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Key Messages


This knowledge synthesis report provides the first bibliometric profile and systemic review of
research on Aboriginal capacity building for natural resource development in Canada.



Research on and involving Aboriginal peoples in natural resource development and capacity has
steadily increased over the past decade, in terms of the number and range of papers, authors,
institutions, and cases examined.



Research output is distributed fairly evenly between male and female lead researchers



Research output is widely distributed across the regions of southern Canada (with UBC, Simon
Fraser, Manitoba and York having the highest output).



Sites of Aboriginal natural resource development research are not currently matched with sites of
research capacity. Researchers are based in southern and urban Canada, while sites and participants
are located in rural, remote and northern areas.



Current research examines common issues, projects and sites; however, significant variation in
research design, data collection methods and reporting styles makes sectorial and case comparisons
difficult.



We identify nine categories of arrangements through which Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal groups
collaborate for natural resource development: land use/regional planning; IBAs; MOUs; Aboriginal
businesses; joint ventures; Environmental Assessments; revenue sharing agreements; advisory
committees; and regional economic councils.



Land use/regional planning (forestry) and IBAs (mining) are most prevalent arrangements discussed
in this sample of research literature.



Detailed analyses of governance arrangements provides rich context for Aboriginal natural resource
development in Canada, however, current Aboriginal capacity research does not provide thorough
assessments of capacity or benefits in terms of actual outcomes of collaboration.



Social and human capitals are the most common forms of Aboriginal capacity discussed in current
research. The ability to initiate cross-cultural dialogue and develop trust is a recurring theme in
natural resource development project contexts.



While nearly all papers in this systematic review gave examples of benefits, significant variation in
detail and method mean that there is inconclusive evidence.



Improved consistency of Aboriginal research data collection and reporting is needed to enhance the
information base for decision making and tracking Aboriginal achievements in energy, forestry and
mining.
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Executive Summary
Natural resource extraction is taking place at an unprecedented rate, and this is expected to increase as
many countries seek a higher standard of living in combination with rising populations. This will
undoubtedly put new socio-economic incentives and pressures on communities and various industries
to enhance production in resource rich areas, which often means Aboriginal lands, and in Canada, most
likely in the remote and northern regions. Development that respects Aboriginal rights and is culturally
appropriate, environmentally responsible, and socio-economically beneficial is a major priority being
expressed and demanded by Aboriginal leaders, organizations and communities. However, recognition
of rights is not enough for Aboriginal communities to reap the benefits of resource development. The
types of governance systems that support sustainable development, from an Aboriginal perspective, are
not well understood and are a recent area of scholarship in the Canadian context.
This report provides an analysis of current demands of new governance models associated with the
quest for natural resource development, specifically, the capacities required for Aboriginal peoples to
meaningfully participate in Canadian resource wealth generation. While it is widely acknowledged that
capacity, control and benefits are linked, there is a need to review research evidence to verify current
claims and, in turn, inform natural resource policy and practice in Canada. Therefore, the purpose of
this report is to assemble existing evidence of Aboriginal capacity building connected with recent
collaborative initiatives in energy, forestry and mining, in order to elaborate the forms and levels of
capacity, benefits and control Aboriginal people experience. Increasing our understanding regarding the
mechanisms that promote long-term, trust-based and benefit-oriented outcomes between Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal peoples, governments, and communities is a major outcome of this research and will
facilitate the ongoing promotion of development models that produce sustainable benefits.
In the first part of our research, we used bibliometrics to analyze existing literature in energy, forestry,
and mining in order to survey the trends within this area of research. A comprehensive investigation of
research articles was undertaken using well-recognized and widely-utilized research databases (i.e., ISI
Web of Science and SCOPUS). We used a combination of search terms, including the names of major
sectors, ‘Aboriginal’ and synonyms, Canada and provinces and territories, ‘control’, benefits’ and
‘capacity’, and we limited to the last decade to focus on recent initiatives. This search turned up 144
documents, and after application of inclusion/exclusion criteria further reduced our sample to 49
papers. We then gathered information based on established core metrics to produce a robust, high
quality database (i.e., year of publication, authorship and gender, author affiliation, journal titles,
citation counts and impacts factors, and keywords). Key findings from our bibliometric analysis include:
 Research about Indigenous peoples involved in resource development and capacity has increased
steadily over the past decade, with peak output years being 2013 and 2015.
 Of 90 total authors, 56 were male and 34 were female. Male authors led approximately one half
(26/49) of the papers analysed, which is consistent with other recent Canadian bibliometrics
studies (Bullock and Lawler 2015).
 The top contributing universities were University of British Columbia, Simon Fraser University,
University of Manitoba, and York University.
 When comparing researcher institution and research location, a clear pattern emerges: research
capacity (and associated jobs and decisions) and output are focussed in southern and urban
Canada, whereas the majority of projects under study are located in northern, rural and remote
locations.
vi

The second stage of the research included a systematic review of 24 papers in relevant journals to
assess Aboriginal capacity building achievements and its relationships to control and benefits. The 24
papers selected from the original bibliometrics sample included those that reported actual findings from
particular local and regional cases. Systematic reviews utilize a synthesis-based methodology for
rigorously analyzing large amounts of existing research knowledge to create new information. Our
approach to research synthesis used theme coding using a coding framework, which we developed to
assist classification and open coding. All papers were reviewed to collect details on research methods,
locations, partners and stakeholders, types of natural resource development initiatives, as well as forms
of capacity, control and benefits. We examined the evidence through a capitals-based approach,
considering 5 types of capitals (i.e., social, human, financial, built and natural) to structure our analysis.
Key findings from our systematic review include:
 Significant variation was found in the level of detail provided in papers that describe methods
(e.g., 9 of 17 papers reported the number of people engaged in interviews, focus groups, and
workshops; interview numbers ranged from as many as 63 to as few as 8 participants))
 The research revealed nine categories of arrangements, including: land use/regional planning;
IBAs; MOUs; Aboriginal businesses, Joint ventures; EAs; Revenue sharing; Advisory committees;
and regional economic council.
 Land use strategies and regional planning processes appeared in one-third of research papers,
concentrated in forestry and to a lesser degree energy; Impact and Benefit Agreements (IBAs)
were discussed in one-third of papers, primarily related to mining, and were often used in
combination with other arrangements, which afforded additional control or avenues to exert
influence; the third most cited arrangement was Memorandum of Understanding (25%), found in
all major sectors; Aboriginal businesses and Joint Ventures were used in forestry and energy to
support business-to-business engagements; Environmental Assessments, revenue sharing
agreements and advisory committees provided formal arrangements through which decisionmaking influence and resources could flow; these were often utilized alongside other
arrangements.
 Ten of the 24 articles analysed directly referred to capacity building achievements including:
cross-cultural dialogue/communication (top cited – 40% of papers); the role of “champions”/inhouse leadership; training; self-governing and decision making capacities; and financial capacity.
 Of the 5 types of capitals, social and human capitals were the ones most often cited, with financial
capital coming in third. Built capital was not discussed as a capacity item needed to attract
business, but rather as a net gain of development. Natural capital was the least discussed.
 Nearly all papers (22 of 24) in the systematic review gave examples of actual benefits associated
with Aboriginal natural resource development initiatives; however, definitions and data varied
significantly, making it very difficult to quantify and compare benefits across cases and sectors.
 Employment (12 of 24 articles), improved decision making (11 of 24), financial support (8 of 24)
were the top cited benefits.
Our knowledge synthesis approach revealed some key research gaps and needs, including:
 Without monitoring and systematically collected data on capacity and benefits it is very hard to
substantiate claims made in previous research. Arguably, a targeted call for research that focuses
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on characterizing the relationship between Aboriginal peoples, natural resource development and
various benefits and associated arrangements would be valuable.
Research methods used varied substantially, making it difficult to systematically assess capacity
beyond general trends. This points to the need and opportunity for research designs (and
resources) that can produce broad comparisons within and across sectors and regions. This would
help identify recurring needs as well as prioritize policy actions according to current experience
and future scenarios.
Aboriginal capacity and natural resource development research does not shed much light on the
current demographic characteristics of communities linked to rapidly evolving natural resource
development arrangements. Analysis of census data, where possible, to assess changes in socioeconomic profiles could help to indicate capacity potential and changes.
There is a clear geographical separation of research capacity and research sites. Our research
suggests that there is a need for in-depth examination of research capacity and disparities
between north and south, rural and urban, and other domains, to assess implications for
Aboriginal capacity development in general, but specifically in research.
There is a need to fully examine the interplay of institutional arrangements utilized to structure
Aboriginal natural resource development. Our synthesis illustrates the complexity of
arrangements in some settings, which can be precipitated by the over layering of jurisdictional,
sectorial and traditional institutions that shape Aboriginal-settler interactions. In instances where
there is more than one arrangement at work, it would be interesting to examine whether there
are patterns of conditions or events that led to collaboration over time.

Perhaps a limitation of this research, though intentional by design, is the exclusion of other primary
natural resource sectors from this review (e.g., fisheries, agriculture). It could be useful to characterize
the sorts of capacities required by Aboriginal peoples and their partners to sustainably manage and
benefit from these other natural resources to draw comparisons with the sectors we examine here.
To overcome some of the above identified challenges, perhaps governments and industries need to
have a clearing house guided by a common framework for how benefits for Aboriginal communities are
assessed in order to enable systematic data collection, assessment and comparison. Addressing these
gaps would help better inform decision making regarding Aboriginal capacity building achievements for
sustainable natural resource development in Canada.
Effective knowledge mobilization ensures a multifaceted flow of information between researchers,
research users as well as other knowledge brokers, creating synergies within and beyond academia,
which ultimately leads to positive impacts for society. Results from this project will be disseminated
through high impact open access peer-reviewed journals and at conferences, including an upcoming talk
at the Canadian Association of Geographers conference in June 2016. Research results will be
summarized through video-based interviews that will be edited into a “video abstract” that can be
shared with partners. Data will be visualized through simple animations that help bring to life key points
from the bibliometrics and systematic review.
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1. Introduction
This report builds on previous work regarding how natural resource industries, governments, and
Aboriginal peoples are engaging for constructive, practicable and mutually beneficial development
opportunities.i In particular, we examine the demands of new governance models associated with the
quest for natural resource development, specifically, the capacities (i.e., capitals) required for Aboriginal
peoples to meaningfully participate in Canadian natural resource wealth generation. To do this we
review current research literature regarding types of governance arrangements and associated
capacities and benefits that enhance meaningful involvement of Aboriginal peoples in the Canadian
natural resources sectors. A systematic review of this literature has yet to be completed and this
initiative contributes to the body of evidence that will help inform the interplay between Aboriginal
communities and natural resource policy and practice in Canada.
In his 2012 paper, Identifying Barriers to Aboriginal Renewable Energy Deployment in Canada, Krupa
highlights how community capacity concerns are both multi-layered and wide-reaching.ii Capacity has
direct implications for Aboriginal involvement in resource development, influencing the ability to
effectively participate in everything from high-level strategic policy dialogues and regulatory processes
to basic project preparation and work planning. As discussed in the following pages, similar conditions
characterize Aboriginal involvement in the mining and forestry sectors.
This report synthesizes existing knowledge regarding Aboriginal capacity in the energy, forestry and
mining sectors. It provides a new and holistic evidence base regarding recent developments that
characterize the relationships among Aboriginal capacity, control and benefits and how these are
enabled through diverse assemblages of institutions, partnerships, and community-based actions. Our
analysis also highlights trends in current research and provides context regarding the key papers,
journals, authors and universities engaging with Aboriginal communities and natural resource
development issues.
By assembling existing evidence of Aboriginal capacity building achievements connected with recent
collaborative initiatives in energy, forestry and mining, this report characterises the forms and levels of
control, capacity, and benefits Aboriginal people experience, and also points out existing gaps and
future research needs.

1.1. Towards Aboriginal Inclusion in Natural Resource Development in Canada
Government and industry interests have historically dominated natural resource and energy
development in Canada resulting in the exclusion of Aboriginal peoples from decision-making and
benefits.iii However, new natural resource development opportunities are supporting broader Aboriginal
goals for asserting control in traditional territories and economic self-sufficiency.iv,v There has been a
steady increase in collaborative arrangements, such as Aboriginal owned and operated development
corporations, impact and benefits agreements (IBAs), resource revenue sharing, and involvement of
Aboriginal governments, residents and businesses in large-scale infrastructure projects.vi
A move from central government control towards ‘co-management’ and other forms of decentralized
and devolved institutional arrangements places local knowledge, values and accountabilities directly in
natural resource management.vii Levels of control and benefits vary depending on each specific
arrangementviii (e.g., contractor vs. resource manager) suggesting that the sets of capacities needed to
harness resource benefits and exercise control may also vary. Learning, institutional diversity, and the
1

ability to work together are key traits needed by societies and individuals engaged in innovative
governance arrangements; in turn these qualities are based on social, human, financial, built and natural
capitals available to communities.ixx Matching capacities (i.e., capitalsxi) with specific governance models
could be crucial for effective Aboriginal inclusion in natural resource development.

1.2. Enhancing Aboriginal Capacity for Increased Control and Benefits from
Natural Resources
The Royal Commission on Aboriginal People found that long-term systematic exclusions have created
serious Aboriginal capacity gaps in education, skills training and experience needed to effectively pursue
self-governance and development priorities in, for example, lands and resources.xii The Commission
identified that capacity building for self-governance and development also requires fostering
competencies in research and development, technological innovation, and public service. This is
reflected in forestry, for example, where overall Aboriginal involvement in actual decision making and
higher ranked positions is proportionately less than that of non-Aboriginals.xiii The National Aboriginal
Forestry Association’s Framework for Aboriginal Capacity Building in the Forest Sector states that
Aboriginal people also tend to hold low-skilled, part-time and seasonal positions within the forest
industry, even though more Aboriginals are hired.xiv
Level of education may also be a factor. Statistics Canada data shows that the proportion of the
Aboriginal population with a university degree was 7.7% in 2006, versus 23.4% among non-Aboriginals in
Canada.xv The majority of Aboriginal post-secondary students are concentrated in education, social and
behavioural sciences and business. However, training in areas such as finance, engineering, natural
science, and computing, for example, is also needed to hold higher level management and leadership
positions in Aboriginal government and business.xvi ‘Work readiness’ training programs provide another
avenue for Aboriginal people build skills and confidence to gain employment in the resource sectors and
at the same time enable companies to identify qualified entry-level workers.xvii Aboriginal-mining
company agreements have significantly boosted access to employment and training, and promoted the
development of new Aboriginal businesses leading to economic development and autonomy.xviii
Synthesizing current knowledge of Aboriginal capacity and how it is linked to various types of
arrangements—from advisory committee involvement and regional planning to legally binding
agreements and joint business ventures—highlight the impacts from the pursuit of natural resource
development on Canada’s northern and resource-based communities. Increased understanding of the
mechanisms that promote long-term, trust-based and benefit-oriented outcomes involving Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal peoples, governments, industry is a major outcome of this research. This report will
therefore facilitate the ongoing promotion of development models that produce sustainable benefits.

2. Implications
Globally, natural resource extraction is taking place at an unprecedented rate, and this is expected to
increase as many countries seek a higher standard of living in combination with rising populations.xix This
will likely put new socio-economic incentives and pressures on communities and various industries to
enhance production in resource rich areas, which in Canada often means Aboriginal lands that are
frequently located in rural, remote and northern regions. Policy and decision makers within Aboriginal
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and provincial governments who are primarily engaged in resource management processes will be
further pressed to develop solutions.
This report illustrates the growing number of development projects related to energy, forestry and
mining, which involve Aboriginal peoples, their lands, and natural resources. It also shows that research
with and on Aboriginal communities involved in energy, forestry, and mining has increased over the past
decade. Rich and diverse, the research reviewed here is highly illustrative of development and
governance processes; however, given the nature of existing data, comparisons are problematic. There
remains an opportunity, if deemed necessary and desirable by Aboriginal peoples, for intentional and
coordinated research that can produce consistent, detailed, information regarding local and regional
scale phenomena. Future decision making could be greatly enhanced by having access to reliable
information on actual accrued benefits and capacity needs. Without this sort of information, policy and
management decisions will continue to be characterized by a higher degree of uncertainty, and research
will remain externally driven.
The types of governance systems that support sustainable development from an Aboriginal perspective
are not fully understood and this remains a recent area of scholarship in the Canadian context. Report
findings show that the suite of arrangements currently used to facilitate Aboriginal involvement is quite
diverse and the capacities required by communities and Aboriginal governments vary. A mix of
arrangements also frequently comes into play, due in part to historic contexts, legal and sectorial
requirements, and the goals of communities and their partners. In a turbulent environment, while there
is obviously a need for resource industries, Aboriginal groups and governments need to remain flexible
and adaptive, highly complex settings call for collaboration and coordination. Cross-sectorial policy
learning opportunities could be very instructive, especially where multiple industries, governments and
communities are involved in multiple different projects within the same region(s).
Development that is culturally appropriate, environmentally responsible, and socio-economically
beneficial is a major priority expressed and demanded by Aboriginal leaders, organizations and
communities.xx In order for natural resource development to occur sustainably, and in meaningful
partnership with Aboriginal communities, extractive activities must create tangible benefits for local
people while also safeguarding ecosystems for future generations. However, recognition of Aboriginal
rights alone is not enough for Aboriginal communities to access the benefits of natural resource
development. This report illustrates the variety of capacities that Aboriginal peoples possess and the
creative ways that capacities can be mobilized to build additional capacity for greater community
benefit.

3. Research Approach to Knowledge Synthesis
3.1. Bibliometrics of Aboriginal Natural Resource Development Capacity
In our two-staged research design, bibliometrics were used to analyze existing literature in energy,
forestry, and mining. Such approaches to research evaluation offer useful tools to survey trends in entire
disciplines as well as thematic areas of research. A comprehensive search of research articles was
undertaken using well-recognized and widely-utilized research databases, namely, ISI Web of Science
3

and Scopus.xxi To do this we used a combination of search terms, including the names of major sectors,
‘Aboriginal’ and its various synonyms, Canadian provincial and territorial names, as well as the terms
‘control’, benefits’ and ‘capacity’. The search was also limited to 2004 onwards in keeping with our focus
recent initiatives. This search turned up 196 papers (125 in Scopus and 71 in Web of Science). After
removing duplicate papers, 144 documents remained. The protocol developed and followed to guide
searches also included clear eligibility criteria for inclusion/exclusionxxii and vetting procedures to focus
our initial sample. Application of inclusion/exclusion criteria further reduced our sample to 49 papers.
We then gathered information based on established core metrics to produce a robust, high quality
database.xxiii Metrics included the (i) year of publication, (ii) authorship and gender, (iii) author
affiliation, (iv) journal titles, (v) citation counts and impacts factors, and (vi) keywords. This portion of
the review provides a deep and thorough analysis of research trends, and enabled us to examine the
current status of Aboriginal capacity research in energy, forestry, and mining.

3.2. Systematic Review of Aboriginal Capacity, Control and Benefits
The second stage of the research included a systematic review of 24 papers in relevant journals to
assess actual outcomes of Aboriginal capacity building and its relationships to control and benefits. The
24 papers selected from the original bibliometrics sample included those that reported actual findings
from particular local and regional cases. In particular, we excluded papers that did not have a research
site and/or were purely conceptual, which ensured that our results were based examples of how
capacity, control and benefits actualize in a real world context. This was done to narrow the research
question in order to make the review feasible.xxiv Systematic reviews utilize a synthesis-based
methodology for rigorously analyzing large amounts of existing research knowledge to create new
information.xxv While traditionally a quantitative methodology developed by and for medical disciplines,
systemic reviews for qualitative social science research are now being usefully applied.xxvi Our approach
to research synthesis used theme coding based on a coding frameworkxxvii. This framework was
developed to assist classification and open coding of key statements regarding social, human, financial,
built and natural capital, to identify forms of capacity and benefits. All 24 papers were reviewed to
collect details on the types of natural resource development initiatives, their locations and the partners
and stakeholders involved. Finally, we also looked for details on research methods (e.g., research design,
data collection and analysis, participants and sampling). Findings are presented in the following sections.

4. Results
4.1. Research Bibliometrics: Aboriginal Capacity Building for Natural Resource
Development
4.1.1. Year of Publication
A total of 49 papers from 2006 to 2015 were identified and analyzed to assess bibliometrics trends
(Figure 1). Most papers were in the forest sector (20), followed by mining (19), and energy (9), with
energy having half as much activity than the other sectors. Results show an increase in published
research related to Aboriginal capacity building for natural resource development over the last decade.
Peak output years were 2013 and 2015 with 11 publications in each year. Conversely, 2011 had only one
publication (forestry). While all sectors experienced growth in research output, this was concentrated in
4

mining and forestry. Mining clearly increased after 2012, exemplified by the fact that 13 of 19 total
mining articles were published from 2013 to 2015.
The absence of forest-related publications in 2014 was followed by a peak in forestry publications in
2015 (6 in total); the larger number of forestry articles 2012 onward may be linked to the rebound of the
Canadian forest sector and, in particular, the formation of several new collaborative governance and
business arrangements involving Aboriginal groups, industry, and government. This expansion and
diversification is part of a larger 30 year trend in Aboriginal forestry involvement that has produced an
“almost bewildering variety of such arrangements.”xxviii

Figure 1. Numbers of Articles per Sector by Date of Publication.
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4.1.2. Authorship and Gender
Of the 49 articles in the dataset, 19 were published by single authors and 30 were published by 2 or
more authors (up to 5 authors) (Figure 2). The number of papers with 2 authors (16) was more than
double that of the other three multi-author categories combined (14). Most (63%) Aboriginal capacity
research that we reviewed was collaborative in nature. Proportionately, forestry displayed the highest
level of collaboration with 15 out of 20 papers being multi-authored. Energy in particular, but also
mining, was more balanced in the distribution of single versus multi-author papers (where single- to
multi-author papers were 5:4 and 8:11. Our dataset included 90 individual authors, several of whom
contributed to more than one paper over the past decade.
Of 90 total authors, 56 were male and 34 were female (Figure 3.1). Male authors led approximately one
half (26/49) of the papers analysed (Figure 3.2). This distribution is consistent with other recent
Canadian bibliometrics studies.xxix

5

Figure 2. Number of Single- and Multi-authored Papers by Sector.
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Figure 3.1. and Figure 3.2. Authorship by Gender, Total (left) and Lead Author (right)
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4.1.3. Author Affiliation
Author affiliation was used to analyze spatial and institutional trends in research output (see Figure 4
below). At first glance, research output appears concentrated in institutions in British Columbia,
Manitoba and Ontario. However, combined contributions in, for example, Alberta, Saskatchewan, and
the Maritimes, indicate that many regions are in fact active contributors to research. The top
contributing universities are University of British Columbia, Simon Fraser University, University of
Manitoba, and York University.
Several other organizations, such as natural resource consultants, non-government organizations and
Aboriginal groups, also contributed to authorship, in many cases illustrated by contributions from places
such as Inuvik; NT; Telkwa and Fort St. John, BC; Waskesui, SK; and, Heron Bay, ON. Notable absences
among Canadian regions include the Yukon, Nunavut, Prince Edward Island and Nova Scotia. Inuvik is
the only research contribution from northern Canada.
When researcher institution and research locations are compared, a clear pattern of division emerges
(Figure 4). This distribution pattern indicates that at least with respect to the research sampled here,
research capacity (and associated jobs and decisions) and output is focussed in southern and urban
Canada, whereas the majority of projects under study are located in northern, rural and remote
locations (see Appendix B for further site details). These findings reflect the now well documented
dilemma of northern resource and traditional economies operate in the Canadian context. A small
6

number (6) of international researchers were engaged, indicating international interest and impact.xxx
Perhaps similar to the external multinational corporations whose capital, management skills and
technical knowledge drive northern resource developmentxxxi, southern universities are key players in
Aboriginal natural resource development research.

Figure 4. Research Sites and Location of Author Affiliated Institutions (compare with Appendix B).

4.1.4. Journal Titles
The papers sampled originated from 32 journals (27 reviewed, five non-reviewed). Out of the journals
identified, 10 published two or more papers (Figure 5). Many of these journals were either
interdisciplinary northern and natural resource journals (e.g., Society and Natural Resources) or else
sector specific (e.g., Extractive Industries and Society). While journals such as Forestry Chronicle and
Arctic published the most articles related to Aboriginal capacity building for natural resource
development (four each), these papers were not necessarily the most impactful in terms of citations
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(discussed below). Nine of the 32 journals sampled were explicitly regional or national in scope (e.g.,
Canadian Mining Journal, Arctic), while 23 were more international (e.g., Studies in Political Economy).
The range of journal titles selected by authors as outlets for their research indicates the variety of
disciplines and audiences engaged in Aboriginal natural resource development and capacity research. It
may be notable that only two of the 32 journals were focussed on Aboriginal issues, Études/Inuit/Studies
and International Journal of Circumpolar Health, which perhaps raises questions about whether this
research is reaching all relevant audiences.
Figure 5. Top 10 Journals by Research Output.
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4.1.5. Citation Counts and Impact Factors
Several factors affect citation counts, such as journal profile, the number of co-authors, and
author/journal reputation.xxxii Often cited papers and authors are also more likely to be cited in the
future. Publication date and therefore circulation time can also increase citation counts. Three of the
top ten citied papers were in journals with impact factors >2.0, while four were journals with impact
factors between 1.0-1.9, and one <0.9 (also a regional journal) (Table 1). The remaining two papers were
published in journals with no assigned impact factor, including the most cited paper, which appeared in
Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal.
The top ten most cited papers fell between 2006 and 2012, confirming perhaps that length of circulation
time boosts exposure. Of the top cited papers, six were reviews (which tend to draw attention) and four
were research articles. Six papers were multi-authored, while 4 were single-authored; combined citation
counts of 117 to 72 confirm the tendency for multi-authored papers to be cited more than single
authored papers.xxxiii Authors and funding agencies looking to boost the reach of research on Aboriginal
capacity and natural resource development might consider a collaborative publishing strategy.
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Table 1. Top 10 Most Cited Papers.
Top 10 most cited articles
Galbraith, L., Bradshaw, B., & Rutherford, M. B. 2007. Towards a new supraregulatory
approach to environmental assessment in Northern Canada. Impact Assessment and Project
Appraisal, 25(1): 27–41.
Price, K., Roburn, A., and MacKinnon, A. 2009. Ecosystem-based Management in the Great
Bear Rainforest. Forest Ecology and Management, 258(4): 495-503.
Wyatt, S. 2008. First Nations, Forest Lands, and “Aboriginal Forestry” in Canada: From
Exclusion to Comanagement and Beyond. Canadian Journal of Forest Research. 38: 171-180.
Burton, P. J., Messier, C., Adamowicz, W. L., and Kuuluvainen, T. 2006. Sustainable
management of Canada’s boreal forests: Progress and prospects. Ecoscience, 13(2): 234-248.
Baldwin, A. 2009. Carbon Nullius and Racial Rule: Race, Nature and the Cultural Politics of
Forest Carbon in Canada. Antipode, 41(2): 231-255.
Fidler, C. 2010. Increasing the Sustainability of a Resource Development: Aboriginal
Engagement and Negotiated Agreements. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 12(2):
233-244.
Voutier, K., Dixit, B., Millman, P., Reid, J., and Sparkes, A. 2008. Sustainable Energy
Development in Canada’s Mackenzie Delta-Beaufort Sea Coastal Region. Arctic 61: 103-110.
Mabee, H. S., & Hoberg, G. 2006. Equal Partners? Assessing Comanagement of Forest
Resources in Clayoquot Sound. Society & Natural Resources, 19(10): 875-888.
Tikina, A. V, Innes, J. L., Trosper, R. L., and Larson, B. C. 2010. Aboriginal Peoples and Forest
Certification: A Review of the Canadian Situation. Ecology and Society, 15(3).
Krupa, J. 2012. Identifying Barriers to Aboriginal Renewable Energy Deployment in Canada.
Energy Policy, 42: 710-714.

Figure 6. Range/Importance of Keywords (Top 30), Indicated by Size based on Frequency.
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4.1.6. Keywords
In total, 177 keywords were identified (Figure 6). Next to expected keywords, such as Aboriginal,
Indigenous and First Nations, for example, the range of common research keywords illustrates the
resource sectors (e.g., mining, forestry, renewable energy), regions (e.g., British Columbia, Nunavut,
Boreal Forest) and governance engagements (EA, co-management) commonly linked to natural resource
development and Aboriginal interests in Canada. The range of keywords mobilized to describe research
focus over the past 10 years also shows the diversity of issues, projects and groups connected to
Aboriginal capacity building and natural resource development work. The continuity of certain terms
(e.g., boreal forest, partnerships, traditional knowledge) across all sectors indicates common issues
arising in multiple sectors that warrant attention.

4.2. Systematic Review: Evidence of Aboriginal Control, Capacity Building and
Benefits
4.2.1. The Nature of Aboriginal Natural Resource and Capacity Research
All of the 24 papers systematically reviewed used a case study method. Fifteen involved collecting
primary data, whereas two drew on secondary data, and seven did not specify. Interviews, focus groups,
participant observation of formal planning meetings, field notes, and workshops represent the main
data collection methods. We found significant variation in the level of detail provided in papers that did
describe methods. For example, 9 of 17 reported the actual number of people engaged in interviews,
focus groups, and workshops. Depending on the study, interview numbers varied from as many as 63 to
as few as 8 participants; some studies just listed the types or names of groups that were engaged, gave
general ranges of participant counts, or did not specify at all. Sampling approaches and protocols also
varied, and participants ranged from Aboriginals, government, industry, economic development
organizations, EA staff, community leaders, school and health care staff, and Elders. This is appropriate
given that context varies and some natural resource issues are quite cross-cutting. Inconsistency and
transparency in research reporting are perhaps important limitations to be overcome, especially where
comparisons might be helpful in the future. While contributing to the richness of this research,
methodological and stylistic differences pose challenges to systemic assessment.

4.2.2. Asserting Control through Natural Resource Governance
We examined collaborative arrangements which Aboriginal communities and organizations use to assert
control over resource development (see Appendix B for additional details). Not surprisingly, control over
decision making processes and enterprises that affect lands and resources within traditional territories
created chances to attain benefits. This is in keeping with current research on Aboriginal motivations for
involvement in natural resource management and development.xxxiv The research reviewed revealed
nine categories of arrangements (see Figure 7). As discussed below, combining different types of
arrangements and creative use of existing arrangements were two strategies employed to assert
Aboriginal control in natural resource development.
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Figure 7. Collaborative Governance by Sector.
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Most notably were land use strategies and planning processes, which appeared in one-third of research
papers. These were concentrated in forestry and, to a lesser degree, energy. These were typically
supported by resource licenses granted to Aboriginal groups and their partners. In addition to obtaining
management rights and responsibilities (e.g., conditions of holding a forest license), some First Nations
have become recognized as central leaders in their region by mounting larger planning initiatives: “…the
governance initiatives of the Pikangikum have placed the First Nation in a leading role in management
processes concerning the Whitefeather Forest.”xxxv Some groups have used new found control and
positional power in creative ways to influence decisions and priorities in other forums. For example, in
the case of The Turning Point Initiative the “Haida were able to change the objectives of the BC
government and challenge the harvest rates of the forestry industry through collaborative efforts.”xxxvi
Whereas the Haida and Pikangikum have formally negotiating agreements with the province over a
specified land area, the Prince Albert Model Forest is a collaborative entity intended to facilitate
coordination of stakeholders and activities in a roughly defined region.xxxvii A main objective is to enable
Aboriginal involvement in the forest sector in general. The organization itself has no jurisdiction over
natural resources, but many partners do (including Aboriginals). The ability to influence policy and
projects thus lies in the collaborative network it supports and the commitment of partners to common
initiatives. Strong Aboriginal involvement in the PAMF, whether measured board representation or
collaborative project engagement, has long been viewed as a strength by the main funder (e.g., NRCAN)
and other organizations.
Similarly, a self-supporting, non-profit company, Chuzghun Resources Corporation (CRC), manages the
John Prince Research Forest (JPRF). Grainger and others discuss the importance of the delegation of
authority to a local user organization in co-management arrangements, and potential direct implications
for ecosystems and governance ‘style’. They found that
Within limits, the CRC Board of Directors has autonomy over timber resources on the
JPRF. The Board’s ability to manipulate forest cover and to develop access could have
significant impacts on wildlife, fisheries, plants, water, and visual quality, which in turn
could impact forest users. However, the autonomy of the partners is constrained by the
tenure under which the JPRF is held. The JPRF is Crown land tenured to CRC; tenure
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grants the right to use the land for a specific purpose, but also sets restrictions on land
use, the management process, and user obligations. xxxviii
Grainger and others conclude that while the JPRF’s tenure constrains to some extent their control over
decision making, “a certain level of autonomy has allowed CRC to attempt to act innovatively, for
example in using a consensus model, and by acknowledging traditional territorial governance (if in a
limited fashion).” Thus, the ability to choose or design decision making processes (rather than just
participating in them) indicates elevated control and capacity, and is a measure of participatory
governance.xxxix Taken together, broad Aboriginal land use planning initiatives afford conventional levels
of management control, but due to their all-encompassing nature they can also extend reach of
influence to other forums as well as enable customization of local processes. Aboriginal people can thus
make changes that better support their own involvement through collaboration.
Impact and Benefit Agreements were also discussed in one-third of papers, primarily related to mining.
Research indicates that IBAs were often used in combination with other arrangements, which afforded
additional control or avenues to exert influence. For example, Fidler (2010) examined a negotiated
agreement (NA) between a mining company and the Tahltan Nation in BC and asserts that the Tahltan
were able to increase their control over the environmental assessment decision-making process and
were effective in changing the proposed project in keeping with the Tahltan vision, goals and
knowledge:
The Tahltan utilized the NA to influence the mine design by identifying an alternative access road
and secured additional remedial requisites for the proponent to adhere to during
decommissioning…The Tahltan used the NA to supplement the roles afforded to them by the
regulatory authorities and incorporate outstanding concerns above and beyond those set out in
the EIA.xl
The third most cited arrangement was Memorandum of Understanding (25%), found in all major sectors.
For example, Heisler and Markey discuss how Aboriginal mineral development in northwest British
Columbia has been advanced through memorandums of understanding (MOU). The authors report on
the case of the Office of the Wet’suwet’en, “a non-band, non-treaty traditional Aboriginal government
organization, who negotiates [MOUs] with companies requesting access to their territories”.xli The
Wet’suwet’en use MOUs to create and legitimize forums for meaningful dialogue regarding land use and
resource development within their territories. MOUs in this case, serve as a flexible tool to facilitate
initiation of the conversation and set the formal context for future resource development within their
traditional lands. This is true of other settings as well; three cases showed how an MOU led to new
business arrangements in forestry (2) and mining/energy (1).
Aboriginal businesses and joint ventures were used in forestry and energy to support business to
business engagements. Krupa et al. analyse two renewable energy cases focusing on participation and
multi-level governance, and highlight the importance of authority in decision-making processes. Based
on their findings, they conclude that “truly sustainable renewable energy development requires a
project design that reflects community values, incorporates community control, and incentivises
indigenous ownership”.xlii Private companies offer a high degree of autonomy and hasten operational
decisions, and can return profits to Aboriginal ownership, whether individuals or bands.
Environmental Assessments, revenue sharing agreements and advisory committees provided formal
arrangements through which decision making influence and resources could flow, these were often
utilized alongside other arrangements. For example, the concomitant application of IBAs and MOUs in
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mining (and the latter in forestry as well) indicates a variety of activities can be applied, and often
simultaneously or at different times, throughout engagement and development processes. In two cases
community energy plans led to actual community business/business partnerships. IBAs and EAs
occurred at the same time in two mining cases. While land claims are not directly addressed in this
report, it is important to note that in some regions they often precede or occur in conjunction with
other initiatives and they can have implications for activities in all sectors.
One unique case was the formation of a regional economic council by a collection of Aboriginal
communities in British Columbia, which was designed to facilitate international relationships.xliii A
council representing many Aboriginal groups was initiated to undertake high-level relationship building
and consultation with international business partners wanting access to Aboriginal territories and
resources. The process enabled Aboriginal decision makers to deal directly with foreign partners.
The above example is noteworthy in part because the majority of cases did not, in fact, have an explicitly
international focus. Rather, the main scale of agreements and partnerships, based on stakeholder
involvement in projects and the resources involved, was provincial or territorial (10 cases), followed by
international (5 cases), and then national (2) (Figure 8). This seems intuitively correct given the
provincial jurisdiction of most natural resources in Canada.

Figure 8. Scale of Agreements by Parties Involved.
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Finally, with respect to control and having capacity for maintaining control, some see that there is a
difference between holding a legitimate role in strategic-level decision making that is recognized by
other governments in Canada, and having fully functioning Aboriginal governance processes and
structures to actually enable natural resource development enterprise requiring operational decisions:
The first step is to be engaged in a government–government relationship with the
province… [involving] some form of revenue sharing with the province, particularly
around stumpage and mining… The second step is to develop effective governance
arrangements that allow the businesses to succeed.xliv
Taken together, the above governance arrangements illustrate the suite issues and conditions
that Aboriginal communities and their partners must navigate in the pursuit of natural
resource development. Indeed, recognition of rights is not enough for Aboriginal communities
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to reap the benefits of natural resource development. Capacity to become involved, indicated
by the presence and development of several forms of capital, is essential. In the next section,
we discuss the many forms of Aboriginal capacity that are needed to become meaningfully
involved in different natural resource development opportunities.

4.2.3. Aboriginal Capacity in Action: A Five Capitals Perspective
Ten of the 24 articles analysed explicitly referred to capacity building achievements. Below we highlight
what we found regarding Aboriginal capacity as it relates to resource development initiatives
documented over the past decade. Evidence is examined through a capitals-based approach.xlvxlvi We
consider five main types of capitals to structure our analysis (i.e., social, human, financial, built and
natural). xlvii Each capital is very briefly defined below and elaborated with evidence from prominent
cases to show how capacity was applied or enhanced to facilitate collaborative development.

a) Social Capital
Social capital relates to the social resources, including networks, social relations, collective norms, and
relationships of trust and reciprocity, upon which people draw when pursuing different livelihood
strategies requiring co-ordinated actions.xlviii A basic application of capacity for collaboration, crosscultural dialogue was discussed in four of the ten articles as an important capacity to be developed for
the benefit of Indigenous communities. For example, Bowie concludes that “commitments to crosscultural dialogue and Indigenous control over Indigenous knowledge lead to better integration with
scientific management approaches” related to the Whitefeather Forest Initiative and Pikangikum First
Nation.xlix Cross-cultural dialogue has been linked to promote better, more respectful relationships and
generate trust between partners in resource development.l
To this point, based on their analysis of the Prince Albert Model Forest, Hvenegaard and colleagues
assert “it was important to develop processes that allowed partnerships to remain open, transparent,
collaborative, and inclusive. This generated an atmosphere of trust and commitment for all partners.”li
Grainger and others also discuss how the structure and membership of the board of directors at the
John Prince Research Forest Initiative has given particular care to “creating an atmosphere that
promotes cross-cultural understanding and respect.”lii
Fidler explains that “an effective bi-lateral relationship between industry and an Aboriginal group is
crucial for building trust, respect and long term certainty”, but falls short in providing more details about
what an effective bilateral relationship would look like in this case.liii Nonetheless, a good rapport can be
pre-existing or fostered through collaboration, but it is essential to advancing natural resource
development in cross-cultural settings.
The role of champions in the community is crucial to engaging the local community towards increasing
social capital. Krupa and colleagues explain how existing human capital (leadership) can be mobilized to
build social capital:
Pic River has used ‘community entrepreneurs’ or champions: that is, individuals with a
strong interest in seeing the project through to fruition. In-house leadership has been
crucial, as the project has been internalised as part of the community’s long-term
development trajectory. No longer is it the exclusive purview of an external entity;
instead, renewable energy has acted as a sustainable development tool that
complements spiritual, cultural, and social goals.liv
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Grainger and others further discuss how having a neutral facilitator is essential to “advance the working
relationship between partners and other stakeholders.” In their research on the John Prince Research
Forest initiative, they contend that the board of directors
is a diverse group in terms of culture, education, work and life experience, and socio-economic
factors. Group dynamics have generally tended toward cordial politeness and mutual respect.
An external facilitator has been engaged on a few occasions. Frequently the Forest Manager
assumes facilitation functions. lv
Many different public-private-civic partners engage with Aboriginal groups to undertake natural
resource development projects (Figure 9). As discussed above, the presence of trust among partners,
but also the network of partners itself, provide evidence of social capital needed to carry out projects.
Based on our systematic analysis, most papers identified Aboriginal communities, along with provincial
and territorial governments and private business partners as most prevalent. However, collaboration
can involve non-government groups, research institutions, and other groups, depending on the nature
of each arrangement. The number and variety of partners identified in current research indicates just
how many parties Aboriginal communities and their governments engage to advance their land
management objectives. Discussed below, the wide range of partners also augments human capital, as
different partners and individuals are sure to possess, and have access to, different capacities.

Figure 9. Primary Partners in Aboriginal Natural Resource Development Initiatives.
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b) Human Capital
Human capital involves the skills, education, knowledge and ability of labour, physical ability and health,
and individual attributes that are important for the successful pursuit of different livelihood strategies.lvi
Typically an outcome and therefore benefit of resource development projects, the importance of
preparatory training was discussed in four of the ten articles that focus on capacity issues. Bowie
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describes the emergence of the Turning Point Initiative led by the Haida in British Columbia, and how an
external organization (i.e., David Suzuki Foundation) was supportive “in developing and implementing
capacity building strategies, including training and certification of community-based forestry and fishing
fieldworkers”.lvii Similarly, in their research into diamond mining in the Northwest Territories, Davison
and Hawe show how individual and community capacity can be enhanced through training and
educational programs to facilitate development opportunities. They explain that
In the summer of 2005, a regional trades and technology training centre was established to
facilitate modular courses that would train local people in essential job-related skills, particularly
those applicable in the mining industry. The program was funded partially by a Mining Skills
Development Strategy grant from the federal government and partially through a large donation
from local diamond mines. lviii
Interestingly, Davison and Hawe also note that human capital (e.g., job-related skills) in Indigenous
communities can have longer term positive impacts, since the new learned skills can be transferred to
other local developments or to new projects in others regions, where work schedules (e.g., bi-weekly
rotation) and commuting infrastructure permit. However, as Fidler points out there can be a need for
upfront investments in funding and employment training, and therefore initial financial capital
investments to open up opportunities with Aboriginal communities.lix
Self-governing and decision-making capacity was also discussed as an important human capital to be
developed for increased control and benefits from natural resource development.lx In some cases
structures and processes exist or can be established to channel human capital:
Their self-governing capacities were enhanced by the establishment of the Haida Land Use Vision,
which was critical to articulating Haida values and goals and utilizing their vision in management
processes.lxi
The need for coordinating structures to mobilize and develop human capital extended to research
capacity as well:
Elders want to have collaborative or joint research, which implies shared decision making
regarding research design, objectives, and outputs, such as intellectual property, NTFPs, and/or
research publications. Collaborative and joint research would require committed, long-term
partnerships with the Pikangikum community, the WFMC, and the WFESG.lxii
The ability to envision and carry out such efforts to coordinate and mobilize community capacity shows
how human capital can be applied by some Aboriginal communities to pursue natural resource
development and governance goals.

c) Financial Capital
Financial capital involves the financial resources (cash, credit/debt, savings, and other economic assets)
that are available to individuals and communities and that are essential for the pursuit of any livelihood
strategy.lxiii It is no secret that many Indigenous communities struggle in this regard. The capacity for
Indigenous communities to engage in resource development opportunities is often constrained by many
issues, such as funding and more immediate community needs.lxiv Financial capital is therefore an
essential aspect when trying to build/develop overall capacity to increase Indigenous control over and
benefits from resource development.
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Fidler provides a good example about how monetary resources, provided through a negotiated
agreement, facilitated increased control over and benefits from a proposed development:
The Tahltan were able to utilize monetary resources provided by the proponent through the NA
to become more engaged and positively influence the design and planning of the mine. For
instance, the proponent proposed two possible access routes to the proposed open pit site for
government agency and Tahltan Nation review. The Tahltan analyzed engineering plans and
company rationale, held discussions in the community, and through participatory engagement
that included the incorporation of [Traditional Knowledge], were able to identify a third and final
route (approved in the EIA certificate) which posed less risk to the Nation.lxv
Hvenegaard also discusses funding in relation to the Prince Albert Model Forest, describing all the
changes the collaboration has endured since its inception. These authors remark on the ability of the
organization to continually leverage cash and in-kind support from a variety of partners.lxvi Other
collaborative organizations, such as the John Prince Research Forest, a co-managed forest between
Tl'azt'en Nation and the University of Northern British Columbia, combined joint grant writing initiatives
with funding from its log sales to support the collaboration. The utilization of self-generated revenue
and collaborative process of proposal writing in turn builds social capital by engaging partnerships and
creating a sense of independence.lxvii

d) Built Capital
Built capital was not discussed as a capacity item needed to attract business but rather as a net gain or
outcome of development. Built capital is therefore discussed below under benefits.

e) Natural Capital
Natural capital involves the natural resource stocks (soil, water, air, genetic resources, etc.) and
environmental services (hydrological cycle, pollution sinks, etc.) from which resource flows and services
useful for livelihoods are derived.lxviii Alongside built capital, natural capital was one of the least
discussed aspects of capacity building. The lack of discussion regarding natural capital as a facilitating
capacity for Aboriginal involvement could be due to the fact that projects are happening because
natural capital obviously already exists and so natural capital is taken for granted as a pre-condition for
development.
Actions to sustain the productivity of the land such as environmental remediation and monitoring
contribute to natural capital stocks; however, these are more appropriately discussed in the next section
as beneficial outcomes of Aboriginal natural resource development.

4.2.4. Aboriginal Benefits from Natural Resource Development
Nearly all (22) papers in the systematic review gave examples of actual benefits associated with
Aboriginal natural resource development initiatives. Definitions and data varied significantly, making it
very difficult to quantify and compare benefits across cases and sectors. Nonetheless, we found benefits
in each of the five capital areas, the majority of which were forms of human capital (Figure 10).
Employment (50%), improved decision making (46%), financial support (33%) were the top cited
benefits. The overall range of benefits was roughly proportionate to the sample of papers, with forestry
and mining having approximately double the benefits held by energy in terms of total benefit categories
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(11,12,7 respectively) and number of papers per category (27, 27, 12, respectively). Benefits are
discussed below using the five capitals framework.

Figure 10. Range of Benefits from Aboriginal Natural Resource Development Across Sectors.
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4.2.5. Evidence of Benefits: Capital Enhancement
a. Social Capital
Collaborative natural resource development improved non-Aboriginal relations. Trust building and
collegiality were fostered by creating inclusive environments that respected transparency and equality
and that incorporated shared responsibility and contributions, in the true sense of partnerships.
Whereas partnerships can vary in level of formality, powers sharing, and partner representation,lxix all
cases reviewed illustrated how partnerships are also both structures and processes for working
together, and therefore evolve over time. The number and variation in agreements involved in any one
case (as discussed above in section 4.2.2), whether in energy, forestry or mining, provides direct
evidence of this reality.
For Aboriginal people, the shared sense of pride associated with development processes and new
realization of improved self-reliance was a positive outcome with a reinforcing effect on the culture of
work. Four studies noted improvements in attitudes of work, where management structures with a high
degree of Aboriginal ownership and control in turn fostered a sense of responsibility, duty,
accountability and optimism. Net gains in social capital illustrate that meaningful involvement in natural
resource development builds links among adults, who in turn model positive behaviour for youth as
well.
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b. Human Capital
As mentioned above, enabling Aboriginal leadership for improved decision making was an important
form of human capital to be mobilised by natural resource development initiatives. Recognition of rights
and increased influence in decision making supported Aboriginal people to apply their own judgement
to, for example, guide forest planning, approve or critique EAs, relay personal impacts with potential
implications for human capital, and to vet collaborative research outputs.lxx lxxi lxxii They could also help
provide leadership in business to guide development of relationships with international partners or local
companies to support emerging business opportunities.lxxiii lxxiv In these ways, better representation in
existing and new processes is a human capital asset.
Related to improving environmental resource decision making, the application of Traditional Knowledge
was raised as a benefit of joint initiatives. Incorporation of indigenous approaches to resource use and
conservation would produce more complete understanding of management issues and strengthen
processes. Likewise, the ability to gain access to new expertise and information by partnering with nonAboriginals was of benefit to Aboriginal groups. The array of projects reviewed produced a broad
collection of specialized information including resource inventories, biophysical data, and traditional
land uses, as well as expertise in, for example, geographic information systems, which was relevant to
Aboriginal partners.
Provision of training and education was cited as a benefit in 25% of papers in our sample. Once again
there were no reliable numbers on Aboriginal training or education opportunities. However, research
Aboriginal people gained access to both formal and on the job training opportunities, as well as
professional development. Especially in more traditional economies, new projects created awareness
and opportunities for informal learning as people learned about natural resource politics and economic
issues through exposure to sectoral activities.lxxv Pengelly and Davidson-Hunt further assert
Even though Pikangikum has a strong expectation of financial benefits such as joint
ownership of financial benefits and ownership of products and/or novel knowledge, it is
important to note that they equally seek non-financial benefits such as cross-cultural
learning opportunities for community Elders and members.lxxvi
Related to training and education were the many services and programs that contributed to human
capacity to manage the land. Examples from the mining sector include career days, public talks, facility
tourslxxvii, and cultural heritage management planninglxxviii; in forestry, collaboration supported
reinvestment in research and public educationlxxix;lxxx. Enhanced programming and services are the
corollary of natural resource development, either in cases where programs and services are required as
part of agreements or complementary to mainstream ones.

c. Financial Capital
Over 70% (17) of papers discussed beneficial financial outcomes. One-third of papers discussed the
importance of financial support (Figure 10), which comes in various forms but can be explained as
sources of income that 1) derive from resource extraction and 2) that which is provided by government
or industry to support Aboriginal involvement and collaboration, either before or during a development
project. Natural resource-based income includes direct compensation and royalties from industry for
resource taking, and revenues from the sale of resource-based products and services. Government and
industry also provide funding to support Aboriginal involvement in processes such as Environmental
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Assessments and forest management planning, or to support other community programs and services.
Access to government loans was important to help Aboriginal and collaborative businesses get started.
Spinoff economic activities associated with new developments were seen to help recirculate benefits in
the region of project origin. Spinoffs involve new opportunities made possible to entrepreneurs and
local businesses, which improve the economic base, mainly by servicing major industry through
contracting opportunities (e.g., silviculture and harvesting contracts in forestry). Few details were
provided regarding the extent of spinoffs.
Not surprisingly, an important income source was employment, which was the most commonly
mentioned theme. However, just three of 11 papers actually listed job numbers. From those research
papers reporting job numbers, it was only possible to identify 222 new local jobs, with higher estimates
reaching 500. It is largely impossible to substantiate broad claims of job creation with existing research
on capacity, control and benefits, let alone accurately count jobs by sector, position, and demographics
such gender, age, for example. Nonetheless, the desire for employment opportunities that would not
cause fundamental change to culture and environment emerged as a common theme in mining and
forestry suggesting that certain other values place attenuation on economic values. As Wyatt and others
remind us, it remains a question whether the types and degree of benefits that are produced are always
the ones wanted and needed by Aboriginal people.lxxxi

d. Built Capital
Infrastructure was explicitly discussed in the mining and energy sectors (see Figure 10), specifically
transportation, followed by other service infrastructure. Built capital included mainly that needed to
support the mining industry, but that also was a benefit to communities. All-weather roads and
improved water access facilities (i.e., barge docking) were cited as important to remote industries and
communities. Permanent buildings, waste and water treatment facilities and hydroelectric generation
were also cited.lxxxii

e. Natural Capital
The most cited natural capital benefits were actions to sustain the productivity of the land such as
environmental remediation and monitoring. The ability to manage the environment more carefully
enabled through greater control and application of Indigenous land valueslxxxiii, reduction of emissions
with switch to cleaner and local energy sourceslxxxiv, and proper waste disposallxxxv. Hvenegaard and
colleagues, highlight how the Prince Albert Model Forest contributed to improving natural capital
through the development of criteria and indicators, and monitoring of these important components:
The partnership was able to develop criteria and indicators to evaluate achievement of
SFM goals. For example, most indicators regarding forests (i.e., forest birds, wildlife
diversity, plains bison population, and fire frequency) appear good, but there are still
forest-related concerns regarding forest fuel reduction near the park, prescribed
burning, and the impacts of forest activities near the park.lxxxvi
Maintaining the land, and furthering human ability to so, is one important outcome of collaboration
with Aboriginal communities.
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5. Research Gaps and Needs
It is important to identify research gaps as this often provides context for others looking to expand upon
previous work and generate leading edge and socially relevant research. Audiences including
researchers, decision makers, Aboriginal peoples, and industry might consider the research gaps
presented here and initiate new studies in order to address information needs. Our knowledge synthesis
approach revealed some key unanswered questions and knowledge gaps, detailed below.


Without monitoring and systematically collected data on capacity and benefits it is very hard to
substantiate claims made in previous research. Current evidence is inconclusive and does not
provide a clear and complete portrait of the actual state of Aboriginal capacity for natural resource
development. Existing studies are rich and diverse, offering nuanced insights on current
arrangements. While difficult logistically and perhaps legally impossible in some cases (e.g., IBAs),
site by site collection of capacity and benefits data would be helpful to gain a better understanding
regarding the relationship between Aboriginal capacity, control and benefits and how these are
enabled through various governance arrangements. Arguably, a targeted call for research that
focuses on characterizing the relationship between Aboriginal peoples, natural resource
development and various benefits and associated arrangements would be valuable. Aboriginal
peoples could lead this call along with their partners in government and industry to ensure core
measures are adopted.



The current challenge of information is likely related to the nature of research and scholarship in the
social sciences and humanities. We found that research methods varied substantially, making it
difficult to systematically assess capacity beyond general trends. Based on existing research
surveyed here, it is impossible to accurately quantify the benefits accrued through Aboriginal
collaboration in natural resource development, such as employment, revenue, infrastructure
investments, cultural enhancements, for example. Case studies provide rich analysis and help us to
understand the relationships among factors involved in development processes; however, they
point to the need and opportunity for research designs (and resources) that can produce broad
comparisons within and across sectors and regions. This would help identify recurring needs as well
as prioritize policy actions according to current experience and future scenarios.



Aboriginal capacity and natural resource development research does not shed much light on the
current demographic characteristics of communities linked to rapidly evolving natural resource
development arrangements. Analysis of census data, where possible, to assess changes in socioeconomic profiles that could help to indicate capacity potential and changes. In addition to
employment and training data needs outlined above, additional demographic information on
education levels and training, gender, age, household incomes, for instance, would help decision
makers, analysts and communities to better understand impacts from the global pursuit of natural
resources.



Our attempt to map research sites and outputs indicates a clear geographical separation of research
capacity and research sites. On the other hand this illustrates the links between north and south
and application of research capabilities and resources to northern issues which have not only local
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but national and international implications. Still, the striking spatial disparity warrants further
attention. Our research suggests that there is a need for in-depth examination of research capacity
and disparities between north and south, rural and urban, and other domains, to assess implications
for Aboriginal capacity development in general, but specifically in research. Examining the extent of
university-community collaboration, sectorial collaboration, the sharing of research resources and
findings with communities, local capacity for research, and researcher, student and community
experiences with research all could provide useful insights to better understand the role of research
in Aboriginal capacity for natural resource development.


There is a need to fully examine the interplay of institutional arrangements utilized to structure
Aboriginal natural resource development. Our synthesis illustrates the complexity of arrangements
in some settings, which can be precipitated by the over layering of jurisdictional, sectorial and
traditional institutions that shape Aboriginal-settler interactions. For example, in instances where
there is more than one agreement at work, it would be interesting to examine whether there are
patterns of conditions of events that led to collaboration over time. In other words, are there certain
constellations of agreements that tend to come into play together and does sector matter?



Perhaps a limitation of this research, though intentional by design, is the exclusion of other primary
natural resource sectors from this review. Other sectors, such as fisheries, agriculture, and
freshwater could be characterized by similar and unique capacity needs, benefits, and levels of
control. In some regions of Canada these sectors provide important economic and traditional roles
in the lives of Aboriginal peoples. Larger questions of food and water security are immediately tied
to these sectors. It could be useful to characterize the sorts of capacities required by Aboriginal
peoples and their partners to sustainably manage and benefit from these other natural resources.
Doing so would make it possible to draw comparisons with the sectors we examine in this report
and support the need for integration in natural resource management and planning.



To overcome some of the above identified challenges, perhaps governments and industries need to
have a ‘clearing house’ guided by a common framework for how benefits for Aboriginal
communities are assessed in order to enable systematic data collection, assessment and comparison
of projects across space and time. Natural resource development revenues could support this
initiative.

Addressing these gaps would help better inform decision making regarding Aboriginal capacity building
achievements for sustainable natural resource development in Canada.

6. Knowledge Mobilization
Effective knowledge mobilization ensures a multifaceted flow of information between and among
researchers, research users and other knowledge brokers, creating synergies within and beyond
academia, which ultimately leads to positive impacts for society. Specific knowledge mobilization
strategies include synthesis, dissemination, transfer, exchange and co-creation of knowledge through
various partnerships.lxxxvii
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Our findings regarding Aboriginal capacity building in the energy, forestry and mining sectors should be
broadly shared and we have a strategy to achieve this dissemination objective. Our research, in and of
itself, synthesizes existing knowledge regarding promising arrangements that support Aboriginal
capacity building and the enhancement of benefits and control, which sets the context for our
dissemination plan.
At the onset of this research, we engaged Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal partners working in various
natural resources sectors, and invited them to participate in this project. We will continue to expand this
group of partners and potential knowledge users allowing continued transfer, exchange and ongoing cocreation of knowledge based on these initial findings. Our targeted research users include:








Aboriginal communities, their economic development officers, and potential beneficiaries from
projects that may occur within Indigenous territories;
organizations that support Aboriginal business development and training;
natural resource managers and policymakers working within Provincial and Federal
governments;
industry associations and business leaders engaged in natural resource projects that may affect
Aboriginal peoples and lands;
consulting groups that support various industries as they develop projects in partnership with
communities and other partners;
non-governmental organizations that support Aboriginal peoples and/or conduct natural
resource development studies, and;
Academics working at the intersection of Aboriginal, natural resource development, and
governance issues.

Our project partners will be sent a version of this report and asked to provide feedback on its findings
and associated interpretations. We will also request information regarding the types of customized
knowledge outputs that might be most useful for uptake and utilization within these and related
organizations. Since we want this research to be relevant to diverse users, we are preparing a research
‘briefing note’ comprised of key findings that can be distributed and easily understood by various users.
In addition to this final knowledge synthesis report and brief, we will be developing a peer-reviewed
publication for submission to a high impact open access journal. Academic presentations will be given to
communicate this research via conventional scholarly formats. This includes an upcoming talk at the
Canadian Association of Geographers annual general meeting in June 2016 as part of a special session
on the State of Rural Canada, (organized by the Canadian Rural Revitalization Foundation). If funds
allow, an “E-lecture” will be given via the Canadian Institute of Forestry (CIF) to connect with upwards of
2400 professionals, students and citizens; we will look for similar audiences and venues in both the
mining and energy sectors. Presentation slides will be given to partner groups so that they can share
findings with their membership and further promote the outcomes of this SSHRC research synthesis
project. We will also host a report launch at The University of Winnipeg and make the report and brief
available to the audience and members of local media.
Increasingly, knowledge users are turning to digital resources for understanding pertinent issues facing
society, such as social networking sites and multi-media outputs such as documentary films. As part of
our knowledge mobilization strategy, we plan to develop a “video abstract” of the major outcomes of
the research, which will feature team members discussing the findings set to visuals of the natural
resource sectors explored. To date, video is largely an under-used form of scholarship and mode of
presentation, yet it is a highly effective tool for communicating results for a range of knowledge
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users.lxxxviii In this video, we will visualize data through simple yet effective animations, which will be
designed to engage policy makers, business leaders, Aboriginal groups and others who need research
data in an accessible and impactful format. The video will be shared via social media – such as Facebook,
YouTube, and Twitter – as part of a marketing strategy that promotes the piece within communities of
interest. We anticipate this video will be an important tool in all future project communications and will
demonstrate an integrated approach to knowledge synthesis and mobilization.
To facilitate knowledge dissemination across the country and to an appropriate range of users, we
intend to have results available into both official languages (i.e., French and English). Video-based
reporting of major findings is particularly important as this enhances engagement, especially for busy
managers and business leaders as well as communities that have a history rooted in oral culture. These
considerations are explicitly designed to respect various types of knowledge users and increase the
accessibility and impact of the research overall.

24

7. References
i

Coates, K. and B.L.Crowley. 2013. New Beginnings: How Canada’s Natural Resource Wealth Could Re-Shape
Relations with Aboriginal People. Aboriginal Canada and the Natural Resource Economy Series. Ottawa:
MacDonald-Laurier Institute.
ii
Krupa, J. 2012. Identifying barriers to Aboriginal renewable energy deployment in Canada. Energy Policy, 42, 710–
714. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2011.12.051.
iii
Notzke, C. 1994. Aboriginal peoples and Natural Resources in Canada. Captus Press Inc, North York, Ontario.
iv
Anderson, R. 1997. Corporate/Indigenous Partnerships in Economic Development: The First Nations in Canada.
World Development 25 (9): 1483-1503.
v
Wyatt, S. 2008. First Nations, Forest Lands, and “Aboriginal Forestry” in Canada: From Exclusion to
Comanagement and Beyond. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, 38, 171-180.
vi
Coates, K. and B.L.Crowley. 2013.
vii
Berkes, F. 2010. Devolution of environment and resources governance: trends and future. Environmental
Conservation 37(4): 489-500.
viii
Krogman, N. and T. Beckley. 2002. Corporate “Bail-Outs” and Local “Buyouts”: Pathways to Community
Forestry? Society and Natural Resources 15:109-127.
ix
Plummer, R., S. Renzetti, R. Bullock, M. de Lourdes Melo Zurita, J. Baird, D. Dupont, T. Smith, and D. Thomsen.
2016. Evolving Water Paradigms: The Roles of Capitals in Building Capacity to Address Urban Flooding.
Unpublished Research Manuscript.
x
Armitage, D. 2005. Adaptive Capacity and Community-Based Natural Resource Management. Environmental
Management 35(6): 703-715.
xi
Ellis, F. 2000. Rural livelihoods and diversity in developing countries. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
xii
Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples. 1996. People to people, nation to nation: Highlights from the report of
the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples. Minister of Supply and Services, Ottawa, ON.
xiii
Wyatt, S. 2008.
xiv
Bombay, H. 2010. Framework for Aboriginal Capacity-Building in the Forest Sector. Report for the National
Aboriginal Forestry Association. pp15.
xv
Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada. 2011. Trends in Higher Education: Volume 1 – Enrolment.
Ottawa.
xvi
Bombay, H. 2010.
xvii
Forest Products Sector Council. 2011. Conservation and Collaboration: Building the Future Canadian Forest
Products Sector with Aboriginal Talent. Ottawa.
xviii
O'Faircheallaigh, C. 2010. Aboriginal-Mining Company Contractual Agreements in Australia and Canada:
Implications for Political Autonomy and Community Development, Canadian Journal of Development Studies, 30
(1-2): 69-86.
xix
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005. Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis. Island Press,
Washington, DC.
xx
Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada. 2015. Honouring the Truth, Reconciling for the Future:
Summary of the Final report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada. Available: https://www.aadncaandc.gc.ca/eng/1307458586498/1307458751962. Accessed on 2.12.2016.
xxi
Cañas-Guerrero, I., Mazarrón, F.R., Pou-Merina, A., Calleja-Perucho, C., and G. Díaz-Rubio. 2013. Bibliometric
Analysis of Research Activity in the “Agronomy” Category from the Web of Science, 1997–2011. European Journal
of Agronomy 50: 19-28.
xxii
Berrang-Ford, L., T. Pearce, and J. Ford. 2015. Systematic Review Approaches for Climate Change Adaptation
Research. Regional Environmental Change 15:755-769.
xxiii
Bullock, B. and J. Lawler. 2015. Community Forestry Research in Canada: A Bibliometric Perspective. Forest
Policy and Economics 59: 47-55.
xxiv
Berrang-Ford et al. 2015.
xxv
Plummer, R., B. Crona, D. Armitage, P. Olsson, M. Tengö, and O. Yudina. 2012. Adaptive Comanagement: A
Systematic Review and Analysis. Ecology and Society 17(3): 11.

25

xxvi

Plummer, R., Armitage, D. and R. de Loë. 2013. Adaptive Comanagement and its Relationship to Environmental
Governance. Ecology and Society 18(1): 21.
xxvii
Berrang-Ford et al. 2015.
xxviii
Wyatt, S., Fortier, J., Natcher, D., C., Smith, M., A., Hébert, M. 2013. Collaboration between Aboriginal peoples
and the Canadian forest sector: A typology of arrangements for establishing control and determining benefits of
forestlands. Journal of Environmental Management, 115, 21-31. P21.
xxix
Bullock, R. and J. Lawler. 2015.
xxx
Klenk, N., L., Dabros, A., Hickey, G., M. 2010. Quantifying the research impact of the sustainable forest
management network in the social sciences: A bibliometric study. Canadian Journal of Forest Research 40 (11):
2248-2255.
xxxi
Bone, R. 1992. The Geography of the Canadian North: Issues and Challenges. Toronto, Ontario: Oxford
University Press.
xxxii
Bornmann, L. and Daniel, H., 2008. What do citation counts measure? A review of studies on citing behaviour.
Journal of Documentation 64: 45-80.
xxxiii
Klenk et al 2010.
xxxiv
Wyatt, S. 2008.
xxxv
Bowie, R. 2013. Indigenous self-governance and the deployment of knowledge in collaborative environmental
management in Canada. Journal of Canadian Studies 47(1), 91-121. p111
xxxvi
Bowie, R. 2013: p. 114.
xxxvii
Hvenegaard, G., Carr, S., Clark, K., Dunn, P., & Olexson, T. 2015. Promoting sustainable forest management
among stakeholders in the Prince Albert Model Forest, Canada. Conservation and Society 13(1), 51-61.
xxxviii
Grainger, S. Sherry, E., Fondahl, G. 2006 The John Prince Research Forest: Evolution of a co-management
partnership in northern British Columbia. Forestry Chronicle 82(4): 1-12.
xxxix
Teitelbaum, S. and R. Bullock. 2012. Are community forestry principles at work in Ontario’s County,
Municipal, and Conservation Authority forests? Forestry Chronicle 88(6): 697-707.
xl
Fidler, C. 2010. Increasing the sustainability of a resource development: Aboriginal engagement and negotiated
agreements. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 12(2), 233–244.
xli
Heisler, K. G., and Markey, S. 2014. Navigating jurisdiction: Local and regional strategies to access economic
benefits from mineral development. The Canadian Geographer / Le Géographe Canadien, 58(4), 457–468. See
p.461.
xlii
Krupa et al 2015: 81
xliii
Montsion, J. M. 2015. Disrupting Canadian sovereignty? The “First Nations & China” strategy revisited.
Geoforum, 58, 114–121.
xliv
Nikolakis, W., and Nelson, H. (2015). To log or not to log? How forestry fits with the goals of First Nations in
British Columbia. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, 45(6), 639–646. See page 644.
xlv
Brown, P., Nelson, R., Jacobs, B., Kokic, P., Tracey, J., Ahmad, M., and DeVoil, P. 2010. Enabling Natural Resource
Managers to Self-Assess their Adaptive Capacity. Agricultural Systems 103: 562-568.
xlvi
Bennett, N., Lemelin, R. H., Koster, R., & Budke, I. (2012). A capital assets framework for appraising and building
capacity for tourism development in aboriginal protected area gateway communities. Tourism Management, 33(4),
752-766.
xlvii
Plummer et al 2016.
xlviii
Bennett et al, 2012.
xlix
Bowie, R. 2013: 115
l
Bullock, R. 2011. Reframing Forest-Based Development as First Nation-Municipal Collaboration: Lessons from Lake
Superior’s North Shore. Journal of Aboriginal Economic Development 7(2): 78-89.
li
Hvenegaard et al 2015: 59
lii
Grainger et al 2006: 6
liii
Fidler 2010: 234
liv
Krupa et al 2015: 93
lv
Grainger et al 2006: 9
lvi
Bennett et al, 2012.

26

lvii

Bowie 2013: 111
Davison & Hawe, 2012: 221
lix
Fidler 2010
lx
Nikolais and Nelson
lxi
Bowie, 2013: 113
lxii
Davidson-Hunt et al, 2013: 6
lxiii
Bennett et al, 2012.
lxiv
Krupa. 2012.
lxv
Fidler, 2010: 240.
lxvi
Hvenegaard, 2015: 54.
lxvii
Grainger et al, 2006: 8-9.
lxviii
Bennett et al, 2012.
lxix
Plummer, R. and FitzGibbon, J. 2004. Some Observations on the Terminology in Co-operative Environmental
Management. Journal of Environmental Management 70: 63-72.
lxx
Grainger et al 2006.
lxxi
Krupa, J. 2012. Blazing a new path forward: A case study on the renewable energy initiatives of the Pic River
First Nation. Environmental Development, 3(1), 109–122.
lxxii
Wyatt et al. 2013.
lxxiii
Montison. 2015.
lxxiv
Wyatt et al. 2013.
lxxv
Davidson and Hawe. 2012.
lxxvi
Pengelly and Davidson-Hunt 2012: 242.
lxxvii
Davidson and Hawe. 2012.
lxxviii
Fidler. 2012.
lxxix
Grainger et al 2006
lxxx
Hvenegaard et al. 2015.
lxxxi
Wyatt et al. 2015: 637.
lxxxii
Scales. 2010.
lxxxiii
Van Schie and Haider. 2015.
lxxxiv
Taylor. 2009.
lxxxv
Fidler. 2010.
lxxxvi
Hvenegaard et al. 2015: 58.
lxxxvii
SSHRC. 2015. Guidelines for Effective Knowledge Mobilization. Available: http://www.sshrccrsh.gc.ca/funding-financement/policies-politiques/knowledge_mobilisation-mobilisation_des_connaissanceseng.aspx. Accessed: 5.12.2016.
lxxxviii
Jackson, J. 2014. Theorizing production/producing theory (Or, why filmmaking really could count as
scholarship). Cultural Studies 28(4): 531-544.
lviii

27

8. Appendices
Appendix A. Bibliometric and Systematic Review List
Adam, M.C., & Kneeshaw, D. (2011). Expert opinion on the criteria and indicator process and Aboriginal
communities: Are objectives being met? The Forestry Chronicle, 87(03), 358–366.
http://doi.org/10.5558/tfc2011-026
Baldwin, A. (2009). Carbon nullius and racial rule: Race, nature and the cultural politics of forest carbon
in Canada. Antipode, 41(2), 231–255. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2009.00671.x
Beaudoin, J.-M. (2012). Aboriginal economic development of forest resources: How can we think outside
the wood box? The Forestry Chronicle, 88(5), 571–577.
Bowie, R. (2013). Indigenous self-governance and the deployment of knowledge in collaborative
environmental management in Canada. Journal of Canadian Studies, 47(1), 91–121.
Burton, P. J., Messier, C., Adamowicz, W. L., & Kuuluvainen, T. (2006). Sustainable management of
Canada’s boreal forests: Progress and prospects. Ecoscience, 13(2), 234–248.
http://doi.org/10.2980/i1195-6860-13-2-234.1
Cameron, E., & Levitan, T. (2014). Impact and benefit agreements and the neoliberalization of resource
governance and indigenous - State relations in Northern Canada. Studies in Political Economy, 93,
25–52.
Cox, D., & Mills, S. (2015). Gendering environmental assessment: Women’s participation and
employment outcomes at Voisey’s Bay. Arctic, 68(2), 246–260. http://doi.org/10.14430/arctic4478
Davidson-Hunt, I. J., Idrobo, C. J., Pengelly, R. D., & Sylvester, O. (2013). Anishinaabe adaptation to
environmental change in Northwestern Ontario: A case study in knowledge coproduction for
nontimber forest products. Ecology and Society, 18(4), 44. http://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06001180444
Davison, C. M., & Hawe, P. (2012). All that glitters: Diamond mining and Tåîchô youth in Behchokö
Northwest Territories. Arctic, 65(2), 214–228. Retrieved from
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-84863769042{&}partnerID=tZOtx3y1
Fiddler, A., & Peerla, D. (2009). The Kitchenuhmaykoosib Inninuwug and the struggle for the right to say
no. Journal of Occupational Science, 16(1), 10–11. http://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2009.9686635
Fidler, C. (2010). Increasing the sustainability of a resource development: Aboriginal engagement and
negotiated agreements. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 12(2), 233–244.
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-009-9191-6
Gahr, T. L. (2014). Meeting midway: The key to successful engagement. Canadian Mining Journal,
135(1), 36–37.
Galbraith, L., Bradshaw, B., & Rutherford, M. B. (2007). Towards a new supraregulatory approach to
environmental assessment in Northern Canada. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 25(1),
27–41. http://doi.org/10.3152/146155107X190596
Grainger, S., Sherry, E., & Fondahl, G. (2006). The John Prince Research Forest: Evolution of a comanagement partnership in northern British Columbia. The Forestry Chronicle. Retrieved from
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-33746899354{&}partnerID=tZOtx3y1
Green, T. L. (2007). Improving human wellbeing and ecosystem health on BC’s coast: The challenge
posed by historic resource extraction. Journal of Bioeconomics, 9(3), 245–263.
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10818-007-9024-3
Griffith, J., Diduck, A. P., & Tardif, J. (2015). Manitoba’s forest policy regime: Incremental change,
concepts, actors and relationships. The Forestry Chronicle. http://doi.org/10.5558/tfc2015-012
28

Hall, R. (2013). Diamond mining in Canada’s Northwest Territories: A colonial continuity. Antipode,
45(2), 376–393. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2012.01012.x
Heisler, K. G., & Markey, S. (2014). Navigating jurisdiction: Local and regional strategies to access
economic benefits from mineral development. The Canadian Geographer / Le Géographe
Canadien, 58(4), 457–468. http://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12121
Heisler, K., & Markey, S. (2013). Scales of benefit: Political leverage in the negotiation of corporate social
responsibility in mineral exploration and mining in rural British Columbia, Canada. Society &
Natural Resources, 26(4), 386–401. http://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2012.695858
Hvenegaard, G., Carr, S., Clark, K., Dunn, P., & Olexson, T. (2015). Promoting sustainable forest
management among stakeholders in the Prince Albert Model Forest, Canada. Conservation and
Society, 13(1), 51–61. http://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.161222
Jardine, C. G., Banfield, L., Driedger, S. M., & Furgal, C. M. (2013). Risk communication and trust in
decision-maker action: a case study of the Giant Mine Remediation Plan. International Journal of
Circumpolar Health, 72, 1–7. http://doi.org/10.3402/ijch.v72i0.21184
Krupa, J. (2012). Identifying barriers to Aboriginal renewable energy deployment in Canada. Energy
Policy, 42, 710–714. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2011.12.051
Krupa, J. (2012). Blazing a new path forward: A case study on the renewable energy initiatives of the Pic
River First Nation. Environmental Development, 3(1), 109–122.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envdev.2012.05.003
Krupa, J. (2013). Realizing truly sustainable development: A proposal to expand Aboriginal “price
adders” beyond Ontario electricity generation projects. Utilities Policy, 26, 85–87.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jup.2012.07.008
Krupa, J., Galbraith, L., & Burch, S. (2015). Participatory and multi-level governance: Applications to
Aboriginal renewable energy projects. Local Environment, 20(1), 81–101.
http://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2013.818956
Laneuville, P. (2014). Ontologie et territorialité inuit en contexte d’exploitation minière à Qamani'tuaq
(Baker Lake) au Nunavut. Etudes Inuit Studies, 38(1-2), 197–216. http://doi.org/10.7202/1028860ar
LeClerc, E., & Keeling, A. (2015). From cutlines to traplines: Post-industrial land use at the Pine Point
Mine. The Extractive Industries and Society, 2(1), 7–18. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2014.09.001
Mabee, H. S., & Hoberg, G. (2006). Equal partners? Assessing comanagement of forest resources in
Clayoquot Sound. Society & Natural Resources, 19(10), 875–888.
http://doi.org/10.1080/08941920600901668
McCreary, T. A., & Milligan, R. A. (2014). Pipelines, permits, and protests: Carrier Sekani encounters with
the Enbridge Northern Gateway Project. Cultural Geographies, 21(1), 115–129.
http://doi.org/10.1177/1474474013482807
McDonald, N. C., & Pearce, J. M. (2013). Community voices: Perspectives on renewable energy in
Nunavut. Arctic, 66(1), 94–104. http://doi.org/10.14430/arctic4269
Mills, S., & Sweeney, B. (2013). Employment relations in the neostaples resource economy: Impact
benefit agreements and Aboriginal governance in Canada’s nickel mining industry. Studies in
Political Economy, 91, 7–34.
Montsion, J. M. (2015). Disrupting Canadian sovereignty? The “First Nations & China” strategy revisited.
Geoforum, 58, 114–121. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.11.001
Nikolakis, W., & Nelson, H. (2015). To log or not to log? How forestry fits with the goals of First Nations
in British Columbia. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, 45(6), 639–646.
http://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2014-0349
Nuttall, M. (2008). Aboriginal participation, consultation, and Canada’s Mackenzie Gas Project. Energy &
Environment, 19(5), 617–634. http://doi.org/10.1260/095830508784815900
29

O’Faircheallaigh, C. (2013). Women’s absence, women's power: indigenous women and negotiations
with mining companies in Australia and Canada. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 36(11), 1789–1807.
http://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2012.655752
Pengelly, R. D., & Davidson-Hunt, I. J. (2012). Partnerships towards NTFP development: perspectives
from Pikangikum First Nation. Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global
Economy, 6(3), 230–250. http://doi.org/10.1108/17506201211258405
Price, K., Roburn, A., & MacKinnon, A. (2009). Ecosystem-based management in the Great Bear
Rainforest. Forest Ecology and Management, 258(4), 495–503.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2008.10.010
Scales, M. (2010). Inuit embrace mining to secure future. Canadian Mining Journal, 131(6), 28–30.
Schlosser, K. (2013). History, scale and the political ecology of ethical diamonds in Kugluktuk, Nunavut.
Journal of Political Ecology, 20, 53–69.
Shilton, M. (2008). How to make it work: Relations between First Nations and miners. Canadian Mining
Journal, 129(3), 37–39.
St-Laurent, G. P., & Le Billon, P. (2015). Staking claims and shaking hands: Impact and benefit
agreements as a technology of government in the mining sector. The Extractive Industries and
Society, 2(3), 590–602. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2015.06.001
Stronghill, J., Rutherford, M., & Haider, W. (2015). Conservancies in coastal British Columbia: A new
approach to protected areas in the traditional territories of First Nations. Conservation and Society,
13(1), 39–50. http://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.161219
Taylor, L. (2009). The Atlin Hydro Project - Embodying First Nation principles. International Water Power
and Dam Construction, 61(11), 32–35.
Tikina, A. V, Innes, J. L., Trosper, R. L., & Larson, B. C. (2010). Aboriginal peoples and forest certification:
A review of the Canadian situation. Ecology and Society, 15(3). Retrieved from
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-77958508481{&}partnerID=tZOtx3y1
Van Schie, R., & Haider, W. (2015). Indigenous-based approaches to territorial conservation: A case
study of the Algonquin Nation of Wolf Lake. Conservation and Society, 13(1), 72.
http://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.161225
Voutier, K., Dixit, B., Millman, P., Reid, J., & Sparkes, A. (2008). Sustainable energy development in
Canada’s Mackenzie Delta-Beaufort Sea coastal region. Arctic 61: 103–110). Retrieved from
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-59849113050{&}partnerID=tZOtx3y1
Wyatt, S. (2008). First Nations, forest lands, and “aboriginal forestry” in Canada: from exclusion to
comanagement and beyond. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, 38, 171–180.
http://doi.org/10.1139/X07-214
Wyatt, S., Fortier, J.-F., Natcher, D. C., Smith, M. A. P., & Hébert, M. (2013). Collaboration between
Aboriginal peoples and the Canadian forest sector: A typology of arrangements for establishing
control and determining benefits of forestlands. Journal of Environmental Management, 115, 21–
31. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.10.038
Wyatt, S., Kessels, M., & van Laerhoven, F. (2015). Indigenous peoples’ expectations for forestry in New
Brunswick: Are rights enough? Society & Natural Resources, 28(6), 625–640.
http://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2014.970735

30

Appendix B. Research Sites
Project

# of papers

Province/Territory

Sector

Whitefeather Forest Initiative

3

Ontario

Forestry

Turning Point Initative

1

British Columbia

Energy

Diavik, Ekati, and Snap Lake Mines

2

Northwest
Territories

Mining

Galore Creek Mine

1

British Columbia

Mining

John Prince Research Forest

1

British Columbia

Forestry

Prince Albert Model Forest

1

Saskatchewan

Forestry

Giant Mine Remediation Plan

1

Northwest
Territories

Mining

Pic River Hydro: Wawatay, Twin Falls,
Umbata Falls Hydro projects

1

Ontario

Energy

NaiKun offshore wind farm

1

British Columbia

Energy

Meadowbank Gold Mine

2

Nunavut

Mining

Voisey's Bay Mine

1

Newfoundland and
Labrador

Mining

EcoTourism and Sustainable Forestry

1

Quebec

Forestry

Atlin Hydro Projects

1

British Columbia

Energy

MacKenzie Gas Project

1

Northwest
Territories

Energy

First Nation Timber Harvesting Agreements

1

New Brunswick

Forestry

No Specific Project

6

31

Mining, Forestry,
Mining and
Energy

