 

(Corburn & Bhatia, 2007). Unfortunately, although HIAs can draw attention to the possible adverse 

impact of a mine, they have a number of limitations: The implementation of HIAs is practitioner 

dependent and voluntary; technocratic approaches are used to collect data with a continued focus on 

risk assessment; biomedical models of health are commonly applied; and the impact to human 

health identified in an HIA does not necessarily result in guaranteed mitigations, monitoring, or 

cancelling a project (see Habitat Health Impact Consulting, 2012). The final limitation is, in part and 

relevant to Yukon, attributed to a disconnect between what are identified as possible mitigations to 

adverse impacts on human health and what appears in the project permit and license (Noble & 

Bronson, 2006).  

Despite these limitations, the intent of HIAs to draw focus to the impacts of a project on 

human health creates a space in which, in theory, can draw upon regional data and stakeholder 

contributions to assess risk. These contributions make the adaption of HIAs useful in regions where 

the assessment of socio-economic issues are not considered in the environmental assessment 

process (Shandro & Jokinen, 2018). 

 
9 The Alaska HIA Program of the Alaska Department of Health and Social Services is an example of how HIAs can 
serve to better identify the impacts and mitigations associated with industrial development. For more information on the 
program, see http://dhss.alaska.gov/dph/Epi/hia/Pages/default.aspx. 

http://dhss.alaska.gov/dph/Epi/hia/Pages/default.aspx
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1.2.3 Governance mechanisms and settler colonialism  

In a study conducted in Alaska, Jones et al. (2014) identified participant frustrations with the 

lack of reference to the connection between the lived experiences of Alaska Indigenous Peoples with 

boarding schools and a proposed coalmine in a published Draft HIA (NewFields Companies, 2012). 

To address the omission, the Chickaloon Village Traditional Council (CVTC) offered the HIA team 

ethnographies of their community’s lived experiences. CVTC hoped that such information would 

help the HIA team understand the relevance of their experiences of being removed from the 

community and placed in state-run boarding schools and increased racial tensions during the health 

impact assessment of the coalmine (Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Jones et al., 2014). The offer by CVTC 

was not accepted and applied to the final HIA report. Although the reasons for not accepting 

CVTC’s offer of ethnographies are unknown, CVTC identifies in a letter that the conduct of the 

HIA team resulted in the community being silenced, their information and experiences deemed not 

relevant to the project in question, and the need for the HIA team to incorporate “historical and 

current information from local sources” (L. Wade, personal communication, January 30, 2013)10.  

The lack of acknowledgement of the ongoing legacies of residential schools and policies of 

assimilation in the HIA and noted by CVTC are also noticeably absent from guidelines prepared by 

YESAB for industry doing business in Yukon. In an environmental and socio-economic effects 

statement guideline developed for a proposed mine to be developed within the Traditional 

Territories of Selkirk First Nation, Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in First Nation, and Little Salmon Carmacks 

First Nation, the proponent was required to provide baseline and impact information on several 

health-related components. The components included air and water quality, fish and aquatic 

resources, rare plants and vegetation health, wildlife, land use and tenure, as well as employment and 

economic conditions, community services, well-being and vitality, human health, and cultural 

continuity (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016b). Although 

components specific to the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples are noted, such as cultural 

continuity, there are no specific requests to the proponent to consider the impact of settler contact 

and settler colonialism on cultural continuity and its relevance to the project in question. This is a 

noticeable omission given the documented relationship between cultural continuity and the impact 

of settler contact (see Chandler & Lalonde, 1998; Richmond & Ross, 2009). The lack of attention to 

settler colonialism and the impacts of settler contact as key determinants of health is also absent 

 
10 The full letter from Lisa Wade, Director of the Chickaloon Village Traditional Council Health Nay’dini’aa Na’ is 
available in Appendix G of Stakeholder perceptions of the Wishbone Hill Health Impact Assessment (Jones, 2013).  
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from public documents outlining an agreement between Minto Mine and Selkirk First Nation (see 

Selkirk First Nation et al., 2016).  

Effort to reflect issues related to mining’s impacts and specific to Yukon First Nations are 

reflected in YESAB’s request to proponents for information on a project’s impacts over the course 

of the production and operation, for example of a mine, on a community’s ‘valued components’ 

(Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, n.d.). Valued components are not 

specific to Indigenous issues but do provide space to consider those issues and concerns most 

important and raised by governments, stakeholders, First Nations Peoples, and other public 

members. Often included in a list of valued components that industry and regulators are asked to 

assess are family stability, community stability, connection to land and water, cultural vitality, and 

social cohesion (Selkirk First Nation et al., 2016). However, not clearly specified in an agreement 

between Minto Mine and the governments of Selkirk First Nation and Yukon, is how to consider 

the context of cultural erosion, environmental dispossession, and the loss of autonomy resulting 

from policies of assimilation that effect the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples (see 

Richmond & Ross, 2009) and their ability to engage in YESAB’s identified valued components. 

The challenge to mechanisms used in the governance of mining to consider or make relevant 

the impact of settler contact and settler colonialism is compounded by challenges to reflect 

Indigenous knowledge or “translate the unique and complex relationship between the environment, 

the protective factors of culture and the legacies of colonialism and assimilation policies” (Jones et 

al., 2014, p. 5). Instead, what remains a focus for mechanisms, such as environmental assessments, 

IBAs, and HIAs that are tasked to assess the impact of a mine on the health and well-being of 

nearby communities, are risk-based assessments and easily quantifiable indicators (Brisbois et al., 

2018; Jones et al., 2014; Masuda, Zupancic, Poland, & Cole, 2008; Morgan, 2011; Noble & Bronson, 

2006). This focus along with the lack of acknowledgement of the impact of settler contact and 

structures of settler colonialism on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples within the 

mechanisms governing mining form the foundation of the research conducted in partnership with 

Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation.  

1.3 Research in Yukon and with Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 

Yukon is one of Canada’s three Northern territories and is located north of 60 degrees 

latitude. According to a 2018 census, 40,483 people lived in Yukon, of whom 31,527 (77%) lived in 

Whitehorse, the capital city (Bureau of Statistics Government of Yukon, 2018). The self-reported 

Indigenous population of Yukon, for the same time period, was 8,447 people (Bureau of Statistics 
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Government of Yukon, 2018). Although there is only one fly-in community in Yukon—a stark 

difference compared to other Northern Territories in Canada—there are few people living alongside 

the one road access to many of the rural communities. Less than 25% of the total Yukon population 

lives in one of 14 rural communities, and 42% of this population identify as Indigenous (Bureau of 

Statistics Government of Yukon, 2018). The majority of Indigenous Peoples in Yukon live in 

Whitehorse; yet in some rural communities, more than 89% of the population identifies as 

Indigenous (Yukon Bureau of Statistics, 2018).  

Although statistics specific to the health of Yukon First Nations Peoples are difficult to 

accurately obtain, individuals living in rural Yukon face greater barriers to income, housing, and food 

security than residents of Whitehorse. Between 2015 and 2016, more than one-third of Yukon First 

Nations’ households with children identified severe food insecurity (Council of Yukon First Nation, 

2018); and the median income for Yukon First Nations Peoples in 2015 was $33,581 CAD, which is 

about 67% of the median income for non-Indigenous Peoples in Yukon (Government of Yukon, 

2016).  

As of 2018, exploration and mining remain an active sector in Yukon, with 168 active quartz 

sites (see Figure 1-2 for a map of mining and exploration projects in Yukon). From April 2017 to 

March 2018, more than 26,000 placer claims were either newly staked or renewed. Revenues directed 

to Yukon Government from mining activity for the same period were in excess of $2,170,000 

CAD11. Of note, during the same period, there were no large quartz mines on First Nations’ 

Settlement Lands (Category A or Category B); however, many mines were located within the 

Traditional Territory of a First Nation. 

 
11 This figure may appear low and is so for two reasons. The first reason is that during the timeframe of 2011-2018, there 
was only one large mine reporting revenue which were directed to a First Nation. Second, as a result of the Yukon 
Mining Act, revenues are calculated at a rate of 37.5 cents per ounce of gold.  
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Figure 1-2. Map of Mining Exploration Activity in Yukon in 2018. Source: Government of Yukon, Energy, Mines, and 
Resources 2018 (http://www.emr.gov.yk.ca/mining/pdf/yukon-mining-exploration-projects-11x14-jan2018.pdf). 

1.3.1 Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 

The research for this dissertation was conducted primarily within the Traditional Territory of 

the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN). Citizens of LSCFN are part of the Northern 

Tutchone language and culture group, one of eight language groups in Yukon. Northern Tutchone 
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Peoples are matrilineal peoples, and their social and political structures are based on the moieties of 

Wolf and Crow12. Prior to settler contact, the ancestors of the Northern Tutchone—the Dän—were 

migratory peoples who travelled among Lutthi Män (Frenchman Lake), Tachän Män (Tatchun Lake); 

and, in the winter months, as far north to the Macmillan River, west to the Dawson Range, and east 

to the Glenlyon Mountains (Charlie & Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, 1994).  

Settlers travelling North in search of gold in the mid-1890s travelled through the territory of 

the Dän. Oral stories document conflicts between the customs of the Northern Tutchone and settler 

law, with grievous outcomes for the Dän, including illnesses and death, loss of cultural knowledge 

and language, and decreased access to the land (Cruikshank, 2000; Little Salmon Carmacks First 

Nation, 2009; Neufeld, 2016). With changes to the economic landscape, and to facilitate 

participation in a wage economy, many Dän settled around what is now called the Village of 

Carmacks. With this settlement came more displacement. The Dän (then under the Indian Act and 

referred to as citizens of Carmacks Band), who had moved to a settlement on the south side of the 

Yukon River, were required to move again. This time the move was instigated to facilitate the 

development of light industry and resulted in disturbing gravesites—an issue that remains 

contentious (Council of Yukon First Nations, 2011).   

In 1997, the leaders of the Carmacks Band signed the LSCFN Final Agreement. As a self-

governing First Nation, the Government of LSCFN oversees lands and resources, culture and 

language, taxation, housing and infrastructure, and some aspects of public health. The Traditional 

Knowledge Coordinator, Heritage Manager, and Native Language Instructors are situated within 

Nän nena Dän do k’ ānete (Department of Lands and Resources). The Dän sóthän nûtl’et do 

(Department of Health and Social) oversees the implementation of services related to social support, 

homecare, mental health, justice, and daycare. LSCFN citizens elect a Chief and four council 

members every four years. Elected council members include two Crow counselors and two Wolf 

counsellors, an Elder, and a youth member. The Government House of LSCFN is located on 

Category A Settlement Land near the Village of Carmacks.  

Through their Final Agreement, LSCFN has titles to 63 parcels of land, of which 10 are 

Category A Settlement Lands, and the remaining 53 are Category B Settlement Lands (see Figure 1-3 

for map of Category A and B Settlement Lands). In addition to Category A Lands (a total area of 

1,553.99 km2) and Category B Lands (a total area of 1,036 km2), LSCFN has 108 site-specific lands. 

 
12 Moiety refers to a division of society along kinship lines. For Northern Tutchone Peoples, membership in the Crow or 
Wolf moiety is determined at birth and children are born into their mother’s moiety. 
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Site-specific lands are small sites identified by First Nations’ citizens as significant for hunting and 

fishing or the site of an existing cabin or residence (Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, 2009).  

 

Figure 1-3. Map of LSCFN Traditional Territory, detailing Category A and Category B Settlement Lands. Source: 
“First Nation Community Profiles: Little Salmon/Carmacks First Nation – Community of Carmacks”, Executive 
Council Office, Yukon Government, 2010 (http://www.eco.gov.yk.ca/pdf/FN_Com_Profile_LSCFN_LH_Ed.pdf). 

 

LSCFN has a membership of more than 700 citizens, with about 240 citizens living on 

LSCFN settlement lands (K. Kowalchuk, personal communication, March 1, 2018). According to a 

2018 census, the total population of the Village of Carmacks is 564, of whom 65% self-identify as 

Indigenous (Yukon Bureau of Statistics, 2018). In 2017, the Yukon Anti-Poverty Coalition reported 

that the cost of buying food for one week in Carmacks was 17% more expensive than buying the 

same food in Whitehorse (Hammond, 2017). Harvesting moose, fish, caribou, berries, and birds 

continues to be practised by many LSCFN citizens (Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, 2009); and 

the First Nation has a greenhouse, which provides vegetables for free for Elders and for sale to 

other members. 

The Traditional Territory of LSCFN is rich in mineral resources. As of December 2018, 

there were four large quartz operations, approximately 5,400 quartz claims, and 1,350 active placer 

mineral development claims in the Traditional Territory of LSCFN (E. Martin, personal 

communications, April 15, 2019). In 2014, the Casino Mining Corporation submitted a proposal to 
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develop the largest mine ever proposed in Yukon. The proposed project is located 250 km north of 

Carmacks and is accessed through the Traditional Territory of LSCFN. In addition to proposed 

development and active exploration and mining, there is an abandoned silver and gold mine within 

the Traditional Territory of LSCFN. The Mount Nansen mine, abandoned in 1999, is located 60 km 

west of Carmacks and is currently under the care and maintenance of the Government of Yukon. 

Care and maintenance of the Mount Nansen mine have cost taxpayers roughly $25 million CAD 

since the mine was abandoned in 1999 (CBC News, 2016; Government of Yukon Energy Mines and 

Resources, 2016).  

1.4 Conceptual Framing  

In the following section, I outline how the concepts decolonizing research and critical population 

health guided my approach to achieving the five research objectives. The concepts reflect the two 

research disciplines this dissertation straddles, population health and geography. 

1.4.1  Decolonizing research 

“Are you in the process of colonizing or decolonizing?” an Elder asked me at the start of an 

interview as part of this study. The Elder questioned whether he would be cited in the research as an 

expert or if his knowledge would be reformulated and published in my name (see Kendall, 

Sunderland, Barnett, Nalder, & Matthews, 2011). His question was not rhetorical; it was a challenge. 

The Elder challenged me to consider the practices and processes necessary for a settler Canadian 

living in Northern Canada, researching Northern Indigenous issues, to decolonize the praxis of 

research. He asked how I was going to challenge the colonial structures of research and consider the 

potential harms of my research to the people involved in my research.  

Decolonizing research is not a specific method or approach (Asselin & Basile, 2018; de 

Leeuw, Cameron, & Greenwood, 2012; de Leeuw & Hunt, 2018; Johnstone, 2007; Louis, 2007; 

Mott & Cockayne, 2017; Shaw, Herman, & Dobbs, 2006). Indigenous scholars suggest that in order 

to decolonize research, the settler researcher and their research need to approach Indigenous issues 

differently and liberate the research method and approach from colonial control (Asselin & Basile, 

2018; Ladner, 2018; Tuck & Yang, 2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Tuhiwai Smith (2012) states that a 

decolonizing process repositions Indigenous knowledges and contributions from a complementary 

position to a position that validates Indigenous knowledges for their strengths and contributions. It 

is important, however, to ensure a repositioning is not merely another form of recognition still 

within a settler framework (Coulthard, 2014; Moreton-Robinson, 2015). Validating Indigenous 
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knowledges needs to reflect actions that make visible the settler-centric assumptions that have 

resulted in and from practices on Indigenous populations as opposed to research practices that 

considers what it means to conduct research with Indigenous communities (Battiste, 2011).  

In my dissertation, I argue that settler colonialism is not only a historic event; it persists and 

is reproduced in contemporary and structural relations of power (see Wolfe, 2006). As I suggest in 

Chapter 3, one way to challenge relationships of power is to question the racialized assumptions that 

underpin the traditions that guide the research, the analysis approach, and the report of findings (see 

Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bartlett, Marshall, & Marshall, 2012; Battiste, 2011; Hoskins & Jones, 2017; 

Jones, Cunsolo, & Harper, 2018; King, 2003; Moreton-Robinson, 2015; Rewi, 2010; Ruckstuhl, 

Thompson-Fawcett, & Rae, 2014; Simpson, 2004; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; Wilson, 2008). The 

transition from concept to practice in the decolonization of research is facilitated by a critical 

reflection on the philosophical traditions that inform one’s research discipline, with its histories, 

privileges, and performative practices that reify hierarchies of knowledge (Mott & Cockayne, 2017) 

(Tuck & Yang, 2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). The field of geography,13 one of the disciplines within 

which I work, originated in the colonial work of spatially, socially, and corporeally dislocating 

peoples in the guise of exploration and map making (de Leeuw & Hunt, 2018). The discipline is 

rooted in the efforts of the Royal Geographical Society “whose major concerns were with the 

promotion of British imperialism” (Johnston, 2009, p. 47). Since the 1950s, the field of geography 

has undergone numerous changes. The discipline has advanced to examine human relationships with 

space and place and, more recently, to confront the presumed binary between peoples and the 

environment (de Leeuw & Hunt, 2018; Johnston, 2009). The epistemology and ontology of 

positivism, however, remain a challenge for the discipline of geography. Positivism is a paradigm in 

which knowledge is gained through rational or purported “value-free” science (Bryman, 2012; 

Kitchin, 2006; Sale, Lohfeld, & Brazil, 2002); however, research is not value-free (England, 2006; 

Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Instead, the lived experiences, views, and beliefs of the researcher, the 

discipline guiding the researcher, and the context in which the research takes place saturate the 

research and research outcomes with values (Tuhiwai Smith, 2012).  

 
13 The Department of Geography at the University of Guelph underwent a name change during my studies in the 
program. Now identified as the Department of Geography, Environment, and Geomatics, my undergraduate degree 
(Class of 1992) and the beginning of my graduate degree were completed within the Department of Geography. This 
background informed my decision to refer to the research domain of geography in this chapter and not the domain of  
geography, environment, and geomatics. 
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Lack of attention to the philosophical traditions that underscore the research approach is a 

familiar practice in the field of health sciences research, another field in which I work, and this 

dissertation engages with. The attention to or omission of the philosophical traditions underlying the 

research often materializes as the divide between quantitative and qualitative research in this field 

(Sale et al., 2002). Differences between approaches to health research are often reflected in 

methodological decisions on how to gather data. Yet, some scholars (e.g.Krug & Hepworth, 1997; 

Sale et al., 2002) argue that the decisions to use a qualitative or quantitative methodology entails 

more than choosing data collection and analysis techniques. Methodology is, instead, a relationship 

“between the research, the world and the contextual parameters of the researcher” (Krug & 

Hepworth, 1997, p. 51). Similar to research conducted within the discipline of geography, health 

sciences research, including population health research, often fails to indicate the underlying 

theoretical assumptions, or relationships, that inform research decisions, outcomes, and subsequent 

policy and program recommendations (Frohlich et al., 2006).  

In this dissertation, I have positioned my research within the philosophical underpinnings of 

the research domains within which I work and the approaches I employed. I have identified the 

presumptions that underlie the mechanisms governing mining and the characterization of the impact 

of mining on First Nations peoples’ health and well-being.   

1.4.2  A critical approach to population health 

[M]ost significantly, in the context of reducing health inequality in the [Indigenous] 

context, health policies, health programmes, and future health research on the 

determinants of health in these populations cannot advance without blatant 

recognition of the complex historical, political, and social context that has shaped 

current patterns of health and social inequality (Richmond & Ross, 2009, p. 410). 

Critical population health is a conceptual response to the lack of theorizing and action to 

address the socio-economic and political inequities that take place within the field of population 

health research (Labonte, Polanyi, Muhajarine, McIntosh, & Williams, 2005; Richmond & Ross, 

2009). In this dissertation, I employ a critical-population-health approach to frame the health 

disparities and inequities that Indigenous Peoples disproportionately experience as inherently 

political and the result of research and policy decisions (de Leeuw, Lindsay, & Greenwood, 2015; 

Jones et al., 2018; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Labonte et al., 2005; Navarro, 2009; Richmond & Ross, 

2009). This approach directs attention to the “social structures, economic relations, and ideological 

assumptions [that] serve to create and reinforce conditions that perpetuate and legitimize conditions 
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that undermine the health of specific populations” (Richmond & Ross, 2009, p. 405). To this end, 

the concept is an entry point to address and redress the exploitation and experiences of settler 

contact and settler colonialism that adversely impact Indigenous Peoples (Browne, Smye, & Varcoe, 

2005; Czyzewski, 2011; Gracey & King, 2009; Navarro, 2009; Tuck & Yang, 2012).  

Through a critical-population-health approach, this dissertation examines the underlying 

structures that shape the distribution of the social determinants of health and their impact on the 

health and well-being of First Nations Peoples in Yukon (see Navarro, 2009; Raphael, 2011; 

Richmond, 2009). The lack of agreement on the underlying assumptions of the social determinants 

of health (Krieger, 2008; Native Women's Association of Canada, 2007; Raphael, 2011) or the 

“social, political, and historical context which have implications for the social determinants of 

health” (Kirmayer & Brass, 2016, p. 106) has resulted with reference to the social determinants of 

health, in this dissertation, that are consistent with scholars who argue that until consideration of 

how the decisions impact what is funded and who benefits from decisions are part of the discourse, 

health inequities will persist even with a focus on the social determinants of health (Native Women's 

Association of Canada, 2007; Navarro, 2009). As I examine the underlying structures that shape the 

distribution of the benefits negotiated through an IBA or the mitigations and the health impact 

categories in an HIA, I reflect on the limitations of existing frameworks to consider the diversity 

among Indigenous Peoples, acknowledge settler contact and policies of settler colonialism as root 

causes of health disparities, and the lack of data that contextualizes disparities within the lived 

experiences of discriminatory policies and politics. 

I also apply a critical-population-health approach to address the divergent views on the 

concept and meaning of the term health (Braveman, 2006; Huber et al., 2011). Many scholars argue 

that the concept of health does not have a universal or standard definition (see for example 

Braveman, 2006; Coburn et al., 2003; Native Women's Association of Canada, 2007; Young, 2004). 

In addition, how health is defined has policy and practical implications for the health and well-being 

of Indigenous Peoples. Settler-driven definitions of the concept of health, a definition that often 

focuses on individual health and biomedical approaches, and a definition often found in law, policy, 

and programming within Indigenous contexts, reflect the relationship between the Government of 

Canada and Indigenous Peoples (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; de Leeuw et al., 2015). While there is a 

recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ conceptualizations of health and well-being, definitions of health 

in policy and practice more generally, are not fully detached from concepts conventionally applied 

by institutions that hold power.  
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Finally, the research in this dissertation considers the outcomes of health research and policy 

that tend to describe health disparities using statistical modelling that does not account for the lens 

through which deciding what questions to ask, what data are analyzed, and how data are interpreted 

(Walter & Andersen, 2013). Through a critical-population-health approach, I consider how such 

frameworks guide health research and policy outcomes along with the limitations to describe the 

relationship among social, political, cultural, and environmental factors. This relationship is 

significant to Indigenous Peoples and essential to understanding the disparities they continue to 

experience (Parkes, 2011; Smylie & Firestone, 2015).   

1.5 Achieving the Research Objectives and Supporting the Dissertation Thesis 

In the final section of this chapter, I outline the structure of my dissertation and how each 

chapter aligns with and meets the Research Objectives (see Table 1-4). As this is a manuscript-style 

dissertation, each chapter is a stand-alone article formatted for publication, therefore some of the 

information presented in each chapter is repeated. For example, some of the background, contextual 

framing, descriptions of Yukon’s governance mechanisms, and the case study are found throughout 

the chapters to aid the reader in understanding the themes and the context in each chapter. To 

illustrate how each chapter supports the dissertation as a whole, the Research Objectives in Table 1-

4 precede the abstract at the beginning of Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

Table 1-4.  Research Objectives and How Chapters Support the Dissertation Thesis. 

Research Objectives (RO) 
RO 

Addressed In 
 

How the Dissertation Thesis is Supported 

To characterize peer reviewed 
literature focused on 
environment-related Indigenous 
health and well-being 

Chapter 
3 

 Identifies the underlying assumptions and taken-for-
granted ways of organizing, conducting, and 
disseminating research and knowledge that result from 
not reporting how research is serving Northern 
Indigenous communities so a parallel question, are 
governance mechanisms able to serve Northern 
Indigenous governments, can be asked in Chapter 5. 
 
Provides the justification for the research approach 
guiding the dissertation. 
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To characterize the impact of 
mining on the health and well-
being of Yukon First Nations 
peoples within the broader 
context of settler contact and 
settler colonialism in the Yukon  Chapter 

4 

 Identifies the ways in which Indigenous Peoples 
describe the impact of mining on their health and well-
being, and in so doing highlights the significance of 
their values. 
 

 
To understand the ways in 
which describing the impacts of 
mining align or misalign with the 
values of a Yukon First Nations 
community 

 
Positions a values-based approach to addressing 
mining’s impact as a strategy to reflect and account for 
the lived experiences of Indigenous Peoples including 
the impacts of settler contact and settler colonialism. 

To identify gaps in the 
contemporary governance of 
mining with respect to 
addressing the relationship 
among First Nations peoples’ 
health and well-being, settler 
contact, and settler colonialism  

Chapter 
5 

 Consistent with the finding of Chapter 3, Chapter 5 
serves to challenge the underlying assumptions in and 
taken-for-granted ways of organizing, conducting, and 
disseminating research that informs contemporary 
governance. 
 
Identifies that for governance mechanisms to consider 
how Indigenous Peoples describe the impact of mining 
on their health and well-being they need to recognize 
settler assumptions reinforced with enhanced 
recognition of the land.  

To develop a conceptual 
framework to aid in 
understanding the relationship 
among settler contact, settler 
colonialism, and the impact of 
mining on Indigenous peoples' 
health and well-being 

Chapter 
6 

 

Creates a strategy to compel those operationalizing 
governance mechanisms to consider cumulative 
mournings, absent data, and disrupted experiences. 

 

Including Chapter 1, there are seven chapters in this dissertation. Chapter 2 outlines the 

methodology applied to Chapters 4, 5, and 6 and is both inspired by, and provides the reasons for 

writing Chapter 3. Chapter 2 details the approach taken to decolonize the research methodology and 

analysis of the research finding. A decolonizing methodology challenges the structural power 

embedded in research and the assumptions that undergird the governance mechanisms under 

review. In other words, in order to address the research objectives and then analyze the research 

findings presented in Chapters 3 through 6, the methodology applied to the research presented in 

this dissertation helped locate the findings outside of a settler defined narrative. 

In Chapter 3, the objective to characterize peer-reviewed literature focused on environment-related 

Indigenous health and well-being is addressed. A systematic realist literature review of published northern, 

environment-related health research was conducted to consider how this research is serving 

Northern Indigenous governments, communities, and organizations. Three questions are asked of 

the literature screened into the review. The findings of the literature review reveal that research 
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conducted in Alaska and Northern Canada is not keeping pace with Indigenous self-determination 

and research sovereignty.  

Chapter 3 contributes to the dissertation thesis by identifying the underlying assumptions 

and taken-for-granted ways of organizing, conducting, and disseminating research and knowledge 

that informs contemporary mining governance. The foundation of technical guidance documents, 

proponent submissions to environmental assessment boards, and decisions of what to measure in 

environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIAs to demonstrate the direction of change with a 

negotiated benefit or a suggested mitigation, is based on research often led by an academic 

institution or research institute.  

 The addition of Chapter 3 to this dissertation highlights the relevance of the methodological 

and epistemological decisions informing the research approach and the power of research narratives 

to inform the social, economic, and political health outcomes of Indigenous Peoples (Kovach, 2015; 

Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Drawing attention to the production and consumption of research (see 

Kirkness & Barnhardt, 2001), Chapter 3 provides both the motivation and direction for the research 

approach presented in this dissertation and detailed in Chapter 2.  

Finally, Chapter 3 plays a role in setting up a question that threads its way through the 

dissertation. The question—if academic researchers do not detail the relevance of reporting how the 

research responds to the priorities of Indigenous Peoples in peer-reviewed articles, are the resulting 

best practices, interventions, or indicators relevant and/or useful for understanding the impacts 

mining and mining governance on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples—supports a 

parallel question asked in Chapter 5.  

The second research objective was to characterize the impact of mining on the health and well-being of 

Yukon First Nations Peoples, within the broader context of settler contact and settler colonialism. This objective is 

addressed in Chapter 4. This chapter describes how LSCFN citizens characterize the impact of 

mining on their health and well-being. The findings reveal the significance of relationships, places, 

and practices—community-defined values—to understanding the impact of and linkages between 

mining and settler contact and the structures of settler colonialism. This chapter supports the 

dissertation argument that to improve mining governance, consideration must be given to how 

Yukon First Nations Peoples describe the impact of mining. Understanding and attending to the 

significance of Indigenous Peoples’ values, as well as the impact of settler contact and structures of 

settler colonialism, are necessary when assessing the impact of mining on the health and well-being 

of Indigenous Peoples.   
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Chapter 4 also addresses the third research objective, to understand the ways in which describing the 

impacts of mining align or misalign with the values of a Yukon First Nation community. Adding to the research 

contributions made by LSCFN citizens are perspectives from individuals who work in fields related 

to the extractive industries. In applying the tools of mining governance, these individuals describe 

the challenges to capture and report issues important to a First Nation community. Contrasting their 

experiences with LSCFN citizens reveals a misalignment between how mining’s impacts are 

described in governance mechanisms and how they are described by a First Nation community. This 

finding is significant given that mechanisms such as YESAB, find its origin in the signing of 

modern-day treaties and is mandated to attend to health impacts specific to Yukon First Nations 

Peoples (Government of Canada Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada, 2013).  

Suggesting that more intensive attention be directed to the values that are important to 

Indigenous Peoples and approaching mining as a barrier that prevent Indigenous Peoples from 

engaging with/in their values, supports the dissertation thesis by presenting a strategy to reflect and 

account for the lived experiences of Indigenous Peoples in mechanisms governing mining . The 

strategy, based on contributions made by research participants, is to adopt a values-based approach 

to characterize the impact of mining and to align mitigations and benefits with those values 

identified by the community. This approach responds to calls to address the harms of residential 

school and social and economic marginalization (National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered 

Indigenous Women and Girls, 2019; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015; UN 

General Assembly, 2 October 2007) by revealing a way to consider the linkages between the impacts 

of mining, and settler contact and settler colonialism.  

Chapter 5 addresses the fourth research objective, to identify gaps in the contemporary governance of 

mining in Yukon to address the relationship among First Nations Peoples’ health and well-being, settler contact, and 

settler colonialism. Chapter 5 builds upon the findings presented in Chapter 4 and confirms the 

significance of the land to the health and well-being of LSCFN citizens and the need to consider this 

relationship when identifying and mitigating the impacts of mining. Chapter 5 reveals that by using 

common expressions, such as “special relationship with the land,” “going on the land,” and “being 

on the land” mining governance mechanisms are imposing assumptions that do not capture the full 

extent of Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the land. The findings in Chapter 5 reveal many First 

Nation Peoples assert importance of the land to their health and well-being but may not actively 

participate in land-based activities defined or understood by settler society. To support the 

dissertation argument, Chapter 5 serves to challenge the underlying assumptions in, and taken-for-

granted ways of, organizing, conducting, and disseminating research that informs contemporary 
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mining governance. This objective raises a parallel question to that asked in Chapter 3—who are the 

mechanisms governing mining serving? 

 Chapter 5 also identifies that in order for governance mechanisms to consider how 

Indigenous Peoples describe the impact of mining on their health and well-being, they need to 

recognize the assumptions embedded in legislation, policies, mandates, and practices. If not, 

governance mandates reinforce recognition of the Indigenous Peoples’ relationship to the land 

without contemplating the loss of connection to the land as result of settler contact and structures of 

settler colonialism. 

The fifth and final objective was to develop a conceptual framework to aid in understanding the 

relationship among settler contact, settler colonialism, and the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-

being. Building on the finding presented in Chapters 4 and 5 and consistent with the argument 

presented in Chapter 3, along with reflection on the methodology applied to the research with 

LSCFN, Chapter 6 presents a conceptual framework. The framework targets those who 

operationalize mining governance and is the strategy to decolonize relationships with Indigenous 

Peoples and the way in which the impact of mining on their health and well-being is identified and 

mitigated. The strategy suggests that to do mining governance better in places like the Yukon, the 

mechanisms tasked to identify and mitigate impacts of mining need to consider three conceptual 

spaces developed for the purpose of making relevant the impact of settler contact and settler 

colonialism to the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being. 

The final chapter, Chapter 7, returns to the argument presented in this first chapter and 

concludes the dissertation. Chapter 7 reiterates the key findings and discusses implications before 

offering recommendations to scholarship and practice. Chapter 7 also lists the strengths and 

limitations of the research.  

Altogether the four chapters (3 through 6) respond to the five research objectives and 

support the argument that in order to address better the impact of mining on the health and well-

being Indigenous peoples, like Yukon First Nations, the governance mechanisms used to assess 

health and well-being need to: consider how Indigenous Peoples describe the impact of mining on 

their health and well-being; analyze the underlying assumptions and taken-for-granted ways of 

organizing, conducting, and disseminating research and knowledge, including that which informs 

contemporary governance; and create strategies to reflect and account for the lived experiences of 

Indigenous Peoples.   
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 | RESEARCH DESIGN 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines the methodology, methods, and research design employed in the study 

of the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples presented in 

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of this dissertation. In this chapter, I describe the research relationship with 

Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN); my positionality as a researcher, which complements 

the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 1; and the research methods applied in the data 

collection and analysis.  

2.2  The Relationship with Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 

The research partnership I developed with LSCFN facilitated the research for this 

dissertation. The partnership is a result of my work with the Council of Yukon First Nations 

(CYFN). Prior to my doctoral studies and while working for CYFN, I met and worked with the 

Health Director of LSCFN. Through other work, I also knew the Executive Director for LSCFN, 

who held the position when the research partnership was developed. In a meeting to discuss the 

possibility of collaborating on a research project, the then Executive Director of LSCFN agreed to a 

research project that would support existing efforts by LSCFN to better respond to requests for 

information from industry and other governments regarding the impact of mining on the health and 

well-being of the community.  

Concurrent to the PhD research, funding from Polar Knowledge Canada to support a 

broader research project with LSCFN was secured. Funding for Enabling Community Well-being Self-

Monitoring for Yukon First Nations, a research project led by myself (lead researcher) and Dr. Ben 

Bradshaw (Principal Investigator), in collaboration with LSCFN, was awarded by Polar Knowledge 

Canada in Spring 2015 (see Appendix A for LSCFN letter of support and permission).  

The Polar Knowledge Canada funded project facilitated the documentation of community 

concerns with mining, development of recommendations to address the concerns, as well 

identification of data to track. The funding also supported workshops and community engagement 

activities with the citizens of LSCFN that focused on mining and health. The workshops and 

engagement activities are detailed in this chapter because the outcomes of the workshop and 

engagement activities either inform the findings for the dissertation or align with the conceptual 

framing of this dissertation. The overall findings of the Polar Knowledge Canada funded project are 
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presented in the final report, Sothän nats’oji do dän nän ka - Living the Good Life on Our Land. In addition 

to explaining the implementation of a questionnaire and data analysis tool developed for, and to be 

administered by LSCFN to collect community health data, the report identifies challenges citizens of 

LSCFN experience with nearby mining and aligns these concerns with community-identified values.  

The final report, which was presented to the LSCFN Chief and Council, is not shared in this 

dissertation as an appendix. The research agreement with LSCFN states that the LSCFN Chief and 

Council retain proprietary rights over the final report and its dissemination while permitting me to 

use the information gathered in the interviews and research funded through Polar Knowledge 

Canada funded activities for my PhD. Although there is overlap between the final report and my 

dissertation, to respect intellectual property, prior to presenting any information from the research 

the LSCFN Chief and Council were informed. Prior to submitting this dissertation for examination, 

an email correspondence reaffirmed the research agreement.  

2.3  Philosophical Position: The Place from Which I Work and the Ground Beneath Me  

My research emerges from a curiosity of the place (see Castree, 2003) I reside in and have 

called home for more than 26 years. The research presented in this dissertation is an outcome of my 

relationship—a settler Canadian living in Northern Canada researching northern issues—and the 

peoples with and for whom I have worked, who are Indigenous to the place I live and call home. 

Academically, I am a geographer by affiliation and a public health scientist by training. As a social 

scientist, I have the opportunity to bridge these disciplines. I am comfortable with this intersection 

as I struggle to situate myself within one theory or discipline. My comfort has increased with the 

knowledge that intersections have found new legitimacy as “old categories have fallen away with the 

rise of conjugated and complex new perspectives” (Lincoln & Denzin, 2005, p. 1115). Although my 

comfort ends here. 

Hopkins (2007) reminds us of the importance of recognizing our positionality as social 

scientists. I am a middle-aged settler Canadian living in the Traditional Territories of the Ta’an 

Kwäch’än and the Kwanlin Dun. As a settler Canadian, my origins are complicated; however, I 

understand that I benefit from privileges and power as a non-Indigenous citizen of Canada. Yet, 

much of my identity is rooted in this place I call home. Over the course of this research, I have 

reflected on my position as a settler Canadian who has lived and worked in Northern Canada 

(Northwest Territories and Yukon) longer than all of the places I have lived combined. I am also a 

researcher living in the North with the intention of serving northern populations. Identifying myself 

as a settler Canadian who lives in Northern Canada and researches northern issues is not a “reflexive 
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self-obsession” (Hopkins, 2007); rather, I identify my settler descent to situate myself explicitly, in 

contrast with the unmarked and unnamed status that comes with being a settler (see Anthony-

Stevens, 2017; Frankenburg, 1993; Moreton-Robinson, 2015).  

Living in Yukon where I conducted this research has contributed to the relationships I 

developed with the people involved in the research. Through my work experience and the 

relationships I developed living in Yukon, I was able to negotiate entry into communities of practice 

and First Nations’ communities (see Hopkins, 2007). Sharing the ways in which my identity 

intermeshed with those I interviewed is, as Hopkins (2007) states, “crucial to the conduct of ethical 

research” (p. 388). I did not, however, reflect solely on my journey; I also reflected on how my 

values informed the analysis of the research (see Kobayashi, 2003). Within the places I conducted 

research—broadly including the University of Guelph and the Traditional Territories of Yukon First 

Nations1—I also considered my role in defining and articulating the narratives that would result 

from the research (see Tuck, 2009).  

According to Eve Tuck (2009), researchers like myself who, for all intents and purposes, aim 

to do good work, fail to capture or recognize Indigenous Peoples, organizations, and governments 

as authors of their own adaptation and resilience in face of settler colonialism (Tuck, 2009; Tuck & 

Yang, 2012; Weaver, 2001). I have tried to embody the view that research is more than simply 

collecting data (see Bull, 2010; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Research encompasses the assumptions, 

expectations, experiences, beliefs, and theories that the researcher brings to the research and that 

shape decisions and generate its outcomes (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Louis, 2007; Tuhiwai Smith, 

2012). I have attempted to reflect upon the power and the privilege of my voice and other settler 

voices that silence Indigenous voices and, in turn, erases or makes invisible Indigenous worldviews 

and positionalities (see Rigney, 1999; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). I believe that every act of research has 

social, political, and economic consequences (see Castellano, 2004; Fujii, 2017; Krieger, 2000; Mott 

& Cockayne, 2017; Navarro, 2009; Rose, 1997). These considerations provide the basis for who I am 

in relationship to this research and have led me to think about what shape settler responsibility must 

take. 

Ontologically, I agree with Wilson (2008), an Indigenous scholar who argues that “reality is 

not an object but a process of relationships” (p. 73). My research decisions and how I have come to 

know what I think I know reflect this belief. I believe there are multiple realities, and these realities 

 
1 I live in the Traditional Territories of Kwanlin Dun and Ta’an Kwach’an and worked in the Traditional Territory of 
Little Salmon Carmacks. 
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can be socially constructed; I also believe that relationships occur not just in place but also with 

place—with the lands and waters and all beings who inhabit them (see Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 

2012; Cunsolo, 2017; Tuck & McKenzie, 2014; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; Wilson, 2008). 

Epistemologically, I believe that knowing is context-dependent and political (see Tuhiwai Smith, 

2012). Living in Northern Canada and working with Yukon First Nations Peoples have shaped how 

I relate to knowledge. Knowledge, for me, is relational, co-created, and situated (see Guba & 

Lincoln, 1994; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Decolonizing my approach to research and research 

relationships has been a process of questioning my practice of research and has required me to view 

decision-making as dynamic and reflexive and to reflect on my own positionality.  

2.3.1  A community-based participatory research approach   

In keeping with the conceptual framing of this dissertation, I employed a qualitative research 

approach. Qualitative research is typically associated with inductive thinking and the generation of 

theories (Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Qualitative research is based on a 

number of philosophical assumptions, including research is subjective and there are multiple 

realities; research is a situated activity in that there is less distance between the researcher and the 

research than in quantitative approaches (Creswell, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005); and the 

researcher’s assumptions, values, and personal context inform the research approach and findings 

(Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). In qualitative research, the research design 

may be established prior to the research but with the knowledge that research decisions can take 

new shapes with new information and the realities those involved in the research face—both the 

researcher and the community research partner (Cheek, 2008). Employing a qualitative research 

approach, I located myself as a participant in the research process. I was aware that my biases, 

experiences, and being a settler Canadian living in Northern Canada and researching northern issues 

would leave a “signature” on the project (see Bourke, 2014).  

During the research design and in conducting the data collection and analysis, I considered 

the epistemological questions of how knowledge is collected, whose knowledge is privileged, whose 

values inform the analysis of collected knowledge, and how these factors are reflected in policy and 

decision-making processes (see Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Cochran et al., 2008; Tuhiwai Smith, 

2012). Primarily used as guiding questions, these epistemological questions were considered in the 

process of establishing a research agreement with LSCFN, hiring a LSCFN citizen to support the 

data analysis and interpretation, and implementing a community-based participatory research 

(CBPR) approach.  
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A CBPR approach facilitates the development of research relationships that reflect 

collaboration and the praxis of respect, relevance, and reciprocity in the form of consultation, 

consent, and dissemination of knowledge (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2014; Kirkness 

& Barnhardt, 1991). CBPR supports the development of authentic and ethical relationships between 

settler researchers and Indigenous communities (Banks et al., 2013; Castleden, Morgan, & Lamb, 

2012; de Leeuw, Cameron, & Greenwood, 2012; Laveaux & Christopher, 2009; Wallerstein & 

Duran, 2006). Through practices that reflect collaborations and respect, a CBPR approach supports 

settler researchers, like myself, in working with and responding to the research priorities and 

approaches that Indigenous research partners identify and define (Jones, Cunsolo, & Harper, 2018). 

In addition, a CBPR approach can support research institutes and researchers in redressing past 

atrocities associated with research conducted on Indigenous Peoples (see Moodie, 2010 for examples 

of academic researchers who have abused the trust of Indigenous communities, resulting in harm to 

the people) and promote research practice that reflects research with and for Indigenous communities 

(Koster, Baccar, & Lemelin, 2012). 

Drawing on the tenets of CBPR and considering what it means to decolonize research and 

apply a critical-population-health approach, in this study I focused on creating a research 

environment that promotes co- and bi-directional learning. To facilitate this approach, a LSCFN 

Advisory Committee—consisting of Directors from three LSCFN government departments and the 

Executive Director of LSCFN—was established. This advisory committee oversaw the research 

direction and decisions and recommended potential interview participants to ensure the engagement 

of the diverse population of LSCFN citizens in the data collection. Meetings with the advisory 

committee also ensured the project was responsive to the direction of the First Nation.  

This research was informed by participatory and decolonizing research approaches. Research, 

particularly participatory research, is considered practitioner-dependent and can be, at times, 

incompatible with institutional timelines and community structures and expectations (Banks et al., 

2013; Castleden et al., 2012). In addition to managing my own time and conflicts with various 

research-related opportunities, I was respectful of LSCFN’s priorities, changes to staff, and realities 

external to the research that influenced participation levels and LSCFN engagement in the study. In 

an effort to engage the community fully in research decisions, while conducting myself with respect 

and transparency, the research may, at times, have been more prescriptive than collaborative.  
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2.3.2   An ethical practice of research  

The methodology I employed in this research was informed by the ethical research principles 

of Tuhiwai Smith (2012), Castellano (2004), the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (2014), First 

Nations Information Governance Centre (2007), and others (e.g., Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010; 

Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991; Kovach, 2009; O'Neil, Elias, & Wastesicoot, 2005; Rigney, 1999; 

Schnarch, 2004). Integral to my research methodology is the understanding that research ethics are 

more than just a series of procedures that result in a licence and approval to conduct research (Fujii, 

2012). I concur with Fujii (2012) who argues that ethics are messy and complicated but necessarily 

so in order to not “become complicit in building a discipline that is non-ethical, or worse, unethical” 

(p. 717).  

Building and maintaining trust is essential to conducting ethical research (Ball & Janyst, 

2008; Bull, 2010). The process of fostering relationships with LSCFN required me to consider the 

research expectations and protocols of both the University of Guelph and the First Nation. Upon 

inquiry, I discovered an absence of ethics approval protocols specific to and for Yukon First 

Nations. During the same inquiry, I was invited to complete a voluntary ethics application created by 

CYFN and to submit the application to the LSCFN Chief and Council. After I completed the ethics 

application, I learned from the LSCFN Advisory Committee that a record of approval of the 

research in the Chief and Council meeting minutes was sufficient. Working with the LSCFN 

Advisory Committee, we agreed upon a process to collect, analyze, and publish the data that would 

ensure leadership and direction from LSCFN and that the resources produced from the research 

would be made available and useful to them. Consent to engage in a research partnership and the 

use of the research for my PhD was approved by the LSCFN Chief and Council and was noted in 

the November 2015 Chief and Council meeting minutes. Ethics approval was obtained from the 

University of Guelph Research Ethics Board (#16-12-859 2016 – 2018) and a yearly licence to 

conduct research in Yukon was obtained from the Yukon Government under the authority of the 

Yukon Scientist and Explorers Act (see Appendix B for ethics approval and research licenses). 

2.3.3   Toward accountability in research 

A total of four LSCFN research assistants were hired to facilitate the coordination of 

research-related activities and aid in the collection and analysis of data. Toni Blanchard and Nicole 

Tom, hired to coordinate research activities, and Alice Boland and Eddie Skookum, hired to 

conduct interviews with LSCFN citizens, were instrumental in moving the research project forward, 

mobilizing research results, and supporting the analysis of research findings.  
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At the beginning of the research project with LSCFN, Toni Blanchard was hired to 

coordinate the community meals, manage the interview schedule, and identify potential interview 

participants. Nicole Tom was hired when Toni left for another job. Since the interviews were 

completed by the time she was hired, Nicole aided in the analysis of data for the Polar Knowledge 

Canada funded project and this dissertation, supported the design and implementation of the 

remaining community engagement activities, ensured the project findings were shared with the 

appropriate staff in the government of LSCFN, and helped me in my reflections on issues that arise 

in a community research assistant-visiting researcher relationship. Together, we reviewed data from 

the interviews and Nicole provided insight into cultural references I was unfamiliar with (see Turner, 

2010 for further description of the relationship between academic researchers and community 

research assistants). This enriched the data analysis with insights that would have otherwise been 

inaccessible. Nicole and I shared our experiences of working together at a conference in Happy 

Valley Goose Bay, Labrador and Newfoundland Canada. We agreed that research is a relationship 

and that to invest in this relationship required honesty, leadership endorsement, transparency, 

sustained funding, and community support (Jones, Tom, & Schultz, 2017). In addition to Alice, 

Eddie, Toni, and Nicole several other citizens of LSCFN were hired to assist with preparing the 

food for all the community meals and photograph the research events. 

Hiring local research assistants reflects principles of ethical and authentic research and is 

often found in participatory-based research practices (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010; Wallerstein & 

Duran, 2006). Research assistants “play a critical bridging role in terms of access to participants, 

language issues, culturally appropriate conduct of research, and in some cases, continuity beyond the 

study period” (Mistry, Berardi, Bignante, & Tschirhart, 2015, p. 28). Working with the research 

team, I became aware of the power dynamics and ethical issues that arise in the relationships among 

research assistants; researchers, like myself, who are not from the community; and community 

members participating in the research (see Turner, 2010).  

Although research assistants can provide insight into community issues not known to the 

researcher, hiring local research assistants is also self-serving. The potential for asymmetrical social 

relationships between hired research assistants and other community members is often overlooked 

(Mistry et al., 2015; Turner, 2010). Hiring certain individuals and empowering them through the 

research project can place them at risk of potential harm (Mistry et al., 2015; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; 

Turner, 2010). For example, research assistants may be exposed to information about a family 

member’s traumatic event not previously shared. In addition, community research assistants 

involved in the interviewing of research participants may inhibit participant responses (Mistry et al., 



 

  

 

45 

2015). I considered this dynamic and worked with the research assistants to address issues that may 

have emerged. For example, I met with Alice and Eddie to go over how to conduct an interview, 

including how to ask probing questions and enable space for the participants to respond, in addition 

to checking to identify if the interview process was causing undue stress or if they wished to suspend 

their participation.  

Other individuals aided in the research included Emily Martin, Teagan Unterschute, Mitch 

Miyagawa, and Vanessa Sloan Morgan. Emily Martin was a graduate student at the time of the 

research and supported the data collection during the summer of  2016. Teagan Unterschute, in her 

role of LSCFN Youth Coordinator, was heavily relied upon to support youth engagement in the 

research. Mitch Miyagawa, a former Yukon resident, was hired to co-develop a digital storytelling 

workshop (described in section 2.7.1), and Vanessa Sloan Morgan helped with the implementation 

of another workshop focused on community citizens and visiting researcher relationships (see 

section 2.7.2) 

2.4   Data Collection  

In this research, I employed both qualitative and quantitative data collection tools. I 

collected data using conversational-styled interviews, a community focus group, and a questionnaire 

(see Creswell & Creswell, 2005; Fujii, 2017). I also wrote reflective memos to document the events I 

participated in over the course of the research (Bryman, 2012; Charmaz, 2014). Mixed methods were 

used to gain a better understanding of the complexities of the issues explored in this study. Yet, 

although a survey was employed, the use of a survey does not infer that I applied a quantitative 

epistemology to this research (Sale, Lohfeld, & Brazil, 2002). Instead, I approached the use of the 

questionnaire as a tool and not a theoretical framework guiding the research relationship (Krug & 

Hepworth, 1997; Sale et al., 2002). The decision to include a questionnaire, along with the qualitative 

methods, was made to gain greater insight into a phenomenon that emerged from the interviews. 

The research team also decided that a survey would aid in reporting on this phenomenon in the final 

report, Sothän nats’oji do dän nän ka—Living the Good Life on Our Land (see Creswell, 2012; Creswell, 

Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003).  

Data collection was conducted in Yukon between February 2016 and September 2017. Eight 

research themes, developed a priori, guided the data collection (see Table 2-1 for a list of the themes 

and when they were applied). These themes were created with the aid of the research team and 

Emily Martin. The themes were created to guide participants in a discussion about issues of 
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importance to the community and relevant to their health and well-being in the context of proposed, 

existing, or abandoned mines. 

In addition to the formal data-gathering activities, I was invited to participate in a number of 

community events, including fish camps2 and potlatches3. These events were not part of the formal 

data collection but my participation in them informed my reflections on the data gathered. I also 

complemented the interviews and focus group discussion with grey literature and academic 

scholarship related to decolonizing research and Indigenous health and well-being, and decision 

documents related to permitting and monitoring of mines in Northern Canada. 

Table 2-1. Research Themes Guiding Data Collection and When They Were Applied 

Research Themes 

Interviews with 

LSCFN 
Community 
Focus Group 

Survey YFN 
Citizens 

Individuals w/ 
Experience 

w/Governing 
Extractive 
Industries 

Being on the land 
• Identification and definitions of land-

based activities 
• Use and frequency of land-based 

activities 
• Perceived changes to the relationship 

with land 

    

Understandings health and well-being  
• Definitions of health, well-being and 

health community 
• Describing differences between terms 

    

Culture and well-being 
• Descriptions of the relationships 

between culture and being healthy 
    

History of Carmacks area and Little Salmon 
Carmacks First Nations 
• Awareness and identification of past 

events in the area 

    

Past mining in the area 
• Identification of experiences—personal 

or familial  
    

 
2 Fish camp refers to the activity of catching salmon. Families will have an eddy or spot along a river where they have set 
up a net during the salmon run. Fish camp is an event to bring family and friends together to process the harvest of 
salmon and teach younger generations about traditional activities. 
3A potlatch is held when a citizen passes away and then again at the headstone raising one year later. A feast is held at 
both potlatches. The clan of the grieving family is served by another clan. Formal invitations are not extended to 
individuals; however, community citizens, associates, and friends are expected to attend out of respect (Council of 
Yukon First Nations, 2011). 
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• Reflections on remediation efforts in 
the area 

Future mining in the area and well-being 
• Expectations and concerns regarding 

potential new industry 
• Identification of impacts to health and 

well-being 

    

Consultation practices of industry 
• Perceptions of consultation by industry 

and governments 
• Relationships among industry, 

governments, and First Nations 

    

Spirit and intent of Final Agreements 
• Understanding of rights to cultural 

distinctiveness, engagement with 
governance mechanisms 

   
 

 

 

2.4.1  Interviews 

A total of 56 conversation-style interviews were conducted with LSCFN citizens (n=37) and 

individuals who have experience working with mechanisms governing extractive industries in Yukon 

(n=21) between 2016 and 2017. Instead of predetermined questions, prompts were designed around 

the eight research themes to assist interviewers in directing the interviews (see Appendix C for 

research themes and associated prompts). The interviews conducted with citizens of LSCFN 

covered all eight research themes, unless a participant expressed discomfort in speaking about a 

specific theme. Some of the LSCFN interview participants expressed a discomfort in speaking about 

past issues and events within the community. 

The interviews that Alice and Eddie conducted (n= 12) tended to follow a script that I 

provided to help them in asking open-ended questions. In addition, Alice worked with Emily 

Martin, the university graduate student. Emily and Alice were able to provide support to one another 

if at any time during the interview one or the other was not sure how to delve deeper into a question 

or respond to a question from the participant. Eddie and I met regularly to review the interview 

questions and the process of conducting interviews as well as reflect upon what he heard during 

previous interviews. 

LSCFN interview participants were recruited using snowball, opportunistic, and purposive 

sampling (see Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2012). Posters were placed around Carmacks inviting citizens 

to participate in the research; a call for participants was made at the first community meal held as 

part of the study, in which I introduced myself and the study; and potential participants were 

identified with the help of the LSCFN Advisory Committee, the community interviewers, and the 



 

  

 

48 

research assistants to ensure that the diversity of LSCFN citizens was reflected in the data. The 

LSCFN Advisory Committee requested that extra effort be made to recruit individuals who were 

single and employable, reliant on traditional foods, part of a large family, lived in Whitehorse, 

and/or were confronted by the social and political legacies of settler colonialism.4 With the aid of 

Eddie Skookum and Toni Blanchard, individuals who met the advisory committee’s list of inclusion 

were identified and invited to participate. In addition, interview participants were asked to identify 

people who may be interested in participating as well or should be included in the research. A total 

of 37 LFSCN citizens were interviewed representing citizens 18 years of age and older (see Table 2-2 

for list of interview participants by age and gender). 

 

Table 2-2. Count of LSCFN Interview Participants by Age and Gender 

LSCFN Interview Participants by Age 

Age groups of LSCFN citizens interviewed 
Number of participants 

interviewed 
18-35 years old 18 
36- 50 years old 4 
Elder in training or Eldera  15 
Total LSCFN citizens interviewed 37 
 
a For the purpose of this study, Elder in training or Elder is a citizen over the 
age of 50. 
 

LSCFN Interview Participants by Gender 

Female Male 
27 10 

 

In the interviews conducted with individuals who have experience working with mechanisms 

governing extractive industries, I also applied a conversation-styled interview approach. I focused on 

six of the eight themes, omitting questions about the history of LSCFN and past experiences with 

mining in the area. Interview prompts for each of the themes focused on participants’ knowledge 

and experiences specific to the practice of assessing the impact of a mine on an Indigenous 

community and their health and well-being. Participants for these interviews were recruited using a 

 
4 The LSCFN Advisory Committee’s request reflects their concern that individuals confronted by the legacies of settler 
colonialism are often overlooked during consultation processes, including those conducted by industry and the First 
Nation. 
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purposive and snowball sampling strategy (see Coyne, 1997; Creswell, 2012). Individuals working in 

Yukon who have experience with mechanisms governing extractive industries and specific 

experience looking at issues of health and well-being were recruited. My professional connections 

with many individuals working in this field were an advantage in recruiting participants for these 

interviews. A total of 21 individuals participated and responded to questions about the processes 

and limitations of mechanisms governing extractive industries in Yukon in addressing the effects of 

a mine on the health and well-being of First Nations’ citizens (see Table 2-3 for the distributions of 

participants by affiliation). Five individuals within this cohort asked to not be recorded or asked at 

various times during the interview to stop the recording of the interview. It is also important to note 

that some of the participants in this group are also LSCFN citizens. 

 

Table 2-3. Count of Individuals with Experience Working with Governance Mechanisms by Affiliation 

Affiliation Number of Participants 

First Nation government 10 
Yukon Government or governance body 8 
Private Sector 3 

Total individuals interviewed in related fields 21 

 
Note. Total individuals reported in the above line is inclusive but not exclusive 
of total LSCFN citizens interviewed. 
 

2.4.2 Survey questionnaire 

A short questionnaire was administered at two LSCFN General Assemblies5, in June 2016 

(n= 105) and in June 2017 (n= 94). The survey was introduced to aid in further understanding a 

finding that emerged from the interviews with LSCFN citizens. During the interviews, participants 

noted the importance of community events while stating that they did not attend community events. 

The questionnaire was administered to quantitatively identify if citizens were indeed not attending 

events while noting the importance of community events. In addition, one of the objectives of the 

research partnership with LSCFN was the development of a survey tool. Introducing a survey 

 
5 Under the LSCFN Constitution (Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, 2015), a General Assembly is held every year to 
enable citizens 16 years of age or older to hear from the LSCFN government departments. The General Assembly also 
enables citizens to provide direction to these departments.  
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during the research partnership with LSCFN was a way to prepare the community for future surveys 

conducted by and for the First Nation. 

The survey consisted of six questions, including three questions on socio-demographics and 

three Likert-type scale questions on the participants’ views of mining development in the area and 

the value of participating in community events. Survey participation was open to anyone 18 years of 

age or older, who attended the General Assembly, and was citizen of LSCFN (see Table 2-4 for 

count of survey participants by gender). A table was set up during the General Assembly where 

individuals could fill out a survey. In addition, three to four individuals, myself included, walked 

around the General Assembly site inviting participation in the survey. The survey took 2 to 5 

minutes to complete.  

Table 2-4. Count of Participation in a Quantitative Survey Conducted at a LSCFN General Assembly by Year and 
Gender. 

Survey Year Total 
Participation 

Number of Eligible 
Participants 

Gender of Eligible 
Participants 

2016 105 89 
Female 60 
Male 29 

2017 94 86 
Female 51 
Male 35 

 

2.4.3 Community focus group activities 

A community focus group meeting was conducted in May 2016 in Carmacks. The focus 

group meeting was open to all LSCFN citizens and was combined with a community meal that was 

advertised in the village. A total of 55 citizens attended the meal (see Table 2-5 for count of 

participants attending the May 2016 event). After the meal, which was prepared by community 

cooks, everyone present was invited to participate in the focus group which consisted of four 

participatory data collection activities set up in stations. Of those in attendance, 25 participated in 

the prepared activities. Participants were invited to move freely between the stations, use coloured 

pens and sticky notes to record their thoughts, and participate in the activities. In the first station, 

participants were asked to contribute to a timeline of past, present, and future concerns with mining; 

in the second station, they were asked to document definitions of health and well-being; in the third 

station, participants engaged in an exercise called fish and boulders, in which they identified barriers 

and supports to being a healthy community in the context of past, present, and future mining; and in 

the fourth station participants identified effective methods for communicating research-related 

information to the community.  
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Initially, there were five activity stations; but after consultation with a staff member of 

LSCFN government, one activity, a mapping exercise, was omitted as some community members 

may not have responded well to an exercise documenting cultural and traditional sites of importance 

with an individual who was not from the community. The four data collection activities were 

conducted using a facilitation approach, which sought to create a collaborative and empowering 

process for participants. Stations were hosted by two members of the research team as well as a 

LSCFN citizen hired specifically for the event and another individual who worked at Yukon College 

and asked to help. After the event, the use of reflective memos and post-event interviews conducted 

with the station facilitators ensured all the information recorded on the flipchart paper accurately 

reflected what participants said and wrote during the participatory exercises.  

Table 2-5. Count of Participants Attending the May 2016 Community Focus Group and Dinner. 

Total Number of Participants 
Attending Community Dinner 

Total Number of Participants 
Contributing to Data Collection 

55 25 

 

2.4.4 Completing data gathering 

I did not conduct the data collection activities with the intention of stopping when no new 

information was revealed or when pre-existing categories became saturated (see Charmaz, 2014; 

Creswell, 2012). Early on in the interview process with LSCFN citizens, I realized that I was hearing 

about issues that had not been previously documented. I also understood, with the participants’ 

help, that what I was hearing was not common to all citizens. As a result, reaching topic saturation 

was not my goal. According to Charmaz (2014), attempting to attain saturation, particularly when 

hearing and attending to sporadic but novel contributions, is limiting. Charmaz (2014) suggests that 

saturation is a method for “foreclosing possibilities of innovation” (p. 215). Instead of saturation, a 

number of factors determined the end of the data collection process with LSCFN citizens. First, the 

research team sensed community fatigue with the project. Second, citizens were leaving for seasonal 

fish camps and fall hunting. Third, a focus on conducting interviews and engagement activities with 

LSCFN citizens resulted in fewer interviews with individuals who have experience working with the 

mechanisms governing extractive industries. Fourth, the engagement with citizens of LSCFN was 

dependent on the funding cycle of Polar Knowledge Canada.  
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2.5  Data Analysis 

The use of a systematic and replicable process to analyze research data is considered a 

criterion for assessing the quality of a research project (Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2012). Such 

benchmarks can be problematic for research that aims to respond to the specific needs of an 

Indigenous community and address the relationship between the community and a researcher who is 

not from the community and of settler descent (Rose, 1997). While research integrity was considered 

at all times during the research project, and maintained through transparent and authentic 

engagement (see Bull, 2010), the process I implemented to analyze the data sought to confront my 

assumptions and values. A data analysis process that does not critically reflect on how the findings 

are shaped by the underlying philosophical framing of analysis skews the outcomes of the research 

(Coombes, Johnson, & Howitt, 2014; Kovach, 2009; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). To decolonize the 

practice of analyzing the data collected and the finding presented in Chapters 4, 5, and 6,  I 

committed to: (a) reflect upon my position as a settler Canadian living in Northern Canada 

researching Northern Indigenous issues; and (b) move away from a “damaged-centered” perspective 

that focuses on Indigenous communities as sites of trauma and instead focus on the community as a 

leader of their own “survivance”6 (Tuck, 2009). To aid in both tasks, I returned to Carmacks to 

share the research finding with LSCFN citizens and the LSCFN government. I heard their feedback 

and addressed their comments. In addition, conducting the data analysis with a LSCFN research 

assistant helped to focus the analysis on the strengths of the community as opposed to its deficits 

(Brough, Bond, & Hunt, 2004). Finally, the process I used to analyze the data reflected my biases, 

my experiences, and my position of power and privilege in this study.  

Data from the community focus group were thematically analyzed. First, the notes from the 

flip chart paper collected at the community focus group were transcribed. Emily Martin and I each 

reviewed the transcript separately and grouped the participants’ contributions into social, physical, 

environmental, economic, and cultural issues. We compared our groupings and made additional 

notes. The themes developed from the community focus group data were considered during the 

review of the interview data. 

 
6 Survivance, is a term attributed to Gerald Vizenor (cited in Tuck, 2009) as “a native sense of presence, the motion of 
sovereignty and the will to resist dominance. Survivance is not just survival but also resistance, not heroic or tragic, but 
the tease of tradition, and [his] sense of survivance outwits dominance and victimry” (p.422). I use the term survivance 
here to acknowledge Yukon First Nations Peoples’ self-determination as more than what is expressed through a land 
claim agreement.  
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Data from the interviews were also thematically analyzed. A transcription agency and I 

transcribed verbatim more than 1,700 minutes of interview recordings. I listened to all of the 

interview recordings while reviewing the transcripts for accuracy (see Bryman, 2012). A review of 

the recordings and transcription of the interviews that Alice and Eddie conducted revealed 

noticeable differences in how they asked the questions and how participants responded. Alice and 

Eddie were able to understand familial references that the interview participants made, whereas I, at 

times, was unable to understand these references. Furthermore, I heard in some of the recordings of 

the interviews conducted with Eddie and Alice a hesitancy by some participants to speak about 

certain issues, particularly around trauma or troubles in the community. As both Alice and Eddie 

held positions of respect and authority within the community, I reflected on how their positions 

might affect how and what research participants shared. This observation is consistent with my 

concern about the of overlapping ethical issues that arise for the citizen researcher (see Mistry et al., 

2015; Turner, 2010).  

Transcripts of the interviews with First Nation citizens were sent to the participants 

following their request, a request identified prior to the start of an interview. An accompanying letter 

was sent and, in some cases, followed with a phone call. For the most part, this was an effective 

process; however, three participants expressed discomfort with their transcribed interviews. In a 

follow-up conversation, they expressed concern that what they had said was unclear and that they 

would be judged and asked that their interviews be excluded. After clarifying that grammar would be 

corrected if quotes from their interviews were used in the dissertation, reports, or publications and 

that all participants would remain anonymous, their concerns were alleviated. Following the 

concerns these research participants raised, I reflected on a possible process for future research. 

Reviewing the process of returning transcripts to participants could take place at a community meal; 

participants would be given a summary of their interview instead of the whole transcript, unless they 

requested it; and potential quotes for use in the dissertation, reports, and publications would be 

identified in the summary. 

Adhering to La Pelle’s (2004) process, transcribed interviews with LSCFN citizens and 

individuals with experience working with mechanisms governing extractive industries were 

transposed into a table in order to index and sequence each interview. This process ensured that the 

order of what was said during the interview was not lost while thematically analyzing the data. 

Transcripts were re-read and thematic notes were added to the table in a separate column. A 

summary of each interview was developed noting overall impressions of the interview and emerging 

themes. This process resulted in the development of a number of themes, which were also applied 
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to the data collected at the community focus group meeting and the data collected from individuals 

who have experience working with the mechanisms governing extractive industries.  

Early on in the analysis process, and despite my efforts to decolonize the data analysis 

process, the nuances and contexts of the interviews and my stays in the community were quickly 

lost. Thematically analyzing the data and separating themes into categories along with attempts to 

saturate the categories compromised the wholeness of the experiences shared with me and the 

context in which these experiences were shared (see Creswell, 2012; Kovach, 2009). In my efforts to 

organize the data, I had returned to a normative way of pulling information apart and organizing it 

into silos to identify themes in which to further organize the data. To counter this effect, I returned 

to the transcripts which had been transferred into tables and asked myself: (a) What does it mean to 

decolonize the data analysis process? (b) How does my interpretation of the data differ from what 

Indigenous-led scholarship and Indigenous communities conceptualize holistically? (c) What is the 

context of the data that I am analyzing? (d) What is the privilege of my position as a settler 

Canadian, living in Northern Canada, researching northern issues and how does this inform how I 

analyze the data? (e) What a priori assumptions and values do I bring to the analysis? (f) What am I 

being told in interviews when the recoding mechanism is turned off? and (g) How do I consider the 

information shared by Yukon First Nations citizens without pathologizing the community as ill or 

positioning the participants as victims (see Bull, 2010; Rewi, 2010; Tuck, 2009)? In responding to 

these questions, I sought a way to link the themes that emerged from the data while paying attention 

to the context in which the information was shared.  

The idea of developing a connecting concept to show the relationship between emergent 

themes and the data used to illustrate the themes corresponds with Charmaz’s approach (2014). 

Charmaz encourages researchers not to dismiss their own ideas even when they may differ from 

statements found in the data. What I discerned from the data, but was not explicitly present, was the 

context of the stories being told. I needed a visual way to conceive what I learned from the data. 

This led me to develop circle sorting and apply to the thematic analysis. 

Circle sorting was my response to criticism that settler and/or conventional handling of 

Indigenous contributions to settler-conducted research often result in losing that which is relational 

or separating that which is whole (see Kovach, 2009; Wilson, 2008). Circle sorting offered me a 

visual aid to understanding the connections between the emergent themes and the overlaps between 

the themes that emerged from the data. My decision to use circles to assist the analysis of the data 
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was based upon the words of Mark Wedge (2017),7 former Khà Shâde Héni (Chief) of the Carcross 

Tagish First Nation, a self-governing First Nation in Yukon. In an interview, the Khà Shâde Héni 

spoke of the significance of circles in explaining relationships between the patterns we observe. 

Within the centre of a circle, he said, is that which holds a pattern together.  

I began circle sorting by placing groups of themes into a quadrant of a circle and developed 

a mediating theme to tie together the quadrants of that circle. To make sense of and describe the 

overlap of themes between the circles, a central mediating theme was developed. Sorting of the data 

resulted in four circle sorts with a central mediating theme. Figure 2-1 presents a visual of the 

thematic analysis process conducted through circle sorting and an example of a single circle sort 

based on emergent themes from the interviews with LSCFN citizens. The themes identified through 

circle sorting were reviewed with a community research assistant and presented to the staff of Dän 

sóthän nûtl’et do (LSCFN Health and Social department).  

In developing and using circle sorting, I was not attempting to subsume Indigenous ways of 

knowing. Instead, through circle sorting, I tried to consider the praxis of settler responsibility. For 

me, settler responsibility includes reflecting on the privilege to hear the stories that the participants 

shared; honoring the “survivance” (Tuck, 2009) of Indigenous communities; and recognizing the 

ways in which my values and identity as a settler Canadian researching Indigenous issues informs the 

research findings.   

Finally, the data collected from the two surveys were analyzed using descriptive statistics. 

Frequency tables were developed for the three survey variables: concern about mining in the 

Traditional Territory of LSCFN; the importance of community events; and participation in 

community events. The data were used to enhance the analysis and description of a phenomenon 

revealed through the qualitative data analysis of the interviews, i.e., LSCFN citizens had noted the 

importance of community events at the same time as indicating that they did not attend them. The 

results from the surveys were shared with the LSCFN Advisory Committee, the LSCFN Chief and 

Council and included in the final report Sothän nats’oji do dän nän ka - Living the Good Life on Our Land.  

 

 
7 As a citizen of Carcross Tagish First Nation, Khà Shâde Héni Mark Wedge was first approached as a research 
participant. However, I cite Mark Wedge not as a research participant but as a developer and keeper of knowledge in 
keeping with my decolonizing research approach and in consideration of the politics and power associated with citing 
work (see Mott & Cockayne, 2017). This action draws attention to the power vested in academic institutions. The issue 
of who is an authority and who has the authority to be cited has contributed to the restriction of Indigenous 
communities in asserting the power over the use of Indigenous knowledge in research (Smith, 2014). In addition, Mark 
Wedge is the Elder who confronted me about my research intentions as noted at the top of Section 1.5.1. 
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Figure 2-1. Circle Sorting used in Thematic Analaysis. Schematic of Circle Sorting and an Example of a Single Circle 
Sort with the Emergent Theme and Narrative. 
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2.6 Obtaining Consent and the Process of Gifting 

Prior to each participant interview informed consent was obtained. Since a LSCFN research 

assistant thought that the consent form approved by the University of Guelph Research Ethics 

Board was too long and cumbersome, a shorter consent form was developed, in addition to a script 

for oral consent. Both the shorter consent form and script were approved by the University of 

Guelph Research Ethics Board. A research pledge stating my intention to work with the LSCFN 

government and citizens as well as respect the Traditional Knowledge of the community, was also 

approved by the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board and was printed on a postcard. The 

postcard and shorter consent form were distributed to participants prior to interviews and at all 

research-related events hosted for citizens of LSCFN (see Appendix D for an example of the 

consent postcard). The longer consent form was made available to all research participants and was 

the primary consent form used with individuals who have experience working with mechanisms 

governing extractive industries. Consent to be photographed during the community meals was also 

obtained. 

Giving a gift for contributing to a study is common when working in Yukon. A gift is an 

offering of respect and acknowledgement of the time and experiences the research participants share 

(Kovach, 2009; Kuokkanen, 2004). A gift, in the form of an individual gift or the chance to win a 

door prize, was offered to all First Nations’ individuals who participated in the research. The 

research team identified food as an appropriate token of gratitude and respect. Participants who 

consented to an interview received a gift whether the interview was completed or halted for any 

reason. The gift for interview participants consisted of a $20 gift card to the local gas and grocery 

store or two pieces of smoked fish—fished and smoked by Taku Wild, a Taku River Tlingit First 

Nation business. Participants who attended the community dinner and focus group were eligible to 

enter their names into a draw for a gift card or smoked fish. The offer of smoked fish has particular 

significance given that salmon runs in Yukon are decreasing yearly8.   

Individuals who participated in research-related events such as the survey conducted at the 

LSCFN General Assembly and the community meals, were eligible to enter their names into a draw 

for gifts, which included a thermos, a fishing rod, a soft pack cooler, and other small door prizes.  

 
8 More participant chose to receive a gift card than smoked fish. It was later identified by a participant that some 
individuals are allergic to smoked fish and contributions toward gas purchases thought more valuable.   
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2.7   Other Research Activities: Reciprocity and Giving Back 

During the research project, a number of research-related events were hosted by the research 

team with LSCFN citizens (see Table 2-6 for a list of research-related events). The events focused 

on building relationships with community members, ensuring the transparency of the research 

process, as well as supporting the enhancement of research capacity within the community. In 

addition, the events enabled participant observations that enhanced an understanding and the 

analysis of what was heard during the interviews (Creswell, 2012). 

 Events included four community dinners, each with an information-sharing component, 

one of which was followed by the focus group meeting; information booths at two LSCFN annual 

general assemblies; two digital storytelling workshops; a research assistant training workshop; and 

review of the Polar Knowledge Canada research project findings and my research.  

Table 2-6. List of Research-Related Events Hosted with LSCFN Citizens 

Date Event  Number of 
Participants 

March 16, 2016 Community dinner with project introduction 
for LSCFN citizens  

55 

April 12-13, 2016 Research assistant training workshop 6 

May 31, 2016 Community dinner with focus group for LSCFN 
citizens 

55 

June 23-5, 2016 Project information booth and draw at 19th 
LSCFN Annual General Assembly 

~100 

November 3, 2016 Community dinner with project update for 
LSCFN citizens with dinner 

45 

March 14-16, 2017 Digital storytelling workshop #1 6 

March 16, 2017 Community dinner with project update and 
viewing of digital stories developed at 1st 
workshop 

30 
 
 

June 9 - 11, 2017 Project information booth and draw at 20th 
LSCFN Annual General Assembly 

~100 

August 22 - 25, 2017 Digital storytelling workshop #2 7 

November 29, 2017 Community dinner with project update and 
viewing of digital stories developed at 2nd 
workshop 

35 

November 30, 2017 LSCFN focus group meeting to review research 
findings and Polar Knowledge Canada specific 
tools 

16 
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May 22, 2018 Review of research findings with LSCFN 
Executive Council 

6 

 

2.7.1  Digital storytelling workshops 

Two, 3-day digital storytelling workshops (see Cunsolo Willox, Harper, Edge, & Rigolet 

Inuit Community Government, 2012; Gubrium, 2009) were hosted by the research team for LSCFN 

citizens between the ages of 18 and 29 years in March 2017 and in August 2017. A total of 13 

LSCFN citizens participated in the workshops. The workshops were funded through the Polar 

Knowledge Canada research project. The workshops were advertised as Mini-Movie Workshops and 

were referred to as such in all reporting to LSCFN. In consultation with the LSCFN Youth 

Coordinator, we determined that the term mini-movie would make more sense than digital storytelling to 

the individuals we wanted to participate in the workshop.  

During the workshops, participants created mini-movies about their relationship with the 

land, culture, and self-governance. The workshops sought to provide an opportunity for young 

adults to learn a new technique for capturing and telling their stories. The focus of the digital 

storytelling workshops was a response to learning that several LSCFN young adults lacked 

awareness about LSCFN's Final Agreement, the connection between the agreements and decisions 

regarding mining in the area, and the impact of these factors on their health and well-being within 

the context of past, present, and proposed mining. In addition, during the interviews with LSCFN 

citizens, young adults (aged 18 to 25 years old) described feeling alienated from community events. 

In a discussion with the staff member responsible for planning youth events for LSCFN citizens, we 

determined that the workshop may assist in supporting young adults in making the connection 

between the Final Agreement and the health-promoting benefits of the land. The mini-movies 

created in the workshops were not directly included in the data analysis. Rather, the workshops were 

created to build a relationship with the community, and I took on the position of observing 

participant. 

The two digital storytelling workshops were presented with the assistance of Mitch 

Miyagawa, who had previously toured rural Yukon and engaged citizens in digital storytelling 

workshops. In designing the workshop content, we relied heavily on the contributions of the 

LSCFN Youth Coordinator, Teagan Unterschute, who also helped facilitate the workshops. Yukon 

College Carmacks Campus provided the space to hold the workshops and the use of iPads for 

participants. A public domain software, Pinnacle Studio Pro, was downloaded onto the iPads and 



 

  

 

60 

used to edit their digital stories. During the workshops, participants were invited to draw on 

personal experiences and stories they felt were important. In combination with photographs, 

artwork, music, and voice-over, participants created 2- to 3-minute videos on a story they identified 

as significant (see Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; Gubrium, 2009). Throughout the two workshops, 

participants shared ideas, wrote scripts, recorded their voices, and collected images to include in the 

digital story. 

Three principles guided Mitch, Teagan, and I in our engagement with the workshop 

participants. First, we agreed to take an affirmative approach to recognize how challenging the 

process of telling one’s story is. We agreed not to intervene in the participant’s story structure or 

content. We offered gentle guidance; for example, while a participant was recording a voice over, we 

suggested they slow the pace of dialogue or focus on what they wanted others to hear. Second, we 

agreed to focus on building relationships and trust within the group. This approach was particularly 

important as the workshop participants were a diverse group, and many had not previously worked 

with one another. Group discussions helped build trust, as did providing lunches and snacks, 

hosting sharing circles, and facilitating one-on-one conversations with the participants during the 

writing, storyboarding, and editing process. Our aim as facilitators and organizers was to celebrate 

the positive experiences of the participants. Third, we made every effort to meet participants where 

they were at9 and to never underestimate the level of disconnection and alienation that some of them 

may be experiencing. We viewed participants’ accomplishments as their individual successes and did 

not measure them against a prescribed goal or the achievements of others. Meeting participants 

where they were at allowed us, as facilitators, to support participants who worked with iPads and 

software with ease but found speaking about their story difficult. With some participants, we offered 

support and affirmation when they found pictures they wanted to include or identified a story they 

wanted to tell. 

During the two workshops, participants completed 12 digital stories, which were presented 

at community dinners hosted by the research team. The digital stories are varied and portray the 

contemporary life and values of LSCFN citizens (see Figure 2-2 for an image depicting the 

completed digital stories). Some of the workshop participants noted that the workshop provided 

them time to reflect on meaningful personal events. The completed digital stories include stories 

about a trip to southern Canada to attend a hockey game with a parent; a reflection on an Elder who 

 
9 In practice, the principle of meeting participants where they were meant supporting participants who did not want to 
develop a mini-movie but wanted to stay in the workshop and participate in the group discussions. 
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had many descendants; a manifesto against the oil sands; an account of a potlatch; and time spent on 

a family trapline. 

 

Figure 2-2. LSCFN Digital Stories Developed in the Digital Story-telling Workshops. 

The workshops also facilitated relationship-building. Several participants found that the 

opportunity to gather with other young adults was what they most appreciated about the workshop. 

Some participants noted that the workshop was one of the few opportunities they had to meet and 

talk with people they rarely saw. Others shared their feelings of isolation and identified the barriers 

that prevented them from engaging with people in the community. Finally, participants noted a 

recovery element in creating a digital story. Participants reported that while they looked through 

photos and made meaning through the writing and editing process, they gained a confidence to tell 

their own story. The recovery element also emerged through our suggestion that participants use 

photos of family members. It was evident on the second day of the second workshop that some 

participants were unable to access family photographs, mainly of family members who had passed 

away. I sought permission from the LSCFN Chief and Council to allow participants to take 

photographs of existing pictures of family members that hung in the Council Chambers. For some 

participants, this was the first time they had a photo of a family member. In this sense, through the 

creation of a digital story, a personal repatriation of family photos took place.  

The workshop goal to support participants in making connections between their rights as 

citizens of a self-governing First Nation and the health-promoting effects of the land was not 
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explicitly achieved. The workshops, however, did support participants in identifying and describing 

what they thought was important. This revised workshop goal emerged from listening to and seeing 

participants express themselves as authors of their own stories. 

After each workshop, a community meal was hosted, and the digital stories were presented. 

At each of the screenings, the authors of the digital stories were acknowledged. The workshop 

curriculum and documentation of the participants’ experiences are included in the final report to 

LSCFN. Content to write a grant proposal for another digital storytelling workshop was also 

included in the final report. A link to the completed mini-movies is posted on the LSCFN website 

(http://www.LSCFN.ca). 

2.7.2   Research assistant training workshop 

In conversation about ethical research engagement with the Yukon College Carmacks 

Campus Coordinator, we determined that conducting a workshop for community research 

assistants, with a focus on the relationship between community researchers and visiting researchers 

would support efforts to decolonize the research practice and First Nations governments’ efforts to 

build research capacity within their communities10. The workshop, titled Research Assistant Training: 

Introduction to Conducting Interviews was presented from April 12 to April 13, 2016. Three LSCFN 

citizens, as well as three staff members from Nacho Nyäk Dun First Nation, attended the two-day 

workshop. Due to other activities taking place in Carmacks, none of the research assistants hired for 

the research project were able to attend the workshop. One of the goals of the workshop was to 

provide participants with hands-on experience in conducting interviews and building their existing 

skills and vocabulary for working with visiting researchers who are often not from the community. 

The workshop curriculum consisted of four themes, including an introduction to conducting 

research; a comparison of community ethics and academic research ethics; how to communicate and 

obtain participant consent; and suggestions for conducting interviews with Elders (see Appendix E 

for the call for workshop participants and the course agenda).  

The workshop content drew on existing resources relevant to Yukon. For example, the 

Executive Director of the Arctic Institute of Community-Based Research gave a presentation via 

Skype on doing good research in the North (see Van Bibber & George, 2012). An LSCFN Elder 

 
10 In addition to these conversations, a LSCFN citizen drew attention to questionable ethical engagement by visiting 
consultants and concern for the safety for citizens hired to assist these individuals. The concerns raised by the citizen 
mirrored ethical issues associated with visiting researchers working with Indigenous communities in which research 
assistants can be subject to harms and violence (Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Mistry et al., 2015; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012).  

http://www.lscfn.ca/


 

  

 

63 

shared thoughts and considerations on conducting interviews with Elders and addressed 

participants’ concerns about speaking with Elders, which can be intimidating at times. A section on 

research assistants’ expectations and rights was included to address concerns about the power 

visiting researchers exercise, the potential for harm to community research assistants, and the “triple 

subjectivity” 11 that comes with relationships among a research assistant, the researcher, and the 

research participants (see Mistry et al., 2015; Turner, 2010). During this part of the workshop, 

participants shared stories and concerns related to the expectations of visiting researchers and 

consultants12 working in their community. Some participants stated that they felt the expectations of 

researchers and consultants who are not from or familiar with the community were at times contrary 

to the expectations or cultural codes of the community. Workshop participants asked who is 

responsible for monitoring the ethical behaviour of the visiting researchers or consultants, a 

question that remained unanswered. Participants also expressed the desire to organize further 

opportunities to discuss the topic of ethical engagement and monitoring ethical research practice of 

visiting researchers. During the workshop, a question was raised whether Yukon First Nations have 

a code of ethics and how these ethics are communicated to citizens and visiting researchers. A round 

table was conducted at the end of the workshop, in which this question, along with other participant 

concerns were discussed (see Table 2-7 for participant observations). 

  

 
11 Triple subjectivity is the interaction among the researcher, research assistants, and research participants. Mistry et al. 
(2015) identify overlapping ethical dilemmas for research assistants. In this chapter, and in the section on data collection, 
I note the benefits of and challenges for participants to speak with individuals from their home community and the 
potential harms to both the interviewer and interviewee.  
12 Consultants were included as they appear to elicit the same disdain and/or concern that is associated with visiting 
researchers. 
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Table 2-7. Observations and Participant Comments from the Research Assistant Training Workshop (Carmacks 
April 12 -13, 2016) 

Observations and Participant Comments 

• Protocols between visiting researchers and communities are not clear.  

• There is no First Nations’ governing body overseeing research conducted with Yukon First Nations.  

• There is no way to determine what research is going on in the territory. 

• The content of the course has application for First Nation governance departments. 

• Research led by First Nations can be challenging because of lack of time, and monetary and human 
resources.  

• There is a lack of understanding of the benefits associated with community-driven research.  

 

The workshop was facilitated through a number of partnerships. Funding to support 

participant travel was secured through Resources and Sustainable Development in the Arctic 

(ReSDA); and Yukon College offered accreditation for the course and provided the space to host 

the workshop. Another graduate student, Vanessa Sloan Morgan, assisted in the curriculum 

development and implementation. 

2.8   Concluding Thoughts 

In this chapter, I have outlined the relationship guiding the research in the following 

chapters, a description of the data collection, analysis, and other research activities. As a student 

engaging in academic research later in life, I brought prior experience of employing a participatory 

research approach and mediating research relationships between visiting scholars and a First Nation 

community. Entering a community as an academic researcher, however, made me rethink the 

relationships formed between a First Nation community and an academic researcher of settler 

descent and how I approached this research relationship. Applying my conceptual framework to the 

methodology enabled me to reflect on my position, power, and contributions. Reflecting on the 

responsibility to decolonize the research process and give attention to the ideological assumptions 

that reify health disparities, I took seriously my role to be in service to the First Nations and support 

existing work by Yukon First Nations.  
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 WHO IS RESEARCH SERVING? A SYSTEMATIC REALIST REVIEW OF 
CIRCUMPOLAR ENVIRONMENT-RELATED INDIGENOUS HEALTH LITERATURE 

Role of Chapter in the Dissertation 

Chapter 3 addresses the research objective to: Characterize peer reviewed literature focused 

on environment-related Indigenous health and well-being. This chapter supports the dissertation 

thesis by identifying the underlying assumptions and taken-for-granted ways of organizing, 

conducting, and disseminating research and knowledge. The questions asked of the research in this 

chapter serves to contextualize the research that informs mining governance and the mechanisms 

assessed in Chapter 5. The question asked here also enables a parallel question—are governance 

mechanisms able to serve Northern Indigenous governments— to be implied in Chapter 5. Chapter 

3 also provides the justification for the research approach guiding this dissertation and detailed in 

Chapter 2. 

 
 
Published in a Peer-Review Journal 

Jones, J., Cunsolo, A., & Harper, S. L. (2018). Who is research serving? A systematic realist 

review of circumpolar environment-related Indigenous health literature. PLoS ONE, 13(5), 

e0196090.  

  



 

  

 

70 

ABSTRACT 

Addressing factors leading to health disparities in the Circumpolar North require approaches 

that consider and address the social determinants of health including the impact of settler contact 

and settler colonialism. The processes of settler colonialism continue to manifest in the 

marginalization of Indigenous knowledge, particularly its use in research; however, Indigenous 

populations have moved from being research subjects to leaders and consumers of environmental 

health research. Given the tensions that exist between how health research is conducted, how the 

results are mobilized, and who has control and access to the results, this chapter examines how peer-

reviewed environment-related Indigenous health research in the Circumpolar North is serving the 

needs of Indigenous communities, governments, and organizations. A modified systematic-realist 

literature review was conducted. Three databases were searched for peer-reviewed literature 

published from 2000 to 2015. Articles were included if the research focused on the intersection of 

the environment and health in Northern Canada and/or Alaska. A total of 960 unique records were 

screened for relevance, and 210 articles were analysed. Of these relevant articles, 19% discussed how 

Indigenous Peoples were engaged in the research. There was a significant increase in reporting 

participatory, community-based methods over time; the proportion of articles reporting community-

engagement varied by research topic; quantitative research articles were significantly less likely to 

report community-engaged methods; and most articles did not clearly report how the results were 

shared with the community. The results raise a number of questions for the field of Circumpolar 

environment-related Indigenous health research, including whether or how authors of peer-reviewed 

literature should (or should not) be obliged to describe how research is serving Northern Indigenous 

communities. The results intend to stimulate further conversations and bridge perceived 

dichotomies of quantitative/qualitative, settler/Indigenous, and empirical/community driven 

research approaches, as well as underlying assumptions that frame health research. 
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3.1  Introduction 

Despite the heterogeneity of Indigenous cultures and communities across the Circumpolar 

North, there is often a shared experience of health inequities stemming from the impact of settler 

contact and settler colonialism, including environmental displacement and dispossession, forced 

relocation, language and cultural erosion, and intergenerational trauma (Adelson, 2005; Cunsolo 

Willox et al., 2015; Czyzewski, 2011; de Leeuw, Maurice, Holyk, Greenwood, & Adam, 2012; 

Hackett, 2005; King, Smith, & Gracey, 2009; Kirmayer, Fletcher, & Watt, 2009; Reading & Wien, 

2013; Richmond & Ross, 2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014; Waldram, Young, & Herring, 2006; 

Young & Rawat, 2012). Inequities resulting from these socio-political realities include higher rates of 

infant mortality; infectious and chronic diseases; suicide; and lower life expectancies (Johnstone, 

2007; Richmond, 2009; Waldram et al., 2006). A challenge to those working in the health field —

including policy makers, practitioners, community leaders, and frontline workers—is to understand 

and promote health within these socio-political contexts (Adelson, 2005; Browne, 2005; Czyzewski, 

2011; King et al., 2009).  

Legacies of settler contact and process of settler colonialism manifest in the systemic 

marginalization of Indigenous knowledge, particularly its use in research (Castellano, 2004; 

Johnstone, 2007; Ninomiya & Pollock, 2017). For example, researchers have posited that the 

epistemological and praxiological divides between Indigenous knowledge and empirical positivist 

thought have manifested in research approaches (Agrawal, 1995; Cameron, Andersson, McDowell, 

& Ledogar, 2010; Smylie & Firestone, 2015; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). In many cases, empirical 

approaches to health research are challenged to consider a holistic understanding of Indigenous 

health (Smylie & Firestone, 2015). Indeed, metrics applied to measure Indigenous health often do 

not reflect Indigenous conceptualizations of health, as these metrics often originate in settler-

informed reductionist research traditions. Such health research approaches may reify the 

objectification and marginalization of Indigenous knowledge contributions through the positioning 

of Indigenous knowledge as anecdotal, tokenistic, or unscientific, supporting the erasure of 

Indigenous knowledge from consideration (Cunsolo Willox, Harper, Edge, & Rigolet Inuit 

Community Government, 2012; Kovach, 2009; O'Neil, Elias, & Wastesicoot, 2005). Indeed, many 

Indigenous communities have expressed experiences of being ‘researched to death,’ positioned only 

as subjects of research, resulting in research that does not respond to local priorities, nor incorporate 

Indigenous ways of knowing (Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Coombes, Johnson, & Howitt, 2014; 

Kowal & Paradies, 2005; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). 
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Indigenous Peoples worldwide, however, have not sat idly watching research define 

Indigenous health disparities; Indigenous groups and researchers are challenging settler-informed 

traditions to research (O'Neil et al., 2005; Snijder, Shakeshaft, Wagemakers, Stephens, & Calabria, 

2015; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Today, many Indigenous organizations are positioned to develop 

research projects through meaningful partnerships with researchers, universities, and/or institutes. 

Indeed, modern-day treaties have positioned Indigenous communities and governments to 

increasingly take control over the direction of Indigenous health research (Rigney, 1999; Schnarch, 

2004; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Still, tensions exist between how health research is conducted, how the 

results are mobilized, and who has control and access to the research results (Ball & Janyst, 2008; 

Bull, 2010; Ninomiya & Pollock, 2017). Additionally, research is often fraught with challenges that 

may act as barriers for Indigenous community-led health research, including: lack of funding to 

support community engagement in proposal development; timelines that do not allow for 

community engagement in research decision making processes; the frequent requirement that the 

principle investigator must be affiliated with a university; and tensions between qualitative and 

quantitative approaches (Cameron et al., 2010; Cochran et al., 2008; Gibson & Lund, 2012; Snijder 

et al., 2015) .   

This literature review uses a systematic realist approach (defined in section 3.2) to consider 

these challenges and aims to understand how peer-reviewed environment-related Indigenous health 

research conducted in Northern Canada and the United States (Alaska) is serving the needs of 

Indigenous communities, governments, and organizations. Specifically, the following questions were 

asked of literature focused on northern environment-related Indigenous health: 

1. Does northern environment-related Indigenous health research speak to priorities 

communicated by Indigenous communities, governments, and organizations? How is 

this communicated in articles?  

2. How can Indigenous communities, governments, and organizations access articles about 

environment-related health research conducted in the communities that they serve? 

3. How do authors communicate the way in which the research results were used or 

applied by Indigenous communities, governments, or organizations? 

This paper seeks to stimulate conversations between and among health researchers, 

Circumpolar Indigenous communities, governments, health practitioners, and policy makers to 

identify methodologies that draw upon strengths from different research approaches; promote 

engagement with the communities, organizations, and governments; and respond to health and 

environment priorities of a changing North. While this paper examined research from the 
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Circumpolar North, the findings, implications, and calls for future discussion apply to other 

Indigenous communities worldwide. 

3.2  Materials and Methods  

This research was conducted through a systematic realist literature review approach (SRLR) 

(Greenhalgh, Wong, Westhorp, & Pawson, 2011; Kirst & O’Campo, 2012; Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, 

& Altman, 2009; Okoli & Schabram, 2011; Pawson, Greenhalgh, Harvey, & Walshe, 2005). 

Systematic literature reviews identify, screen, and synthesize large amounts of data through a 

transparent, comprehensive, and reproducible process (Moher et al., 2009, p. 264). A realist literature 

review focuses on analyses of the underlying context of the literature, synthesis of data, and analysis 

of data by asking the who, what, why, and how questions of the literature (Kirst & O’Campo, 2012; 

Macaulay et al., 2011). This review method considers the larger context of the concepts, constructs, 

motivations, and underlying theory that are shaping the research articles (Kirst & O’Campo, 2012). 

As such, a systematic realist literature review facilitates an analysis that is more explanatory in nature, 

discovers crosscutting themes across the literature to deepen understanding, strengthens critical 

analysis of the topics studied, and searches for common underlying mechanisms (Kirst & O’Campo, 

2012; Okoli & Schabram, 2011; Pawson et al., 2005).  

This SRLR drew upon methods outlined in the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 

reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines to systematically search the literature and identify 

relevant articles, while the realist approach was used to analyze and synthesize the articles included 

for review (Moher et al., 2009; O'Connor, Anderson, Goodell, & Sargeant, 2014; Okoli & Schabram, 

2011; Welch et al., 2013). The realist approach was operationalised in this review by evaluating each 

article against community engagement criteria (see section 3.2.2) as a proxy for whom research was 

serving.  

3.2.1  Search strategy 

A search strategy aimed to identify English-language peer-reviewed articles published 

between January 1, 2000 and August 30, 2015 about research conducted in Northern Canada and 

Alaska (see Figure 3-1), focusing on environment-related Indigenous health issues. In consultation 

with a health research librarian, a search string was developed (Table 3-1) and used to search 

PubMed, Web of Science, and CAB Direct. Records were uploaded into EndNote X7, and de-

duplicated.   
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Figure 3-1. Geographical Focus of the Systematic Realist Literature Review: Northern Canada and Alaska, USA. 

 
Table 3-1. The Search Terms used in Three Electronic Bibliographic Databases to Identify Articles for the Systematic 
Realist Literature Review on Circumpolar Environment-Related Indigenous Health Research (2000 – 2015) 

Bibliographic 
Databases 

Search String 

PubMed ((environment*) AND ((Circumpolar OR arctic OR Alaska OR “Northern Canada” Or 
Nunavut OR “Northwest Territories” OR Yukon OR Nunatsiavut OR Nunavik OR “Inuit 
Nunangat” OR Inuvialuit))) AND ((((Aboriginal OR indigenous OR “first nation*” OR Inuit* 
OR Inupiat* OR Eskimo* OR Aleut OR native OR Kalaallit OR Tlingit OR tsimshian OR haida 
OR Gwitchin OR Dene OR athabaskan* OR esquimaux))) OR (("Indians, North 
American"[Mesh]) OR "Inuits"[Mesh])) Filters: Publication date from 2000/01/01 to 
2015/12/31; English 
 

CAB Direct  ((Circumpolar OR arctic OR Alaska OR “Northern Canada” Or Nunavut OR “Northwest 
Territories” OR Yukon OR Nunatsiavut OR Nunavik OR “Inuit Nunangat” OR Inuvialuit) AND 
(Aboriginal OR indigenous OR “first nation*” OR Inuit* OR Inupiat* OR Eskimo* OR Aleut 
OR native OR Kalaallit OR Tlingit OR tsimshian OR haida OR Gwitchin OR Dene OR 
athabaskan* OR esquimaux) AND (health) AND la:(En OR English) AND yr:[2000 TO 2015]) 
NOT ((animal)) 
 

Web of ScienceTM  (Circumpolar OR arctic OR Alaska OR “Northern Canada” Or Nunavut OR “Northwest 
Territories” OR Yukon OR Nunatsiavut OR Nunavik OR “Inuit Nunangat” OR Inuvialuit) AND 
TOPIC: (Aboriginal OR indigenous OR “first nation*” OR Inuit* OR Inupiat* OR Eskimo* OR 
Aleut OR native OR Kalaallit OR Tlingit OR tsimshian OR haida OR Gwitchin OR Dene OR 
athabaskan* OR esquimaux) AND TOPIC: (health) AND TOPIC: (environment) 
Timespan: 2000-2015. Search language=English    
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3.2.2  Relevance screening and eligibility criteria 

Relevance screening consisted of two steps. First, titles, abstracts, and keywords were 

screened for relevance. Relevant records proceeded to a second step, which involved screening the 

full-text of each article. In both steps, records were reviewed by two independent reviewers against 

inclusion/exclusion criteria that were developed a priori (Table 3-2). Reviewers met to discuss and 

resolve conflicts. All relevant full-text articles proceeded to data extraction and analysis. 

 

Table 3-2. Summary of Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria used to Identify Circumpolar Environment-Related 
Indigenous Health Research (2000-2015). 

Criteria Inclusion Criteria Detail 
Level 1 Screening: 
Screening Titles and 
Abstracts 

Level 2 Screening: 
Screening the Full 
Text of Articles 

Geographical 
Criteria 

The study occurred only in Nunatsiavut, 
Nunavik, Nunavut, Inuvialuit, and/or Alaska 
(see Figure 2-1) 

  

The study did not include a non-circumpolar 
region (e.g. studies examining Canada would 
be excluded, even if Nunavut was covered in 
the study) 

  

The study location was unclear   
Human Health 
Criteria 

Any facet of human health and/or wellbeing 
was mentioned   

A focus on human health was unclear   
Population 
Criteria 

The study included Indigenous Peoples   
The study did not include non-Indigenous 
Peoples   

The study population was unclear   
Language and 
Date Criteria 

An English version of the title and/or abstract 
was available   

The study was published during or after 2000   
Study Design 
Criteria 

The article was a primary research study (e.g. a 
literature review, commentary, and non-
research articles are excluded) 

  

The article was peer-reviewed.   

 

3.2.3  Data extraction and analysis 

Data were extracted from relevant articles (see Appendix F for data extraction questions). 

Exact logistic regressions examined the effect of variables (i.e. year, location, research topic, 

methodologies) on the odds of articles reporting community-engaged approaches (i.e. Indigenous 

authorship, acknowledging Indigenous contributors, explicitly stating the use of participatory 
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methods, obtaining permission by and participation from local organizations, and results-sharing 

frequencies and strategies).  

Articles that described how Indigenous communities, governments, and/or organizations 

were engaged in the research process were thematically analyzed. In the qualitative thematic analysis 

of the articles that described a community’s engagement with the research, indicators were 

developed based on the “4Rs” of Indigenous research—respect, relevance, reciprocity and 

responsibility—and the First Nations-developed research principles of ownership, control, access 

and possession (OCAP™) (Castellano, 2004). Codes captured: community partners or organizations 

engagement in the research; initiation of research and by whom; limitations identified by the 

author(s) related to working with a community or region; research use by the community; and 

description of results mobilization within the community or with the partnering Indigenous 

organization.  

3.3 Results 

3.3.1  Description of circumpolar environment-related Indigenous health literature 

A total of 210 articles met the inclusion criteria (Figure 3-2). From these environment-

related Indigenous health research articles (n=210); the number of publications increased over time; 

most studies took place in Nunavut (28.1%), Nunavik (27.6%), and/or Alaska (26.7%); the most 

common topic was environmental contaminants (41.9%) and the majority of articles used 

quantitative research methods (75.2%) (Table 3-3). Community-engaged research was mentioned in 

80 articles (38%).  

A total of 80 articles were screened for thematic analysis, after exclusions, 39 articles (18.6%) 

were reviewed for detailed descriptions of how Indigenous communities, governments, or 

organizations were engaged in the research.  

To aid with the analysis, Table 3-4 lists the 39 articles screened for thematic analysis. An 

article identification number (ID) is attached to each journal article. The ID number is used in 

replacement of the author citation in the results section. This step is included to avoid long lists of 

author names when identifying articles that meet certain criteria.  
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Figure 3-2. Search Strategy and Results for Systematic Realist Literature review. 

 

Table 3-3. A Summary of Articles Attributes for all Studies that Examined Health and Environments in the 
Circumpolar North (2000 - 2015). 

Article Attributes Total Number 
of Articles 

Proportion of all Health 
and Environment 

Articles (%) 

Number of Articles 
Reporting 

Participatory 
Methods 

Proportion of 
Articles Reporting 

Participatory 
Methods in the 

Category (%) 
Participatory, community-
based, or other methods 
that engage the community 
in the study were used  

80 38.10% 

  

Region*     

Nunavik   58 27.60% 9 15.52% 
Nunavut 59 28.10% 35 59.32% 
Northwest territories 40 19.00% 25 62.50% 
Nunatsiavut  30 14.30% 22 73.33% 
Yukon  17 8.10% 10 58.82% 
Alaska  56 26.70% 17 30.36% 

Records identified though data base searches: 1140 

Pub Med: 511
Web of Science: 263
Cab Direct: 366

Screened for relevance: 963

Full text assessed 
for eligibility: 295

Studies included in qualitative analysis: 39
Studies included in quantitative analysis: 210

Duplicated removed: 177

Full text articles 
excluded with 
reasons: 753 
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Year of publication     

2000 3 1.40% 0 0.00% 
2001 5 2.40% 0 0.00% 
2002 4 1.90% 2 50.00% 
2003 5 2.40% 0 0.00% 
2004 7 3.30% 3 42.86% 
2005 8 3.80% 2 25.00% 
2006 17 8.10% 5 29.41% 
2007 9 4.30% 6 66.67% 
2008 14 6.70% 3 21.43% 
2009 12 5.70% 4 33.33% 
2010 19 9.00% 10 52.63% 
2011 24 11.40% 11 45.83% 
2012 22 10.50% 10 45.45% 
2013 24 11.40% 7 29.17% 
2014 25 11.90% 12 48.00% 
2015 12 5.70% 5 41.67% 

Topic*     

Environmental 
contaminants  

88 41.90% 18 20.45% 

Nutrition and food 
security  71 

33.80% 
47 66.20% 

Environmental risks and 
resilience  

39 18.60% 30 76.92% 

Climate change impacts 
on health  

22 10.50% 20 90.91% 

Environment-related 
unintentional   injury  14 

6.70% 
11 78.57% 

Methods  
 

  

Quantitative 158 75.20% 40 25.32% 
Qualitative 38 18.10% 30 78.95% 
Qualitative and 
quantitative methods 14 6.70% 10 71.42% 

Open-access articles 100 47.60% 50 50.00% 
Indigenous organization(s) 
was/were listed as a co-
author 

60 28.60% 36 60.00% 

Community members or 
governments were 
mentioned in the 
acknowledgment section 

142 67.60% 68 47.89% 

Permission from a local 
organization was explicitly 
reported 

106 50.50% 66 62.26% 

Article reported how the 
results were shared with the 
community 

31 14.80% 29 93.55% 
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Table 3-4. List of 39 Articles Included in the Thematic Analysis with an Article Identification Number Used in 
Replace of Author Citations in the Results Section 

Article 
ID 

Articles analyzed for how Indigenous communities, governments, or organizations were engaged in 
the research 

301 Bird, S. M., Wiles, J. L., Okalik, L., Kilabuk, J., & Egeland, G. M. (2008). Living with diabetes on Baffin 
Island: Inuit storytellers share their experiences. Canadian Journal of Public Health, 99(1), 17-21.  

302 Brubaker, M., Berner, J., Chavan, R., & Warren, J. (2011). Climate change and health effects in 
Northwest Alaska. Global Health Action, 4.  

303 Burger, J., & Gochfeld, M. (2009). Changes in Aleut Concerns Following the Stakeholder‐Driven 
Amchitka Independent Science Assessment. Risk Analysis, 29(8), 1156-1169.  

304 Burger, J., Gochfeld, M., & Pletnikoff, K. (2009). Collaboration versus communication: The Department 
of Energy's Amchitka Island and the Aleut Community. Environmental Research, 109(4), 503-510.  

305 Chan, H. M., Fediuk, K., Hamilton, S., Rostas, L., Caughey, A., Kuhnlein, H., Egeland,G., Loring, E. (2006). 
Food security in Nunavut, Canada: barriers and recommendations. International Journal of 
Circumpolar Health, 65(5), 416-431.  

306 Chandler, B. A., & Berger, L. R. (2002). The financial burden of injury-related hospitalizations to an 
Alaska Native health system. Alaska Medicine, 44(2), 30-34.  

307 Couture, A., Levesque, B., Dewailly, E., Muckle, G., Dery, S., & Proulx, J. F. (2012). Lead exposure in 
Nunavik: from research to action. International Journal of Circumpolar Health, 71, 18591 

308 Cunsolo Willox, A., Harper, S. L., Ford, J. D., Edge, V. L., Landman, K., Houle, K., Blake, S., Wolfrey, C. 
(2013). Climate change and mental health: an exploratory case study from Rigolet, Nunatsiavut, 
Canada. Climatic Change, 121(2), 255-270.  

309 Cunsolo Willox, A., Harper, S. L., Ford, J. D., Landman, K., Houle, K., Edge, V. L., & the Rigolet 
Community Government. (2012). "From this place and of this place:" climate change, sense of place, 
and health in Nunatsiavut, Canada. Social Science & Medicine, 75(3), 538-547. 

310 Daley, K., Castleden, H., Jamieson, R., Furgal, C., & Ell, L. (2014). Municipal water quantities and health 
in Nunavut households: an exploratory case study in Coral Harbour, Nunavut, Canada. International 
Journal of Circumpolar Health, 73, 1-10.  

311 Douglas, V., Chan, H. M., Wesche, S., Dickson, C., Kassi, N., Netro, L., & Williams, M. (2014). 
Reconciling traditional knowledge, food security, and climate change: experience from Old Crow, YT, 
Canada. Progress in Community Health Partnerships, 8(1), 21-27.  

312 Durkalec, A., Furgal, C., Skinner, M. W., & Sheldon, T. (2015). Climate change influences on 
environment as a determinant of Indigenous health: Relationships to place, sea ice, and health in 
an Inuit community. Social Science & Medicine, 136-137,17-26. 

313 Durkalec, A., Furgal, C., Skinner, M. W., & Sheldon, T. (2014). Investigating Environmental 
Determinants of Injury and Trauma in the Canadian North. International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health, 11(2), 1536-1548.  

314 Fillion, M., Laird, B., Douglas, V., Van Pelt, L., Archie, D., & Chan, H. M. (2014). Development of a 
strategic plan for food security and safety in the Inuvialuit Settlement Region, International Journal of 
Circumpolar Health, 73, 25091.  

315 Flint, C. G., Robinson, E. S., Kellogg, J., Ferguson, G., Boufajreldin, L., Dolan, M., Raskin, I., Lila, M. A. 
(2011). Promoting wellness in Alaskan villages: integrating traditional knowledge and science of wild 
berries. EcoHealth, 8(2), 199-209.  

316 Fontaine, J., Dewailly, E., Benedetti, J. L., Pereg, D., Ayotte, P., & Dery, S. (2008). Re-evaluation of 
blood mercury, lead and cadmium concentrations in the Inuit population of Nunavik (Quebec): a 
cross-sectional study. Environmental Health, 7, 25.  

317 Friendship, K. A., & Furgal, C. M. (2012). The role of Indigenous knowledge in environmental health 
risk management in Yukon, Canada. International Journal of Circumpolar Health, 71, 19003. 

318 Furgal, C., & Seguin, J. (2006). Climate change, health, and vulnerability in Canadian northern 
Aboriginal communities. Environmental Health Perspectives, 114(12), 1964-1970.  
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319 Gibson, G., Martin, J., Zoe, J. B., Edwards, K., & Gibson, N. (2007). Setting our minds to it: community-
centred research for health policy development in Northern Canada. Pimatisiwin - A Journal of 
Aboriginal and Indigenous Community Health, 5(2), 33-54.  

320 Giles, A. R., Castleden, H., & Baker, A. C. (2010). "We listen to our Elders. You live longer that way": 
Examining aquatic risk communication and water safety practices in Canada's North. Health & Place, 
16(1), 1-9.  

321 Goldhar, C., Bell, T., & Wolf, J. (2014). Vulnerability to Freshwater Changes in the Inuit Settlement 
Region of Nunatsiavut, Labrador: A Case Study from Rigolet. Arctic, 67(1), 71-83.   

322 Guyot, M., Dickson, C., Paci, C., Furgal, C., & Chan, H. M. (2006). Local observations of climate change 
and impacts on traditional food security in two northern Aboriginal communities. International Journal 
of Circumpolar Health, 65(5), 403-415.  

323 Harper, S. L., Edge, V. L., & Cunsolo Willox, A. (2012). ‘Changing Climate, Changing Health, Changing 
Stories’ Profile: Using an EcoHealth Approach to Explore Impacts of Climate Change on Inuit Health. 
EcoHealth, 9(1), 89-101.  

324 Harper, S. L., Edge, V. L., Ford, J., Thomas, M. K., & McEwen, S. A. (2015). Lived experience of acute 
gastrointestinal illness in Rigolet, Nunatsiavut: "Just suffer through it". Social Science Medicine, 126, 
86-98.  

325 Jones, J., Nix, N. A., & Snyder, E. H. (2014). Local perspectives of the ability of HIA stakeholder 
engagement to capture and reflect factors that impact Alaska Native health. International Journal of 
Circumpolar Health, 73, 24411.  

326 Lanier, A. P., Redwood, D. G., & Kelly, J. J. (2012). The Alaska Education and Research Towards Health 
(EARTH) Study: cancer risk factors. Journal of Cancer Education, 27(1 Suppl), S80-85. 

327 Mead, E., Gittelsohn, J., Kratzmann, M., Roache, C., & Sharma, S. (2010). Impact of the changing food 
environment on dietary practices of an Inuit population in Arctic Canada. Journal of Human Nutrition 
& Dietetics, 23 Suppl 1, 18-26.  

328 Mead, E. L., Gittelsohn, J., Roache, C., Corriveau, A., & Sharma, S. (2013). A community-based, 
environmental chronic disease prevention intervention to improve healthy eating psychosocial factors 
and behaviors in indigenous populations in the Canadian Arctic. Health Education & Behavior, 40(5), 
592-602.  

329 Messier, V., Levesque, B., Proulx, J. F., Rochette, L., Serhir, B., Couillard, M., Ward, B. J., Libman, M. D., 
Dewailly, E., & Dery, S. (2012). Seroprevalence of seven zoonotic infections in Nunavik, Quebec 
(Canada). Zoonoses Public Health, 59(2), 107-117. 

330 Mohatt, G. V., Rasmus, S. M., Thomas, L., Allen, J., Hazel, K., & Hensel, C. (2004). "Tied together like a 
woven hat:" Protective pathways to Alaska native sobriety. Harm Reduction Journal, 1(1), 10.  

331 Organ, J., Castleden, H., Furgal, C., Sheldon, T., & Hart, C. (2014). Contemporary programs in support 
of traditional ways: Inuit perspectives on community freezers as a mechanism to alleviate pressures of 
wild food access in Nain, Nunatsiavut. Health Place, 30, 251-259.  

332 Parlee, B., Berkes, F., & Teetl'it Gwich'in Renewable Resources, C. (2005). Health of the land, health of 
the people: A case study on Gwich'in berry harvesting in northern Canada. EcoHealth, 2(2), 127-137.  

333 Peace, D. M., & Myers, E. (2012). Community-based Participatory Process - Climate Change and Health 
Adaptation Program for Northern First Nations and Inuit in Canada. International Journal of 
Circumpolar Health, 71.  

334 Pearce, T., Smit, B., Duerden, F., Ford, J. D., Goose, A., & Kataoyak, F. (2010). Inuit vulnerability and 
adaptive capacity to climate change in Ulukhaktok, Northwest Territories, Canada. Polar Record, 
46(02), 157-177.  

335 Racicot-Matta, C., Wilcke, M., & Egeland, G. M. (2014). Development of radio dramas for health 
communication pilot intervention in Canadian Inuit communities. Health Promotions International. 31 
(1), 175 -186. 

336 Sharma, S. (2010). Assessing diet and lifestyle in the Canadian Arctic Inuit and Inuvialuit to inform a 
nutrition and physical activity intervention programme. Journal Human Nutrition & Dietetics, 23 Suppl 
1, 5-17. x 
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337 Sharma, S., Gittelsohn, J., Rosol, R., & Beck, L. (2010). Addressing the public health burden caused by 
the nutrition transition through the Healthy Foods North nutrition and lifestyle intervention 
programme. Journal of Human Nutrition & Dietetics, 23 Suppl 1, 120-127.  

338 Tyrrell, M. (2006). Making sense of contaminants: A case study of Arviat, Nunavut. Arctic, 59(4), 370-
380.   

339 Wesche, S., Schuster, R. C., Tobin, P., Dickson, C., Matthiessen, D., Graupe, S., Williams, M., Chan, H. 
M. (2011). Community-based health research led by the Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation. International 
Journal of Circumpolar Health, 70(4), 396-406.  

 

3.3.2 Does published research speak to northern priorities?  

3.3.2.1  Articles reporting community-engagement varied by time, location, topic, and 
method. 

Of all the environment-related Indigenous health research articles (n=210 articles), some 

publications mentioned using participatory, community-based research (CBPR) methods to engage 

the community in the study (38.1%) (Table 3-3). A modest, but statistically significant, increase in 

articles reporting CBPR methods was observed over time (see Figure 3-3A). Research conducted in 

Nunatsiavut was significantly more likely to report CBPR methods (see Figure 3-5). While Nunavik 

had one of the highest numbers of environment-related Indigenous health research articles 

published, it was significantly less likely to report using CBPR methods (9/58 articles; 16%; see 

Figure 3-4A and Table 3-3). Articles about nutrition and food security, climate change impacts on 

health, and environmental risks and resilience had significantly higher odds of reporting CBPR 

methods when compared to other topics (see Figures 3-4B and 3-6). For example, while research 

about environmental contaminants was the most common research topic, it was significantly less 

likely to report CBPR methods compared to other topics (Figures 3-4B and 3-6). While quantitative 

methods were used in the large majority of health and environment articles (158/210 articles; 75%; 

Figure 3-4), they were significantly less likely to report using CPBR methods compared to qualitative 

research (40/158 articles; 25%).  
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Figure 3-3. Circumpolar Health and Environment Articles Attributes that Indicate some form of Community 
Involvement Over Time with a Linear Trend Line. Significant trends over time are marked with "*". 
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Figure 3-4. Proportion of Circumpolar Health and Environment Articles Reporting Community-Engaged Methods by 
(A) Region, (B) Research Topic, and (C) Research Methods. 
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Figure 3-5. Multivariable Exact Logistic Regression Examining Associations Between Location and Various 
Indicators of Community-Engaged Research. 

Of the articles identifying the engagement of the community in the research (n=39), 

information detailing how the regional or local Indigenous governing organization was involved, 

oversaw, or made aware of the research beyond citizens being research subjects was not consistently 

noted . If noted, this information was in the background to the research (n=16/39) (302, 306, 307, 

311, 312, 314, 315, 318, 319, 323, 331, 332, 337, 238, 339) the method section (n=29/39) (301, 303, 

304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 319, 320, 321, 322, 324, 325, 326, 

327, 328, 329, 331, 323, 335), and/or in the results section (n=3/39) (319, 320, 326) of the articles. 
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A number of diverse ways were employed to identify the role of the local or regional Indigenous 

governing organization in the research including the development of a research or advisory board 

(305, 312, 321, 330, 335); identifying research as a ‘collaboration’ or ‘partnership’ with an Indigenous 

organization or government (303, 307, 310, 311, 313, 315, 328, 332, 333, 334, 336, 337, 339); and/or 

noting a workshop was hosted to engage or share information with the Indigenous government or 

organization (314, 317, 333). Of the articles that detailed the role of community in the research, 33% 

(n=13/39 articles) explicitly indicated that the research was community-initiated or community-led 

(301, 307, 308, 309, 312, 319, 323, 324, 330, 331, 335, 339). Community-initiated or -led was 

described as awarding the research funding to a local Indigenous government (308, 323), the 

principal investigator being the local Indigenous government (339), or a collaboration resulting from 

a previous working relationship between the academic researchers and the community (311, 327, 

339). 

3.3.2.2  Indigenous authorship was uncommon. 

Indigenous authorship on papers increased over time, with Nunatsiavut, Nunavut, Yukon, 

and Alaska having higher proportions of articles authored by Indigenous people, organizations, or 

governments. Research reporting on nutrition and food security were significantly more likely to 

have Indigenous authorship compared to other topics (Figure 3-6), while research reporting the use 

of quantitative methods was significantly less likely to have Indigenous authorship compared to 

qualitative research (Figure 3-7). 

Of the articles detailing the engagement of a community within the research (n=39 articles), 

74% (n=29) listed a co-author with affiliation to an Indigenous community, government, or 

organization. Examples of author affiliation included: Indigenous governments (301, 307, 308, 311, 

312, 313, 314, 319, 321, 323, 324, 327, 332, 335, 339); Indigenous focused health boards (302, 307, 

315, 316, 326, 329); community liaisons (310, 334, 337); or an Indigenous-led research organization 

(301, 304, 311, 322). In 10% (n=4) of these articles, the name of the Indigenous organization that 

partnered in the research (and not an individual representing the Indigenous organization), was listed 

as the author (309, 323, 324, 332). 77% (n=30) of articles acknowledged the regional or local 

Indigenous government or organization in an acknowledgement section (302, 303, 304, 306, 307, 

308, 309, 310, 311, 313, 314, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 328, 329, 330, 332, 

333, 334, 335, 336). Only one article (1/39 articles) did not include an Indigenous author affiliation 

or an Indigenous acknowledged contributor (338). 
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Figure 3-6. Multivariable Exact Logistic Regression Examining Association Between Research Topic and Various 
Indicators of Community-Engaged Research. 
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Figure 3-7. Multivariable Exact Logistic Regression Association Between Research Methods and Various Indicators 
of Community-Engaged Research. 

3.3.2.3 Community consent was inconsistently identified. 

Over time, there were modest but significant increases in reporting that Indigenous 

organizations granted permission to conduct research (Figure 3-3D). Research conducted in 

Nunatsiavut was significantly more likely to report the granting of local permission to conduct 

research compared to other regions (Figure 3-5).  While research on nutrition and food security were 

significantly more likely to report granting of local permission to conduct research, research on 

environmental contaminants was significantly less likely to report this permission compared to other 

research topics (Figure 3-6). 

Of the articles that provided detailed information about engagement of a community in the 

research process, 56% (n=22/39) explicitly described receiving research approval or permission 

from an Indigenous community, government or organization (301, 305, 308, 309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 

315, 317, 319, 320, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 331, 334, 335, 336, 337). Additionally, 18% (n=7/39 

articles) did not clearly articulate the process of gaining permission by a local organization, but 

instead inferred community permission (303, 307, 322, 323, 330, 332, 339). The descriptions of 

inferred permission varied and included: collaborating with an Indigenous government or 
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community and/or working with a local advisory board (304, 305, 307, 310, 312, 313, 315, 321, 324, 

328, 330, 332, 334, 335, 336, 337, 339); a joint research-related intervention with an Indigenous 

organization (308, 309, 319, 321, 323, 335, 339); a signed agreement with the community (305, 322, 

332); and/or articulating the role of the Indigenous government or organization in the title of article 

(339). The descriptions of local permission were primarily reported in the article’s methods section, 

but also in an ethics section (317), a protocol section (303), and background section (304, 312).  

3.3.2.4  Were research results used by Indigenous communities, governments, or 
organizations? 

Few articles reported on sharing the results with the community (n=31/210 articles; 14.8%; 

Table 3-3); however, modest, but not significant, increases were observed over time (Figure 3-3 C). 

Research conducted in Nunavik, Nunavut, and Alaska were significantly less likely to report on 

knowledge mobilizations compared to other regions (Figure 3-5). Research on nutrition and food 

security as well as environmental risk and resilience were significantly more likely to report how 

results were shared compared to other research topics (Figure 3-6). Research using quantitative 

methods were significantly less likely to report how the research results were shared compared to 

qualitative research (Figure 3-7). 

Of the articles that detailed the engagement of a community in the research, many describe 

the dissemination of results  (66.7%, n=26/39) ( 301, 304, 305, 307, 308, 309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 

314, 315, 319, 321, 323, 324, 328, 330, 331, 332, 333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 339); however, there was 

no consistent method or section of the paper that this information commonly appeared. Examples 

of research mobilization include locally published booklets, reports, or DVDs (307, 315, 319, 321, 

323); and presentations to an Indigenous government (310). 

3.3.2.5  Can Indigenous communities, governments, and organizations access research 
results? 

 A modest decrease in the number of open-access articles was observed over time (Figure 3-

3). Nutrition and food security research was significantly more likely to be open-access; and research 

about environmental contaminants was significantly less likely to publish open-access articles 

compared to other research topics (Figure 3-6). 

Of the articles that detailed community-engaged methods, the majority of articles (87%, 

n=34/39) were accessible through some form of open-access (301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 307, 308, 

309, 310, 311, 312, 314, 315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 330, 331, 332, 

333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 338, 339). Of these open-access articles, 23% (n=9/34) were published in 

the International Journal of Circumpolar Health (305, 307, 310, 314, 317, 322, 325, 333, 339); 8% 
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(n=3/34) in EcoHealth (315, 323, 332); 8% (n=3/34) in Social Science and Medicine ( 308, 312, 324); and 

5% (n=2/39) in Arctic ( 321, 338). The remaining 50% (n=17/34) of open-access articles were either 

published in another open-access journal or a journal that has an open-access option (n=7/34) (301, 

308, 316, 319, 326, 330, 335), or made publicly available through a third party host (n=10/34) (302, 

303, 304, 311, 315, 318, 331, 334, 336, 337).  

3.4  Discussion 

Our findings suggest that reporting the relationship between researchers and Indigenous 

partners is not common practice in peer-reviewed environment-related health research in the 

Circumpolar North and, therefore, is not fully responding to a changing social and political climate 

in the North, which calls for the recognition of knowledge creation as a form of self-determination 

(Ninomiya & Pollock, 2017; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). This is an important consideration in challenging 

the legacies of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism. The creation of research as a form 

of self-determination is evident in the creation of self-governed territories, land claim settlement 

areas, and Indigenous health authorities, and has challenged the way in which decisions affecting the 

health of Indigenous Peoples are identified and addressed (Castellano, 2004; Jeffery, Abonyi, 

Labonte, Duncan, & Kanatami, 2006; Tsey et al., 2016). As Indigenous communities are positioned 

to determine what research is required to support and promote the health of their populations, the 

role of the researcher and the research they produce is also changing. As reported in a number of 

articles in this SRLR, Indigenous governments and organizations are in the position to seek out the 

expertise to support their own research agendas (301, 307, 308, 311, 319, 323, 328, 330, 331, 339); 

yet, few of these articles had Indigenous authorship.  

While research may be responding to community-defined priorities, this study found this is 

not frequently reported in peer-reviewed journal articles. In Canada, reporting on Indigenous 

leadership in defining the research is important given the recent national discourse on reconciliation 

and calls from Indigenous Peoples to actively decolonize research and ensure that Indigenous needs, 

priorities, and ways of knowing are respected, responded to, and included (Hunt, 2014; Tuhiwai 

Smith, 2012; Wilson, 2008). A key question from this research then becomes: how do non-

Indigenous researchers demonstrate their awareness of the changing socio-political environment and 

recognize the role of research in decolonization and reconciliation processes, and reflect and 

communicate this through peer-reviewed journal articles? 

Of note, articles reporting CBPR methods increased over time. Tenets of CBPR are 

generally understood to align with Indigenous research ethics, which include developing a 



 

  

 

90 

relationship with the community, attending to a process of mutual learning, and conducting research 

that responds to priorities identified by communities (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010; Castleden, 

Morgan, & Lamb, 2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). However, the application and interpretation of such 

tenets vary among those using CBPR methodologies (Castleden et al., 2012; Ninomiya & Pollock, 

2017). This study attempted to capture these variations, and analysed the degree of detail provided in 

the articles. For example, in one article, the authors outlined the engagement process and clearly 

indicated that the research was directed, overseen, and was important for the community (339). A 

different approach in another article involved the authors stating that the research reflected the 

interests of an Indigenous government and was the outcome of an ongoing relationship (313). These 

are two different approaches to identifying the role of the Indigenous governments in directing the 

research; however, both methods were published in a peer-review journals, identified the use of 

participatory or community engagement methods, and inferred knowledge, consent, and 

participation of the community. The reporting of this information helps clarify why the research was 

conducted, its relationship to the Indigenous community, and relevance for the community.  

Quantitative research was less likely to report any metric of community engagement 

examined in this review. These findings suggest that quantitative research journals do not require, 

encourage, and/or reward reporting on these methodologies, and reflects quantitative health 

research not developing, or having been slow to develop, culturally safe guidelines or methods for 

active community participation (Cameron et al., 2010). It could further suggest that those working 

within this methodology are not fully considering or understanding knowledge creation as a process 

of reinforcing a colonial construct of health researchers as knowledge creators, and Indigenous 

Peoples as subjects (Simpson, 2011; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; Wilson, 2008). This is particularly 

germane for all health research, which is historically grounded in positivism and often considered 

neutral and value free, denying recognition that decisions made are imbued with underlying 

assumptions, which historically, are based in settler epistemologies and research traditions (Cochran 

et al., 2008; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012).  

Given these realities, can it be expected that reporting community-engaged indicators could 

readdress the role of research in colonizing Indigenous Peoples? It might be suggested that this is a 

contributing factor to actively work towards decolonizing health research. Indeed, outlining the role 

that Indigenous organizations played in the development of research shifts the gaze to where power 

is generated and held, and challenges the generation of knowledge as solely the domain of academic 

institutions (Cameron et al., 2010; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Further, Indigenous governments and 

organizations can benefit from research that utilizes quantitative and/or qualitative approaches. If 
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this is generally understood and accepted, this research supports the position that a move towards 

detailed reporting of the role of Indigenous organizations and researchers should occur, regardless 

of research approach. 

 Also illuminated in this review is the lack of systematic or unifying method used to 

communicate how health research is responding to community-identified issues, and how the 

research has been used or applied by Indigenous communities. This absence could reflect the reality 

that describing and interpreting if and how a research project is indeed responding to community-

identified issues is both difficult to achieve and discern. Furthermore, this can also be challenging 

given journal word count limits. Articles in this review, specifically those applying tenets of CBPR, 

provide insight into how researchers can better communicate if and how health research is 

responding to Indigenous-identified priorities. A number of indicators that communicated the 

relationship between the research project and the Indigenous government or organization were 

identified in this SRLR. Depending on the requirements of the journal, this information could be 

placed in the introduction, methods, or ethics approval section. In the discussion or conclusion of 

an article, alongside suggestions for future research ideas, acknowledgement of the way in which 

results were mobilized with the partnering Indigenous organizations may also communicate the 

relationship between research project and Indigenous communities.  

Article authorship rarely included Indigenous authors (309, 323, 324, 332). The practice of 

identifying the community, government, or organization as an author, as opposed to an individual 

representing a community, government or organization, avoids essentializing or silencing Indigenous 

participation in research. The practice, if acceptable to the community, government, or organization, 

is a challenge to recognizing authorship as defined by academic institutions. Consideration of the 

limitations of  ‘recognition’ (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Coulthard, 2014; Hunt, 2014), then, may 

well provide the field of Circumpolar Indigenous health research further insight into who is defining 

Indigenous identity and how this shapes, upholds, challenges, or dismantles the distribution of 

power. Furthermore identifying a community, government, or organization as the author—while 

fraught with its own dilemmas about community and what constitutes community (Alfred & 

Corntassel, 2005; Castleden et al., 2012)—ensures that  the community is acknowledged as a 

contributor to the research.  

This SRLR also explored how Indigenous governments or organizations are able to access 

research that has been conducted in the communities they serve, vis-à-vis some form of open-

access. While the number of open-access articles was the only metric that decreased over time, what 

is not told through this metric is whether Northern Indigenous organizations are, indeed, accessing 
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and using the peer-reviewed articles. ‘Open access’ status of an article does not serve as an effective 

indicator of how the research was used by or served the involved community. However, this is not 

to suggest that current requirements and guidelines published by funding agencies requiring articles 

to be available within 12 months of publishing through open-access (Government of Canada, 2015) 

is not a welcome move. Further research into this open-access query may illuminate the role of peer-

review articles in informing Northern Indigenous directed policies and programs. 

Finally, it is important to note that this literature review only assessed what authors wrote in 

their articles. The absence of reporting community-engaged methods does not presume that the 

research used in this SRLR did not genuinely engage with an Indigenous organization, respond to a 

community priority, work with an Indigenous organization to develop and/or implement the 

research project being reported. The absence of reporting community-engaged methods, for 

instance, could reflect journal word count limits, criteria for authorship, and other requirements 

imposed by academic journals. Indeed, this may bias what information gets published in peer-

reviewed or grey literature.  

3.5  Conclusion  

This study sought to determine if and how environment-related Indigenous health research 

conducted in the Circumpolar North communicates its role in serving communities in peer-reviewed 

journal articles. The small number of articles detailing community-engaged methods and the lack of 

unifying methods used to describe the relationship between the research project and the health 

research priorities of Indigenous governments or organizations give indication that reported health 

research is not keeping pace with a changing North. Notably, the predominance of qualitative 

research articles reporting community-engaged metrics could suggest that the importance of 

applying and reporting the tenets of CBPR is better understood among qualitative researchers than 

quantitative researchers. This could also suggest that CBPR approaches are better developed for 

qualitative research, and that methods that engage with the community and respond to community 

priorities needs to be further developed for quantitative health research. 

Processes and impacts from settler contact and settler colonialism endure to this day, and the 

demand for ethical health research that responds to community-defined and community-identified 

priorities is part of other growing movements across North America and, indeed, worldwide.  The 

Idle No More movement, the hunger strike by Chief Theresa Spence of the Attawapiskat First Nation, 

the #MakeMuskratRight campaign, and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission Reports and 

related Calls to Action (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015) are all movements 
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by Indigenous leaders, communities, governments, and organizations that call for change in the 

relationship with Indigenous Peoples. This call extends to those working in the area of health 

research; yet, how is this demonstrated to peers and those consuming peer review research?  

The findings concur with calls made for greater methodological transparency in peer 

reviewed literature involving Indigenous research participants or interests (Ninomiya & Pollock, 

2017; Snijder et al., 2015). To this end, offered are a number of indicators that should be reported in 

peer-reviewed articles to begin conveying to the reader the author’s knowledge of conducting ethical 

research with Indigenous communities and the manner in which the Indigenous community was 

engaged: 

1. Recognize the Indigenous government or organization as an author;  

2. Identify whether community permission to conduct the research was granted; 

3. Describe the relationship of the Indigenous government or organization to the research 

project (i.e., initiator, principal investigator, collaborator); 

4. Acknowledge the contributions of the advisory board; and/or 

5. Identify and describe the role of the community in the article and abstract, and not solely 

in the acknowledgements section. 

These indicators are not provided as a prescriptive or final check-list; rather, they serve to 

inspire a broader discourse on the issues of conducting health research with Indigenous populations. 

Considerations of how research is reported can contribute to de-essentializing Indigenous 

communities and raise awareness of how settler colonialism mediates Indigenous health status. Just 

as the methods used to address complex issues are diverse, so too are the people, findings, and 

application of the findings. Furthermore, there is no one way of approaching the health issues of the 

North, nor is it assumed there is one way of reporting on research conducted in the North. 

Engaging in an anti-colonial discourse, however, requires consideration of the role of reporting and 

what is reported in peer review journals. This requires the active participation of a number of players 

including health researchers of all methodologies, their students, the funders, the communities, and 

editorial boards of peer review journals. 
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 | THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SETTLER COLONIALISM TO UNDERSTANDING 
MINING’S IMPACT ON INDIGENOUS PEOPLES’ HEALTH AND WELL-BEING 

Role of Chapter in Dissertation  

Chapter 4 addresses two research objectives (1) characterize the impact of mining on the 

health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples, within the broader context of settler contact 

and settler colonialism; and (2) understand the ways in which describing the impacts of mining align 

or misalign with the values of a Yukon First Nations community. 

Chapter 4 is the first of three chapters to present the findings from the research with 

LSCFN. Chapter 4 highlights that in order to consider how Indigenous Peoples describe the impact 

of mining on their health and well-being, governance mechanisms need to focus more on the values 

that citizens describe to underlie their health and well-being. Chapter 4 also argues that a values-

based approach to addressing mining’s impact is a strategy to reflect and account for the lived 

experiences of Indigenous Peoples, including the impact of settler contact and settler colonialism. 
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ABSTRACT 

In Northern Canada, regulatory and non-regulatory governance mechanisms, such as 

environmental assessments, impact benefit agreements, and health impact assessments facilitate the 

assessment of the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. Some of 

these mechanisms that have emerged from modern-day treaties focus on Indigenous Peoples’ 

relationship with the land in order to better address the adverse impacts of mining. However, many 

of the impacts to health and well-being remain poorly identified and mitigated despite advances in 

governance. This challenge is due, in part, to the failure of mechanisms governing mining to account 

for the linkages between the health impact of mining and the underlying health disparities 

Indigenous Peoples experience—disparities that are tied to the impact of settler contact and forces 

of settler colonialism. To begin to address this failure, this chapter examines how Yukon First 

Nations Peoples characterize the impact of mining on their health and well-being and how this 

characterization aligns with the assessment tools and approaches that regulatory and non-regulatory 

mechanisms apply in governing mining. A participatory case study was conducted with Little Salmon 

Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), a self-governing First Nation in Yukon, Canada. A total of 56 in-

depth interviews were conducted with LSCFN citizens and individuals who work in fields related to 

the governance of extractive industries; and a community focus group session was held with 25 

LSCFN citizens. Data were analyzed using a decolonizing approach to challenge settler assumptions 

and to ensure that community values were accounted for in the analysis and research results. 

The findings reveal the importance of community-identified values in characterizing the 

impacts of mining on First Nations Peoples’ health and well-being suggesting that First Nations 

Peoples’ contributions and the ways governance mechanisms identify issues related to mining’s 

impact do not align. Prioritizing relationships, places, and practices, values that underlie First Nation 

Peoples’ health and well-being, offers insight into how the impacts of mining are characterized as 

barriers that prevent citizen engagement with/in these values. Moreover, applying a values-based 

approach to the governing of mining may better respond to the impact of mining on the health and 

well-being of Indigenous Peoples, simultaneously accounting for the impact of settler contact and 

settler colonialism.  
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4.1 Introduction 

Globally, the impact of settler contact and the structures of settler colonialism continue to 

affect the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples (Czyzewski, 2011; King, Smith, & Gracey, 

2009; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016). The impact of settler contact and the policies of settler colonialism 

are tied to a higher prevalence of chronic and infectious diseases, food insecurity, and mental health 

challenges among Indigenous Peoples, as well as barriers to accessing health care services and 

achieving higher levels of education and income (Czyzewski, 2011; de Leeuw, Lindsay, & 

Greenwood, 2015; King et al., 2009). In Canada, settler laws and policies once banned the use of 

Indigenous languages and cultural practices and forcefully removed children from their homes and 

to attend residential schools (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). The societal 

norms, structures and institutions of settler colonialism continue to facilitate the appropriation of 

land and securing of resources (Morgensen, 2011; Tuck & Yang, 2012); manifest in the erasure of 

Indigenous histories, experiences, and knowledges (Kauanui, 2016; Morgensen, 2011); and continue 

to be implicated in the removal of Indigenous children from their families to be placed in homes 

outside the community (Czyzewski, 2011; King et al., 2009; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Reading & 

Wien, 2013; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). These experiences have 

resulted in ongoing trauma within Indigenous communities and health disparities and inequities 

between Indigenous Peoples and settler society in Canada as well with other states with shared 

colonial histories (Bombay, Matheson, & Anisman, 2014; Czyzewski, 2011; Reading & Wien, 2013; 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015).  

In response to persisting structural inequities, Indigenous governments, scholars, and 

communities have called for increased attention to the relationship between the trauma of residential 

schools, the loss of Indigenous languages and cultures, and the restricted physical, emotional, and 

spiritual access of Indigenous Peoples to the land with modern-day mental health issues, suicidal 

ideation, and addictions (Bombay et al., 2014). Decision-making, policies, and practices related to 

health and well-being is required to give greater attention to this relationship and the dominance of 

settler values and belief systems in order to better understand the impact of settler contact and 

ongoing colonialism on Indigenous communities (National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered 

Indigenous Women and Girls, 2019b; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). 

However, awareness of the impact of settler contact and the influence of settler colonialism is 

noticeably absent from research on the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous 

Peoples and in the applied practice of governing the mining industry and its impacts (see Brisbois et 
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al., 2018; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Jones, Nix, & Snyder, 2014; Masuda, Zupancic, Poland, & Cole, 

2008).  

In Northern Canada, mechanisms applied to assess the impact of mining on human health 

and well-being have emerged from, or are deeply influenced by, the signing of modern-day treaties. 

For example, the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board (YESAB), the 

environmental impact assessment mechanism governing the mining industry in Yukon, is mandated 

to attend to the protection and promotion of Yukon First Nation Peoples’ health and well-being 

(YESAB, 2016) . Similarly, complementary governance mechanisms, such as health impact 

assessments (HIAs), although voluntary and not specific to the North, are often part of mine 

permitting processes. HIAs have done much to draw attention to the impact of mining on the 

physical, cultural, and economic health and well-being of populations living nearby mining 

development (Harris-Roxas et al., 2012; Winkler et al., 2013). Indeed, HIA guidelines provide 

direction for strategies to identify health outcomes related to a mine development, such as impacts 

on housing, employment, water supply, and sanitation (International Council on Mining and Metals, 

2010). Although HIA guidelines specific to Indigenous Peoples exist, they are sparse and largely 

theoretical (Shandro & Jokinen, 2018). Some guidelines provide guidance to focus on social 

concerns including resettlement or relocation of communities, as well as access to traditional food, 

plants, and medicine with proposed development but with little guidance on how to implement this 

focus (e.g., Technical Working Group, 2011). The focus of mechanisms governing mining continues 

to be narrow even with the addition of impact benefit agreements (IBAs), which are often perceived 

as a means to address social and cultural impacts related to mining (Cameron & Levitan, 2014; 

Siebenmorgen & Bradshaw, 2011). Environmental assessments, HIAs, and IBAs continue to 

primarily focus on the direct exposure to toxins and occupational hazards or increases in family 

stress, substance use, and crime related to new economic opportunities, rotational work schedules, 

and population changes (Brisbois et al., 2018; Gibson & Klinck, 2005; Lenné, Salmon, Liu, & 

Trotter, 2012; Shandro, Veiga, Shoveller, Scoble, & Koehoorn, 2011), overlooking a spectrum of 

specific Indigenous health outcomes. 

There is little empirical evidence in Northern Canada of the ability of governance 

mechanisms such as environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIAs to capture and address the full 

scope of effects of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. The impact of settler 

contact and the policies and structures of settler colonialism—which have been identified as root 

causes of the health inequities experienced by Indigenous Peoples—are not consistently addressed in 
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contemporary mechanisms tasked to identify and mitigate the impact of mining (Jones & Bradshaw, 

2015). 

To address this gap, a multi-year, participatory case study was conducted with Little Salmon 

Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), a self-governing First Nation in Yukon, Canada. This study builds 

on the conceptual understanding of settler colonialism as (a) a contemporary and persistent 

phenomenon that continues to affect the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples; and (b) a 

structural force replicated in legislation, policies, and practices, that, without interrogation, renders 

Indigenous Peoples’ experiences invisible (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Czyzewski, 2011; King et al., 

2009; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Reading & Wien, 2013). Applying this conceptual framework, the 

study sought to understand the overlap among the impacts of settler contact and settler colonialism, 

modern-day health disparities, and mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples, like 

Yukon First Nations Peoples. 

In this chapter, I present how LSCFN citizens characterize the impact of abandoned, 

proposed, and existing mining on their health and well-being. I then examine the challenges of 

regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms governing mining to identify and assess the impact of 

mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples in light of First Nations 

participants’ perspectives. Study results suggest how governance mechanisms characterize health and 

well-being are not well aligned with the ways Yukon First Nations Peoples identify them. 

Participants expressed their health and well-being through relational values, such as relationships, 

places, and practices. Mining then was described as a barrier to engaging with/in these values that, in 

turn, revealed insights into the relevance of the impact of settler contact and persisting structures of 

settler colonialism to mining and the mechanisms that govern its impact on the health and well-

being of Indigenous Peoples. This chapter begins with an examination of the Yukon Environmental 

and Socio-economic Assessment Act and Board, IBAs, and HIAs that have the jurisdiction in 

Yukon to consider the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being, prior to 

introducing the case study. This is followed then by the research results which are presented in three 

parts—how LSCFN characterize their health and well-being, how citizens describe the impact of 

mining on their health and well-being, and challenges of those who operationalize mining 

governance in Yukon to describe the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First 

Nations Peoples. The discussion draws attention to how a focus on the values identified by the First 

Nation provide insight into how to make the norms, structures, and institutions of settler 

colonialism and the legacies of settler contact more relevant to the process of assessing the impact 

of mining on the health and well-being of the community.  
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4.2  Governance of Mining in Yukon  

Mining practices, and more broadly extractive industries, have widespread impact on human 

health and well-being. Research shows that the impacts of mining ranges from occupational 

exposures and respiratory issues among industry workers, to workplace injuries, sexually transmitted 

infections, higher cancer rates among those living nearby mine sites, and water quality issues and 

transportation-related injuries (Czyzewski, Tester, Aaruaq, & Blangy, 2014; Gibson & Klinck, 2005; 

Lenné et al., 2012; Mactaggart, McDermott, Tynan, & Gericke, 2016; Shandro et al., 2011). A small 

body of research specific to mining and Indigenous populations has linked population influxes to 

Indigenous communities with the advent of new mining developments and increased risk-taking 

behaviours and challenges on the social fabric of the community (Brisbois et al., 2018; Caxaj, 

Berman, Varcoe, Ray, & Restoulec, 2014; Czyzewski et al., 2014; Gibson & Klinck, 2005; Jones et 

al., 2014; Kwiatkowski, 2011; Lertzman & Vredenburg, 2005; National Inquiry into Missing and 

Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls, 2019b; Tsetta, Gibson, McDevitt, Plotner, & Charlo, 

2005).  

As mentioned above, in Yukon, the impact of mining on human health and well-being is 

commonly addressed by three governance mechanisms, the environmental assessment process 

known as the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Act (YESAA, S.C. 2003, c.7); 

IBAs; and HIAs. These mechanisms are significant among mechanisms governing mining in Yukon 

because, for the most part, they follow mechanisms developed to clarify and repair the relationship 

between Indigenous Peoples and settler society. The Umbrella Final Agreement (Government of 

Canada, Council of Yukon First Nation, & Government of Yukon, 1993), signed in 1992, provides 

the blueprint for the relationship among the federal and territorial governments, and a Yukon First 

Nation. Sections of the Umbrella Final Agreement provide guidelines for acts, boards, and non-

binding but private agreements between the mining industry and First Nations governments. 

Through further refinement, YESAA, IBAs, and HIAs have become the regulatory and non-

regulatory mechanisms that govern mining and address issues related to Indigenous Peoples’ health 

and well-being. Of further significance: the three mechanisms apply broad definitions of health that 

include the social, economic, and cultural well-being of a community (see for example Kluane First 

Nation Lands, 2012; Na-Cho Nyak Dun First Nation, Tr’ondek Hwëch’in Han Nation, & Yukon 

Chamber of Mines, 2012; Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, n.d.). The 

adoption of broader conceptualizations of health facilitate addressing the interactions of social, 
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economic, and cultural factors long recognized as integral to addressing health disparities 

experienced by Indigenous populations (Native Women's Association of Canada, 2007).  

YESAA and the Board governing the act, YESAB, are an outcome of Chapter 10 of the 

Umbrella Final Agreement and became law in 2005. YESAB oversees the implementation of 

YESAA and makes recommendations for industry projects that require permits1. YESAB is 

mandated to consider the impacts of a project such as a mine on the land, water, flora, fauna, and 

wildlife, and to attend to the health and well-being of First Nations Peoples. Specifically, YESAB 

(2016) must consider First Nations’ societies, recognize and enhance the traditional economies of 

Yukon First Nations Peoples and their relationship with the environment, and ensure the 

participation of Yukon First Nations Peoples in decisions regarding changes to land use and the 

management of proposed projects. Given the political and social landscape in Yukon, which 

comprises of 11 self-governing2 First Nations, the mandates of YESAB are likely to be reflected in 

other governance mechanisms.  

The de facto requirement of mine developers to build relationships with Indigenous 

governments is recognized across Northern Canada (Fidler & Hitch, 2007; Siebenmorgen & 

Bradshaw, 2011). IBAs are the primary tool for establishing relationships independent of regulatory 

regimes. These agreements are negotiated between industry and Indigenous governments without 

territorial or federal intervention (Galbraith, Bradshaw, & Rutherford, 2007). For many, IBAs are an 

opportunity for Indigenous governments to secure and benefit from employment quotas, skills 

training, direct financial payments, and cultural benefits tied to community health and well-being 

(Fidler & Hitch, 2007; Siebenmorgen & Bradshaw, 2011). The benefits negotiated through an IBA 

are often economically focused; but, as some argue, they come with a cost to the First Nation 

government. Indeed, an IBA is often negotiated in exchange for a First Nation’s support for the 

project in question, negotiated prior to permitting a project, and hinder a fulsome understanding of 

the social, cultural and economic impacts of a project (Caine & Krogman, 2010; Cameron & 

Levitan, 2014).  

HIAs are a mechanism specifically focused on human health and well-being and, through a 

combination of tools, procedures, and methods judges the potential effects of a project, such as a 

 
1 Not all industry developments require permits. Proposed projects are graded against threshold levels that categorize the 
type of development, the type of activity, and class of activity. Granting permissions by the Government of Yukon or 
another decision-making body, such as a First Nation government, is dependent on the class of industry under review.  
See http://www.emr.gov.yk.ca/mining/mine_licensing.html. 
2 In Yukon the Final Agreements signed by the 11 Yukon First Nations include a land claim and self-government 
agreement.  
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mine, on nearby populations (Winkler et al., 2013). HIAs are often conducted alongside, or 

integrated into, an environmental assessment or used by private consultants hired by industry to 

inform industry proposals and an IBA (Dannenberg et al., 2008; Technical Working Group, 2011). 

The legislation to institutionalize HIAs exists in few countries and primarily in middle to lower 

income counties such as Thailand (Thondoo, Rojas-Rueda, Gupta, de Vries, & Nieuwenhuijsen, 

2019). In other places, such as Alaska, Australia, and Mongolia, conducting HIAs is considered and 

promoted as a best practice and an expected part of an environmental assessment. The field of HIAs 

has supported mechanisms such as environmental assessments and IBAs in better incorporating the 

social, cultural, and economic impact of mining or other extractive industries, along with identifying 

ways of mitigating the impact. For example, the Alaska State Government HIA (2011) guidelines 

suggest focusing on health effect categories. One category, the social determinants of health, is a 

category in which to consider psychosocial issues related to drug and alcohol usage, family stress, 

depression and anxiety, cultural change, and economy, employment, and education (State of Alaska 

Department of Health and Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011). These foci are added to the 

more conventionally considered impacts, such as exposure to toxins, nutrition, physical injury, 

infectious disease, water and sanitation, and health services and infrastructures (International 

Council on Mining and Metals, 2010; Pfeiffer et al., 2017; State of Alaska Department of Health and 

Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011; Winkler et al., 2013). 

In documents developed to assist the review of proposed mining activities, YESAB 

identifies several socio-economic components or indicators to aid industry proposals to reflect a 

broader conceptualization of health. For example, proponents are encouraged to consider how their 

project will affect the cultural and heritage resources, recreation, employment, health, knowledge and 

education, and families of nearby communities (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic 

Assessment Board, n.d.). In an environmental and socio-economic effects statement guideline 

prepared for Casino Mine,3 in addition to typically required environmental impact information, 

YESAB required baseline and impact information on employment and the economy, community 

services, well-being and vitality, human health, and cultural continuity (Yukon Environmental and 

Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016a). These broad categories opened opportunities to address 

issues specific to Indigenous Peoples. However, attention to the structural marginalization of 

Indigenous Peoples is noticeably absent in the technical guidance manuals and review documents for 

 
3 As of 2020, Casino Mine is undergoing the assessment process. The site of the proposed mine is within the Traditional 
Territories of Selkirk First Nation, Trond’ek Hwetch’in First Nation, and Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation. 
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environmental assessments like YESAB, IBAs, and HIAs (e.g. International Council on Mining and 

Metals, 2010; State of Alaska Department of Health and Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011). 

Despite the multiple impact categories and associated indicators there are still challenges to capture, 

reflect, and address impacts to health and well-being as understood by Indigenous Peoples (Jones et 

al., 2014) and as argued by Jones and Bradshaw (2015), consider the impact of settler contact and 

settler colonialism. 

Despite the expanding the number of health impact categories and mandates to meet more 

regularly with Indigenous groups or negotiate employment opportunities (International Council on 

Mining and Metals, 2015), a reliance on indicators that are measurable, tangible, and replicable 

persists. Common indicators found in governance mechanisms include employment income, crime 

severity, smoking rates, or sense of belonging (Habitat Health Impact Consulting, 2012; Selkirk First 

Nation, Government of Yukon, & Minto Explorations Ltd, 2016; State of Alaska Department of 

Health and Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011). These indicators are likely to represent 

“what can be measured” instead of “what should be measured” (Podger, Hoover, Burford, Hak, & 

Harder, 2016, p. 227). In addition to the limitations of impact categories and indicators is the 

scarcity of reliable Indigenous-specific data. Population-level datasets reflect low response rates 

among Indigenous populations (e.g., 2011 National Health Survey, Government of Canada, 2011; 

First Nations Regional Health Survey, First Nations Information Governance Centre, 2018); and 

data may be analyzed by individuals with “limited exposure to Indigenous Peoples and their diverse 

systems of knowledge and practice with respect to health” (Smylie & Firestone, 2015, p. 72). These 

issues compound with the absence of attention in governance mechanisms, such as YESAA, IBAs, 

and HIAs, to the relevance of the processes that remove Indigenous Peoples from their culture, 

their language, and the land to the impact of mining on their health and well-being .  

4.2.1 The Case Study: Little Salmon Carmacks First Nations (LSCFN) 

Yukon is one of three Northern Canadian territories, where approximately 35,870 people 

live in 482,443 square kilometers (Statistics Canada, 2017) and 23% of the population identifies as 

Indigenous. More than half (56%) of the Indigenous population live in the capital city of 

Whitehorse. Like other regions in Canada, settler contact in Yukon has had a lasting impact on 

relationships among settler governments and people and First Nations governments and Peoples. 

Beginning in 1898, more than 30,000 miners travelled through central Yukon to the Klondike gold 

fields in the Dawson City region. During this period, the Northern Tutchone (First Nations Peoples 

who live in central Yukon and the language and culture group who identify as Little Salmon 
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Carmacks Peoples), experienced direct challenges to their culture, customs, and relationship with the 

land (Neufeld, 2016).  

For the next 70 years, First Nations Peoples in Yukon experienced many of the same 

negative effects of settler contact as Indigenous Peoples across Canada and worldwide. Through the 

administration of the Indian Act, Yukon First Nations children were sent to one of five residential 

schools in Yukon and Northern British Columbia. The histories of Yukon First Nations Peoples 

were largely erased and replaced by tales celebrating the gold rush, building the Alaska Highway, and 

economic development through mining, oil, and gas extraction (Cruikshank, 2000; Neufeld, 2016). 

Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN) signed a Final Agreement in 1997 and  

negotiated the rights to more than 2,500 square kilometres of Category A and B Settlement Lands 

(i.e. land to which they have surface or subsurface rights, respectively). The Traditional Territory of 

LSCFN is situated in south-central Yukon (see Figure 4-1). The Village of Carmacks is a 

municipality located in the Traditional Territory of LSCFN, but it is not affiliated with the 

Government of Little Salmon Carmacks as Traditional Territory is an administrative term to place 

boundaries around parcels of land regardless of traditional use and ownership. 

LSCFN has a membership of more than 700 citizens with approximately 240 citizens living 

on Category A and B Settlement Lands (K. Kowalchuk, personal communication, March 1, 2018). 

The Village of Carmacks has a population of 551 people, 65% of whom identify as Northern 

Tutchone People (Yukon Bureau of Statistics, 2018). The distinction between reported citizens 

living on Settlement Lands and the number of people who identify as having First Nations’ heritage 

is an outcome of the types of land tenure. A count of LSCFN citizens living on Settlement Lands 

will differ from a count of Indigenous Peoples living in Carmacks because not all LSCFN citizens 

live on Category A or B lands, and not all Indigenous Peoples living in Carmacks identify as citizens 

of LSCFN. The Government House of LSCFN is located on Settlement Lands across the river from 

the Village of Carmacks. A Chief and Council are elected every 4 years. 

On December 2018, the area known as the Traditional Territory of LSCFN supported four 

large quartz operations, approximately 5,400 quartz claims, and 1,350 active placer mineral 

development claims (Martin, personal communications, April 15, 2019; Government of Yukon, 

n.d.). A mine to extract one of the largest copper-gold deposits in Canada is under review. This 

project proposes to build a mine within the shared Traditional Territories of Selkirk First Nation, 

Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in First Nation, and LSCFN (Casino Mining Corporation, 2019; Yukon 

Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016a). 
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Figure 4-1 . Map of Yukon, Canada highlighting Yukon First Nations’ Traditional Territories and the Traditional 
Territory of LSCFN (in brown). 

4.3 Research Methods 

The research presented in this chapter was conducted in Yukon between 2015 and 2017 as 

part of a larger research collaboration between LSCFN and researchers from the University of 

Guelph. This multi-year participatory research project with LSCFN was informed by the 

decolonizing research principles of respect, reciprocity, relationality, relevance, and responsibility 

(see Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Rigney, 1999; Schnarch, 2004). A decolonizing approach to 

research considers research as a political endeavour that is fundamental to the exercise of 

Indigenous self-determination (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Castellano, 2004; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). All 
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research activities sought a balance between research and action, supported bi-directional and co-

learning opportunities, recognized the multiple determinants informing the health and well-being of 

LSCFN citizens and the community, considered the research process as a commitment to long-term 

relations with the community, and identified the citizens and government of LSCFN as active 

leaders in, and integral to, decisions related to the research (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Jones, Cunsolo, & 

Harper, 2018; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). 

The research team included two settler-Canadian graduate student researchers from the 

social sciences and an advisory committee comprised of LSCFN government department directors. 

LSCFN citizens were also hired to coordinate local research activities, conduct interviews, analyze 

data, and provide other research-related assistance. A collaborative research approach (Asselin & 

Basile, 2018; Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004) ensured that decisions regarding data collection and 

analysis were shared among LSCFN citizens and government and the settler-Canadian student 

researchers and responded to the priorities identified by the LSCFN government and community.  

A research agreement was created in a meeting with the LSCFN Chief and Council in 

advance of the research. The research agreement details the application of the ethical research 

principles. A final report was presented to the LSCFN community and Chief and Council, for use by 

the LSCFN government.4 Consent was obtained from the LSCFN Chief and Council to publish the 

research results. All research activities were approved by the Yukon Scientist and Explorer’s Act 

(2016 – 2017); the Research Ethics Board of the University of Guelph (2016-2018); and the LSCFN 

Chief and Council (Chief and Council meeting minutes, November 2015). 

4.3.1 Data collection 

Data collection took place between March 2016 and October 2017. A qualitative research 

approach was used to collect detailed, nuanced, and in-depth data (Creswell, 2012; Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2005). Two primary sources of data were used: individual interviews with LSCFN citizens 

and individuals who work in fields related to the governance of extractive industries; and a 

community focus group with LSCFN citizens.  

 
4  The title of the final report submitted to the LSCFN community and Chief and Council is Sothän nats oji do 

dän nän ka, which means living the good life on our land. The report includes a description of values important to the 
community and possible ways to capture and track impacts of mining to engaging within their values. 
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4.3.1.1 Individual interviews. 

Semi-structured, individual interviews were conducted with 37 LSCFN citizens. Participants 

were identified using purposeful and snowball sampling methods (see Creswell, 2012) and included 

LSCFN citizens from 18 years of age to Elders (see Figure 4-2). A relational interviewing approach 

that engages participants in a two-way dialogue was applied (see Fujii, 2017). The interviews focused 

on five central themes rather than specific questions. The themes were developed in consultation 

with the research team and included5: 

1. Individual experiences on the land and with mining (past, present, and future);  

2. Knowledge of and experiences with the processes governing mining;  

3. Insights into the histories of the Village of Carmacks and the First Nations Peoples 

of the area;  

4. Perceptions of community and individual health and well-being and the impact of 

mining; and 

5. Perceptions and awareness of how impacts of mining on individual and community 

health and well-being are addressed. 

The terms health and well-being were both used during the interviews because they are often 

used interchangably in Yukon. In cases where the two terms are percieved to have different 

meaning, well-being often reflected how individuals felt about themselves, whereas health often 

described physical or clinical conditions. Using the two together, the research aimed to capture what 

it means to be emotionally, physically, mentally, and spiritually well. The interviews ranged from 20 

minutes to 75 minutes in length, were digitally recorded with informed oral or written consent, and 

transcribed verbatim. When consent to record the interview was not obtained (n=3), detailed 

summary notes were taken.  

In addition to interviews with LSCFN citizens, 21 semi-structured interviews were 

conducted with individuals who work in fields related to the governance of mining or other 

extractive industries. Many of these participants identified as Yukon First Nations’ citizens (see 

Figure 4-2 for a breakdown of their fields of work). These participants were identified using 

snowball and opportunistic sampling methods (see Creswell, 2012); many of the initial participants 

were known to the lead author through previous work in the field of Indigenous health. These 

 
5 The development of these themes is discussed in Chapter 2. 
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interviews consisted of seven open-ended questions (see Creswell, 2012) and focused on the roles 

and responsibilities of reporting the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First 

Nations Peoples; types of data used to describe concerns related to mining and First Nations 

Peoples’ health and well-being; issues related to finding, using, and applying data related to the 

health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples; and challenges of the mechanisms governing 

mining to respond to issues raised by First Nations Peoples. A mix of questions from both interview 

guides were used in interviews with participants who also identified as citizens of a Yukon First 

Nation. For the most part, participants who worked as a consultant or for a regulatory body did not 

consent to the digital recording of the interview.  

 

Figure 4-2. Age and Gender  of LSCFN Interview Participants and Distribution of Research Participants who Work in 
Fields Related to Mining Governance by Workplace. 

4.3.1.2 Community focus group. 

In June 2016, a community dinner was held for 55 LSCFN citizens; 25 of the dinner 

participants actively participated in a community focus group session, which consisted of a series of 

data collection exercises. A number of participatory research techniques were used to facilitate the 

active engagement of the participants, including historic and future timelines, opportunities and 
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threats, and a “graffiti wall”6; these exercises enabled participants to reflect on: the meanings of 

health and well-being; barriers to and supports for maintaining or achieving a healthy community; 

and significant changes associated with impacts or experiences with past, present, and future mining 

developments in the area. During the event, participants individually contributed to each of the 

activities, commented on the contributions of others, and offered nuanced insights into the 

dynamics of the complex relationship between mining and the community. Information was 

captured on flip chart paper and through post event conversation with each of the activity hosts 

stationed to assist participants. 

4.3.2 Data analysis 

Transcribed interviews and data collected at the community focus group session were 

reviewed several times by the lead author with the assistance of a graduate student researcher. 

Interviews conducted with individuals who work in fields related to the governance of extractive 

industries were reviewed by the lead author alone. Following the data analysis protocols of La Pelle 

(2004), these reviews assisted in identifying themes, by placing the transcribed interviews in tables. 

Then, a hybrid approach of inductive and deductive thematic analysis was applied (see Fereday & 

Muir-Cochrane, 2008).  

Both themes that were developed a priori and themes that emerged from the data were 

applied in the analysis of all interviews and the community focus group session (see Table 4-1 for 

examples of the themes used). A priori themes were created based on broader issues related to the 

impact of settler contact and settler colonialism reported in the literature and reflected in the current 

political landscape (e.g., The Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015; November 

2015 Ministerial Mandate Letters; #IdleNoMore; National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered 

Indigenous Girls and Women, 2019). The themes that emerged inductively from the data were 

developed through a process of iteration and collapsing and expanding themes (see Charmaz, 2014).  

A number of sensitizing concepts also emerged from the data. Sensitizing concepts emerge from the 

data to explain a phenomenon or experience found within the data (Bowen, 2006). Some of the 

 
6 To identify opportunities and threats to community health in light of nearby mining the exercise “Fish and Boulders” 
was used. Fish signify participant-identified supports and boulders signify participant-identified barriers to achieving the 
goal of a healthy and well community in light of mining development. The “Graffiti Wall” (Bopp & Bopp, 2006; 
Wallerstein & Duran, 2006) is another participatory exercise in which participants to post pictures or text in response to 
a prompt. In this case, the prompt was “how to best share data with LSCFN citizens.” See 
www.actionevaluationcollaborative.exposure.co/fish-and-boulders and  https://naturaljustice.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/toolbox_2.pdf for examples of both tools. 

https://naturaljustice.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/toolbox_2.pdf
https://naturaljustice.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/toolbox_2.pdf
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sensitizing codes were used to gain insight into nuances in the data and construct additional coding, 

which was used in the final analysis (see Charmaz, 2014). 

Table 4-1. Example of the Themes, A Priori and Emergent, Used in the Data Analysis 

A Priori Themes Themes Inductively Developed from Data 

Impact of mining on social issues Issues of persisting colonialism (mining related or not) 

Issues related to substance abuse Experiences of dispossession 

Defining health Despairs rooted in colonialism 

Impact of mining on emotional well-being Data not accounted for in assessments 

Mental health issues within the community Resiliencies to mining and/or colonialism 

Importance of the land Absent dataa 

 Silencesa 

a Sensitizing concept. 

The themes used to guide the data analysis were reviewed by three members of the research 

team, including a LSCFN community researcher. The themes were then presented to the staff of 

Dän sóthän nûtl'et do (LSCFN Health and Social Department) to ensure their authenticity and 

accuracy (Creswell & Miller, 2000). Participant-suggested changes were implemented in the analysis 

and the results were shared and validated at a community open house.  

4.4 Results 

Based on the above method of data collection and analysis, a complex picture was revealed 

of the overlap among the impacts of settler contact and settler colonialism, modern-day health 

disparities, and mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. The results are 

presented in three parts. Presented first are four key Northern Tutchone values that were identified 

to characterize a healthy and well community. This is followed by a documentation of how LSCFN 

citizens described the impact of abandoned, proposed, and existing mining on their health and well-

being. The final part of the results section presents the challenges identified by participants who 

work in fields related to mining governance to reflect, in governance mechanisms, the impacts of 

mining on health and well-being as described by Yukon First Nation Peoples. 

4.4.1 Values underlying a well and healthy community 

The LSCFN participants described a number of Northern Tutchone values with clear 

connections to health and well-being. With permission of the LSCFN Chief and Council, four key 

values are presented in this chapter, Dän k’i, land is a place of healing, community cohesion, and 
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cultural mentorship and knowledge sharing. The four values describe the significance of 

relationships, places, and practices to the community’s health and well-being (see Table 4-2 for a 

description of the four values). 

Table 4-2. Values Identified by LSCFN Participants as Underlying a Well and Healthy Community 

Values Description of Values 

Dän k’i Being Northern Tutchone and in relationship with the land and the 
environment. 

Land is a Place of Healing Being on the land to safeguard LSCFN knowledge, support healing and 
connection with family, Northern Tutchone culture, and language. 

Community Cohesion Getting along with one another, working together as a community, and 
helping one another to support a sense of belonging. 

Cultural Mentorship and 
Knowledge Sharing 

Accessing Elders or individuals who know and are able to pass cultural 
knowledge onto youth and help Elders-in-Training become Elders. 

 

4.4.1.1 Dän k’i. 

Many of the participants noted the significance of being Northern Tutchone Peoples and 

knowing the traditions and teachings of Northern Tutchone to their health and well-being. Some 

participants described being Northern Tutchone and knowing its teachings as Dän k’i. One Elder 

explained Dän k’i as the strength found in and respect for the Northern Tutchone language and 

culture and the Peoples’ relationship with the land. For this Elder, Dän k’i is “the Indian way; it’s the 

water, it’s the air, it’s the land, it’s the culture and the language”. Many of the participants did not use 

the word Dän k’i when describing the significance of being Northern Tutchone or the importance of 

Northern Tutchone values to their health and well-being. However, for the most part, they spoke 

about their holistic approach to health and well-being and the importance of their culture to their 

health. A few participants suggested that Dän k’i describes what it means to be well and healthy 

more accurately than the words health and well-being. 

4.4.1.2 Land is a place of healing.  

 Many participants expressed the importance of land to the health and well-being of 

Northern Tutchone Peoples. The land was described as a place of healing as well as a place to 
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safeguard and facilitate the sharing of Northern Tutchone knowledge and language. The connection 

between being Northern Tutchone and the land was expressed by one female participant who stated 

that, “The thing that we have going for us is Dooli [the traditional laws that govern all aspects of life] 

and Dän k’i —to help get people back on the land.” 

One Elder noted connections between the land and health and well-being stating, “People 

that go out on the land, they seem to live longer and they’re more happy”. Others noted the healing 

quality of the land and the ability of the land to bring people together, “you have generations upon 

generations of family taking their families out and hunting in traditional land”. Another citizen, a 

middle-aged male, explained the importance of the land in the processes for healing from residential 

school,  

 I remember when they first started talking about residential school and the hurt 

and the pain and all that happened; this guy, he said, “I’m not going to any 

treatment centre. I’m not going to any workshops. I’m going out on the land to do 

my healing”. 

4.4.1.3 Community cohesion.  

LSCFN participants also spoke of the value of coming together or gathering as a community 

to support one another. Community cohesion was described by many citizens as getting along with 

one another, working together as a community, and helping one another to create a sense of 

belonging. For many citizens, thinking about others and working together was evidence of a healthy 

community. According to one Elder, “A healthy community is where you see a lot of gatherings, 

being together and socializing together, and being happy”. A woman working for her First Nation 

stated that a healthy community is like when “our people used to gather together and go hunting 

and when they brought the food back, they distributed it out to families.” An older female 

participant described coming together as an indicator of trust among citizens in the community, 

“Signs of a healthy community [include] trusting one another, caring for one another, being there for 

each other, to help to aid in any issues or situations and just to be compassionate to each other”. 

Many participants identified the significance of community events to bring together citizens 

to share and “pass on knowledge”. First Nations’ participants noted the importance of cultural 
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events, such as potlatches7 and culture camps, as opportunities to build upon or renew connections 

with one another; learn new skills and transfer knowledge of language and culture; gain support 

from one another; and learn about or share cultural knowledge to support healing from the traumas 

associated with attending residential schools, systemic racism, and other processes that marginalize 

Indigenous Peoples.  

4.4.1.4 Cultural mentorship and knowledge sharing.  

Participants also identified the value of knowledge sharing and having access to individuals 

who mentor other citizens on Northern Tutchone culture and practices. Cultural mentors were 

identified as individuals with cultural knowledge who are able to share and teach others. As a young 

female participant noted, “Culture is really important to people. It helps show them who they are; 

and, when they get their identity, they get this feeling of accomplishment that allows them to feel 

better”. A young male participant explained the important role Elders play in sharing and passing on 

knowledge about Northern Tutchone culture, “Elders know more about culture. It’s good to listen 

to Elders because they tell us about the culture”. In addition to Elders, some participants identified 

the significant role other community members take in ensuring access to the land and the knowledge 

and teachings of Northern Tutchone culture. One woman spoke to the value of having access to 

citizens that help build strong and resilient youth; support a sense of community; and ensure that 

knowledge about the land, culture, and language is taught to all generations. Many of the young 

adults interviewed or spoken with during the research shared similar respect for individuals who 

took them fishing, hunting and/or to the trapline and camping. 

4.4.2 The impact of mining on the health and well-being of the LSCFN community 

In describing the impact of existing, abandoned, and proposed mining participants often 

described mining as a barrier that prevents them from engaging in/with the values that underlie their 

health and well-being. At first, some of the impacts they identified did not appear to be explicitly 

linked to mining and/or health and well-being. However, values significant to the community and 

the impact of mining were often discussed concurrently as were impacts related to settler contact 

and structures of settler colonialism (see Table 4-3 for a characterization of the barriers to engaging 

with/in community values).  

 
7 For the Northern Tutchone, potlatch is a gathering held with the death of a citizen; it is followed 1 year later with a 
headstone potlatch. At a potlatch, people gather, offer support, and share food. Invitations are not extended, rather 
citizens are expected to attend (Council of Yukon First Nations, 2011). Potlatches were prohibited between 1884 and 
1951, under the Indian Act (S.C. 1876). 
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Table 4-3. How Mining is Implicated in Barriers to Engaging with/In Values Underlying the Community’s Healthy 
and Well-Being  

Values Barriers to engaging with/in the values 

Dän k’i 

Citizens lack cultural knowledge because of residential schools and other colonial policies. 

Governance mechanisms focus on issues of substance abuse. 

Citizens experience personal challenges with anger, depression, and trauma. 

Governance mechanisms use concepts that do not describe or encompass what it means to 
be Northern Tutchone. 

Land is a place of 
healing 

Citizens hold concerns about contaminated lakes, rivers, and land from previous mining in the 
area. 

Citizens fear of cancer from old coal mines and anger toward government for the lack of 
action. 

Young First Nation citizens have limited knowledge of Final Agreements and the rights to 
make decisions about land use. 

Citizens experience distress from changes to or restricted use of Traditional Territory with 
mining activity such as roads, exploration, camps, and other disturbances. 

Citizens have limited access to cultural activities when mentors busy with other work. 

Community 
cohesion 

Lack of leaders in the community to bring people together.  

Citizens emotional and physically distanced from family and community supports. 

Citizens internalize racism. 

Experiences of gossip and lateral violence originating from residential school trauma and 
other assimilation policies compounded by mining. 

Increased or new experiences of social isolation within the community with new employment 
or tensions within the community. 

Cultural 
mentorship and 
knowledge sharing 

Cultural mentors have a busy schedule.  

Citizens have a limited exposure to Northern Tutchone culture & language  

Citizens removed from the community at a young age. 

Citizens who are valued for their knowledge are also often valued by mining companies.  

Mining employment removes cultural mentors from the community. 

 

4.4.2.1 Barriers to engaging with/in Dän k’i. 

In describing the impact of mining on the health and well-being of the community, many 

participants recommended that the terms health and well-being be avoided altogether. In their 

experiences, the use of these terms often resulted in a focus on substance abuse and mental health 

issues and not the strengths of being Northern Tutchone or the significance of the community’s 
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values that underlie their health and well-being. Participants who raised these concerns suggested 

that the concepts of health and well-being perpetuate “the mindset from the culture of the Indian Act”.  

When asked about a healthy and well community, participants spoke of “doing exercise”, 

“going for walks”, “laying off fatty foods”, or being “sober or alcohol and drug-free.” When asked 

instead to reflect on mining and being Northern Tutchone, the importance of the land, 

relationships, and culture emerged. A few participants commented that consultants and mining 

representatives need to reflect on the approach some of the First Nations governments have 

adopted and shift the focus away from issues of addiction and substance use to values important to 

the First Nations Peoples. Participants who did raise issues of substance use within the community 

at the same time spoke to their concerns with the land and experiences of settler colonialism. For 

example, one LSCFN citizen was concerned that mining “is going to ruin the land. It’s going to 

bring more alcohol and drugs. We are not prepared”. For others, the issue of substance abuse is 

connected to existing anger and hurt within the community, “living in a community where there is 

mining has put a lot of negative impact on us. There was a lot of alcoholism, separation of families, 

and residential schools”.  

4.4.2.2 Barriers to engaging with/in the land as a place of healing.  

Many participants spoke of how mining affects their relationship with the land. When 

describing the land as a place of healing, participants stated that mine sites, in and around the Village 

of Carmacks were a cause of anxiety, stress, and grief. The mine sites, many of which are 

abandoned, restrict their access to areas once used to harvest berries, medicine, and food. A young 

male participant described the lasting impact of an abandoned mine site near the Village of 

Carmacks on his understanding and use of the traditional territory of LSCFN: 

 [W]ith BYG [an abandoned mine], it’s just the mess they created up there. They’re 

saying it’s been leaching down into the waterways, affecting fish and wildlife. So, 

all my entire life, I’ve been told to never hunt anything or fish anything below the 

mine, below the water table because it’s just been affected by all the chemicals.  

Many of the participants also raised concerns about an old coalmine located near the Village 

of Carmacks and the prevalence of cancer in the community: “Cancer is on the rise. It’s very high in 

all Yukon communities.” Another individual noted her worry: “it’s smoking, and I worry that smoke 

is killing people, killing our forests.” For some participants the concern about the coalmine was 

compounded by a lack of communication and response to community concerns by the Government 
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of Yukon. The lack of communication fuelled mistrust of the government to address future issues 

regarding mining.   

For some participants abandoned and proposed mine sites created barriers that prevented 

them from knowing or accessing the stories told by their ancestors. These same sites became sites of 

grief and stress as citizens questioned what would become of their access to their traditional land 

and memories:  

 [I]f a mine were to be developed in that area, you would be cutting off several 

families from their traditional area, the place they would go every year to gain 

knowledge that has been passed down about the area’s hunting and fishing. It 

would be cutting a lot of people off of that and causing a lot of distress. 

4.4.2.3 Barriers to community cohesion.  

When discussing the impacts of mining, some participants spoke about the challenges to 

gather as a community. Although participants identified the importance of gathering as a way to 

share knowledge, build trust, and develop respectful relationships, several participants reported that 

they do not participate in community events. For many participants, not attending events organized 

by the mining industry was a result of not trusting the industry. For others, not participating in these 

and other events was due to anger and mistrust of other citizens and their First Nations’ 

government. A female participant explained her experience of community events: 

I think that there’s a lot of jealousy. I think that some people don’t like anybody 

moving forward and I think there’s a lot of gossip and stuff like that amongst the 

people and that’s probably why I stay away from [events] and even my children 

stay away too.   

Similarly, another female participant identified that lateral violence was a reason why many people 

did not participate in community events. Gossiping and being mean to one another was a deterrent 

for her and others to gather in the community. One female participant linked “lateral violence and 

meanness to one another” with experiences of residential schools. She explained, “Talking about 

colonialism and whatnot, we’ve been tricked and altered into not being — into hating each other 

almost.” Another participant also linked the trauma of residential school with her ability to 

participate in community events.  She explained, “[The] damage and hurt done to our people [is] 

carried down many generations” affects how community members interact with one another. 
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4.4.2.4 Barriers to engaging with/in cultural mentorship and knowledge sharing.  

Mining and the mechanisms used to permit a mine and the impacts of settler contact were 

raised when discussing the value of cultural knowledge. A male participant expressed concern about 

proposed mining and preserving Northern Tutchone culture for future generations. He explained, 

“Cultural activities are passed on from generation to generation. But it seems like we’re losing it now 

a little bit.”  

Some participants also identified their experiences of being forced to leave the community to 

attend residential school, as an experience that has eroded their ties to other citizens in the 

community and hindering their journey to reconnect with the cultural teachings of Northern 

Tutchone. One female participant shared: 

I am growing old, but I find it sometimes hard to reconnect with Elders because 

growing up and coming back from residential school in the summer, we didn’t 

really see that many people because we were isolated; and I always felt like I was 

scared of them because they spoke Indian and I didn’t understand them. 

When asked specifically about mining and cultural knowledge, one participant explained that 

when individuals left the community to work for a mine company, the community lost access to that 

individual’s cultural knowledge. One participant, who works for the LSCFN government explained:  

I do know that we were struggling to actually deliver programming because some 

of the key people in the community that would lead projects were employed by the 

mine, so they weren’t available anymore. So, if you wanted to take people out on 

the land or on a boat trip, but your key boat operators are working, then you’re 

really struggling to find somebody to take a lead.  

She noted that the citizens hired by mining companies to work outside the community are 

often those who mentored youth or aided Elders with provisions, such as wood and meat. 

4.4.3 Challenges of contemporary governance mechanisms to reflect Yukon First Nations Peoples’ 
values in assessing the impact of extractive industries 

Participants who work in fields related to the governance of mining or, in some cases, oil 

and gas, identified the uniqueness of the government mechanisms used in Yukon as an outcome of 

being developed through the Yukon Final Agreements. One participant observed that as a result, the   
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mechanisms are more focused on First Nations Peoples’ culture and experiences than governance 

mechanisms used elsewhere. She explains:  

Yukon is unique in Canada, possibly in North America. We don’t have to look at 

health impacts as a result of an environmental impact [alone]. In this case, we look 

at socio-economic stuff and health or cultural stuff and historical stuff and 

environmental stuff, all sorts, on the front end of a project and all on their own 

merit.  

However, several participants asserted that mechanisms used to govern the mining industry 

struggle to implement this novel approach. Two participants, both working for a First Nation 

government and who have direct experience responding to proponent proposals, raised concerns 

that issues related to health and well-being continue to be supplementary to direct environmental 

impacts, despite Yukon’s “progressive” governance mechanisms. As one participant stated, “I think 

people still see [YESAA and the work of YESAB] as an environmental assessment [process].” 

Another participant noted that the impacts of mining on Peoples’ health and well-being “are just 

tagged on.” Another participant, who reviewed mining proposals for a First Nation government, 

asserted that the focus of what is considered to be the impact of mining on First Nations Peoples’ 

health and well-being is too narrow. She was concerned that in using the terms health and well-being, 

assessors, contractors, and others working with governance mechanisms make certain assumptions:  

I feel like wellness, in this town, is always about drug and alcohol and to me 

wellness was always so much broader. Right now, I feel there’s a negative 

connotation with [the terms wellness, well-being, and health] because of some 

contractors. So now, every time someone says “wellness”, it like…ahh [her 

emphasis], drugs and alcohol. 

The participant, who identified Yukon’s mining governance as “progressive”, also noted the 

assessment process struggles to address issues related to culture and well-being or what she called 

“soft issues.” Issues of culture and well-being “aren’t the hard, measurable, regulated things found in 

mechanisms and that rely upon thresholds and metrics, this has always been a challenge.” She 

further explained that soft issues are challenging to sort and organize into discrete impact categories 

because they are often not tangible or quantitatively measured.  

A non-Indigenous participant who worked for a First Nation government similarly stated 

that there are challenges in addressing issues that do not easily align with existing impact categories 
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or reflect commonly-applied indicators used to describe the impact of mining. Some First Nations’ 

issues are not easily categorized as an environmental, health, or cultural impact. She added that the 

impact of mining is not always explicit, and that First Nations Peoples often speak about values. She 

found that submitting an impact statement at times results in obscuring values that a community 

identifies as important because of the way she was required to report. For example, she explained 

that when describing the impact of industry on nearby wildlife herds, she faced challenges in 

separating the impact of a project on the caribou and the impact on First Nations’ culture and well-

being: 

First Nations’ environmental values are all wrapped up in culture, health, and well-

being. So, you think that addressing the caribou, moose, or salmon is addressing 

health and well-being. But we’re not really getting close to pinpointing what exactly 

it is about [the caribou, moose, or salmon] that is health and well-being.  

A First Nations’ citizen, who works for a First Nation government, spoke of the challenges 

of existing governance mechanisms to capture and reflect First Nations Peoples’ values. She noted 

that these challenges resulted from the way industry, governance mechanisms, and even First 

Nations’ governments address health and environmental impacts. She stated that separating 

environmental, health, and cultural issues overlooks the nuanced connections between the land, 

culture, and well-being: 

[A] lot of the concerns from the communities are not so much [directly related to] 

health; but again, there’s nuances in there that could fit under a health perspective, 

but it isn’t really talked about in that way. In some way, our self-government is our 

own little Yukon government. Are we really achieving what the Elder’s original 

intention was by having a heritage department, lands department, social 

department? We’re all separated. 

One participant argued that the challenge of addressing issues specific to the impact of 

mining on First Nations Peoples’ health and well-being lies within what issues are addressed. He 

explained that what issues or the way issues are considered are not determined by First Nations 

Peoples or their government but rather by the federal government or related agencies. He observed 

that the indictors used in existing governance mechanisms do not reflect First Nations Peoples’ 

concerns. As a result, efforts to mitigate the adverse impact of mining may not address issues the 

community raised. The participant, who has several years’ experience contributing to environmental 
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assessments and IBAs, was concerned that governance mechanisms try to “give the impression that 

issues raised by First Nations are being addressed” but they are not. As he stated: 

 [Y]ou bring up an issue and do something to address it—it might not get at the 

real issues—but you can get away with that, because it sounds like it’s addressing 

the issue, or it will be useful in the assessment, even if it’s not going to be, and it’s 

meaningless to the [First Nation] community. There’s the issue, there’s addressing 

the issue, and there’s seen [his emphasis] to be addressing the issue. 

Another participant, with experience submitting comments to YESAB on behalf of a First 

Nation, questioned the ability of Yukon’s environmental assessment processes to address First 

Nations’ concerns. She argued that the worldview of Yukon First Nations Peoples is not reflected in 

decision-making processes because First Nations’ values are not considered:  

[The assessment bodies] should be doing [assessments] from our perspectives. But 

can we expect that a non-First Nation, not even from the community, to articulate 

our heritage and cultural values? How can I expect them to articulate how that 

project is going to impact our overall sense of well-being? Because they are going 

to come from a totally different perspective.  

Similarly, another female participant felt that First Nations’ issues were not heard nor 

recognized in existing governance mechanisms and that this will result in lack of support for the 

existing governance processes. She noted, “I’m starting to hear myself say the First Nations’ need to 

have confidence in the assessment process if there’s going to be confidence in development in the 

Territory”. She believes that, unless First Nation Peoples see their values reflected in governance 

mechanisms, First Nation Peoples and governments will lose confidence in the governance 

processes to oversee developments in the Territory.  

4.5 Discussion 

Over the course of this study, in conversations about mining and health, First Nations 

participants often identified four key Northern Tutchone values—Dän k’i, land is a place of healing, 

community cohesion, cultural mentorship and knowledge sharing—and described them in terms of 

the relationship, places, and practices significant to the community and that underlie their 

community’s health and well-being. First Nations participants also described a number of barriers 

that prevent them from engaging with/in their values; many of the barriers implicate the mining 
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sector and the processes that assess the impact of mining and permit mining projects. Moreover, in 

describing the impact of mining as a barriers that prevents their engagement in/with values 

important to their community, participants in this study also described the impacts of residential 

school and other policies and processes that limited their access to the land, connections with their 

culture, and knowledge of their language—identifying a connection between mining and known 

outcomes of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism (Czyzewski, 2011; Morgensen, 

2011). Individuals who work in fields related to the governance of extractive industries observed 

limitations with existing processes to capture and respond to the concerns of Indigenous Peoples. 

These findings suggest that the way in which mechanisms governing mining characterize the impact 

of mining on human health and well-being do not align with First Nation Peoples’ descriptions of 

values that underlie their health and well-being and how mining prevents them from engaging 

with/in these values. The findings are significant given the mandate of YESAB to attend to the 

protection and promotion of First Nation Peoples’ health and well-being (Yukon Environmental 

and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016b). A mandate mirrored in the language of respect, 

meaningful engagements, and mutual benefit (see International Council on Mining and Metals, 2015) 

that industry is encouraged to adopt in order to demonstrate constructive relationships with 

Indigenous Peoples. 

When Yukon First Nation Peoples described the impact of mining on their health and well-

being, they focused on the values that underlie a well and healthy community. Similar to other 

studies on Indigenous Peoples’ conceptualizations of health (e.g., Adelson, 2005; Bawaka Country et 

al., 2016; Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; de Leeuw et al., 2015; Richmond & Ross, 2009), participants in 

this research discussed the importance of what it means to be Indigenous or Northern Tutchone, of 

the land, of kinship ties or community cohesion, and of Elders and citizens who hold cultural 

knowledge and pass it on. These values primarily reflect the importance of relationships, places, and 

practices.  

When describing the impacts of mining, First Nation participants did not focus on 

commonly documented and discrete impacts of mining, such as water quality, air pollution, or 

substance abuse (e.g., Health Impact Assessment for Proposed Coal Mine at Wishbone Hill, 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough Alaska; Health Impact Assessment of Mining Activities near Keno City, 

Yukon). Instead, participants described a number of barriers that prevented them from engaging 

with/in relationship with other people; places of cultural, emotional, mental, and spiritual 

significance; and cultural practices and the individuals who support passing on cultural knowledge 

about these practices. Many of the barriers implicated the mining industry and the processes that 
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govern the industry. For example, some participants noted that their access to traditional hunting 

grounds and the sharing of knowledge associated with those areas were restricted because of 

abandoned or proposed mine sites. In other instances, the connections were less obvious.  

Additionally, when identifying the impact of mining, several First Nations’ participants 

identified being removed from the community as a child and/or placed in a residential school, 

historic mistrust of the territorial and federal governments to provide relevant and current 

information on existing and abandoned development, and Indigenous Peoples bearing the burden of 

racism tied to the persisting mindset associated with the Indian Act. Mining was implicated in these 

experiences, if not explicitly, then through more nuanced pathways as seen in examples in which 

participants described being removed from their community at a young age, lateral violence, and not 

attending meetings regarding proposed mining development. These findings are both supported by 

and support scholarship that argue for making relevant the impact of settler contact and structures 

of settler colonialism to legislation, policies, and programs, including the mechanisms governing the 

mining industry in Yukon (Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Morgensen, 2011; 

Tuck & Yang, 2012; Wolfe, 2006). 

Several of the participants who work with Yukon's mechanisms to address issues related to 

health and well-being observed limitations of existing frameworks. Noted were challenges to capture 

and reflect the overlap of issues that occurred when Indigenous Peoples described their 

community's values. For example, impacts on culture and impacts on wildlife were noted to be 

difficult to separate as is conventional practice in mechanisms used to assess and mitigate impacts. 

Problematic, the one-size-fits-all technical guidance manuals remain troubled to consider the 

significance of a community's values and the overlap among those values. Moreover, many of the 

individuals with experience with governance mechanisms did not identify that they addressed issues 

related to settler contact or settler colonialism. If they did, they noted it was challenging to 

incorporate into existing mechanisms. Their experience was not unexpected. Commonly applied 

health frameworks are not nuanced enough to capture the impacts of settler contact and settler 

colonialism beyond expression as a single determinant nor critically analyze how the processes, such 

as environmental assessments, IBAs, or HIAs, institutionalize the silencing of Indigenous Peoples' 

experiences (de Leeuw et al., 2015; de Leeuw, Maurice, Holyk, Greenwood, & Adam, 2012; Tuhiwai 

Smith, 2007). As a result, the impacts and structures of settler colonialism are addressed as an event 

of the past and not intrinsic to understanding the persistent and spectrum of Indigenous health 

inequities and relevant to understanding the impact of mining on the health and well-being of 

Indigenous Peoples. 
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Addressing the significance of relationships, places, and practices to a community’s well-

being can ensure the inclusion of Indigenous Peoples experiences that are erased through the 

reliance on the terms health and well-being. Particularly as these terms were identified to have undue 

emphasis on mining and drug and alcohol issues. Indeed, environmental assessments, HIAs, and 

IBAs often summarize complex social issues into “psychosocial issues related to drugs and alcohol” 

(NewFields Companies, 2012, p. 4) overlooking how processes of settler colonialism separate 

Indigenous Peoples from their relationships, cultural practices, and the land with resulting social and 

psychological problems8 (Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Waldram, Young, & Herring, 2006).  

As an example of what is uncovered with a focus on the values important to the community 

and mining as a barrier that prevents Indigenous Peoples from engaging with/in their values, the 

importance of Elders and individuals with cultural knowledge and the significance of employment 

opportunities negotiated through an IBA is presented. Attending to the effects of residential school 

and loss of cultural knowledge, concern with a mine development, and the significance of Northern 

Tutchone values revealed that individuals who play a crucial role in transmitting cultural knowledge 

to others in the community are also often the same individuals hired by mining firms. In the case of 

LSCFN, when cultural mentors leave the community for paid employment, the First Nation must 

fill vacant roles and citizens are without access to knowledge keepers. The outcome for the First 

Nation government and citizens is disproportionate to the burden placed on the mining industry to 

consider or address the past and persisting harms of settler contact and settler colonialism in the 

context of extractive industrial development (see National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered 

Indigenous Women and Girls, 2019b; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). 

Instead of negotiating employment quotas at a mine site in an unpredictable industry (Gibson & 

Klinck, 2005; Petkova, Lockie, Rolfe, & Ivanova, 2009), First Nation governments may wish to 

negotiate long-term financial compensation to support cultural revitalization within the community.  

Another example of how a focus on mining as a barrier to engaging with/in values and how 

the impacts of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism intersect is offered through an 

analysis of the often-used indicator of social cohesion. Social cohesion is identified in this study, and 

elsewhere, as an important indicator of community well-being (Caxaj et al., 2014; Selkirk First 

Nation et al., 2016). Negotiated through an IBAs are opportunities to support community 

gatherings, a proxy of social cohesion. However, not addressed in technical guidance documents for 

the mining industry are the social, political, and economic barriers that prevent Indigenous Peoples 

 
8 See (Tuck, 2009) for more on how damaged centre narratives contribute to harming Indigenous Peoples.  
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from gathering and that these barriers are tied to the processes of settler colonialism (Czyzewski, 

2011). Experiences of lateral violence were identified to prevent citizens from engaging in events, 

but not commonly part of measuring attendance to events or tracking the number of events 

supported through an IBA are the reasons for not attending. Reasons that may find origin in 

outcomes of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism (Bombay et al., 2014), and be 

enhanced or exacerbated with proposed mining.  

Governance mechanisms, such as YESAB, are mandated to direct more attention to First 

Nations’ issues and knowledges. Despite this directive, participants who work in fields related to the 

governance of mining reported that YESAB, HIAs, and IBAs do not characterize the full impact of 

mining in the same way as First Nation Peoples. This finding is consistent with scholarship that 

identified the challenges of colonial structures and institutions to consider and address health issues 

and the underlying causes of health disparities as expressed by Indigenous Peoples (e.g. Donatuto, 

Satterfield, & Gregory, 2011; Turner, Gregory, Brooks, Failing, & Satterfield, 2008). The 

assumptions that inform what is considered an impact and how an impact is assessed, measured, and 

even mitigated is fraught with settler worldviews. Compounding assumptions of what constitutes 

health or well-being and what is an impact of mining is the reliance of governance mechanisms on 

systematic and replicable indicators, such as exposure to hazardous materials, effects on mental 

health, or increases in drugs and alcohol usage (e.g., NewFields Companies, 2012; State of Alaska 

Department of Health and Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011). Relying on universal and 

reductionist approaches instead of more nuanced pathways to explain the impact of mining on the 

health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples, limits the capacity to predict and fully capture the 

multiple and overlapping social and environmental impacts of a project. 

It follows, then, that to identify and mitigate the adverse impact of mining on Indigenous 

Peoples’ health and well-being, governance mechanisms need to attend to the intersections of the 

barriers that prevent Indigenous Peoples from engaging with/in values and that relay the 

significance of relationships, places, and practices; identify how access to engaging with/in those 

values are limited by the impacts of settler contact and settler colonialism; and reveal how 

governance mechanisms perpetuate logics of settler colonialism (see Wolfe, 2006) and contribute to 

obscuring how mining impacts engagement with/in community-defined values. 

As industrial developments are increasingly contested, it is vital that the concerns of 

Indigenous Peoples are clearly addressed and understood, both for the sake of the mining industry 

and Indigenous communities and their governments. Codifying the values of relationships, places, 

and practices in environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIAs along with recognition of the impact 
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of settler contact and settler colonialism may create the space for recognizing the significance of 

values to Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being and how together, mining and experiences of 

settler colonialism create barriers that prevent Indigenous Peoples from engaging with/in their 

values. This move may assure Indigenous communities of the space necessary to say “no” to 

proceeding with a mine project until the full impact to their health and well-being is understood. 

Alternatively, the mechanisms used to govern mining in Yukon may find increased resistance to 

participate in these structures as First Nation Peoples lose confidence in them  

4.6 Conclusion 

This chapter examined how Yukon First Nations Peoples characterize the impact of mining 

on their health and well-being and whether this characterization aligns with the assessment tools and 

approaches applied by regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms governing the extractive industries 

in Yukon. First Nations’ participants described several barriers that implicate mining and that 

prevent them from engaging with/in relationships, places, and practices, the values that underlie 

their community’s health and well-being. Moreover, in describing mining as a barrier that prevents 

engagement in/with their values, the legacies of settler contact and the impact of settler colonialism 

were also revealed. Interviews with First Nations’ citizens reveal the significant of values whereas 

individuals who have direct experiences with YESAB, HIAs, and IBAs identified that addressing the 

values significant to First Nations Peoples remains a challenge even with mechanisms that stem 

from modern-day treaties. These findings suggest that first, by directing more attention to the values 

that underlie a community's health and well-being, governance mechanisms may better understand 

and respond to concerns that Indigenous Peoples have with nearby abandoned, existing, or 

proposed mine developments; and second, by directing more attention to the barriers to engaging 

with/in values important to Indigenous Peoples, the relationship among abandoned, existing, or 

proposed mining and the impact of settler contact and the structures of settler colonialism to the 

mine under review and the processes that assess the impact of mining and permit mining projects 

are more apparent. 

The findings support calls by Indigenous leaders for increased attention to the social and 

political arrangements that shape Indigenous Peoples’ health disparities and how they are addressed 

(National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls, 2019a; Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015; UN General Assembly, 2 October 2007). For 

governance mechanisms this means questioning the ability of common indicators to describe or 
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characterize how mining is impacting the significance of relationships, places and practices, values 

that underlie a community’s health and well-being. 

Two specific recommendations emerge from this study to support mechanisms to better 

address the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples: Mechanisms 

should (a) work to align recommendations from environmental assessments, and HIAs or benefits 

negotiated through an IBA with the community’s values and desired outcomes; and (b) develop 

frameworks that support assessors to consider settler colonialism as a structural force that continues 

to inform health disparities, how abandoned, existing, or proposed mining projects are experienced 

by Indigenous Peoples, and challenge what constitutes as an impact of mining on health and well-

being. 

Although this research did not engage with mining officials and the sample population is 

limited to Yukon, Canada, the study results can inform other jurisdictions in Northern Canada and 

globally in which regulatory and non-regulatory governance mechanisms are mandated to consider 

the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. Describing health and 

well-being through the values of relationships, places, and practices and mitigating the barriers 

erected with a proposed mine, that prevent Indigenous Peoples from engaging with/in those values 

may facilitate an understanding of the relevance of settler colonialism including the legacies of 

residential school to the decisions made through environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIAs.  

Until such time that governance mechanisms consider the significance of settler contact and 

structures of settler colonialism to understanding and addressing the impact of mining on 

Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being, the full impact of mining will not be captured or 

mitigated with appropriate or relevant measures. Moreover, mechanisms governing mining and 

tasked with addressing the impact of the mining industry on the health and well-being of Indigenous 

Peoples will be subject to assertions that they are, in fact, tools of a colonial state and perpetuate the 

forces of settler colonialism. 
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 | “IT DEPENDS ON WHAT YOU REFER TO AS ‘ON THE LAND’”: 
(MIS)UNDERSTANDING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE LAND TO INDIGENOUS 
HEALTH AND WELL-BEING IN MINING GOVERNANCE  

 
Role of Chapter in Dissertation  

Chapter 5 addresses the research objective to: Identify gaps in the contemporary governance 

of mining with respect to addressing the relationship among First Nation Peoples’ health and well-

being, settler contact, and settler colonialism. This chapter is consistent with the finding presented in 

Chapter 3 and supports the dissertation thesis by challenging the underlying assumptions in and 

taken-for-granted ways of organizing, conducting, and disseminating research that informs 

contemporary governance. Building upon the findings presented in Chapter 4, this chapter also 

identifies that in order for governance mechanisms to consider how Indigenous Peoples describe the 

impact of mining on their health and well-being the mechanisms need to recognize that structural 

barriers to accessing the land are reinforced with enhanced recognition of the land.  
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ABSTRACT 

Advancements to the mechanisms governing mining attempt to give greater attention to the 

relationships Indigenous Peoples share with the land, their language, and their culture and the 

significance of these relationships to their health and well-being. Changes to environmental 

assessments, impact benefit agreements, and health impacts assessments have facilitated better 

identification and mitigation of the adverse impact of mining on the health and well-being of 

Indigenous Peoples. However, the significance of settler colonialism and Indigenous Peoples’ 

reduced access to and knowledge of the land is not sufficiently considered.  

A case study, developed in partnership with Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), 

in Yukon, Canada, sought to characterize Yukon First Nations Peoples’ relationships with the land 

and whether contemporary mechanisms governing mining fully capture their lived experiences with 

the land. In-depth interviews were conducted with Yukon First Nation citizens (n=42), and 

qualitative data were collected at a community focus group session hosted with LSCFN citizens 

(n=25). Data were thematically co-analyzed with a community researcher and verified by staff 

members of Dän sóthän nûtl'et do (LSCFN Health and Social Department).  

The findings illustrate that the multiple and interconnected ways First Nations Peoples 

connect with the land may not be fully captured in mechanisms governing mining. The research 

findings suggest that common expressions, such as “going on the land” and “being on the land” 

used to recognize the relationship of First Nations Peoples with the land may fail to reflect 

experiences of ongoing dispossession of the land, including trauma and sadness associated with the 

land, and a disconnection from knowledge of their land, their language, and their culture. To ensure 

the full scope of mining’s impact on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being are addressed, the 

languaging found in regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms needs to be challenged to ensure 

that Indigenous land use is not fetishized and, in the process, overlooks both vulnerabilities and the 

rights of Indigenous Peoples.   
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5.1 Introduction 

Globally, the relationship between Indigenous Peoples and mining is changing (Christensen 

& Grant, 2007; Horowitz et al., 2018; Lertzman & Vredenburg, 2005; O'Faircheallaigh, 2013). 

Several developments have created new opportunities, as well as new complexities and challenges in 

the relationship among the mining sector, the mechanisms that govern the sector, and Indigenous 

Peoples. These developments include the United Nations’ Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples (UN General Assembly, 2 October 2007); the political mobilization of Indigenous 

governments; the legal and societal expectations that the mining sector consider Indigenous rights 

(Gibson & Klinck, 2005; O'Faircheallaigh, 2013; Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic 

Assessment Board, 2016b); and the recognition of the interconnected relationship Indigenous 

Peoples have with their land, language, and culture (Bawaka Country et al., 2016; Cunsolo Willox et 

al., 2013) For some Indigenous communities, proposed and nearby mines, may offer opportunities 

to access social and economic benefits not accessible through state governments (Caine & Krogman, 

2010; Cameron & Levitan, 2014; Galbraith, Bradshaw, & Rutherford, 2007; O'Faircheallaigh, 2013); 

however, many Indigenous communities continue to experience and express concern about the 

adverse and sustained impact of proposed, existing, and abandoned mines on the land, their 

language, and their culture (Gibson & Klinck, 2005; Horowitz et al., 2018; Kwiatkowski, 2011; 

O'Faircheallaigh, 2013; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). Although employment and preferential 

contracting opportunities are often benefits associated with mining development (Siebenmorgen & 

Bradshaw, 2011), Indigenous Peoples continue to be more at risk of adverse outcomes of mine 

developments as a result of their relationship with the land, existing health issues, and experiences of 

settler colonialism (see Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Native Women's Association of Canada, 2007). 

Commonly characterized impacts of mining are linked to new earnings, rotational work 

schedules, and population influxes that can result in increased family stresses, crime, and issues 

related to mental health, physical injury, substance abuse, and chronic disease (Gibson, Yung, 

Chisholm, Quinn, & with Lake Babine Nation and Nak’azdli Whut’en, 2017; Jones & Bradshaw, 

2015; Lenné, Salmon, Liu, & Trotter, 2012; Masuda, Poland, & Baxter, 2010; O'Faircheallaigh, 2013; 

Shandro, Veiga, Shoveller, Scoble, & Koehoorn, 2011; Wilson & Stammler, 2016). Challenges to 

address these adverse impacts persist despite advancements in environmental assessment legislation 

and practice, the introduction of impact assessment tools focused on human health and well-being, 

and privately negotiated impact benefit agreements between industry and Indigenous governments. 

In countries such as Canada, Australia, and New Zealand these three mechanisms are noted for their 
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effort to support improved relationships between mining companies and Indigenous Peoples by 

facilitating opportunities for Indigenous communities to provide input on the direction, magnitude, 

and geographic extent of a proposed project with the aim to lessen or control the impact on their 

community’s health and well-being (Cameron & Levitan, 2014; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Jones, Nix, 

& Snyder, 2014; O'Faircheallaigh, 1999, 2013; O'Faircheallaigh & Corbett, 2005; Procter, 2015; 

Shandro & Jokinen, 2018; Shandro et al., 2011). 

In Northern Canada, the governance of mining has developed alongside modern-day treaties 

(Martin & Bradshaw, 2018; Natcher & Davis, 2007). For example, in Northwest Territories, the 

Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act (S.C. 1998 c.25) was established pursuant to the 

Gwich’in, Sahtu, and Tlicho Final Agreements. In the neighbouring Yukon, the Yukon 

Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Act (YESAA, S.C. 2003, c.7), is an outcome of the 

framework agreement for 11 Yukon First Nations Final Agreements1. The Yukon Environmental 

and Socio-economic Assessment Board (YESAB) is mandated to “protect, promote and where 

possible enhance the well-being and traditional economies of Yukon First Nation persons and their 

special relationship with the land [emphasis added]” (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic 

Assessment Board, 2005). The enhanced attention to Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the land 

has resulted in expectations that proposals submitted to YESAB list the potential “interactions 

between a project and traditional land use” (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment 

Board, 2016c, p. 62) as well as describe the project’s “effects on traditional land use” (Yukon 

Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016c, p. 62).  

Concurrent with, but not part of, the regulatory regime resulting from modern-day treaties in 

Northern Canada are impact benefit agreements (IBAs). IBAs are considered de facto requirements 

for any industry development in Northern Canada and within or proximate to the lands of 

Indigenous Peoples. The agreements are a way to address gaps in regulatory processes and negotiate 

socio-economic benefits for communities located nearby proposed mining development (Cameron 

& Levitan, 2014; Galbraith et al., 2007; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Knotsch & Warda, 2009; 

O'Faircheallaigh, 2013). Another tool, health impact assessments (HIAs), can assist both 

environmental assessments and IBAs to better address issues specific to human health. HIAs have 

emerged as a set of procedures to attend to and judge the potential effects of policies and projects 

on human health (World Health Organization, 2019). HIAs are promoted as a tool to support the 

use of multiple types of data and facilitate a multifaceted approach to assessing the environmental, 

 
1 In Yukon, Final Agreements include a land claim and self-government agreement. 
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social, political, and policy ramifications of a proposed project, such as a mine, on human health 

(Harris-Roxas et al., 2012; Wernham, 2011; Winkler et al., 2013).  

Changes to regulatory and non-regulatory regimes that coincide with modern-day treaties 

have facilitated further consideration of the cultural, social, and physical impacts and benefits of 

mining specific to Yukon First Nations Peoples. The attention given to the significance of the land 

for Yukon First Nations Peoples by YESAB is replicated in documents directed at the mining sector 

to guide their engagement with Yukon First Nation communities (see Na-Cho Nyak Dun First 

Nation, Tr’ondek Hwëch’in Han Nation, & Yukon Chamber of Mines, 2012;  and State of Alaska 

Department of Health and Social Services Alaska HIA Program, 2011). The awareness by state 

governments and industry of First Nation Peoples’ relationship with the land is also publicly noted 

in industry communications and agreements between industry and First Nation governments (see 

Selkirk First Nation, Government of Yukon, & Minto Explorations Ltd, 2016; Teck Resources 

Limited, 2020). Signaled through languaging that reference Indigenous Peoples’ land use as 

“participation in traditional activities (such as trapping, hunting, fishing and gathering)” (Selkirk First 

Nation et al., 2016, p. 5) gives the indication that industry is aware of Indigenous Peoples’ wholistic 

conceptualizations of health and well-being and their connection to the land (see Cunsolo Willox et 

al., 2013; Richmond & Ross, 2009).  

It is well documented that Indigenous Peoples’ identity, health, and well-being stem from a 

deeply interconnected relationship with the land, their language, and their culture (Cunsolo Willox et 

al., 2012; Parkes, 2011; Reading & Wien, 2013; Richmond & Ross, 2009). This relationship is often 

obscured by a settler narrative that describes the land as property and does not consider Indigenous 

Peoples’ connections to the land, nor colonially-driven experiences of dispossession from the land 

(Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Richmond & Ross, 2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). The 

dispossession, as Richmond and colleagues describe, is both the physical and emotional separation 

from the land and a process that destabilizes relationships within communities and with the land 

(Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Richmond & Ross, 2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). State 

government policies that resulted in the removal of children from communities and their placement 

in residential schools or in homes outside the community as well as modern-day experiences of 

social exclusion and racism facilitate the erasure of Indigenous identity. Within the current context, 

settler colonialism and Indigenous Peoples’ experiences of dispossession persist through legislation, 

policies, and practice (Adelson, 2005; Czyzewski, 2011; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016). However, the 

connections between Indigenous health, the land, and larger socio-cultural-political structures such 

as colonization and settler colonialism, are underrepresented in research on health and mining or 
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health and other extractive industries (Brisbois et al., 2018; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015), and in 

guidance documents and technical manuals published for industry (e.g., International Council on 

Mining and Metals, 2010; International Finance Corporation World Bank Group, 2012; Teck 

Resources Limited, 2020)  

This chapter discusses the findings of a study that aims to address the gap in scholarship and 

the challenges faced by mechanisms used to govern mining. Employing a case study approach, the 

study examines the perspectives of Yukon First Nations Peoples around relationships with the land, 

how ‘the land’ is conceptualized, and whether contemporary mechanisms governing mining in 

Yukon capture the full scope of Yukon First Nations Peoples lived experiences of with the land. 

The case study, developed in partnership with Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), 

included interviews with citizens of LSCFN and First Nations Peoples working in fields related to 

the governance of extractive industries and a focus group meeting with LSCFN citizens. The study 

findings presented in this chapter reveal that common expressions, such as ‘going on the land’, 

‘being on the land’, or ‘special relationship with the land’ used in regulatory and non-regulatory 

mechanisms governing mining to recognize First Nations Peoples’ relationships with the land, fail to 

consider experiences of dispossession from the land and other impacts of settler colonialism related 

to land connection and land access. Overlooking the range of land-based experiences and 

experiences of dispossession of the land may result with mechanisms used to govern mining 

fetishizing Indigenous land use. Governance mechanisms then perpetuate and compound Yukon 

First Nations Peoples’ experiences of dispossession from the land and their culture and make 

governance mechanisms and industry vulnerable to assertions that governance mechanisms 

reinforce colonial norms and practices in order to define Indigenous Peoples’ use of the land.   

5.2 Methods 

A multi-year, qualitative case study was conducted in partnership with Little Salmon 

Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), a self-governing First Nation in Yukon, Canada between 2015 and 

2017. An advisory committee composed of LSCFN government department directors oversaw the 

research, in accordance with First Nations ethical research principles that aim to support 

collaborative engagement and knowledge sharing (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010). The partnership 

with LSCFN and the direction of the advisory committee facilitated a variety of community events 

and research activities. The methods employed in the research activities were informed by 

participatory and decolonizing research principles (see Kovach, 2009; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). These 

principles emphasize research as a relationship and an opportunity for co-learning (de Leeuw, 
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Cameron, & Greenwood, 2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012); a political action fundamental to the exercise 

of Indigenous self-determination (Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Tuhiwai Smith, 

2012; Wallerstein & Duran, 2006); and an act that requires an awareness and a praxis that recognizes 

Indigenous communities as research partners and not solely sites of research (Ball & Janyst, 2008; 

Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Cochran et al., 2008; Freire, 1970; Gibson & Lund, 2012; Jones, 

Cunsolo, & Harper, 2018; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; Wallerstein & Duran, 2006).  

5.2.1 Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 

Citizens of LSCFN are part of the Northern Tutchone language and culture group, which is 

one of the eight language groups in Yukon. The ancestors of LSCFN citizens were migratory 

Peoples who lived and travelled around the modern-day Village of Carmacks (Little Salmon 

Carmacks First Nation, 2009). During the gold rush of 1898, the Northern Tutchone Peoples 

witnessed the travel of more than 30,000 goldminers through their homelands on their way further 

north (Neufeld, 2016). Settler contact had a profound impact on Yukon First Nations Peoples. Oral 

accounts describe the decimation of First Nations Peoples via small pox, measles, and other diseases 

newly introduced by miners and other settlers (Cruikshank, 2000). Settler-imposed policies and 

practices had additional negative impacts on First Nation Peoples. For example, with settler contact 

and the introduction of a wage economy, many Yukon First Nations Peoples, including citizens of 

LSCFN, relocated to be closer to settler-developed villages. In 1958, after settling on the south side 

of the Yukon River (a large river that flows through the Traditional Territory of LSCFN), citizens 

were relocated to the north side of the river with little consultation. The federal government driven 

relocation was to facilitate new infrastructure for the Village of Carmacks. The project, however, 

resulted in the disruption of the graves of LSCFN ancestors, an incident that continues to impact 

the community and the relationship between the community and Yukon Government (Council of 

Yukon First Nations, 2011). In addition, until the mid-1990s, many First Nations children were 

forcibly removed from the community and placed in church- or government-run schools as a part of 

the Indian residential school system in Canada. This resulted in the loss of languages, traditional 

laws, and cultures and has had lasting impacts on language use and cultural knowledge within Yukon 

First Nations communities.  

The government of LSCFN continues, as do other Indigenous communities in Canada, to 

actively respond to issues stemming from the impact of settler contact. For example, efforts to 

revitalize the Northern Tutchone language and to increase awareness and the application of Doo’li 
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(i.e., the traditional laws)2 are supported by the Nän nena Dän do k’ānete (LSCFN Lands and 

Resources Department) and the Northern Tutchone Elders Council. These efforts include placing 

language teachers in the local school and publishing books on stories told by Northern Tutchone 

ancestors and Elders. In 1997, leaders of LSCFN signed a Final Agreement3 to preserve, protect, 

and promote culture, language, heritage, land and resources, and to ensure title and treaty rights 

within their Traditional Territory (Government of Canada, Council of Yukon First Nation, & 

Government of Yukon, 1993). Under the agreement, citizens of LSCFN elect a Chief and six 

members of Council every 4 years. The Chief and Council of LSCFN are responsible for the 

governing and development of the First Nation and have “the power to make and enact laws in 

respect of their lands and citizens, to tax, to provide for municipal planning, and to manage or co-

manage lands and resources” (Council of Yukon First Nation, 2019, para.1). 

LSCFN currently has a total membership of 723 citizens (C. Kowalchuk, personal 

communication, March 1, 2018); and according to the Yukon Bureau of Statistics (2018), 366 

Indigenous people identified as living in the Village of Carmacks, a village located within the 

Traditional Territory of LSCFN (see Figure 5-1 for a map of Yukon First Nations’ Traditional 

Territories). The Traditional Territory of LCSFN continues to be a hub for mineral exploration and 

mining. For example, in 2017, over 5,400 quartz claims and 940 placer mines were located in the 

Traditional Territory of LSCFN (Green, personal communications, 2017). The biggest mine yet to 

be built in Yukon is proposed on one of the largest copper-gold deposits in Canada, which falls 

within the shared Traditional Territories of LSCFN, Selkirk First Nation, and Tr’ondëk Hwëch’in 

First Nation (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016a). The 

Traditional Territory of LSCFN is also home to a number of closed and abandoned mine sites, 

including Mount Nansen mine, which was a gold and silver mine located 60km west of Carmacks 

(Government of Yukon Energy Mines and Resources, 2016). The mine operated intermittently 

between 1943 and 1999 and continues to present issues with the tailing dam and non-compliant 

water being released into the environment (Government of Yukon Energy Mines and Resources, 

2013). 

 
2 See Chapter 4 for more understanding of Dooli and its significance to LSCFN citizens. 
3 The Final Agreement includes a land claim and self-government agreement. To see the Little Salmon Carmacks First 
Nation Self-Government Agreement and Land Claim Agreement go to: http://www.lscfn.ca/agree.html and 
http://www.lscfn.ca/agree-fa.html. 

http://www.lscfn.ca/agree.html
http://www.lscfn.ca/agree-fa.html


 

  

 

146 

 

Figure 5-1. Map of the Traditional Territories of Yukon First Nations. The shaded area identifies theTraditional 
Territories of the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation. 

 

5.2.2 Data collection  

Individual, in-depth interviews were conducted with a total of 42 First Nations Peoples, of 

which 37 identified as LSCFN citizens (see Figure 5-2 for information on participants’ age and 

gender). Interviews employed a relational approach and were designed to facilitate conversations 

between the interviewer and the research participants. This approach allows for the participants’ 

lived experiences to emerge while considering the epistemological and ontological assumptions the 
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researcher, in the case of this research a settler Canadian living in Northern Canada, brings to the 

interview process (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Fujii, 2017; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009).  

  

Two LSCFN citizens were hired and trained to conduct the interviews alongside two settler 

Canadian university students. Using a conversation guide (see Appendix C), the interviewers led 

participants through a number of topics with a series of prompts, including experiences of being on 

the land; past and present experiences with mining in the area; future concerns and expectations of 

mining companies in the area; and knowledge of Settlement Lands and Traditional Territory4 ratified 

under the Final Agreement. Interviews were conducted individualy and in English unless otherwise 

requested by the participant. Informed oral and written consent was obtained from each participant 

prior to the interview. Interviews ranged from 20 to 90 minutes in duration and were digitally 

recorded. More than 1,700 minutes of interviews were recorded in total. When participants 

requested that their interview not be recorded (n=3), detailed summary notes were taken. Copies of 

verbatim transcripts or summary notes were given to the research participants to facilitate member 

checks, a process whereby participants can review and edit their interview transcripts and add 

further information if needed (Creswell & Miller, 2000).  

 
4 The term Settlement Lands refers to a type of land tenure negotiated with a Final Agreement. Settlement Lands are specific 
sites where a First Nation has surface and subsurface rights. Traditional Territory reflects an area of land a Yukon First 
Nation negotiated in their Final and Self-Government Agreement. Traditional Territory does not necessarily reflect 
‘traditional’ land use patterns nor are comprehensive land use rights granted to all lands located in Traditional Territories 
(Nadasdy, 2017).  

Figure 5-2. Demographics of Yukon First Nation Reseach Participants by Age Cohort and Gender. 
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In addition to in-depth interviews, a community dinner with a connected focus group 

meeting was hosted by the research team. The dinner portion of the evening was attended by 55 

LSCFN citizens, of whom 25 actively participated in the focus group activities, which were set up in 

the same room and took place after the meal. During the community focus group meeting, 

participants reflected on the meaning of the term “health”; barriers and supports to maintaining or 

achieving a healthy community; and substantial changes, impacts, or experiences with past, present, 

and future mining projects in the area (see Chapter 2 for full descriptions of focus group meeting 

activities). Additional participant observations were assisted through attending community events 

and hosting workshops5.  

5.2.3 Data analysis 

Data from the interviews and the community focus group meeting were thematically 

analyzed. First, the notes from the flip chart paper collected at the community focus group were 

transcribed into a word document. The document was reviewed separately by the lead research and a 

researcher assistant and participant contributions were grouped into social, physical, environmental, 

economic, and cultural issues. The lists were compared, and additional notes were made. The themes 

developed from the community focus group meeting were then co-analyzed by the lead researcher 

with a community researcher during the review of the interview transcripts. 

The interview transcripts were read and then re-read, by the lead researcher, while listening 

to the digital recordings (when available) to facilitate familiarization with the data. The transcripts 

were then transposed into tables in order to index and sequence each interview (see La Pelle, 2004). 

Next, interview transcripts were read again, and thematic notes were added to the table in a new 

column, and a summary of each interview was written. Initial themes were developed from these 

thematic notes which considered the study question and the bias of the lead researcher. This process 

was then followed by additional readings of the transcripts, applying the themes to the participants’ 

responses, and checking whether the themes reflect what the research participants shared.  

To respond to calls to decolonize and Indigenize research (Kovach, 2009; Tuhiwai Smith, 

2012), as well as consider calls for settler researchers to “adopt new ways of seeing” (Kendall, 

Sunderland, Barnett, Nalder, & Matthews, 2011, p. 1), a process to analyze the data that reflected on 

the researcher’s biases and ensure participant experiences were kept in-tact when grouping themes 

was developed. To aid in making connections between overlapping narratives, a grouping of themes 

 
5 See section 2.7 for a description of activities that supported participant observations.  
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were placed into quadrants of a circle. A mediating theme was developed to tie the quadrants 

together. Theme groupings and mediating themes were refined several times. At the conclusion of 

this process, the findings were visually depicted as several circles linked by a central mediating 

theme, which represents the relationship between the emergent and overlapping themes. The 

preliminary results were shared with and validated by staff members of Dän sóthän nûtl'et do (LSCFN 

Health and Social Department) and the LSCFN advisory committee.  

All data collection and analysis activities were conducted with the approval of the Yukon 

Government and Tourism Department and under the authority of the Yukon Scientist and 

Explorers Act (RSY 2002, c.200; 2016-2017) and the Research Ethics Board at the University of 

Guelph (REB #16-12-859; 2016-2018). Additionally, a memorandum of understanding, outlining 

the research project, data ownership, and the obligations of the University of Guelph research team, 

was approved by the LSCFN Chief and Council and documented in their November 2015 meeting 

minutes.  

5.3 Results  

Four main results that emerged from the analysis reveal that for participants: describing the 

importance of the land to their health and well-being is challenging; the expression of ‘being on the 

land’ encompasses more than participating in a culturally- geographically-specific activity; access to 

the land is relational; and while the land is important to their identity and well-being, it can hold 

memories of trauma and sadness. Table 5-1 presents descriptions of each of the four findings, 

examples of the four findings taken from the interviews conducted with LSCFN citizens and First 

Nations Peoples working in fields related to the governance of extractive industries, and the 

significance of the findings to mechanisms governing mining. 
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Table 5-1. Results of Data Collected with First Nation Citizens Describing their Experiences with the Land. 

Research 
Objective 

Description of 
Findings Examples of Findings 

 
Significance to the 
Governance of Mining 

Characterize 
Yukon First 
Nations’ 
experiences with 
the land  
 

Challenges in 
describing the 
importance of the 
land  
 

Young adults 
challenged to convey 
the significance of the 
land and culture to 
their health and well-
being  
 

Fetishizing land-based 
activities reifies colonial 
tendencies straining 
relationships with 
Indigenous governments  
 
 
Areas of significance may be 
underrepresented in 
governance mechanisms 
and compound Indigenous 
Peoples’ experiences of 
dispossession 

Being on the land 
was revealed to be 
more than 
participating in a 
geographically- or 
culturally- specified 
activity 
 

Young adults conflate 
being on the land 
with a specific activity 
or being somewhere 
specific and may 
convey they do not 
“go on the land”  
 

 

Access to the land is 
relational 
 

For some access to 
the land is dependent 
on familial 
relationships  
 

Accessing information and 
knowledge on land-use may 
be limited with changes to 
community demographics 
(e.g. passing of Elders) 

The land can hold 
memories of trauma  
 

Not sharing 
information about the 
land and land use is a 
result of resurfacing 
hurtful or sad 
memories associated 
with the land and 
relationships with 
governments and 
industry 
 

Lack of indication of land use 
does not mean areas are not 
used or hold significance to 
the First Nation 
 
Gathering community 
information may be limited 
when past issues of mistrust 
resurface 
 

 

5.3.1 “How do I put this?” Describing the importance of the land to health and well-being is 
challenging 

Many of the LSCFN citizens who participated in this study stated that in order to 

understand the relationship between being Northern Tutchone and being well and healthy, it is 

essential to recognize the significance of “the land” to First Nations Peoples. For example, as a male 

interview participant explained: “The land is a big part of everyone’s life, Aboriginal culture.” An 

Elder conveyed a similar belief, identifying the relationship between “being on the land” and sharing 

and passing on cultural knowledge to younger generations: 
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Going out on the land means taking the young people out on the land and learning 

more of our language, taking the Elders out in the bush. It means going out in the 

bush and letting the young people set a fish net or hunt or just set up a camp and 

just make it be like a cultural camp. 

For this Elder, being on the land is associated with learning and practicing cultural activities. The 

view of “the land” as a place of sharing and learning about Northern Tutchone culture, as well as 

being a pathway to a healthy community, resonated in many interviews.   

Although the land was identified as important for health, well-being, and cultural identity, it 

was difficult for some of the participants to fully describe this relationship. The challenge to convey 

the relationship between the land and health and well-being was particularly common in interviews 

with participants between the ages of 18 to 35 years old. For example, a woman in her early 20s, 

who had participated in organized cultural activities, commented: “[The relationship between the 

land and health is] kind of hard to describe. I can’t really think of a way to describe it.” Many 

participants in this age group responded to questions related to the land, cultural identity, and health 

and well-being with statements, such as “I don’t really know how to explain that one”; “I can’t 

describe, it’s like a way of life, I guess”; or simply “I don’t know.”  

One participant expressed concern that young First Nations men face challenges to 

accessing cultural knowledge: 

We have lived off the land for so long, like all the medicines we have. We should 

know these things ‘cause it is important, because we’re the next generations, and 

our ancestors from way back, they didn’t live like we live today. They never had all 

this technology. Fishing was a big part of our [ancestors’] life, and hunting. So, I 

think that stuff is really important to us youth these days. A lot more of the youth 

these days need to know this knowledge and there’s a lot that probably don’t.  

This participant, a young man himself, was indicating the importance for youth to have 

opportunities to keep learning about the significance of the land to their cultural identify and health 

and well-being but this opportunity was not present, or many young men were challenged to access 

this information.  
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5.3.2  “It depends on what you refer to as ‘on the land’”. Being on the land encompasses more 
than participating in a geographically-specific activity 

When speaking on the importance of the land to Indigenous culture, a young male 

participant commented: “I haven’t been out on the land for a while...just fishing.” Similarly, a young 

female participant explained,  

I’m trying to think of the last time I went out on the land. Well, the last time I 

probably did anything like traditional would probably be last summer, to go berry 

picking with Grandma at Mount Nansen, but that was about it. 

The young woman, similar to the young man, seems to imply that to be on the land means to 

participate in an activity that is perceived as “traditional” or cultural, such as berry picking. The 

perception of being on the land as involving participation in a specific activity was echoed by other 

participants between the ages of 18 and 35 years old. Another female participant in her early 30s 

explained:  

We camp. I mean it’s more like a social event, I guess, for us. We camp. We go on 

the boat. We do, like, fish camp. We do hunt, but not really. I’m not super 

traditional really, in the sense that “I would go out”. I’m busy. I feel like I’m busy 

doing other things. I only go out [on the land] for social gatherings really.  

While the participant describes herself as “not super traditional” and would not “go out” on the 

land, she identified the importance of the land and regularly going camping with friends and family. 

In her response she suggests the phrase “going on the land” has some preconceived expectations 

that she did not adhere to. 

Some respondents suggested that “being on the land” is tied to being somewhere 

geographically specific. In an interview with a young male participant in his early 30s, he noted that 

he lacked time to be on the land other than for work purposes; he explained that, “I haven’t really 

been out exploring, I was basically here all my life, around in the area of Carmacks. I really haven’t 

been outside but around in this area.” While stating that he had not been out on the land, he noted 

that he spends time in and around the Village of Carmacks, an area within the Traditional Territory 

of LSCFN. However, he did not perceive the time he spends in and around the Village of Carmacks 

as “being on the land.”   

In an interview with an LSCFN Elder, she suggested that the phrase “going on the land” is 

often misused and misunderstood. The Elder clarified that some may think that being on the land is 
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to be somewhere specific or that to be on the land requires participating in a specific activity. She 

questions what the expression “on the land” actually meant. As the Elder explained, 

It depends on what you refer to as ‘on the land’ because where I live, I live in the 

country. And, I’m in the yard or around about. So, if you want to call that ‘on the 

land,’ it’s not out in the outback where there are no buildings and stuff. I haven’t 

been out there for a while. Unless you want to count, well like a week ago I took 

someone, an Elder, down to her cabin, which is I guess you could say ‘on the 

land.’ 

Another Elder also challenged the assumption that being on the land is synonymous with a specific 

activity or being somewhere geographically specific. At first, the Elder like many of the young adults 

interviewed, stated that she did not go on the land, but then she explained:  

“We do go out on the land and go for picnics, I go to Tatchun or to Frenchman 

for the day; Little Salmon, Airport Lake. We go out for a day like that. So that’s 

‘being on the land.’”  

The Elder clarified that she does indeed go on the land, just not in a manner that involves a 

presumed to be cultural or “traditional” activity. Similarly, another participant suggested that being 

on the land is more than a “subsistence thing or a First Nation thing.” For one participant, being on 

the land involves being with her family and picking wildflowers.  

5.3.3 “I used to go out a lot with my grandparents”: Access to the land is relational  

Most of the research participants identified the importance of familial connections in 

accessing the land or in engaging in cultural activities. Many of the young men interviewed noted 

that their access to the land or cultural activities was restricted without an Elder, Auntie, Uncle, or 

other family members to facilitate time on the land. For example, a young male participant noted 

that “When I was younger, I used to go [out on the land] with my parents, but not anymore because 

I have to work, and my connection with the land is through my parents.” Another male participant 

in his late 20s reflected on the changes in his access to the land with the passing of his grandparents:  

I’ll go with my dad whenever he can but, besides that, a lot of it just happened 

with my grandparents and that kind of ended when they passed away. So yeah, a 

lot of it got restricted once my grandparents passed.  
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Female participants also described reduced access to the land with changes to familial 

relationships; for example, a female participant spoke of her joy in participating in cultural activities, 

such as hunting, and harvesting berries and medicines with her grandparents, which changed when 

her grandparents passed away:  

Being on the land is calming, it’s peaceful, you feel more connected. Probably my 

favourite activity is to be on the river and maybe hunting, berry picking, ski-

dooing, fishing. Anything on the land is pretty much fun. So, there are a lot of 

different activities that would be my favourite. But, back to childhood, my 

memories with my grandparents are just berry picking, trapping, hunting, and 

fishing. We used to travel everywhere—Tatchun, Frenchman Lake, Nansen, 

Freegold, toward Whitehorse, Campbell Highway. I have a lot of memories of 

being on the land with my grandparents. Traditional activities. I really miss that 

because both my grandparents are gone, and I don’t really do that stuff anymore.  

Another young female participant, similarly, noted that her access to the land and cultural activities 

was navigated through familial relationships. When her grandparents died, her access to the land was 

restricted:  

I don’t really do the traditional activities I used to do; I really would like to, but it’s 

the challenges, I guess. I don’t have a vehicle. I don’t have all the stuff to go out 

on the land or anybody to go with these days. I used to do it all the time with my 

grandparents, but then [my grandpa] passed away and it was just my grandma and 

she passed. I don’t get to do any stuff like that anymore. 

This participant, similar to other participants her age, expressed sadness with not being able 

to participate in cultural activities or access specific sites that she identified as “the land”.  

5.3.4  “It’s hard to document knowledge when people don’t want to talk about it”. The land can 
hold trauma 

Some participants spoke of not going on the land, and some did not speak about specific 

sites of significance. It was revealed that the reasons some participants did not want to speak about 

or share information about the land were because of a trauma associated with a specific area or with 

the land in general. The trauma and sadness associated with the land was a sensitive issue and was 

not discussed in many interviews. A male Elder suggested that community members were not likely 
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to share information with outsiders, particularly on sensitive issues. He explained, “the Elders are 

saying too many times we talk, and we don’t know what happens to that talk.”  

Few participants spoke about trauma on the land, but when the topic arose, they emphasized 

the importance for individuals not from the community to understand the significance of the land to 

Indigenous People. Participants further explained that not speaking about the land or being silent in 

response to questions pertaining to the land may have different meanings for different Peoples. For 

example, when asked about going on the land, one woman responded that she loved the land, but 

she did not go on the land: “I don’t go out on the land and I don’t go fishing, I don’t go hunting, I 

don’t go camping, I don’t eat traditional food, but I love the land.” She later revealed that the land 

held memories of personal trauma and sadness for her and to go on the land was a reminder of 

those sad and painful memories. She explained that some of these memories were tied to periods 

when the community experienced an influx of income from nearby mining activities, in addition to 

other challenges attributed to extractive industries, including increased substance abuse and violence.  

Another participant spoke about the reasons that some citizens do not discuss or use certain 

geographical areas, even when the areas are of significance to their First Nation. Having experienced 

the challenge of trying to capture land-use knowledge, the participant suggested that when traumas 

or sadness occur on the land, Elders may choose not to speak about or use a site:  

It’s about the past, present, and the future too, right? When we talk about this 

whole landscape of the traditional territory, that maybe we don’t use an area as 

much as we used to. But in the future, we might and we’re starting to use it more. 

Like [when a company was talking about changes to the land], we were having a 

real hard time documenting Elder knowledge around there. And so, I was like 

heck, how come? Obviously, this [area] is right there, it’s huge. Well, there was a 

death there a few years ago so people were scared to use it. 

A young female participant also explained why some individuals may not speak about 

specific places and concerns about mining in the Traditional Territory: 

I am concerned about mining, there are graves that have been talked about that are 

sometimes not actually marked there. In our culture, you’re not supposed to 

remember where a person has died. But if it’s a grave, it’s a bit different; what if 

the miners are digging this stuff up not knowing?  
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An Elder further illustrated the trauma and sadness that the land may hold. After several 

meetings to discuss the research project, the Elder spoke of an event that took place many years ago, 

when spirit houses (grave markers) and an occupied home were destroyed by a bulldozer in order to 

build a road. She was hesitant, she explained, because in sharing the story, the accompanying feelings 

of being disrespected by the federal and territorial governments and the mining industry, her anger 

toward them resurfaced. Sadness that is tied to the land informed this Elders experiences with a 

specific site and similar to other individuals who identified land as holding trauma, speaking about 

the experiences on the land or use of the site was not easy.  

5.4 Discussion  

This research sought to examine Yukon First Nations Peoples’ relationships with the land in 

order to consider whether contemporary mechanisms applied to the governance of mining in Yukon 

capture the full scope their lived experiences with the land and the impact of mining on their health 

and well-being. The findings discussed throughout this chapter are of particular relevance for 

regulatory and non-regulatory governance mechanisms, such as environmental assessments, IBAs, 

and HIAs, that aim to enhance recognition of First Nations Peoples’ relationship with the land, 

identify the adverse impact of proposed mining on Yukon First Nations Peoples’ health and well-

being, and mitigate its associated harm.  

In this study, the Yukon First Nations participants spoke of: their deep love for the land and 

emphasized its importance to their health and well-being and its connection to transmitting cultural 

knowledge; the importance of participating in land-based activities; how their access to the land is 

facilitated through family members and fellow citizens; and how, for some participants, the land can 

hold memories of sadness and trauma. The significance of the land to the health and well-being of 

the Yukon First Nations Peoples identified in this study has been found among Indigenous Peoples 

across Canada and globally (Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; King, Smith, & Gracey, 2009; Parlee, 

Berkes, & Teetl'it Gwich'in Renewable Resources, 2005; Reading & Wien, 2013; Richmond & Ross, 

2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014; Wilson & Rosenberg, 2002). For example, Cunsolo Willox et al. 

(2013) reported a connection between identity and the land among Inuit from Nunatsiavut, Canada. 

Parlee et al. (2005) reported that resources from the land, such as berries, are central to the 

livelihoods and well-being of the Gwich’in Peoples in Northwest Territories, Canada and Chapter 4 

of this dissertation reported the significance of the land as a place to safeguard traditional 

knowledge, support healing, and connect with family, culture, and language. 
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 Interestingly, while the study results clearly demonstrate the importance the land and their 

connection to it, many participants reported that they were not “going on the land” or not 

participating in what is often presumed as a traditional or geographically-specific type of land-based 

or cultural activity. Reasons for not participating in these activities, for example hunting or berry 

picking, included not having access to relationships, familial or otherwise, to facilitate time on the 

land; and other factors, including transportation barriers and conflicts with work schedules. Similar 

barriers have been described in mining-focused research conducted in Northern Canada with 

Indigenous Peoples (Gibson & Klinck, 2005; Natcher, Shirley, Rodon, & Southcott, 2016). 

However, barriers to accessing the land and knowledge about the land, identified by some of the 

young adult participants in this study, were described in relation to activities that they perceived as 

linked to “traditional” or cultural activities, as opposed to other outdoor activities they engaged in, 

such as fishing (considered by many participants as different from fish camp, which they identified 

as a cultural activity), camping with friends, skidooing, four-wheeling, gardening, or driving and 

walking. Although these activities often took place in and around the Village of Carmacks (in areas 

that are part of the Traditional Territory of LSCFN), they were not perceived as synonymous with 

“being on the land.” As such, although many of the First Nations young adults in this research 

indicated that they had not been “on the land,” they were regularly engaging in outdoor activities, 

such as four-wheeling or camping, which indicates ongoing land usage and connections to the land.  

For some other participants, not identifying a specific site or not speaking about experiences 

that indicate being on the land was the result of trauma or sadness associated with the site or the 

land in general. In addition, some Elders noted that questions about going on the land and mining 

reminded them of the disrespect by the Canadian federal and territorial governments, institutions, 

and the mining industry for Yukon First Nations Peoples’ rights to the land and the importance of 

the land to their cultural identity and well-being. Responses to questions about the land and land-use 

revealed experiences of past and present violence, both overt and latent; cultural upheaval; and 

disruptions to the community’s way of life through mining or associated infrastructure. However, 

such experiences, as noted in the results, are not easily shared with individuals who are not from the 

community (see Ball & Janyst, 2008; Bull, 2010), nor necessarily understood by individuals not 

familiar with the lived experiences of the impact of settler contact and settler colonialism. 

Of importance is how the responses of First Nations citizens to inquiries about “going on 

the land” or their relationship with the land and mining are considered and addressed by modern-

day governance mechanisms such as environmental assessment legislation, IBAs, and HIAs. In 

Yukon, these mechanisms aim to grant enhanced recognition to Yukon First Nations Peoples’ 
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relationships with the land (Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016b). 

Yet, what if Yukon First Nation participants in this research accessed the land but not in a manner 

recognized or consistent with settler tropes or representations of First Nations Peoples’ relationship 

with the land? The intent of YESAB’s mandate to attend to the special relationship with the land 

(Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board, 2016b) and the expressions, “going 

on the land”, or “being on the land”, or having a “special relationship with the land” are structured 

to recognize Yukon First Nations Peoples’ relationship with the land. However, as noted by research 

participants, these phrases may not capture the entirety of Yukon First Nations Peoples’ lived 

experiences with the land, particularly if individuals are suggesting they are not going on the land or 

accessing the land in ways that are recognized through formal governance metrics. Moreover, 

unrecognized with the use of this languaging are experiences that include barriers to physically, 

spiritually, and emotionally accessing the land; knowing the cultural significance of the land; as well 

as experiencing changing relationships with the land (see Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; Valdivia, 

2005). This finding is consistent with what Audra Simpson (2014) describes as the limits of what the 

structures of settler colonialism are willing to acknowledge. In other words, mechanisms used to 

govern mining do not confer recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ use of the land in all its forms and 

with all its nuances, but instead erase their experiences of the land in the process of securing 

constructs of what constitutes as the land and the impact of mining on their health and well-being. 

As an outcome, those applying the mechanisms used to govern mining may have limited 

understandings of connections to and uses of the land, leave key impacts overlooked, and perpetuate 

misrecognition of Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the land.  

Defining who is Indigenous and what constitutes an Indigenous activity is a complex and 

controversial topic (Valdivia, 2005; Weaver, 2001). This issue is further complicated when 

Indigenous identities, as defined and expressed by Indigenous Peoples, are not reflected in broader 

government, cultural, and social spaces and structures (Adelson, 2000; Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; 

Corntassel, 2003; Coulthard, 2014; Hunt, 2014; Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Natcher, Davis, & Hickey, 

2005; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; Valdivia, 2005; Weaver, 2001). Within legal or administrative structures, 

such as the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Act and Canada’s new impact 

assessment legislation that came into force in August 2019 (see Impact Assessment Agency of 

Canada), as well as industry communiqués (e.g., Teck Resources Limited, 2020), Indigenous Peoples 

are recognized as distinct Peoples; however, this recognition may be reproducing the “very 

configurations of colonial, racist, patriarchal state power that Indigenous Peoples have historically 

sought to transcend” (Coulthard, 2014, p. 3). The definitions of Indigenous Peoples and their land-
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use routinely applied in mining guidance documents are often ahistorical and do not address 

Canada’s colonial past and how settler colonialism persists. Attention to the “traditional harvesting 

activities” and significance of these activities to “provide a physical, cultural, and spiritual connection 

to the land” (Selkirk First Nation et al., 2016, p. 7) are important. However, traditional harvesting 

activities and commonly applied indicators such as frequency of participation in such activities does 

not consider that many Indigenous communities, as a result of policies of settler colonialism, are 

engaging in resurgence efforts in order to pass on knowledge of the land, adapt to changing land 

use, support cultural leadership among citizens, and redefine through their own experiences, what it 

is to be Indigenous (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Coulthard, 2014). 

Defining Indigenous identity and privileging local experiences and knowledge in governance 

mechanisms (e.g. YESAB) that resulted from the signing of Final Agreements, without locating 

these experiences and knowledges within the context of historical and contemporary colonization, in 

which Indigenous Peoples’ experiences are obscured is problematic. Outcomes of assessments not 

considering the power of existing mechanisms to impose constructs of Indigeneity not reflective of 

Indigenous Peoples own definitions of who they are socially, politically, and culturally, may result in 

imposing identities that do not reflect First Nations Peoples’ diverse and changing experiences with, 

and use of, the land (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Valdivia, 2005). Consistent with research that 

examines how Indigenous Peoples have resisted the impositions of outside views of themselves and 

settler-defined representations of Indigenous Peoples (see Simpson, 2014; Wexler, 2009), this study 

found that many First Nations participants, particularly young adults, may be experiencing a form of 

dispossession not recognized, but perpetuated by, mechanisms governing mining. Yukon First 

Nations participants in this study were defining their use of land as different than Indigenous land-

use defined by settler society, through expressions such as “being on the land” or “going on the 

land”. Although many of the research participants, particularly the young adults, identified the land 

to be somewhere geographically specific or associated with participating in a culturally-specific 

activity that they did not have access to, they were articulating land-use through their own terms (see 

Simpson, 2007): terms that may require environmental assessment legislation, IBAs, and HIAs to 

consider inherent biases and presumptions of settler society that result in fetishizing Indigenous 

Peoples land use activities and further dispossess Indigenous Peoples of their right to inform 

decisions on land use. 

Although the impact on legislation and agreements between industry and Indigenous groups 

requires additional research, this study offers insight into the potential consequences to 

environmental assessment legislation, IBAs, or HIAs with not considering the dispossession of First 
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Nation Peoples from the land; their experiences of ongoing inequities resulting from experiences of 

settler contact and structures of settler colonialism; as well as the consequences of settler 

assumptions that inform conceptualizations of what it means to be on the land and procedures that 

reflect those conceptualizations. Any response to this gap requires clarifying, with Indigenous 

Peoples, who is defining First Nations Peoples’ relationship with the land and what languaging will 

reflect the diverse and changing experiences Indigenous Peoples have with the land (see Simpson, 

2014; Valdivia, 2005). Failure of environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIA to consider this work 

will result in continued fetishizing of Indigenous land use behaviour instead of problematizing the 

vulnerabilities of governance mechanisms and the harms imposed with languaging that fetishizes 

Indigenous Peoples’ relationships with the land.   

5.5 Conclusion  

This research sought to determine whether contemporary governance mechanisms, used to 

manage mining in Yukon, reflect the full range of Yukon First Nations Peoples’ lived experiences 

with the land. When responding to questions about “being on the land” or “going on the land,” 

young Yukon First Nation male and female participants signaled that they do not go on the land in 

the ways in which are often defined through environmental assessments, IBAs, or HIAs, while 

simultaneously, they identified recent and ongoing participation in a number of land-based activities. 

Other participants in this study did not speak about the importance of specific sites or the land in 

general, explaining that the land holds sadness and trauma for them. However, all participants 

interviewed acknowledged the significance of the land to Yukon First Nations Peoples and to their 

cultural identify, their health, and their well-being. These findings suggest that being on the land is 

not a geographic- or culturally-specific activity, an observation that is contrary to a narrative 

promoted through languaging used to enhance recognition of the relationship Indigenous Peoples 

have with the land in regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms governing mining in Yukon.  

The findings of this study suggest that failure to consider the diverse experiences that  

impact Indigenous Peoples access to and knowledge of the land, may result with environmental 

assessment legislation, IBAs, and HIAs fetishizing Indigenous Peoples’ land-based activity, putting 

at risk governance mechanisms, industry, and the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. To 

support the practice of conducting an environmental assessment and HIA, or negotiating an IBA, 

that commit to the rights of Indigenous Peoples (UN General Assembly, 2 October 2007) and 

enhances recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the land without reproducing settler-

conceived narratives of Indigenous Peoples use the land, a number of considerations are offered:  
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• Detail the assumptions that inform languaging in mandates or industry guidance that 

promote Indigenous Peoples land use; 

• Reflect in technical guidance manuals and mandates that Indigenous land use is 

changing but the significance of the land to the cultural, social, political and 

economic well-being of Indigenous Peoples is not; 

• Identify with Indigenous Peoples the barriers that prevent them from engaging 

with/in the values informed by their relationship with the land and how these 

barriers are replicated by governance mechanisms and mining; 

• Identify ways to enhance relationships with Indigenous Peoples to facilitate the 

transfer of knowledge about land use and areas of significance that may resurface 

trauma among people; and 

• Determine new methods of applying complementary data, such as ethnographies, in 

order that impact categories reflect the significance and value of the land to 

Indigenous Peoples as described and experienced by Indigenous Peoples. 

These considerations are part of decolonizing and Indigenizing governance practices and benefit 

from scholarship focused on decolonizing research (Bull, 2010; Kovach, 2015; Louis, 2007; Tuhiwai 

Smith, 2012) and decolonizing the relationships with Indigenous Peoples (Bellrichard, 2018; Truth 

and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015).  

To not address the assumptions that underlie mandates and agreements designed to enhance 

recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the land (International Finance Corporation 

World Bank Group, 2012) and/or consider the structural barriers of settler colonialism that 

Indigenous Peoples continue to experience, risks further fetishizing Indigenous Peoples’ relationship 

with the land (see Coulthard, 2014; Valdivia, 2005). A lack of action by governance mechanisms will 

make governance mechanisms and industry vulnerable to adverse impacts associated with 

destabilized relationships with Indigenous Peoples. 
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 | APPLYING THE CONTEXT: A FRAMEWORK TO CONSIDER SETTLER 
COLONIALISM IN ASSESSING IMPACTS OF MINING ON INDIGENOUS HEALTH 
AND WELL-BEING 

Role of Chapter in the Dissertation 

Chapter 6 addresses the research objective to: Develop a conceptual framework to aid in 

understanding the relationship among settler contact, settler colonialism, and the impact of mining 

on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being. Chapter 6 represents the culmination of the research 

with LSCFN and the framework presented here is consistent with the spirit and intent of Chapter 

3—doing good research/governance with Indigenous Peoples. In this chapter, the strategy to reflect 

and account for the lived experiences of Indigenous Peoples is offered through three spaces in 

which to consider silenced realities, disrupted experiences, and cumulative mournings. 

 

Dissemination Intention 

This chapter is presented as a stand-alone chapter and not intended at this point for 

publication. Instead, poster and presentations are proposed. 
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ABSTRACT 

In Northern Canada, attention is given to the way extractive industries, such as mining, 

impact the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. This attention is a result of progress in 

environmental assessments, impact benefit agreements, and health impact assessments. Advances 

include ensuring Indigenous Peoples’ participation in decisions regarding land use and noting the 

importance of the land to the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. Yet, despite such 

advancements, characterizing Indigenous Peoples’ experiences of settler contact and settler 

colonialism, and how these experiences impact their health and well-being, their access to the land, 

and engagement with the mechanisms governing the industry remain relatively under-explored in 

scholarship and practice related to mining. This chapter introduces a framework that addresses the 

intersections among the effects of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations 

Peoples, existing health disparities Indigenous Peoples experience, and the ongoing impact of settler 

contact and settler colonialism. The framework draws on research conducted in partnership with 

Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (a self-governing First Nation in Yukon, Canada) and positions 

relationships as a central component to facilitate mechanisms governing mining make relevant the 

impact of settler contact and processes of settler colonialism. The framework is composed of two 

parts. The first part presents two guiding principles that support movement through the framework. 

The second part introduces three conceptual spaces—“silenced realities,” “disrupted experiences,” 

and “cumulative mournings”—that aid better understanding of the intersection between the effects 

of mining and the impact of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism. The framework 

explains why and how it is necessary to challenge the assumptions that are grounded in colonial 

practices, and which are often brought into mechanisms governing mining. Through the guiding 

principles and the conceptual spaces, the framework facilitates mechanisms governing mining to 

convey the interconnections between the effects of mining on the health and well-being of 

Indigenous Peoples and the impacts of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism. More 

specifically, the framework aims to guide those who operationalize mining governance to question 

settler assumptions, consider the lived experiences of Indigenous Peoples, and make relevant the 

relationship between settler contact, settler colonialism, and health and well-being to mining 

governance.   
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Unless we start having the dialogue that there is a different way of seeing the world 

and that different way is just as valid as this way—all the wonderful government 

people are doing the best they can—but the problem is they don’t understand the 

Indigenous perspective because all systems re-enforce colonization. It’s only when 

outside the system you tend to see things differently. It’s only in dialogue and the 

struggles that we see different approaches. (Yukon First Nation research 

participant) 

6.1 Introduction 

Globally, Indigenous Peoples continue to experience greater barriers to improving their 

health status than non-Indigenous populations (Anderson et al., 2016; King, Smith, & Gracey, 2009; 

Kirmayer & Brass, 2016). Systemic barriers to safe housing, food security, and higher levels of 

formal education and socio-economic status are linked to lower life expectancy, chronic disease, and 

less access to nutrition (Anderson et al., 2016; Polanco & Arbour, 2015; Reading & Wien, 2013). In 

Canada, First Nations, Inuit, and Métis Peoples continue to experience disadvantages in achieving 

positive health outcomes (de Leeuw, Lindsay, & Greenwood, 2015). Although the inequities 

Indigenous Peoples experience are multi-faceted, there is growing awareness and acceptance that the 

marginalization and suppression of Indigenous knowledges, languages, and identities, and their 

alienation from their homelands without consultation, are at the root of these persistent disparities 

(Bawaka Country et al., 2016; Czyzewski, 2011; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). Settler colonialism, 

along with its power to shape relations and health outcomes, is not only a historical phenomenon. 

The reproduction of settler political, social, and cultural processes persist and contribute to the 

erasure of the contextual reasons for persistent health disparities between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous Peoples in Canada (Czyzewski, 2011; de Leeuw et al., 2015; Gracey & King, 2009; 

Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Reading & Wien, 2013).  

If settler colonialism, and the powers it exerts through associated social, economic, political, 

and cultural institutions, contributes to the health disparities Indigenous Peoples in Canada 

experience, then recognition of self-determination, facilitated through self-government and land 

claim agreements are likely to counteract these negative health outcomes (Czyzewski, 2011; 

Durkalec, Furgal, Skinner, & Sheldon, 2015; King et al., 2009; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016). Indeed, self-

determination and autonomy are closely linked to higher levels of self-esteem and positive identity, 

both of which can be fostered through modern-day treaties and are tied to better health outcomes 

(Kirmayer, Dandeneau, Marshall, Phillips, & Williamson, 2011; Wexler, 2009). In Yukon, Canada, 11 
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Yukon First Nations’ Final Agreements have resulted in the use of a number of regulatory and non-

regulatory mechanisms in the governance of mining including the environmental assessment process 

for Yukon, impact benefit agreements (IBAs), and health impact assessments (HIAs).  

To reflect the intent of the Final Agreements to improve relationships among First Nations, 

territorial, and federal governments, Section 5 (2) of the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic 

Assessment Act (YESAA, 2003) outlines a number of considerations specific to First Nations 

Peoples including the mandate to:  

(a)  protect and promote the well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples and their 

societies;  

(b) recognize and, to the extent practicable, enhance the traditional economy of 

Yukon First Nations Peoples and their special relationship with the wilderness 

environment; and, 

(c)  guarantee opportunities for the participation of Yukon First Nations Peoples 

and make use of their knowledge and experience in the assessment process. 

However, those who operationalize YESAA and other regulatory and non-regulatory 

mechanisms used in the governance of mining in Yukon (see Chapter 1), have yet to fully reflect in 

practice an understanding that the decisions regarding the environment are not separate from social 

and political factors; the impact of settler contact and settler colonialism continues to take a 

significant toll on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples; and the assumptions embedded 

in the language and terminology used in contemporary governance mechanisms may undermine the 

health and wellbeing of Indigenous Peoples (see Chapter 5). These considerations are necessary to 

improving the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples as well as the relationship among 

governance mechanisms, industry, federal and territorial/provincial governments, and Indigenous 

Peoples (see Brisbois et al., 2018; Coulthard, 2014; Nadasdy, 2017; Noble & Bronson, 2006; Parkes, 

2011; Reading & Wien, 2013; Richmond & Ross, 2009; Wilson & Inkster, 2018; Yukon Indian 

People, 1973). Although the historical and ongoing effects of settler contact and settler colonialism 

are understood as a significant determinant of Indigenous Peoples’ health (King et al., 2009; 

Kirmayer & Brass, 2016), how to consider their effects remain relatively absent in the practice of 

environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIAs (Brisbois et al., 2018; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015).  

Decolonizing the relationships between Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations may 

help in addressing the intersection of mining, mining governance, and Indigenous health and well-

being as this relationship manifests in regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms used to govern 

mining. To decolonize relationships with Indigenous Peoples requires all levels of government, the 
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mining industry, and the mechanisms that govern these relationships, to account for and redress the 

ongoing impact of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism. Although the process of 

decolonizing relationships is contested and complex with multiple pathways, Indigenous 

communities and scholars alike (e.g., de Leeuw & Hunt, 2018; Tuck & Yang, 2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 

2012) argue that it involves a re-imagining and re-articulating of power, so that different knowledge 

systems and experiences—other than the belief system supported and enhanced through existing 

legislation, policy, and institutional structures—are privileged (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Montoya, 

1999; Morgensen, 2011; Paradies, 2016). The process of decolonizing relationships between 

Indigenous Peoples and the mechanisms governing mining cannot take place without the 

engagement of Indigenous Peoples. Argued here, those that operationalize the mechanisms used to 

govern mining need to take more responsibility and use the tools and guidance provided by 

Indigenous scholars, institutes, and communities in order to clarify the relevance of settler contact 

and settler colonialism to the impact of mining on health and well-being. To do better governance in 

places like Yukon, industry, governments, and the mechanisms that govern this relationship must 

consider the existing relationships framing mining governance and their approach to addressing, or 

not, the ongoing impacts of settler contact and settler colonialism, and then do differently (Hunt, 

2014; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Jones, Nix, & Snyder, 2014; Ladner, 2018).  

This chapter aims to identify and address the interconnections among the effects of mining 

on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples and the way settler contact and structures of 

settler colonialism inform existing relationships in ways that contribute to the persistent health 

disparities Indigenous Peoples disproportionately experience. The chapter introduces a new 

framework to help identify how governance mechanisms can consider the impact of settler contact 

and settler colonialism in order to decolonize its relationships with Indigenous Peoples. The 

framework was developed through a research partnership with Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation 

(LSCFN), a self-governing First Nation in Yukon, Canada, and data collected from individuals who 

have experience with the mechanisms governing the mining industry. The framework can be applied 

to all regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms governing mining and more broadly the extractive 

industries, including environmental assessment legislation, IBAs, and HIAs. However, the 

decolonization of relationships envisioned through this framework is not a step-by-step process; 

rather, it consists of a paradigm shift to aid the practice of conducting more just relationships with 

Indigenous Peoples. The framework encourages individuals working in the area of mining 

governance to consider how assumptions—which are embedded in existing legislation, policy, 

mandates, and practice (see Alfred, 2009; Coulthard, 2014; Nadasdy, 2017 and Chapters 4 and 5)—
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shape the understanding of the relationships among governance, the land, health and well-being, and 

settler contact and settler colonialism.  

6.2   Framework Development  

The framework presented in this chapter is based on the findings of a community-based case 

study that was conducted in Yukon, Canada between 2015 and 2017. The study had two 

components. The first component was a community-based participatory research project that 

emerged through a partnership with Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN), a self-governing 

First Nation in Yukon. The research project sought to identify how First Nation Peoples 

characterize the impact of mining on their health and well-being within the broader context of 

settler contact and settler colonialism. In collaboration with LSCFN, data were collected using 

conversation-styled, individual interviews (n=37) and a community focus group event (n=25) (see 

Fujii, 2017). The second component of the study sought to identify how the ongoing impact of 

settler contact and settler colonialism is understood, addressed, or persists in the assessment of the 

impact of mining on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples. This part of the 

research drew upon data collected through the partnership with LSCFN and additional 

conversation-styled interviews with individuals who have experience working with the mechanisms 

governing extractive industries (n=21). The data collected throughout the study were co-analyzed 

with a community researcher, and the preliminary research results were presented to and approved 

by a LSCFN Advisory Committee who oversaw the research. The research findings revealed the 

importance of community-defined values to characterizing the impacts of mining on their health and 

well-being. Specifically, First Nations participants implicated the mining sector when describing 

barriers that prevent them from engaging with/in relationships, places, and practices, the values that 

underlie their health and well-being. Moreover, many of the barriers they identified implicated the 

mining sector and the mechanisms that govern the sector as well as offered insight into the 

relevance of the impact of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism to the decisions 

processed through mechanisms that govern mining. The research also revealed that contemporary 

governance mechanisms, in effort to enhance recognition of Indigenous Peoples relationship with 

the land result in fetishizing land use when the impact of settler contact and the processes of settler 

colonialism are not considered.   

In the development of the framework, in addition to considering the findings of the research 

conducted with LSCFN, a critical population health approach and actions necessary to decolonizing 

relationships between Indigenous Peoples in Canada and the settler state were also considered (see 
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Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Bull, 2010; Castellano, 2004; Coulthard, 2014; McCaslin & Breton, 2008; 

Tuck, 2009; Tuck & Yang, 2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). Particular attention was given to how 

institutional and structural assumptions serve to create and reinforce conditions that perpetuate and 

legitimize conditions that undermine the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples (Kirmayer & 

Brass, 2016; Richmond & Ross, 2009).  

6.3 The Framework 

No singular framework or series of mandates has yet to be fully implemented in Yukon to 

ensure that the spirit and intent of the Final Agreements—to protect the land, the waters, and the 

way of life of Yukon First Nations Peoples (Government of Canada, Council of Yukon First 

Nation, & Government of Yukon, 1993) and account for Indigenous Peoples’ experiences of 

dispossession—is operationalized in the governance of mining. To address this gap and to do 

governance better in Yukon there is a need to compel those who operationalize governance 

mechanisms to consider their role in decolonizing the relationships that exist among industry, the 

settler state, and Indigenous governments. The framework presented here is a strategy to aid those 

who operationalize the mechanisms governing mining to understand the intersection of residential 

school, lateral violence, racism, and loss of language and culture and the impact of mining on the 

health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples.    

The framework comprises of two parts that revolve around the intention of good 

relationships (see Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). The first part of the 

framework introduces two guiding principles of how to move through the framework: “know and 

remember” and “responsibility and accountability”. The guiding principles are conceived as a 

practice of pinpointing assumptions that are embedded in regulatory and non-regulatory 

mechanisms governing the mining industry and used to identify and address the impact of mining 

on the health and well-being of Yukon First Nations Peoples (see Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 

2012; Chapter 5). The second part of the framework focuses on how to account for and describe the 

intersections of the effects of mining on health and well-being and the ongoing impact of settler 

contact and structures of settler colonialism. In this part, three conceptual spaces are introduced: 

silenced realities, disrupted experiences, and cumulative mournings (see Figure 6.1 for a visual 

depiction of the framework).  
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Figure 6-1. Framework for Individuals Working in Fields Related to Governing Extractive Industries to Understand 
and Account for Ongoing Impacts of Settler Contact and Settler Colonialism. 

 

The framework intentionally focuses on “centring relationships” as opposed to 

“decolonizing relationships” (see Tuck & Yang, 2012). This focus is in response to criticism that it is 

too easy to adopt a decolonizing discourse and not focus on the work necessary to decolonize (Tuck 

& Yang, 2012). Centring relationships holds the framework together while reminding those who 

operationalize the governance of mining that to decolonize the governance of mining, it is necessary 

to create better and more just relationships (de Leeuw & Hunt, 2018; Tuck & Yang, 2012). The 

guiding principles that support centering relationships in this framework also directs attention to 

how power is yielded and exploited (Cameron & Levitan, 2014; Hitch & Fidler, 2007; 

O'Faircheallaigh, 2013). This is power in the form of conscious or unconscious assumptions that in 

turn influence decisions that direct the type of benefits negotiated through an IBA, determine the 

indicators and the associated metrics to measure in an environmental assessment or HIA, or persist 

favouring conventional paradigms and constructs of health and well-being (see de Leeuw & Hunt, 

2018; Gibson, 2012; Tuck & Yang, 2012). Centering relationships is also a reminder that power is 

secured through social and political relations to privilege, which in turn secures power imbalances 

for the benefit of existing structures and practices (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Coulthard, 2014; de 

Leeuw & Hunt, 2018; Morgensen, 2011; Paradies, 2016). Thus, to develop better and more just 

relationships between Indigenous Peoples and their governments, the mining industry, other levels 
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of government, and the mechanisms that govern these relationships is to decentre settler agendas 

and to do better to incorporate Indigenous worldviews, experiences, and priorities (Tuck & Yang, 

2012; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). 

Centering on First Nations Peoples’ priorities is aided by considering a “relational approach” 

(Kovach, 2009; Latulippe, 2015; Wilson, 2008). A relational approach stresses that knowledge 

cannot be separated from the context in which it emerges (Kovach, 2009; Louis, 2007; Verbos & 

Humphries, 2014; Wilson, 2008). A relational approach is  helpful in understanding that the health 

and well-being of Indigenous Peoples is in part an outcome of the impact of settler colonialism and 

to address this impact, environmental assessments, IBAs, and HIAs need to engage in purposeful 

and contextualized representation of the communities considered in the assessment (Gerlach, 2018). 

Additionally, relational accountability within this framework implies the interdependency of all the 

parts of the framework. In other words, to understand and engage with one part of the framework 

(i.e., the two guiding principles) requires understanding and engaging with the other part of the 

framework (i.e., the three conceptual spaces). Held together by the aim for better and more just 

relationships, the parts of the framework aim to support those who operationalize mining 

governance account for the ongoing nature of colonialism (de Leeuw & Hunt, 2018; Morgensen, 

2011), as well as embody (and perform) what mechanisms used to govern mining need to do to 

address it (Ermine, 2007; Hunt, 2014). 

Utilizing this framework also involves repositioning the word “relationship” from a concept 

to an action. As an action, “to be in relationship” requires mutual respect for different knowledges, 

experiences, and practices that ensure that one worldview or experience is not dominant nor 

subsumes another worldview or experience (Ermine, 2007; Shaw, Herman, & Dobbs, 2006; Tuhiwai 

Smith, 2012). To create better and more just relationships requires approaching the differences 

between Indigenous knowledges and experiences and settler or conventional knowledges and 

experiences as strengths. Although this is being advocated in guidance documents (e.g. the 

International Council on Mining and Metals, (2015) Indigenous Peoples and mining: Good practice guide)  

not communicated clearly is how to ensure the experiences of Indigenous Peoples are given equal 

space within existing tools and mechanisms.  

To shape the policy positions that result in clear and articulated ways to create better and 

more just relationships requires the engagement of those who apply the mechanisms governing 

mining and write the technical guidance documents to consider how their actions or lack thereof 

perpetuate settler colonialism (Ermine, 2007). Although this act may require legislative and further 

policy support, it is necessary to ensure that different lived experiences, including those of settler 
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contact and settler colonialism, are considered in the assessment of impacts and the permitting of a 

mine. 

6.3.1 Two guiding principles to support better relationships 

The first part of the framework introduces two guiding principles of how to move through 

the framework to aid in creating better and more just relationships, the central aim of the 

framework. These principles provide direction 1) to “know and remember” Indigenous Peoples’ 

experiences of environmental dispossession and the ensuing stress, trauma, and cultural erosion 

experienced and explained by the communities themselves within the context of proposed mining 

(Czyzewski, 2011; King et al., 2009; Richmond & Ross, 2009; Tobias & Richmond, 2014); and 2) to 

reorient and share “responsibility and accountability” with the mining companies, governance 

mechanisms, and the state to ensure the lived experiences and ongoing impact of settler contact are 

incorporated into assessment processes used to identify and mitigate the impact of mining on 

Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being. 

6.3.1.1 To know and remember. 

To “know and remember” is to know the histories and contemporary colonial tendencies as 

Indigenous Peoples describe them and to remember that settler colonialism is ongoing (Morgensen, 

2011; Wolfe, 2006). This intention implies the need to be explicit about how legislation and 

practices, which are applied to mechanisms used in the governance of mining may continue to 

dispossess Indigenous Peoples of their land, language, and culture as well as restrict their access to 

better health outcomes (see Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Coulthard, 2014; Tobias & Richmond, 2014; 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; United Nations, n.d). 

“Know and remember” is both a challenge and an action. The challenge is to reflect on what is not 

known and not remembered of Canada’s colonial histories and to know the multiplicity of the 

effects of these histories and current day colonial practices on current generations of Indigenous 

Peoples, as well as the relationships of Indigenous Peoples in Canada with settler Canada (Simpson, 

2004; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). The action is to interrogate the 

assumptions, viewpoints, and understandings of the historical and contemporary injustices 

embedded in routine approaches (see NewFields Companies, 2012; Selkirk First Nation, 

Government of Yukon, & Minto Explorations Ltd, 2016) to addressing issues related to the cost of 

mining on relationships, places, and practices important to Indigenous Peoples. In this way, to 

“know and remember” is to confront, challenge, and counteract colonial mentalities.  
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Interviews with LSCFN citizens revealed insights into the way existing mechanisms and 

conventional practices left unquestioned can prevent other viewpoints from being heard. For 

example, in Chapter 4 some of the research participants suggested that individuals applying 

governance mechanisms who are not familiar with First Nations Peoples’ experiences and histories, 

including past experiences with mining and the Government of Canada, may reinforce systemic and 

racialized assumptions and the political and economic marginalization of First Nations Peoples. In 

turn, not questioning these assumptions may prevent an understanding of, and response to, 

Indigenous Peoples’ full experience with mining and the governance mechanisms (see Jones et al., 

2014). In effect, the intention of “know and remember” facilitates the questioning of underlying 

values and knowledge in current practices that govern extractive industries. The challenge and action 

of “know and remember” offer individuals working with mechanisms governing the mining industry 

opportunities to better hear and respond to Indigenous Peoples’ values and their experiences of not 

having access to opportunities to learn their language or being separated from the community and 

the relevance of these experiences to permitting a mine or the negotiated benefits associated with 

permitting a mine. 

6.3.1.2 Responsibility and accountability.  

The principle of “responsibility and accountability” aims to support supplanting the rhetoric 

of decolonizing relationships with a paradigm shift to unsettle the power conferred to existing 

practices governing mining industries (Morgensen, 2011; Snelgrove, Dhamoon, & Corntassel, 2014; 

Tuck & Yang, 2012). The intention of “responsibility and accountability” is to reorient the burden 

of conveying the relevance of settler contact and settler colonialism to the impact of mining on 

Yukon First Nations Peoples, from only Indigenous citizens and their governments to more 

equitably with industry, state governments, and mechanisms governing mining (see Coulthard, 2014; 

Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). This paradigm shift is 

necessary to respond to the calls of First Nations citizens for regulatory and non-regulatory 

governance mechanisms developed out of modern-day treaties (e.g. Yukon Final Agreements) to 

“do things differently,” “do their part to make the systems work,” and do things “from [a First 

Nations’] perspective” (see Chapter 4). Yet, to unsettle power, decolonize relationships, or do things 

differently involves the participation of everyone not just First Nations Peoples and their 

governments (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015; Tuck & Yang, 2012).  

The intention of “responsibility and accountability” facilitates a revisiting of the relationships 

between Indigenous Peoples and settler Canada as negotiated through modern-day agreements and 
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historical treaties. In turn, “responsibility and accountability” can become an action associated with 

ensuring that the rights of and obligations to Indigenous Peoples are upheld (e.g., Yukon Umbrella 

Final Agreement; United Nations Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples). As a guiding 

principle, “responsibility and accountability” not only articulates treaty rights but also supports the 

mobilization of knowing these rights and their relevance to decisions about mining. The 

mobilization of knowledge includes, but is not limited to, aiding the efforts of First Nations 

communities to support youth and young adults, who through processes of assimilation, 

acculturation, as well as modern-day omissions from public discourses (i.e., public education), have 

limited access to knowledge of their treaty rights and the relevance of these rights to decisions 

regarding their health and the permitting of mining projects (Tobias & Richmond, 2014; Wexler, 

2009; and see Chapter 5). The intention of “responsibility and accountability” supports existing and 

collaborative efforts to make the impact of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism and 

the relevance of policies and practices that have fractured Indigenous culture, language, and family 

with effect on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being (Czyzewski, 2011; King et al., 2009; 

Kirmayer & Brass, 2016) more visible in the processes and outcomes related to governing extractive 

industries. 

6.3.2 Three conceptual spaces to aid existing practices 

The second part of the framework consists of three conceptual spaces, which also centre 

relationships. The intention of the conceptual spaces are to make visible the theoretical 

underpinnings or assumptions behind the work guiding current understandings of the impacts of 

mining and the mechanisms that govern mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous peoples 

(see Jones et al., 2014; Kovach, 2009; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). The conceptual spaces are also an entry 

point into gaining more understanding and application of the concepts described in each space (see 

Leshem & Trafford, 2007). The three conceptual spaces draw attention to the intersection of 

Indigenous Peoples’ experiences of settler contact and settler colonialism, Indigenous Peoples’ 

health and well-being, and mining (see Table 6-1 for a description of each conceptual space). 
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Table 6-1. Description of Conceptual Spaces, Considerations, and Insights. 

Conceptual Space Considers & Addresses Examples 

Silenced Realities 

How Indigenous Peoples’ experiences differ 
from settler assumptions/conventional norms. 

Complex pathways between health disparities 
and data availability. 

Absent data and the reasons and significance 
of its absence. 

Actions of practitioners that may silence 
contributions made by Indigenous 
communities. 

Dispossession of knowledge of the land 
and culture informs adaptation of 
culture that may not be articulated. 

Languaging recognizing the significance 
of the land without consideration of 
dispossession further dispossess 
Indigenous Peoples of  their rights to 
their culture and the land.   

Disrupted 
Experiences 

Mining compounds processes that have 
dispossessed Indigenous Peoples of 
knowledge and experiences with the land, 
culture, and language. 

Proposed and existing projects amplify 
existing socio-cultural, health, and economic 
disparities related to the impact of settler 
contact and structures of settler colonialism. 

Employment opportunities can result 
with a lack of citizens in a community to 
act as cultural mentors. 

First Nations governments address the 
burden to identify human and financial 
resources to support cultural revelation 
with IBA negotiated employment 
focused on mining and at mine sites .   

Cumulative 
Mournings 

Sadness, anger, and uncertainty expressed by 
a community extend beyond the temporal and 
spatial boundaries of the mine under review 
but are triggered by the project. 

Anticipatory grief with proposed mine projects 
based on the experiences of racisms, 
residential school, and loss of caribou or 
moose. 

Racism expressed at information 
meetings, in letters to the editor, as well 
as past experiences replicate with 
polarizing community views on a 
proposed project. 

Expressions of grief are not a sign of 
dysfunction but rather a response to 
persisting racism, disparities, etc. 

Past experiences with mining, 
governments, and governance 
mechanisms inform current day mistrust 
of a project. 

 

6.3.2.1 Silenced realities. 

The conceptual space of “silenced realities” draws attention to Indigenous Peoples lived 

realities that are often at risk of being obscured—through the use of terms, concepts, and processes 

specific to the health impacts—in mechanisms governing extractive industries, such as mining 

(Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 2012). The concept of “silenced realities” is not a new one. Indeed, 

the assessment of the impact of a proposed mine on the health and well-being of Indigenous 

Peoples has been identified as limited in accurately reflecting issues that are important to the 

communities, including the social and material inequities Indigenous populations already experience 

(Adelson, 2005; Brisbois et al., 2018; National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous 
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Women and Girls, 2019; Noble & Bronson, 2006). More specifically, the conceptual space of 

“silenced realities” draws attention to gaps in knowledge regarding the impact of mining, the 

complex pathways that highlight the health disparities that Indigenous populations experience, and 

issues of the availability of data.  

“Silenced realities” draws attention to data that is missing or absent (Adelson, 2005; 

Castellano, 2004; Johnstone, 2007; Montoya, 1999; Smylie & Firestone, 2015); and to the 

significance of the absence of data and the reasons for its absence. Understanding why information 

specific to Indigenous Peoples is difficult to access or is variable and often not effectively analyzed 

(McBride, n.d); why some people may choose not to share information with individuals who are not 

from their own community (Tuhiwai Smith, 2012); and what is obscured through interpretation of 

data with values that do not represent First Nations communities (Kirmayer & Brass, 2016) is both 

telling and relevant to the identification, assessment, and mitigation of the impact of mining on First 

Nations Peoples’ health and well-being.  

The word “silenced” is intentionally used in this conceptual space. It is a cue to consider 

who is abstaining from speech or not speaking to issues, and the locus of power that can determine 

whose voices are silenced (Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Montoya, 1999; Tuhiwai Smith, 2007; 

Valdivia, 2005). In the same way that the word “silenced” draws attention to the act of not speaking, 

the conceptual space of “silenced realities” signals practitioners how the mechanisms they use in the 

governance of mining—through the use of concepts, indicators, and dominant values—prevent or 

limit people from being heard and their realities responded to. Prompted through the conceptual 

space of “silenced realities” is an inquiry into the actions and assumptions inherent in governance 

mechanisms that may result in silencing Indigenous Peoples’ lived experiences with settler contact 

and structures of settler colonialism. In turn, “silenced realities” is a space in which to consider why 

some individuals may not speak to how the permitting of mines affects the land and their health and 

well-being (Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; also see Chapters 4 and 5).  

In Chapter 5, I suggested that the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment 

Board’s (2016) mandate to attend to the “special relationship Yukon First Nations [Peoples] have 

with the land” may fetishize this experience thereby overlooking vulnerabilities associated with 

changes to the land with mining. Board directions to accept, reject, or modify proposed 

recommendations to mitigate a mine’s impact may not account for the potential barriers created or 

compounded by a mine to engaging with/in the values identified by an Indigenous community (see 

Chapter 4 for explanation of the reference to values over the focus on impacts). The aim of the 

conceptual space of “silenced realities” is to draw attention to what is observed by the use of 
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languaging such as “special relationship with the land” (Government of Canada, 2003), or indicators 

that measure participation in “traditional harvesting activities” (Selkirk First Nation et al., 2016) or 

“subsistence practices” (NewFields Companies, 2012)—to the experiences of direct and indirect 

dispossession of land and loss of language and cultural knowledge—and its relevance to the effects 

of mining on health and well-being (see King et al., 2009; Richmond & Ross, 2009; Tobias & 

Richmond, 2014). “Silenced realities” is a space in which to question how Yukon First Nations 

Peoples’ relationship with the land, their cultural practices, and their identities are shaped, 

articulated, and erased through the historical as well as present-day political, social, and economic 

structures (Corntassel, 2003; Czyzewski, 2011; Valdivia, 2005; Weaver, 2001); and it is a space in 

which to consider how these realities inform their modern-day experiences with mining.  

Finally, “silenced realities” signals the need to examine how language, legislation, mandates, 

and practice become instruments that silence Indigenous Peoples’ experiences with mining. As a 

conceptual space, “silenced realities” cannot itemize silences imposed by language, legislation, 

mandates, and practice or determine what information is intentionally withheld by Indigenous 

Peoples (Montoya, 1999). Instead, similar to the two other conceptual spaces, “silenced realities” is a 

place holder in which to highlight, interrogate, and challenge assumptions. Within the conceptual 

space of “silenced realities,” taking-action is making the silences relevant to processes of making 

decisions regarding mining.  

6.3.2.2 Disrupted experiences. 

The conceptual space of “disrupted experiences” focuses on processes that have removed 

Indigenous Peoples from, or dispossessed them of, their knowledge of and experiences with the 

land, their culture, and their language (Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Richmond & Ross, 2009; 

Tobias & Richmond, 2014; Wexler, 2009); it highlights the relevance of these experiences to the 

decisions made through the governance of mining. This conceptual space encourages practitioners 

using the mechanisms governing mining in Yukon to consider the cumulative impact of disrupted 

access to cultural knowledge and the land.  

Health scholarship describes factors that foster a sense of self and identity as variables that 

support resiliency in light of adversity, such as changes to the land from mining (Big-Canoe & 

Richmond, 2014; Wexler, 2009). Big-Canoe and Richmond (2014) and Wexler (2009) illustrate how 

barriers to knowledge transmission—outcomes of the suppression of Indigenous languages, 

cultures, and practices, supported through policies of assimilation and acculturation—continue to 

impact the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples, particularly youth and young adults. The 
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aim of “disrupted experiences” is to clarify and account for the association between the suppression 

and loss of knowledge and access to the land and the impact of mining on the health and well-being 

of First Nations Peoples. In this sense, the conceptual space of “disrupted experiences” is a means 

to direct attention to the way mining may further amplify existing health disparities, including 

trauma, grief, and lateral violence, that Indigenous communities experience as a result of settler 

contact and structures of settler colonialism (Czyzewski, 2011; Reading & Wien, 2013).  

An examination of the potential impact of employment opportunities, negotiated through an 

impact benefit agreement, on the health and well-being of a community provides an example of the 

utility of the conceptual space of “disrupted experiences.” Employment opportunities associated 

with proposed mines or other extractive industries have been identified as bringing increased 

economic opportunities for citizens living nearby (Caine & Krogman, 2010; Galbraith, Bradshaw, & 

Rutherford, 2007; Gibson & O'Faircheallaigh, 2015). Scholarship and practice have identified the 

need to facilitate time-on-the-land for First Nation mine workers (often in the form of cultural 

leave), who are often required to live away from their community and on-site (Gibson, Yung, 

Chisholm, Quinn, & with Lake Babine Nation and Nak’azdli Whut’en, 2017; Saxinger & Gartler, 

2017). How proposed jobs, negotiated through an impact benefit agreement, however, affect the 

health and well-being of citizens not hired by a mining company is often overlooked. “Disrupted 

experiences” is a space that interrogates the disruptions of industries such as mining to knowing 

one’s language and culture, and how mining amplifies existing disruptions to this knowledge and 

healing from these losses.  

In the case of LSCFN, while employment opportunities supported economic growth, 

research participants noted some adverse effects of these opportunities, which were not commonly 

considered nor addressed. Some of the individuals employed by the mining companies were also 

cultural mentors or individuals whom community members relied on to share their cultural skills and 

knowledge within the community. Individuals who are hired by mining companies for mining 

specific jobs but who also act as cultural mentors in their community leave an absence in their 

community when hired. Suggested by some research participants, the loss of cultural mentors to 

employment at a mine can have an unintended effect—First Nations citizens not having access to 

cultural knowledge— which is not currently or commonly addressed in an impact benefit agreement 

nor considered in a health impact assessment. Considering employment opportunities that require 

individuals to leave their community through the conceptual space of “disrupted experiences” 

highlights their employment as processes that can further dispossess citizens, particularly those who 

remain in the community, of knowledge of the land, their culture, and their language. This is not to 
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suggest that employment opportunities should not be negotiated in an impact benefit agreement; 

rather, that it is important to consider the voids left within a community when hiring individuals, 

particularly individuals who play a role in knowledge mobilization. In addition to the community’s 

loss of access to citizens with cultural knowledge, hiring individuals who act as cultural mentors also 

places a burden on First Nations governments to identify other human resources to support cultural 

revitalization efforts that are necessary to ensure younger generations are able to have future access 

the land and their cultural knowledge (see Chapter 5).  

6.3.2.3 Cumulative mournings. 

 “Cumulative mournings” is a conceptual space in which to consider and link the context of 

compounded grief, despair, and uncertainty that resonate within many Indigenous communities and 

are highlighted in permitting contemporary extractive industries (see Jones et al., 2014). The word 

“cumulative” suggests that these experiences are compounded and can tax community and personal 

resilience (Bombay, Matheson, & Anisman, 2009; Maercker & Hecker, 2016). The word 

“mournings,” plural, signifies the multiple expressions associated with the experiences of both a 

community and an individual, both present and past (Butler, 2006; Cunsolo, 2017). Expressions of 

sadness, anger, or uncertainty can be understood as not temporally or spatially bound to a project’s 

timeframe or location; rather, the relevance of experiences—past or future and proximate or 

distant—to a current project are given meaning through “cumulative mournings” (see Chapters 4 

and 5). “Cumulative mournings” is a conceptual space in which mournings can be understood 

within the context of generational experiences of grief, anger, mistrust, and uncertainties (Bombay, 

Matheson, & Anisman, 2014; Brave Heart, Chase, Elkins, & Altschul, 2011; Butler, 2006) that, in 

turn, can become associated with or are triggered and enhanced by a proposed mining project. 

 “Cumulative mournings” highlights the relevance to extractive industries of the impact of 

the Alaska Indian boarding schools or racism experienced at mining information sessions (see 

Hansen, 2011, September 19); the anxiety over loss of lands, rivers, and streams and threats to 

potential potlatch ceremonies and spiritual lives (see NewFields Companies, 2012); the significance 

of place names and the stories of connecting with the land (see Trondek Hwech’in First Nation, 

2008, Septemeber 19); the banning of languages, ancestral songs, cultural practices, and Indigenous 

names of places and people (see Bawaka Country et al., 2016); the effects of previous mining in the 

area and the abandoned remains of mining imprinted on the landscape and within peoples’ 

memories (see Keeling & Sandlos, 2015); and the uncertainty of what and how changes to the 

landscape will affect access to traplines, berry patches, or sites holding memories of citizens who 
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have passed away (see Braun, 2017; and Chapters 4 and 5). These experiences can be understood as 

an “anticipatory memory of loss” or the grief and “felt pain of previous loss, and the anticipation of 

what future losses may feel like” (Cunsolo, 2017, p. 140). Consistent with the contribution of 

Cunsolo (2017), who conceptualizes the land as a site of mourning, the conceptual space of 

“cumulative mournings” draws attention to experiences of the dispossession of land, language, and 

culture and to the context of abused trust, ignored treaties, and experiences of racism that originate 

in and are supported by modern-day processes (see Chapter 4 & 5). In other words, “cumulative 

mournings” explicitly ties the processes of settler colonialism with contemporary expressions of 

mourning in light of proposed mining.  

“Cumulative mournings” is also presented as a conceptual space to challenge conventional 

assumptions that expressions of grief and sadness are a dysfunction or an indication of a lack of 

capacity within a community to benefit from nearby mining or the identified mitigations (see Alfred, 

2009; Bombay et al., 2009; Tuck, 2009). Indigenous leaders and scholars argue that dysfunction is 

not the problem of the community; rather, the dysfunction is “the dispossession of Indigenous 

People from the land and their subsequent oppressive treatment” (Alfred, 2009, p. 47) through 

institutional and societal practices and policies. Thus “cumulative mournings” facilitates a paradigm 

shift from racist assumptions that cumulative grief and anger are a dysfunction to an understanding 

that mournings are a normal response to the realities of the historical and present-day practices of 

settler colonialism.  

In Chapter 5, a citizen shared the story of a bulldozer that destroyed occupied houses within 

the Traditional Territory of LSCFN for a new road, without their consultation and with a potential 

for bodily harm to one citizen who remained within a house. “Resignaled”(see Butler, 2006) in the 

sharing of this story were past hurt, anger, and grief. The original event took place in the 1960s; 

however, the anger and frustration that citizens were not consulted at the time resonated and 

resurfaced with current-day challenges related to a new and nearby mining operation. The relevance 

of the story or the resonant grief and anger might not be clear at first to those unfamiliar with lived 

experiences of systemic racism and marginalization and the sadness that comes from reliving such 

experiences or knowing the relationship between racism and physical, mental, and emotional harm 

(Paradies, 2016). The conceptual space of “cumulative mournings” aims to raise awareness to the 

relationship between anger and grief from experiences of settler colonialism and perceptions of a 

current-day project and trust that Indigenous specific issues will be addressed. Thus, the conceptual 

space, “cumulative mournings” is to provide alternative ways of conceptualizing the relevance of the 
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ongoing impact of settler contact and settler colonialism to the effect a mine may have on a 

community’s health and well-being. 

6.4 The Framework in Practice  

 The final considerations for the framework are its placement within the governance of 

mining and identifying who should consider its application. The framework is proposed as an 

overlay to existing governance processes. The framework has no specified placement within the 

environmental assessment process; in an impact benefit agreement; nor as a specific health effect 

category within a health impact assessment. The lack of a specified placement is intentional as the 

framework is a strategy to facilitate a paradigm shift or transformation that stops the replication of 

colonizing attitudes and assumptions. To support a paradigm shift, the guiding principles and 

conceptual spaces are not meant to be approached as a series of indicators, checklists, nor another 

mechanism, to replace the existing mining governance in Yukon or elsewhere where environmental 

assessments, IBAs, and HIAs are applied. However, the framework may best be applied in the 

processes that consider community identified values, community determined impacts of mining, as 

well as identifying more conventional impacts of mining on health and well-being. In this way, the 

input into environmental assessment processes, IBAs, and HIAs may result with characterizing 

impacts, identifying mitigations, and negotiating benefits through the context in which Indigenous 

Peoples continue to experience the impact of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism. In 

other words, the framework should be applied to regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms and 

inform the scoping and screening of a project, as well as during the permitting and closure planning 

of a project.  

 Finally, the framework was developed for individuals who operationalize mining governance. 

While geared towards those who focus on the impact of mining on health and well-being, given the 

more relational approach many Indigenous communities encourage, the framework will likely 

benefit individuals working in all fields related to the governance of extractive industries; for 

example, departments and governance mechanisms responsible for lands, the environment, public 

works, and tourism would benefit from considering how the ongoing impact of settler contact and 

settler colonialism continue to affect the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples (Czyzewski, 

2011; Kirmayer & Brass, 2016; Reading & Wien, 2013).  
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6.5 Conclusion 

The framework presented in this chapter aims to aid individuals working as assessors, policy 

analysts, decision-makers, and researchers to better understand and account for the ongoing impact 

of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism within the governance of mining. The 

framework draws on findings from research with LSCFN and data collected from interviews with 

individuals who have experience working with mechanisms governing extractive industries in 

Yukon. The framework draws attention to the importance of understanding the intersection of 

Indigenous Peoples’ values, the impact of settler contact and structures of settler colonialism, and 

mining by focusing on the need to create better and more just relationships among Indigenous 

Peoples and their government, industry, state governments, and governance mechanisms. The 

framework assumes that there is a desire to create better and more just relationships between 

Indigenous and settler Canadian society. Working toward more just relationships requires support 

and leadership that must be sustained while remaining flexible to changing social and political 

realities.  

To address the intersections of mining, mining governance, health and well-being, and settler 

contact and structures of settler colonialism, with the aid of this framework is to be explicit about 

First Nations Peoples’ experiences of being dispossessed of the land, their language and cultural, and 

the structures and institutions that covertly and explicitly persist such practices. Incorporating these 

experiences into existing mechanisms that govern mining is necessary to identify and mitigate the 

impact of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples, like Yukon First Nations 

Peoples.  

The framework explains how and why there is a responsibility to 1) engage with calls to 

“know and remember” the impact of settler contact and experiences of ongoing settler colonialism 

as they impact Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being; and 2) to “know and remember” these 

realities through the lived experiences and understandings of Indigenous Peoples themselves. By 

doing this work upfront, settler society may be better able to respond to the challenges of existing 

structures in accounting for and responding to what matters to Indigenous Peoples in the context of 

contemporary mining development. Engaging in the guiding principles to “know and remember” 

and “responsibility and accountability,” along with the three conceptual spaces of “silenced 

realities,” “disrupted experiences,” and “cumulative mournings,” will provide an understanding of 

the linkages between the barriers that prevent Indigenous Peoples from engaging with/in their 

relationships with the land, language, and culture and a proposed mining project. With the aid of the 
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framework, those who operationalize mining governance can begin to challenge unrecognized 

assumptions that act as barriers to identifying and addressing the impact of mining on First Nations 

Peoples’ health and well-being. This work will reorient the burden of responsibility from Indigenous 

citizens and governments for the task of conveying the relevance and importance of settler 

colonialism and share it with extractive industries, state governments, and the mechanism that 

govern them. This action is necessary to redress relationships between settler Canada and 

Indigenous Peoples.  

Finally, the use of empirical research in the development of the framework and the 

grounding of the framework’s concepts in existing scholarship create the potential for a broader 

application of this framework. While the framework was conceived for application within the 

governance of mining in Yukon, each concept has a broader application in understanding of health 

disparities experienced by Indigenous Peoples. Consideration of the role and responsibility to 

remember that settler colonialism is ongoing and requires a commitment to do things differently 

(Lightfoot, 2015), is necessary for the development of effective interventions (Kirmayer & Brass, 

2016). A necessity in both the mechanisms governing mining in Yukon and other mechanisms 

governing extractive industries in Canada and globally. 
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 | CONCLUSION  

In this chapter, I present a summary of the research findings. I then describe three 

contributions the research makes to scholarship and mining governance practice. This section is 

followed by the strengths and limitations of this research and then recommendations. To end the 

chapter, I return to the beginning of the research journey reflecting on how attention given to the 

logics of settler colonialism and the legacies of settler contact will result with better addressing the 

impact of mining better.  

7.1 Summary of the Research 

The practice of mining globally has a history of being under-regulated. In Canada, for the 

past 30 years, there has been an effort to regulate mining through environmental assessments (see 

the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act and Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic 

Assessment Act) and other governance mechanisms such as impact benefit agreements (IBAs) and 

health impact assessments (HIAs). These mechanisms have attended to some more overt impacts 

and health implications of environmental change brought about through mining and related 

development (Morgan, 2011; Noble & Bronson, 2006). They have, however, been less effective in 

identifying and mitigating impacts of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. In 

light of calls in Canada to redress the legacies of residential school and structural injustices related to 

settler colonialism (National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls, 

2019; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015), what has been done to date in the 

governance of mining is not adequate (Brisbois et al., 2018; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015). Although the 

assessment and mitigation processes have benefited from broader conceptualizations of health and 

mandates to engage with Indigenous Peoples, this understanding has yet to be consistently 

addressed in the assessment of mining’s impact on Indigenous Peoples, particularly the impacts of 

settler contact and structures of settler colonialism as it intersects with mining and Indigenous 

Peoples’ health and well-being (Brisbois et al., 2018; Jones & Bradshaw, 2015; Masuda, Zupancic, 

Poland, & Cole, 2008; Noble & Bronson, 2006). 

This dissertation is in response to the calls to acknowledge the harms inflicted on Indigenous 

Peoples (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015) by arguing that governance 

mechanisms need to find ways to reflect and consider how Indigenous Peoples experience and 

describe the impact of mining and settler colonialism and to challenge the presumptions around 

Indigenous identity, concepts of health and well-being, and impacts of mining that underlie 
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governance legislation, policies, mandates, and practices. A participatory case study was conducted 

with the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN). Applying a decolonizing research approach 

ensured authentic and relevant, to LSCFN, research. A variety of strategies were used to engage with 

LSCFN citizens and government representatives, including individual interviews, a community focus 

group, and a survey. These activities were complemented by two digital storytelling workshops and a 

research assistant training exercise. Additional data informing the findings were collected through 

interviews with individuals who operationalize, or who had experience with, mining governance. 

Additionally, a systematic realist literature review of published Northern, environment-related health 

research was conducted to consider how the body of research that informs mining governance 

serves Northern Indigenous governments, communities, and organizations.  

Key findings from the empirical research conducted with LSCFN and individuals working 

with governance mechanisms reveal that attention to the intersection of Indigenous values, and not 

the discrete and commonly identified impacts of mining, illustrate the important intersections 

between and among the loss of culture, language, kinship ties, and access to the land, with the 

diverse impacts of mining operations. Chapters 4 and 5 reveal that Yukon First Nations Peoples are 

more likely to describe health and well-being in terms of values that are significant to their 

community. Generally, these values describe the significance of relationships, places, and practices 

and often include references to larger colonial legacies such as residential school, systemic racism, 

lateral violence, and dispossession. What is important for those working with governance 

mechanisms to consider, and revealed in this dissertation, is that by directing attention to these 

values, rather than pre-determined and discrete ‘metrics’, they will be better positioned to enable 

governance mechanisms to more justly respond to Indigenous Peoples. In turn, mechanisms can 

better identify mitigations or negotiated benefits that not only resonate with Indigenous Peoples, but 

also result in better and sustained positive outcomes for Indigenous Peoples. 

The research also reveals that mining governance mechanisms are institutions that often 

perpetuate loss of identity and dispossession of land and, as a result, undermine modern-day treaty 

relations. Both languaging (Chapter 5) and indicators of mining impacts (Chapter 4) were revealed to 

be encumbered with settler assumptions about Indigenous Peoples, mining impacts, health and well-

being, and subsequently, ‘appropriate’ mitigation strategies. These assumptions manifest in language 

that is found in legislation, mandates (see Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment 

Board, 2016), and practices, and are replicated in technical guidance documents that provide 

direction to industry on how to better their relationships with Indigenous Peoples (International 

Council on Mining and Metals, 2015). Addressing mining’s impacts on Indigenous Peoples requires 
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mining governance to do the hard work of confronting underlying assumptions and be upfront 

about those assumptions. The alternative is to continue to face scrutiny that governance 

mechanisms founded in modern-day treaties are serving only the needs of Canada and industry.  

In response to these findings, the dissertation introduces strategies designed to confront 

settler assumptions persisted by mechanisms governing mining. These strategies reconsider what 

data to assess in mining assessments and make space (see Galbraith, 2014) within the existing 

governance mechanisms to work through the significance of the impacts of settler contact and 

structures of settler colonialism in order to address the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples. 

The framework and concepts embodied in the framework presented in Chapter 6 make relevant to 

the impacts of mining the lived experiences of direct and indirect trauma from colonial processes, 

including not having access to the language spoken by one’s people and lateral violence resulting 

from being removed or having family members removed from the community for residential 

schools. The framework revolves around creating better relationships and is aided by three 

conceptual spaces—disrupted experiences, cumulative mournings, and silenced realities. These 

spaces aid better understanding of the significance of structures of settler colonialism with the aim 

to mitigate mining's impact on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples. The strategies work 

to reveal how our racism and our assumptions manifest and are represented at a collective level 

(DiAngelo, 2018).  

Ultimately, the research presented in the dissertation argues for more responsibility by 

governance mechanisms to make relevant the impact of settler contact and logics of settler 

colonialism in the assessment, mitigation, and permitting of mining operations.  

7.2 Contributions 

This section identifies contributions to scholarship and the practice of mining governance. 

The three contributions discussed here build upon the empirical research and the research approach.  

7.2.1 Place-based researchers and decolonizing the analysis  

Important to me at the beginning of the PhD was that the research I undertook be located 

in the place I have worked and called home for over 25 years (see Graham, 2007). Moreover, my 

motivation for the research to be located in Yukon was to conduct research that had benefit for the 

people who are of this place and for the relationships that mediate my privilege to live here. Being a 

Northern place-based researcher informed the research methodology, access to data, and how the 

results have been mobilized. During the tenure of my PhD I thought about the struggle of Northern 
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Canada to benefit from and deal with the impacts of southern-based and -defined research (Jones, 

2018). I am fully aware that the North is not a homogeneous state; that through self-governance 

Indigenous governments develop, implement, and monitor research in their traditional lands and 

homelands. However, I do see common challenges across the North in the form of diverse needs, 

along with decisions not made at the community level that nonetheless affect the lives of Northern 

Indigenous Peoples. I am heartened and honoured to be part of a growing cohort of Yukon-based 

graduate scholars. I hold firm in my resolve that being a settler place-based researcher has aided the 

analysis and application of this research and will enhance understanding of Northern specific issues 

undertaken by future Northern-based researchers.  

Living in the North and working with Self-Governing First Nations was in part the 

motivation for the methodology presented in Chapter 2. In addition, efforts to draw attention to the 

need to decolonize and Indigenize research methodologies have been led mainly by Indigenous 

scholars (e.g. Battiste, 2011; Rewi, 2010; Tuck & McKenzie, 2014; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012; Wilson, 

2008). However, Tuck and Yang (2012) argue that settler researchers, like myself, need to join 

efforts to critique and render visible colonial structures and assumptions. The methodology applied 

to this dissertation builds on existing scholarship that suggests to understand the drivers underlying 

Indigenous health disparities, consideration must be given to the relationship among the land, 

language, and culture (Adelson, 2005; Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; 

Durkalec, Furgal, Skinner, & Sheldon, 2015), and to systemic inequities (Kirmayer & Brass, 2016). 

My contribution to decolonizing research is that the methodology presented in Chapter 2 places a 

strong emphasis on the context of the researcher (in the case of this research, me) and the 

assumptions of the researcher while simultaneously recognizing the experiences and worldview 

communicated by First Nations participants along with the root cause of social, political, economic, 

and health inequities between Indigenous Peoples and settlers like myself. Circle sorting, a specific 

contribution, is a visual aid to illuminate underlying assumptions and biases of the researcher (see 

Battiste, 2011) that may, in turn, inform the themes and the analysis of a research project. Circle 

sorting keeps data, which is relational, whole during the analysis processes (see Wilson, 2008). While 

conceived for my research analysis, the visualization offered through circle sorting is transferable to 

any research project. However, it must be also acknowledged that the participation of a LSCFN 

citizen in the analysis enhanced the findings that emerged from circle sorting were presented to the 

community. 

Alongside this contribution is the contribution made through the findings presented in 

Chapter 3. The systematic realist literature review considered existing tensions between large-scale 
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population health-based research that aim to produce replicable data, and community-situated, 

qualitative, and often-small sample size research approaches. If the aim of those working in research, 

healthcare, policy, or programming is to support health and well-being in Northern regions, it is 

imperative to consider how findings using a multiplicity of approaches can work together. Chapter 3 

is published in a peer review journal with the goal to stimulate conversation to bridge perceived 

dichotomies of quantitative/qualitative, settler/Indigenous, and population level/community driven 

research approaches as well as underlying assumptions that frame health-related research. Suggesting 

that researchers are not consistently reporting if and how communities or local governments are 

participating or engaged in Northern-focused research that involves Indigenous communities 

(Chapter 3) is a call to researchers, assessors, and decision-makers to actively engage in the 

imperative to decolonize research. 

7.2.2 “All systems reinforce colonization” 

In this research, I use mining governance as an avenue to explore systemic and systematic 

injustices that are a result of and related to the logics of settler colonialism that obscure Indigenous 

identity. In doing so, I intersect with literatures that argue governance mechanisms and recognition 

of Indigenous identity work to ensure industry access to resources (see Morgensen, 2011; Valdivia, 

2005; Wolfe, 2006). The findings of this dissertation contribute to scholarship that argue that 

although negotiated in the name of ‘sovereignty’, modern day treaties are a mechanism to assure 

settler state and industry access to land and mineral deposits (Nadasdy, 2002). A defining tension 

resulting from Land Claim Agreements is that Canada has defined land through the concept of 

property, and by extension rights to property (Irlbacher-Fox, 2009; Nadasdy, 2002; Weaver, 2001; 

Wexler, 2009). This approach to land is counter to how Indigenous Peoples in Yukon, and 

elsewhere globally, describe their relationship with the land. Described by Indigenous Peoples, land 

is kinship and traditional territories are not determined by lines on a map (Bawaka Country et al., 

2016; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). The research in this dissertation contributes to scholarship 

arguing that governance mechanisms assure state access and control of lands by identifying that 

mining governance in Yukon is supporting a practice that simultaneously works to secure present 

day and future access to the land for state and industry benefit. This is achieved, I suggest, under the 

guise of acknowledging or recognizing Indigenous rights and securing what constitutes ‘land-based 

activity’ and ‘impacts’ of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ health and well-being.  

Specifically, in Chapter 5, the underlying assumptions represented in languaging used to 

enhance recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ relationships with the land was analyzed. Languaging 
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such as ‘special relationship with the land’, ‘going on the land’, or ‘being on the land’ are revealed to 

be burdened with settler assumptions of what constitutes Indigenous land-based activity. This is 

problematic on a number of fronts. If governance mechanisms identify certain culturally- or 

geographically-specific activities to represent authentic land use or land-based activities, and 

Indigenous Peoples globally continue to be dispossessed of their access to and knowledge of the 

land and ‘traditional land-based activities’, are governance mechanisms equitably serving Indigenous 

Peoples? This question is similar to questions raised by Valdivia (2005) and Willems-Braun (1997), 

for examples, who argue that specific representations of Indigenous Peoples are legitimized in order 

to assure certainty to accessing leases to nearby, or on, Traditional Territories by industry. A more 

nuanced understanding and contribution to this scholarship is that deeply embedded assumptions in 

mining assessment processes remain unaddressed as they are unknown by those who perpetuate 

those assumptions and conduct the assessments (see DiAngelo, 2018). 

7.2.3 Unlearning assumptions is never complete 

Decolonizing is uncomfortable (Snelgrove, Dhamoon, & Corntassel, 2014); it requires the 

trust of Indigenous nations and the supports to create change among those who intentionally and 

unintentionally maintain and reproduce settler privilege (Tuck & Yang, 2012). Although this 

dissertation speaks directly to those who work in fields related to mining governance, the thinking 

behind and supports provided in Chapter 6 are insights that align with other scholarship seeking to 

transform settler narratives (e.g. Cameron & Levitan, 2014; Davis et al., 2017; Nadasdy, 2017; Regan, 

2010; Valdivia, 2005; Willems-Braun, 1997). 

Chapter 6 argues that no one is outside of being implicated in the structural dispossession of 

Indigenous Peoples from their relationships with the land, their language, and their culture 

(Coulthard, 2014; Davis et al., 2017; Snelgrove et al., 2014). Chapter 6 provides a strategy to 

approach indicators and outputs of mining governance cognizant that what has been commonly 

applied to describe impacts of mining in governance mechanisms may differ from what Indigenous 

communities’ experience and need to have mitigated. Integral to the framework presented in 

Chapter 6 is the shift in the burden of responsibility from Indigenous Peoples and their 

governments to make the connection between modern-day mining activity and the processes that 

persist in marginalizing Indigenous Peoples, to a collective responsibility that includes mining 

companies, mining governance mechanisms, and state governments.  

In an earlier draft of Chapter 6, I wrote of the discomfort that comes with unlearning or 

even acknowledging that challenging assumptions will require undoing that which settler society 
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holds as mainstream. Reflecting on the dissertation and the process to deliver outcomes that met the 

aims of the dissertation, I believe that the findings and contributions encapsulated in this 

dissertation are a result of working at an intersection of governance, health, and settler colonial 

studies. This research highlights the contributions of interdisciplinary research to address challenges 

not currently recognized or addressed (Johnston & Willmott, 2018). Knowledge found at these 

intersections provide openings to give way for complex new perspectives (Lincoln & Denzin, 2005); 

perspectives that are necessary in order to confront our assumptions and those blind spots that 

hinder our awareness of our assumptions.  

7.3 Recommendations 

To meet the aims of this research, I present three recommendations to ensure mining 

governance mechanisms and assessment strategies are more reflective of and responsive to the 

diverse needs, perspectives, values, and knowledges of Indigenous Peoples. Although the 

recommendations are directed to mining governance, their applications can be broadly applied.   

1. Build greater capacity among assessment practitioners and decision-makers to 

understand and know the colonial discourses that underlie settler-Indigenous relations 

from the experiences of Indigenous Peoples. This work can be aided by expanding the 

importance of building relationships with Indigenous communities detailed in industry 

manuals. Industry guidelines should outline the work necessary for industry to take 

responsibility and participate in decolonizing languaging and the indicators applied to 

identify and mitigate issues related to health and well-being.  

2. Direct more attention in HIAs and IBAs to the values of Indigenous communities and 

that underlie their health and well-being. Attending to values will require a shift in focus 

from indicators and outputs (e.g. number of events funded by a mine company) to 

values and outcomes (e.g. young people grow up to be healthy leaders). Additionally, and 

in line with attending to values, is the recommendation to focus research less on 

indicators and more on values to account for the harms experienced by Indigenous 

Peoples as a result of settler colonialism.  

3. Support more intersectional and mixed methods research that builds research capacity in 

Northern communities. Capacity defined here includes opportunities and supports for 

Northern Indigenous students to pursue post-secondary and graduate studies.  
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7.4 Study Strengths and Limitations 

This section identifies the strengths of this research and study limitations. One strength of 

this research is a result of the focus on decolonizing the research methodology and employing a 

community-based participatory engagement approach. Receiving direction from an LSCFN 

Advisory Committee, hiring LSCFN research assistants, working with various LSCFN department 

staff, and hosting community dinners and workshop with LSCFN citizens ensured that the research 

and associated research activities were known to the community, had relevance and use for the 

participants and the LSCFN government, and were conducted in ways that aligned with the 

community’s ethics and expectations (Bull, 2010; Rigney, 1999). The second major strength, also 

discussed as a limitation, is that I am a long-time resident of Yukon and know numerous peoples 

throughout the territory based on my work and living in Yukon for over 25 years. The relationships 

I have fostered facilitated opportunities to meet with staff members of the Government of Yukon, 

First Nations governments, and individuals who have contracted out services related to assessing 

mining’s impact on the health and well-being of First Nations Peoples. Some of these opportunities 

would not be available to individuals without knowledge of people’s previous work experiences. 

Additionally, living in the Yukon facilitated greater awareness of complementary or current 

community issues that were tangentially or otherwise, related to the dissertation topic.  

The first limitation relates to the sample size of interviews conducted with individuals, who 

have experience working with the mechanisms governing extractive industries. The number of 

individuals in this sampling frame was small and did not include individuals who identified at the 

time, being employed by a mining company. Due to time restrictions and my decision to focus on 

developing a relationship with the government and citizens of LSCFN, I decided not to spend the 

time necessary to gain access to and build trust with individuals who identified to be working for the 

mining sector. In response to this limitation, I sourced and reviewed documents produced by mining 

companies and in speaking with individuals who worked for Yukon Government or YESAB, I was 

able to capture some of the limitations with governance mechanisms that may have been shared by 

those working for industry. 

The second limitation of this dissertation is a result of applying a case study approach. As a 

single-site case study, it is unknown at this time the generalizability or transferability of the findings 

to other Northern or more global jurisdictions. However, states with settler colonial legacies of 

Indian residential schools, stolen generations of children, and modern-day experiences of 

environmental dispossession (i.e. Canada, Australia, United States, and New Zealand) are likely to 
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benefit from this research as they all must contend with issues that arise from unresolved settler-

Indigenous relations. 

Being a settler researcher conducting research on Indigenous issues is the third limitation. 

Being a settler influenced the data collected and analyzed in this dissertation. Although living and 

working in the Yukon for over 25 years has provided me with privileged access to communities and 

conversations not necessarily accessible to other settler researchers not from the North, I am still a 

participant in replicating the actions and processes that I write to challenge. The findings presented 

in this dissertation are conceived through my experiences, my assumptions, and my blind spots to 

those assumptions. I have lived a life that does not include lived experiences of racism, assimilation 

policies, and state-justified disparities. I attempted to respond to this limitation by working to engage 

in my own practice of challenging my assumptions and being uncomfortable with what I faced 

during this practice. In addition, this limitation is addressed in part by employing a participatory 

research approach and hiring Nicole Tom, a citizen of LSCFN, to assist with the analysis of the data.  

7.5 Concluding Thoughts 

Modern-day treaties in Northern Canada have resulted in mechanisms used to govern 

extractive industries and opportunities to address the impact of mining on Indigenous Peoples’ 

health and well-being. However and unfortunately, governance mechanisms such as environmental 

assessments, IBAs, and HIAs are replicating settler ideologies (Morgensen, 2011; Wolfe, 2006) and 

in turn shape what constitutes health and well-being, what is understood as an impact of mining, and 

how mitigation strategies and negotiated benefits are developed. This dissertation demonstrates that 

in order to better address the impact of mining on the health and well-being of Indigenous Peoples, 

such as Yukon First Nations, mechanisms need to challenge the underlying assumptions that result 

in essentializing Indigenous Peoples and result in overlooking the ways in which mining is impacting 

Indigenous communities.  

As I conclude the dissertation, I turn not to the mechanisms that I examined, but instead to 

reflect on the question asked by Khà Shâde Héni Mark Wedge and shared in Chapter 2. He was the 

Elder who asked if I was in the process of colonizing or decolonizing. The question has stayed with 

me throughout the writing of this dissertation. As I was then, I am now still unable to answer this 

question succinctly. Instead, I offer that the work with LSCFN and the approach to analyzing the 

data in this document, reflects that I am continuing to confront my own assumptions of the 

relationships between Indigenous communities and settler societies. I believe that Khà Shâde Héni 

Mark Wedge was suggesting that any transformation in the relationships between Indigenous 
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Peoples and settler societies would require entering into spaces of discomfort with only pathways, 

not stepwise directions, to the outcome. In reflection, I think this is how I will respond to him.  
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APPENDIX C |  EXAMPLE OF CONVERSATION PROMPTS 
 

Theme Prompts 

Being on the Land  
 

• What is your favourite thing about being on the land? 
• What is your favourite activity on the land? 
• What does the land mean to you? 
• Can you share a favourite memory of being on the land? 
• What outdoor activities have you enjoyed lately or where? 

Understanding Health and 
Wellbeing  
 

• What does the word health mean to you? 
• What does the word well-being mean to you?  
• What does a healthy community look like? 
• What does a well community look like? 
• What are signs of a healthy community? 
• What are challenges to being well? 

Wellbeing and Culture 
 

• When you think of the word culture, what does this mean for you? 
• Is there a connection between your culture and well-being? 
• How would you describe the connection between culture and your 

community’s wellness? 
• Does land play a role in your wellbeing? 

History of Carmacks and 
LSCFN  

• What has happened in this area in the past? 
• Has the relationship with land changed? 
• Why has this relationship changed? 
• What lessons from the past do you carry? 

Past Mining and Well-
Being/Wellness 
 

• Have you or anyone from your family ever worked in a mine or for a mining 
company? 

• What do you know about the mining development that has happened in the 
area? 

• What types of stories have you heard about mining in the area?  
• What kind of effect did past mines have on community members? 
• How did your community benefit from past mines in the area? 
• Are there stories of the community doing well during a mining boom?  
• Are there stories of hardship during mining booms? 

Future Mining or Resource 
Development Projects and 
Well-Being 
 

• What expectations do you have with potential new mining in the area? 
• What are you most worried about with potential new mining in the area? 
• What types of changes or impacts to your well-being do you think about with 

future mine projects? 
• What do you think is needed to keep your community well with new mines in 

the area? 
Consultation with 
Community Members about 
New Mines and 
Contaminants 
 

• Do you feel you have been consulted in an authentic manner about mines or 
reclamation happening in the area or in LSCFN traditional territory? 

• Do you feel you have been consulted in an authentic/meaningful manner 
about Casino or the reclamation at BYG? 

• What is your comfort level with the decision-making process used in the 
licensing of a mine? 

• Do you feel you have enough information about YESAB and how they address 
issues of health and well-being? 

• Do you feel efforts have been made by YESAB, licensing bodies and/or mining 
companies to decrease the negative impacts on your health and well-being? 

• What issues of well-being should be thought about or considered when a 
new mine proposes to build in the traditional territory of LSCFN? 
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• Have you participated in any mining consultation process [how was that]? 
• What are your reasons for participating in a consultation process for a new 

mine or reclamation?  
Spirit and Intent of 
Agreements 
 

• Has the cultural distinctiveness and social well-being of YFNs, as identified in 
the self-government agreements, been protected particularly with regards to 
the governance of a mine or other resource project? 

• Chapter 12 guarantees participation by and utilization of the knowledge and 
experiences of YFNs. In the context of a mine or development has this been 
implemented with respect to addressing issues of health and well-being? 

• Chapter 12 states that the DAB and DO’s are to consider the need to protect 
the culture, traditions, health and lifestyles of YFNs. In your experience is 
being upheld. Are there challenges with respect to well-being, culture or 
traditions? 

• Is the cultural connection to land embodied in the self-government 
agreements? 

• Is the cultural connection to land implemented in YESAA and agreements 
with mining companies? 

• Monitoring is cursorily addressed in Chapter 12 – how is monitoring able to 
address YFN concerns related to land, culture and well-being? 
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APPENDIX D |  CONSENT CARD & CONSENT INFORMATION PROVIDED TO LSCFN 
RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 

 

 

 

Mining and Community Wellness
This is a 2 year project in partnership between LSCFN and the University 
of Guelph. The project seeks to identify significant changes to health and 
well-being with the development of a mine or other resource project. 

Background
Community benefit agreements and environmental assessments are 
often challenged to:
• Respond to community issues of health and wellbeing 
• Address issues of stress, poverty, cultural erosion and other health 

gaps experienced by Yukon First Nations
• Consider impacts from past experiences including mining and contact.

Project Objectives
• Develop community relevant and community defined indicators to 

explain the impacts of a mine on the health and wellbeing of LSCFN 
citizens.

• Identify community concerns of existing or abandoned mines.
• Identify existing information that can be used in the assessment of a 

mine.

Front of postcard

Back of postcard

Mining and Community Wellness

If you would like to talk about m ining and well-being please contact:
Jen Jones, Coordinator at  jjones14@uoguelph.ca or 334.3299
Or leave a message at 863- 5576 ext 249
Research Ethics approved REB#15DC021

The project is looking to speak to LSCFN citizens about changes to 
health and well-being as result of a mine or other resource project. 
• Participation is voluntary 
• Participants can withdraw at anytime
• Participants will receive a thank you gift for their time

Project Pledge
• Respect the history, Traditional Knowledge and the Northern 

Tuchtone culture
• Work with the Senior Management Committee to ensure the 

project is relevant and applicable to the community
• Support and contribute to capacity building opportunities for 

LSCFN citizens
• Regular project updates will take place through community 

meals 
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Participation Consent Information 

 

1. What will I be asked to do? 
• Take part in an individual interview that asks: 

o Questions about health, wellbeing and mining 
o Basic information like your age, gender and the best way to contact you  

• Participation in this project is voluntary. You do not have to answer all the questions. 
You can ask to skip a question or end the interview at anytime. 

2. Am I eligible to participate? 
• To participate in this project, you must be over 18 and be a LSCFN citizen. 

3. How long will it take? 
• This interview will take about 1 hour. You can talk longer if you wish or end the 

interview at anytime.  
• If you would like, once the interview is typed it can be sent to you, or we can meet again 

for about 1 hour to review your typed interview together. At the time, you are able to 
delete any words, phrases or sentences you do not wish to have used and/or clarify any 
of your comments. 

4. Who is conducting this project? 
• Jen Jones, a PhD Candidate (and a Yukoner) and Dr. Ben Bradshaw. Both are from the 

University of Guelph, Ontario 
• The project is conducted in collaboration with the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation, 

and Senior Management Committee.  
• This project is funded by Polar Knowledge Canada 

5. Purpose of this project 
• This project aims to identify community-defined indicators of health and well-being to 

be used in the assessment of mine or other resource development project.  
6. Will I be paid? 

• If you agree to participate in this interview you will receive a gift of smoked salmon or a 
$20 gift card for the Tatchun Centre or Superstore.  

• A $15 childcare reimbursement is offered. Please provide a receipt and a cheque will be 
provided to the individual or organization. 

7. Risks and discomforts to you if you participate in this study 
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• The interview will be audio recorded.  
• If at anytime you feel uncomfortable or need someone to talk to, please let me know. 

We will stop the interview and connect you with a support staff.  
8. Benefits to you if you take part in this study 

• Your contribution is important. It will help develop indicators that can be used to better 
assess and explain the impacts of a mine on the health and wellbeing of Yukon First 
Nations.  

9. What will happen to that information that is collected?  
• The taped interview will be transferred to a locked computer and deleted from the tape 

recorder.  
• All interviews will be transcribed and identifiers removed by December 2016.  
• Only general observations will be shared with the LSCFN Senior Management 

Committee. 
• Your specific words will not be shared with anyone unless you give permission.  
• Findings from this project will be published in academic journals, in Jen Jones’ PhD 

thesis, reports to LSCFN and other YFNs, and presented in presentations locally, 
nationally and possibly internationally.  

10. What to do if you want to withdraw from this study? 
• Participation is voluntary  
• If you choose not to answer any questions or if you decide to end the interview there is 

no penalty.   
• To withdraw from this study at anytime during the project contact Jen Jones at 867-334-

3299 or email: jjones14@uoguelph.ca.  
11. Specific things you should know about confidentiality 

• All efforts will be made to keep your interview and comments confidential. 
• Your name, contact information or any other identifiable information about you will not 

be attached to the interview to ensure your privacy.  
• You can choose to have your name attached to direct quotes if you want. 
• Only Jen Jones and the project assistants will be able to read the typed interviews. 
• All individuals working on this project and with access to the interviews have signed an 

oath of confidentiality.  
12. How long will this project last? 

• The project ends August 30, 2018. All that will remain after recordings are deleted are 
themes and approved quotes that are not personally identifiable. 

13. What does giving consent mean? 
• It means that you agree to participate in this interview, you understand the risks and 

benefits and that you understand at that you may withdraw from the project at 
anytime. 

mailto:jjones14@uoguelph.ca
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• By giving consent to participate in this project you do not waive any legal rights. 
14. Duty to disclose 

• The information you provide will be available only to the project team, unless required 
by law. For example, we would be obliged to inform authorities in the interest of 
protecting the health, life or safety of you or someone else. If this occurs the LSCFN 
Health and Social department can be contacted if you would like.  

• In the unlikely event that information is disclosed in this interview that is required by 
subpoena to be release to authorities, you will be informed. 

15. Other information 
• The project received funding from Polar Knowledge Canada  
• The project has been reviewed by the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board for 

compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants (REB 
15DC021) and has received approval from the LSCFN Chief and Council.   

 

For more information about this project contact: Jen Jones 867.334-3299 or 

jjones14@uoguelph.ca 

 

If you have questions regarding your rights as a project participant, contact: 

 

Director, Research Ethics 
Telephone: (519) 824-4120, ext. 56606 
University of Guelph 
E-mail: sauld@uoguelph.ca 
437 University Centre 
Fax: (519) 821-5236 
Guelph, ON   N1G 2W1 
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APPENDIX E |  RESEARCH ASSISTANT TRAINING WORKSHOP 
 

CALL FOR PARTICIPANTS 

 

To register, contact Toni Blanchard at 867-336-2266 or email 
toni.blanchard@lscfn.ca. 

 

YUKON COLLEGE - CARMACKS CAMPUS 

Research Assistant Training: 
Introduction to conducting interviews 

This workshop will introduce students to the basic principles and practices of conducting 
qualitative interviews used for research. Participants will get hands on experience conducting 
research to build skills and language to work with visiting researchers, support First Nations 
governments with research in their community, or begin to think about their own research 
initiatives.  

The workshop is divided into 4 modules that will be specifically tailored to a Northern First 
Nations context:  

1) introduction to research; 
2) ethics and research ethic’s protocols involved with conducting research; 
3) process of communicating and providing informed consent; and 
4) data collection, with a focus on conducting interviews. 

Attention is given to locally available resources such as the Arctic Institute of Community Based 
Research and Yukon College.  

 
The 14 hour course will be conducted over 2 days and is a Yukon College 

certificate granting course. 
 

Course Date: April 12 & 13, 2016  
Course fee: $50.00 + G.S.T. 

Number of spaces: 16 

 

Travel scholarships are available to participants 
traveling from outside of Carmacks.  
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COURSE AGENDA 

 

 

Day 1 

Agenda Item Goal of Agenda Items Additional notes 

Welcome and  
Expectations 
 

Participant identify expectations Follow up with pre-workshop questionnaire  
Instructor and group introductions 
 

Introduction to 
conducting interviews 

Build a collaborative environment 
and introduce  interviewing process  
Participants introduce one another  
 

Exercise instructions: Participants pair, take ~ 5 
mins to interview their partner.  
Interview prompts – how would you describe 
who you are, what do you do in your spare time, 
who is your family (other prompts?).  
In group everyone introduces their partner 
 

Catered Break  Participants and instructors for an exercise break together 

Introduction to 
conducting interviews 
cont. 

Participants develop list of 
challenges, limitations, and surprises 
that arose with exercise 

“Your first interview” 
What were difficulties you experienced in this 
exercise? 
What did it mean to report on someone else? 
What would you do differently?  
What were some challenges you experienced? 
What might help address those challenges? 
 

Catered Lunch Participants and instructors eat together and build relationships 

Types of research 
Steps of research 
Why researchers are 
looking for assistants 

Create familiarity and awareness of 
different types of research, and 
steps and possible roles of RAs  

Introduce research methodologies and 
theoretical underpinnings- CBPR to quantitative 
research,  
Handouts: qualitative research, quantitative 
research participatory research, RA checklist 
 

Local Resources Participants aware of local research 
support and resources 

Introduce AICBR 
Touch on communities as experts and research 
assistants as bridges between researchers and 
insider knowledge 
 

Introduction to ethics 
and consent 

Participants have awareness of 
ethics, comfort in taking consent,  

What it is ethics 
Handouts: Fort Nelson FN and CYFN ethics 
packages, FNIGC 
Watch:  “why ethics is a thing”   
Look at: Yukon License, Yukon College, AICBR 
consent form, TCPS2 
Discussion items: issues with ethics; risks and 
harms, making people feel comfortable and safe; 
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what goes into developing a community research 
agreement; 
Guiding questions: what is community consent? 
Conflict in ethics – how people feel different 
consent form, close with in your community  
 

Catered Break Participants and instructors for an exercise break together 

Consent & 
Confidentiality 

Comfort asking for consent and 
identifying how consent might differ 
for an academic researcher and a 
community-based researcher 

Practice consent – consent script examples (oral 
and written examples)  
Identify challenges, what do they mean? 
 
What does consent mean? Different ways of 
asking for consent: oral and written Practice 
giving consent  
Introduction to confidentiality  
 

Review of the day 
and tomorrow’s goals 

Think about a topic and generate a 
few questions to ask an interviewee. 
This will be used for the interview 
practice the next day. 

Goal setting from earlier and review; what to aim 
for tomorrow 
Put goals on paper check off.  
Pre- questionnaire goals  

 

Day 2  
 
Agenda 

 
Goal of Agenda Item 

 
Additional notes 

Welcome / questions 
 

Review the day and respond to 
questions 

 

Review of 
confidentiality  

 Overview of confidentiality  
Provide confidentiality agreement examples 
Cover: how data stored, responsibility to 
convey and anonymity – oath of confidentiality 
- also add here insider/outsider dynamics 
Identify: participant concerns 
 

Research Design and 
Interviews 

Increase participant knowledge of 
language, terms and procedures 

Cover: types of interviews, introduce language 
of probing,  
Guiding questions: What are the goals of 
conducting an interview? 
How is an interview conducted? 
Highlighting common issues (scheduling, if 
refuse to answer questions, ask the group) 
 

Break – catered Participants and instructors for an exercise break together 

Conducting 
interviews with 
Elders 

Address participant concerns about 
interviewing Elders 

Special considerations for conducting 
interviews with Elders 
Guest facilitator 

Interview practice Participant comfort with the 
interview process 

Practice questions using questions developed 
day before. 
1st Review your questions – are they open 
ended? Can they become open ended?, what 
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types of questions would you ask to probe 
more deeply.  
Practice asking question and documenting the 
interview 
 

Catered lunch Participants and instructors for an exercise break together 

Interview practice 
group reflection 

Participants identify challenges and 
opportunities 

Guiding questions: What challenges did you 
experience in preparing your questions? 
Were you able to develop questions that would 
help probe deeper? 
Did get the information you hoped to get from 
the interview? 
 

Catered Break Participants and instructors for an exercise break together 

RA: Safety is a right Participant awareness of their right 
to safety  

Guiding questions:  What personal safety issues 
require considering when interviewing or 
supporting outsider researchers? 
Do you foresee issues with interviewing family 
members? 
What do researchers not from our community 
need to know about hiring people from the 
communities? 
What is required to protect RAs from being put 
into positions where their safety is an issue 
Saying “no”  

Other resources Participants ready to apply for RA 
positions 

Review of skills checklist and resume support 

Closing and 
reflections 

Participants evaluate workshop Group and individual evaluation 
Hand certificates and conduct 
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APPENDIX F |  DATA EXTRACTION QUESTIONS 
Table 1. Data extraction questions from all studies that examined health and environment in 
the Circumpolar Norther (2000-2015). 

 

QUESTION DATA EXTRACTED 

What region was this research conducted 
in (select all that apply)? 

Nunatsiavut (Nain, Hopedale, 
Makovik, Postville or Rigolet) 
Nunavut 
Northwest Territories  

 

Nunavik  
Yukon  
Alaska  
Other 

What year was the article published? 2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

 

2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 

2014 
2015 
Other 

 

What year was the data collected? 2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
 

2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 

2014 
2015 
Other 
 

What was the topic of the health research 
(select all that apply)? 

Nutrition and food security  
Climate change impacts on health  
Environmental contaminants or monitoring contamination  
Intentional and unintentional injury 
Environmental risks and resilience 
Other 

 
What study methods were used? Qualitative methods only (e.g. interviews, focus groups, photovoice, 

qualitative analysis (thematic analysis, grounded theory, data are 
typically words, and so on) 
Quantitative methods only (e.g. surveys, biological samples, statistical 
analyses, descriptive statistics, data are numbers, and so on) 
Mixed qualitative and quantitative methods (e.g. a mix of both 
methods) 
Other 

 
Did the authors state that they used 
participatory, community-based, or other 
methods that engage the community in the 
study design, data collection, or data 
analysis? 
 

Yes  
No 
Unsure 

 

Was the article open-access/freely 
available? 

Yes  
No 
Unsure 
 

Was an Indigenous organization listed as a 
co-author? 

Yes  
No 
Unsure 
Not included as an Indigenous affiliation were Yukon Government, 
Government of the Northwest Territories and Alaska Public Health. 
While both organizations work to better the health of Northern 
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Indigenous populations they do not identify as regional Indigenous 
organizations but rather organization working to support all 
northerners, Indigenous and non-Indigenous. 

 
Did the article articles explicitly describe 
seeking and/or receiving research approval 
or permission from a regional or local 
Indigenous government or organization 
responsible for the research in the region? 
 

Yes  
No 
Unsure 

 

Did the article clearly report if/how the 
results were shared with the community? 

Yes  
No 
Unsure 
 

Did the article acknowledge any community 
members or governments in the 
acknowledgment section? 

Yes  
No 
Unsure 
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Figure 1. Data extraction questions for 39 articles included in qualitative analysis. 
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