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Abstract 

Koenig, E. and Adlam, R. 2012. Socio-Economic Assessment Parameters and 
Methodology for Food, Social and Ceremonial (FSC) Fisheries in a Species 
at Risk Act (SARA) Perspective. Gulf Reg. Ecosystems Mgmt. Ser. 2012/04: 
v + 36 p. 

In 2011, a research was conducted on socio-economic assessment parameters and 
methodology for food, social and ceremonial (FSC) fisheries in a Species at Risk Act 
perspective. This report is based on a review of published material and represents the 
preliminary phase of this research. This report discusses research approaches, frameworks, 
methods, and parameters that could be potentially applicable to future research projects aimed 
at gathering information about FSC fisheries that could assist in making decisions pertaining to 
the Species at Risk Act (SARA). A hypothetical case - a FSC research project focused on 
Atlantic Salmon (Salmo salar) – presents elements in a more specific context.  

 

 

 

 

Résumé 

Koenig, E. and Adlam, R. 2012. Socio-Economic Assessment Parameters and 
Methodology for Food, Social and Ceremonial (FSC) Fisheries in a Species 
at Risk Act (SARA) Perspective. Gulf Reg. Ecosystems Mgmt. Ser. 2012/04: 
v + 36 p. 

En 2011, une recherche a été menée sur la méthodologie et les paramètres d'évaluation socio-
économique pour la pêche à des fins alimentaires, sociales et rituelles (ASR) dans la 
perspective de la Loi sur les espèces en péril. Le présent rapport se fonde sur l'étude de 
documents publiés et constitue la phase préliminaire de cette recherche. Il traite des approches, 
cadres, méthodes et paramètres de recherche qui pourraient être applicables aux futurs projets 
de recherche dont le but serait de recueillir de l'information sur la pêche ASR qui pourrait 
éclairer la prise de décisions liée à la Loi sur les espèces en péril (LEP). Un cas hypothétique, 
un projet de recherche ASR axé sur le saumon de l’Atlantique (Salmo salar), présente les 
éléments dans un contexte plus spécifique.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Species at Risk Act (SARA) was proclaimed in June 2003, and forms part of 
the Government of Canada’s strategy for the protection and recovery of wildlife species at 
risk. In its preamble, the SARA recognizes the roles accorded to Aboriginal peoples in the 
conservation of wildlife as essential. The Act also promotes that Aboriginal peoples be 
provided opportunity to participate in its implementation (Canada 2002). It also recognizes 
that the traditional knowledge of the Aboriginal peoples of Canada should be considered, 
when possible, in the assessment of which species may be at risk and in developing and 
implementing measures for their recovery.  Aboriginal groups throughout Canada are 
involved in Food, social and ceremonial (FSC) fisheries which form a valuable component 
of the fabric of their communities. The social, cultural and economic value of these FSC 
fisheries has yet to be assessed and fully understood via traditional socio-economic 
assessment methods.  

The Constitution Act, 1982 affirms Aboriginal and treaty rights.  Supreme Court 
decisions have re-affirmed Aboriginal rights that extend to the harvest, including fishing, of 
natural resources for food, social and ceremonial purposes. This natural resource use 
includes fishing.   

Adding a species to the SARA for protection and recovery is a regulatory process, 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) must follow the Cabinet Directive 
on Streamlining Regulation (Government of Canada, Treasury Board of Canada 
Secretariat. 2007a) to explain to Canadians the estimated costs and benefits of such a 
decision. Socio-economic assessments carried out by DFO describe and, where possible, 
quantify the positive and negative impacts of alternative decisions on Canadians. Socio-
economic assessments at the listing stage could be greatly improved by the inclusion of 
unique aboriginal perspectives, especially for species with historical aboriginal importance.  
To date, information on the particular significance of FSC fisheries is generally lacking. 
Addressing this gap will require both the development of guidelines to ensure consistency 
and completeness of analyses, and the collection of new information not normally housed 
within federal departments.  

This report presents approaches, frameworks, methods, and parameters that we 
see as potentially applicable to future research projects aimed at gathering information 
about FSC fisheries.  This information could assist in making effective decisions about 
how to best protect particular species in compliance with the SARA. The advantages of 
collaborative approaches are noted, along with the potential usefulness of Social Impact 
Assessment (SIA) and Socio-Economic Assessment (SEA) approaches for SARA 
purposes. We discuss ways to select parameters and design information gathering and 
analysis methods. 

In addition, we present a hypothetical case - a FSC research project focused on 
one species, Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). This includes more specific suggestions for 
selecting approaches and frameworks, and developing parameters, choosing methods, 
analyzing gathered information, and disseminating findings.  

Finally, we discuss the potential of building approaches, frameworks, parameters, 
and methods presented throughout the report, into similar projects focusing on various 
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species.  We note features that are more likely to require major adjustments to particular 
local circumstances, and we consider guidelines and principles that might apply more 
generally. 
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2. PREAMBLE ON RESEARCH METHODS AND INFORMATION SOURCES 

This section explains the context of the present study and the background 
discussions that led to its development.  As the authors of this report, we (Ed Koenig and 
Robert Adlam) also draw on our own past research experience in Aboriginal communities. 
Koenig has worked with various First Nations groups, mostly in Ontario, as part of Land 
Claims research. Adlam has done substantial Aboriginal fisheries research and interview 
work in New Brunswick. We cannot presume to know what “Aboriginal perspectives” on 
questions relevant to this project are, but based on our combined experience, we feel that 
we have a sense of what they might be, and we have an informed appreciation of the 
importance of trying to include Aboriginal perspectives in research that involves Aboriginal 
communities. 

2.1. “Aboriginal Input” 

One of the requirements in the Statement of Work for this project was to include 
systematic input from an Aboriginal group or organization. Prior to accepting our contract 
proposal, Fisheries and Oceans Canada representatives had initiated plans for 
collaborating with one or more North Shore Micmac District Council (NSMDC) 
communities. NSMDC hoped to arrange this through Michael Cox, Environmental 
Coordinator of NSMDC’s Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans Management 
(AAROM) program. Mr. Cox was supportive of this research, and made diligent efforts to 
arrange for us to meet with NSMDC Chiefs, in order to explain our project and ask for their 
support of the project.  

After we were informed that our proposal was accepted, we met with Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada representatives and Mr. Cox. At that meeting it was decided that one of 
the first tasks was to inform the Chiefs about the project. The Chiefs learned about the 
project approximately two weeks later – at a scheduled Chiefs’ meeting. The Chiefs raised 
concerns, including an expectation that they should have been informed about the project 
earlier. It was also apparent that their reluctance to support the project was linked to 
issues related to consultation processes. They expressed concern that their collaboration 
in this project could be regarded as meeting government obligations to “consult”. 

It was determined that a subsequent effort to explain the project and its potential 
benefits to the Chiefs should occur by way of a formal letter. Following the advice and 
recommendation of Fisheries and Oceans Canada representatives, we noted in the letter 
that Aboriginal community participation in the project would be “without prejudice” – that it 
“would not be regarded as consultation” by the Crown. The Chiefs responded three weeks 
later, noting that they were still reluctant to collaborate on this project because the 
Assembly of New Brunswick Chiefs were in the process of establishing a consultation 
policy, and they were awaiting the recommendations and outcomes of that process. 

 

2.1.1. Aboriginal Input and Other Information Sources 

This report is a desktop study based mainly on information taken from books, 
scholarly articles, and Fisheries and Oceans Canada reports and documents. We also 
used materials found on websites. 
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2.2. Definitions 

The notion of a “Food, Social, and Ceremonial (FSC) fishery” is central to this 
project, so should be clarified. Several related terms warrant attention as well. 

2.2.1. “Fishery” 

The term “fishery” sometimes refers to a fish species or population reductions 
without reference to human activities or interactions (fish as prey for other species). In 
other uses the emphasis is more on human harvesting and food production activities. 
Unless otherwise indicated, we imply this second meaning. 

2.2.2. “Resources” 

While working with Aboriginal community members on developing a survey 
questionnaire pertaining to fisheries involvement, one of the report authors was alerted to 
the fact that the term “resource”, while sounding objective and neutral, may have 
connotations with which some Aboriginal community members are uncomfortable (Koenig, 
2005). Some hold the view that the connotation is tied closely to an exploitative approach 
to nature. If we see things in the natural world as so many “resources”, we may have a 
tendency toward treating them merely as something available for the satisfaction of 
human needs and interests. In terms of what “values” we give them, this aligns with an 
“instrumental” or “use” value approach. Some see Aboriginal relations with the natural 
world as more in line with approaches that recognize “intrinsic values” of things, so there 
is dislike for the term “resources”. Apart from the “environmental ethics” question of which 
kinds of values best applies to Aboriginal peoples’ harvesting practices and belief, it is 
worth noting that even apparently neutral terms might be regarded with suspicion, 
especially in the political contexts of Aboriginal fisheries. 

Some Aboriginal community representatives with whom we have worked worry 
that if they accept existing management language they reduce their chances of asserting 
their own perspectives. The point about how language (or particular words) can have 
political consequences is worth considering. At the same time, it is difficult to debate or 
otherwise engage in fishery management issues without using familiar terminology. While 
understanding that there are potentially pitfalls in its use we apply the term “resource” in 
our report for a convenient reference.  Our report is aimed at gaining perspective into how 
FSC fisheries are “used”, but we see implications for a wide range of values associated 
with FSC fisheries as part of this objective. 

2.3. Fishery Categories 

Another lesson from previous research  applies to how we might discuss 
“commercial”, “subsistence”, or even “recreational” fisheries in FSC research contexts. 
While it may be useful for allocation or management purposes to distinguish these, some 
Aboriginal community members we have worked with are uncomfortable dealing with 
these categories because of their political and legal implications. They may also feel that 
these are imposed categories that do not easily fit their own notions about what fishing is 
and means to them. 

2.3.1. “Subsistence Fishery” 

Anthropologists, along with economists, have helped develop the concept of 
“subsistence” practices. In efforts to understand economic activities cross-culturally and 
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comparatively, anthropologists adopted the term “subsistence” to mean activity aimed at 
meeting basic needs. A broader anthropological definition of “subsistence” would also 
include attention to potential cultural biases associated with notions of “affluence”. For 
example, groups that follow subsistence practices are not necessarily less “fortunate” in 
terms of how much labour they typically contribute. Where resources are plentiful, or 
where social organization facilitates productive harvests, consumption levels may be quite 
high. Regardless of efforts or consumption levels, subsistence practices are generally 
regarded by anthropologists and economists as not involving “exchange”.  However, 
exchange of various resources, including fish, has been common among many Aboriginal 
groups across Canada from earliest time. Subsistence and exchange are not then 
exclusively separate activities in the view of aboriginal groups. The absence of exchange 
does not seem to be as good an indicator of “subsistence” practices as the kind of 
exchange involved. Where we use the term “subsistence” we include the possibility of 
informal trade and sharing. 

2.3.2. “Commercial Fishery” 

“Commercial” fishing is “for-profit” activity. This term seems useful for discussing 
examples of modern fishing, whether practiced by Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal fishers. 
However, when using this term, we keep in mind that there are legal, political, and 
management conditions that distinguish Aboriginal communal commercial fisheries and 
non-Aboriginal commercial fisheries in some way.  Thus, it should be understood that 
commercial Aboriginal fisheries are almost always communal in nature and which means 
that any allocation of resources belongs to the license holder, which is the Band or 
Aboriginal organization as a whole. 

2.3.3. “Recreational Fishery” 

The notion of a “recreational fishery” is often imagined as a non-Aboriginal domain, 
especially in conflict situations where sport-fishing associations oppose Aboriginal fishing 
rights. While there is a cultural history of European practices such as “angling” being 
transplanted and elaborated among settler groups in various parts of Canada, hook-and-
line- techniques were used by some Aboriginal groups in prehistoric times. It must also be 
noted that recent recreational fishing technologies are not restricted solely to non-
Aboriginals.  Aboriginal community members often live in proximity to good recreational 
fishing places, and are typically interested in outdoor activities such as “fishing” that have 
obvious links to past subsistence practices. We refer to “recreational fishing” as a domain 
that could include both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal involvement and be carried out for 
enjoyment or as an activity that provides foods resources for households that goes 
beyond recreational use.  In the Maritime Provinces there is also a history of Aboriginal 
participation as guides in a sport fishing economy, which also speaks to the need for an 
inclusive definition of “recreational fishery”. 

2.3.4. “Aboriginal Fishery” 

“Aboriginal fishery” is another term worthy of reflection. We assume that it 
encompasses diverse possibilities – a broad range of resources, harvesting practices, and 
cultural beliefs. We use this term with awareness that there may be differences in 
practices and ideas typically associated with “Aboriginal fisheries” and “non-Aboriginal 
Fisheries”, but we cannot presume to know what features or qualities are unique without 
attention to particular cases. We assume that in many ways the two are interconnected 
(Koenig 2001). 
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2.3.5. “Food, Social, and Ceremonial (FSC) Fishery” 

The terms discussed in this section are important because they are used in efforts 
to equitably allocate access to fishery resources. A term which has clear legal and political 
importance in this sense, and which is the focus of our project, is the “Food, Social, and 
Ceremonial (FSC) fishery”. It came into existence as a legal precedent when it was first 
referenced in the Sparrow decision of 1990. The Sparrow ruling determined that first 
priority for fish resources, after conservation, is Aboriginal peoples. The decision was 
based on the recognition of Aboriginal rights in Section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.  
The FSC fishery is often referred to as simply the “food fishery” (Koenig 2005). In some 
local contexts it is also indicated as the “Food and Ceremonial” or “Social and Ceremonial” 
fishery.  However, these alternate terms have contributed to confusion in the interpretation 
of “Food, Social and Ceremonial Fishery. 

In the Sparrow decision the actual kinds of activities that qualified as part of the 
FSC fishery were not determined. Given that there is diversity among Aboriginal groups in 
Canada, in terms of available local food resources, social activities, and ceremonial 
practices, notions about what a FSC fishery is may understandably vary.  It is worth 
considering that the practical interpretation and application of FSC fishing rights might 
vary among First Nations as well. A practical example of a local interpretation of a FSC 
fishery is noted by Fishing Program representatives from Lennox Island First Nation on 
Prince Edward Island. They inform us that social events that qualify for social and 
ceremonial lobsters include significant birthdays, anniversaries, charity and sport 
fundraisers, graduations, funerals and community dinners. Ceremonial Events that qualify 
include sweat lodge ceremonies, baptism ceremonies, Pow Wow, weddings, first 
communion, confirmation and St. Ann Sunday1” (Minigoo Fisheries: Fisherman’s Pride 
2010).  This is one example of many that could be listed. 

There is uncertainty with respect to interpreting the full spectrum of Aboriginal 
fishing rights, desired management outcomes and the application of rights based on court 
decisions.  This uncertainty extends to the SARA decision making process and the effects 
of listing decisions of FSC fisheries. 

                                            

 

1 http://www.lennoxisland.com/experiencelennox/Experiences.html   Patron saint of Mi’kmaq people, Most 
important social and religious event for the year at Lennox Island, July 26. 



7 

3. APPROACHES AND FRAMEWORKS 

This section presents research approaches and frameworks that we see as having 
potential for gauging the possible impacts of SARA decisions on FSC fisheries. 

3.1. Collaborative and Participatory Approaches 

There is growing attention to research ethics and protocols, and to approaches 
that can reduce the distance between researcher as “objective observers” and 
communities as “subjects”.  The ethical social researcher considers how communities and 
participants involved in projects might be impacted by research findings and research 
processes.  In a participatory research setting there is a due diligence to report back to 
participants with findings and potential uses of recommendations. Responsibilities that 
researchers have to communities they work with are increasingly recognized, in part due 
to critiques articulated by communities themselves and in part due to efforts of 
conscientious researchers. 

It is also clear that Aboriginal community participation can enhance research 
quality. In culturally unfamiliar settings local help may be essential. Key contacts can be 
made and relationships of trust can be built.  Where a community has reason to be 
suspicious of a researcher or of the group they appear to represent, involvement of local 
community members may help dispel distrust, and thereby increase access to sensitive 
information. 

Research projects can present unique opportunities for historically marginalized 
communities. Projects may support some level of local employment (e.g. food and 
accommodation providers, interpreters, research assistants). There is also potential for 
community benefit through capacity building. Training opportunities, along with experience 
in addressing research questions linked to important community issues, can contribute to 
a community’s ability to influence processes by which local services are provided and 
governance is shaped (Warry 1990). 

   

3.1.1. First Nations Participation in Research 

Social science research institutions and funding bodies have not always 
recognized the potentials of participatory or collaborative research (Ryan 1989), but much 
has changed in the past few decades. In some cases participatory approaches are now 
required. 

Nevertheless, ethical issues associated with research in Aboriginal communities 
are far from resolved (Fleuhr-Lobban 1998; Waldram 1998). Consequently, several 
Aboriginal groups and organizations have recently developed, or are in the process of 
developing “Research Protocols” or guidelines that they hope will facilitate more locally 
appropriate research practices, and enhance community input into how research is 
conducted. These guidelines provide insight into local concerns, and can serve as a focus 
of agreement that can improve the prospects of building productive collaborations. 

There are unresolved debates about how attention to the social contexts of 
research may influence a researcher’s commitment to gathering accurate and reliable 
information (Hastrup et al. 1990). But given the advantages and benefits of participatory 
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approaches, we encourage efforts to extend them where possible. Our perspective is that 
in some contexts good research requires attention to these areas. 

3.1.2. SARA and First Nations Participation 

Hurlburt (2008) notes that the Species at Risk Act promotes the concept that First 
Nations communities should have the opportunity to participate in decisions (Canada, 
2002). Participatory research approaches can be key to designing processes for gathering 
meaningful input from these communities. 

3.1.3. Consultations and First Nations Collaborations 

The term “consultation” has important legal connotations for First Nations 
communities that may influence their willingness or ability to participate in SARA related 
research. As noted above, the Sparrow decision recognized that First Nations had an 
Aboriginal right to fish for food, social and ceremonial purposes. It recognized resource 
protection and conservation as the interests that can take priority over FSC fisheries. The 
court states “Within the analysis of justification, there are further questions to be 
addressed, depending on the circumstances of the inquiry. These include: whether there 
has been as little infringement as possible in order to effect the desired result; whether, in 
a situation of expropriation, fair compensation is available; and whether the aboriginal 
group in question has been consulted with respect to the conservation measures being 
implemented” (SCC, 1992).  . The idea of “consultation” is also important more broadly in 
Aboriginal-rights contexts, since it is increasingly recognized as a general principle of fair 
and equitable negotiation. 

The Species at Risk Act (Canada, 2002, s. 3) states that: ”for greater certainty, 
nothing in this Act shall be construed so as to abrogate or derogate from the protection 
provided for existing aboriginal or treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of Canada by the 
recognition and affirmation of those rights in section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982”. This 
statement appears to imply that Aboriginal participation in SARA research and decisions 
should not have any impact on existing rights - is without prejudice to them. But given that 
uncertainties about legal interpretation and implication remain, as do uncertainties about 
what might be interpreted as “consultation”, Aboriginal leaders are cautious about 
participating in research related to FSC fisheries. This may limit opportunities for 
collaboration, or may at least require that extra time and effort be given to planning FSC 
fishing projects. 

3.1.4. Aboriginal Knowledge 

We use the terms Aboriginal Knowledge, or AK; and Traditional Environmental (or 
Ecological) Knowledge, or TEK, as generally interchangeable, though TEK is explicitly 
limited to environment issues. Interest in traditional knowledge maintained within 
Aboriginal groups has grown in the last several decades, in parallel with recognition of its 
relevance to Aboriginal resource rights issues, and to broader resource management 
questions. The body of research in this area has roots in early Land Use and Occupancy 
studies (Weinstein 1993; Usher 2000). TEK (Berkes 1999) studies and publications cover 
a wide range of areas, from possible sacred domains, to comparisons between Aboriginal 
and non-Aboriginal knowledge systems, and to more practical questions about how it can 
be applied in current management contexts. Usher’s (2000) article concerning the use of 
TEK in Environmental Assessment is an example of the latter area. TEK and AK are also 
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linked with global political and intellectual rights issues. In that context it is tied to the 
notion of “Indigenous Knowledge” (Sillitoe 2002). 

Given the potential relevance of Aboriginal Traditional Environmental Knowledge 
(ATEK) for various areas of concern to Aboriginal communities (e.g. Education, Land 
Claims, Resource Management) it is not surprising that several communities in the 
Maritimes are already involved in TEK or ATK projects (example, NSMDC-AAROM 2008a; 
NSMDC-AAROM 2008b). 

The Species at Risk Act (Canada, 2002) states that Aboriginal Knowledge related 
to a species should be taken into account where possible (see also Hurlburt 2008). There 
is potential for linking TEK research projects and FSC fishery research, or for FSC 
researchers to gain important  findings through access to information gathered as part of 
TEK projects. But issues associated with “consultation” may have a limiting effect here as 
well, as may intellectual property rights issues. 

Sharing cultural or traditional knowledge can be deeply significant and provide a 
sense of pride and long standing attachment to nature for individuals and communities 
that have a history of being marginalized by modern society. Establishing meaningful 
collaborations with research communities will increase the chances of finding appropriate 
ways to show appreciation for what is shared. 

There are a number of examples of collaborative projects aimed at gathering ATK. 
The ongoing work of researchers and communities linked to the Social Research for 
Sustainable Fisheries group (Social Research for Sustainable Fisheries 2002; McMillan 
and Davis 2010) is of special interest because of its Maritimes location. They have 
produced important information about particular species, along with insights into 
collaborative research processes. 

3.2. Socio-economic Impact Assessment 

We refer to Social Impact Assessment (SIA) as a framework for studying and 
articulating potential consequences of planned developments, undertakings or 
interventions. There is considerable variation in the steps or phases that can be included 
in SIA. We regard SIA and Socio-Economic Assessment (SEA) as interchangeable terms 
in many ways, though they are potentially different given the explicit economic reference 
in SEA. Our report title refers to SEA parameters and methods, but we give attention to 
challenges associated with the economic focus in SEA, and suggest that the advantages 
of approaches more consistent with SIA are worthy of consideration.. 

The economic focus in SEA studies is most obvious in its attention to costs and 
benefits that could accompany a particular development or intervention. This focus fits 
with important government policies and directives, such as the Federal government’s 
Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation, or CDSR (Government of Canada 2007a), 
which requires that costs and benefits of regulations be analyzed. The Treasury Board’s 
“Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide - Regulatory Proposals” (Government of Canada 
2007b) presents guidelines for carrying out cost-benefit analysis, and “impact analysis” 
more broadly. 

A discussion draft produced by Fisheries and Oceans Canada’s policy sector 
(2006) and circulated within the department, called “Framework for Integrating Socio-
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Economic Analysis in Species at Risk Act Decision Making” also has an economic focus. 
It discusses potential ways to standardize measures of various kinds of values so they 
might be used in calculating potential impacts of SARA decisions. It also articulates the 
challenging task of measuring “non-use” values. 

In a report entitled “Socio-economic Evaluation in Species at Risk Listing and 
Recovery: Considerations for the Mi’kmaq of Nova Scotia”, Hurlburt states that compared 
to other departments dealing with SARA requirements, Fisheries and Oceans Canada has 
the “most extensively developed socio-economic analysis process” (2008, p. 8). She sees 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada’s SEA framework (2006) as practical in that it encourages 
flexibility. The report suggests that a preliminary assessment of the scope of potential 
impacts be performed, and then a research effort appropriate to estimated significance of 
potential impacts could be planned (e.g. if little impact is anticipated as per the preliminary 
report, a minimal SEA would follow, and vice versa). 

Hurlburt (2008) sees Fisheries and Oceans Canada’s SEA approach (2006) as 
focused largely on cost benefit analysis. While she recognizes the practicality of this, she 
notes difficulties and limitation as well.  

Some impacts of SARA decisions might be fairly easily translated into costs in 
monetary terms. For example, George et al. (1995) working with Cree communities on 
James Bay, measured the amount of bush food (wild game) harvested each year by the 
community, and calculated what it would cost to replace that food if it were no longer 
available due to flooding from a proposed hydro development. 

Other impacts are more difficult to quantify or calculate in monetary terms. Hurlburt 
(2008) states that while “non-market values” are often ignored in impact assessments; 
they may determine the effectiveness of protection and recovery efforts. The author 
suggests that methods to include non-market values in economic assessments do exist, 
but does not elaborate on how best to translate them into measurable economic terms. 

“Non-market” values could refer to subsistence harvests, in which case costs could 
be calculated as noted in the James Bay example. But “values” associated with traditional 
resource-use practices are sometimes thought of more broadly, when speaking of “non-
use values”.  For example, the overall sense of well being that is attributed to being 
engaged in an activity that has the potential  to provide sustenance to the community as a 
whole. 

Hurlburt states “there appears to be no specific examples of how to handle loss of 
treaty rights in socio-economic analyses” (2008, p. 7). It is not yet clear whether 
replacement costs can cover this, or whether other considerations are required as well. If 
restrictions on traditional practices are planned, there may be “internal” costs related to 
forced culture changes. 

If we attempt to account for “internal costs” related to culture change impacts, then 
the past as well as current FSC fishing practices will be among the list of relevant 
research topics, since a group may be in the process of reviving traditions. This possibility 
would contribute to the need for a broad ranging and flexible framework, whether it is 
called a SIA or a SEA. 
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For some SARA purposes the structure of a SEA is predetermined. A limited 
number of hypothetical models are to be proposed, and one is then to be recommended, 
based on analysis of costs and benefits. Hurlburt (2008) sees problems with the limited 
range of scenarios typically used, and with the limited range of models used to evaluate 
scenarios. 

It is likely that this rigid approach is in place because it has been or is regarded as 
efficient and workable. But it is worth questioning whether a rigid SEA format provides the 
best way to gather and produce valid and useful insights concerning FSC fishing with 
respect to the implementation of SARA. The economic focus in SEA is useful and 
important for some purposes, but it may not be well suited for all purposes. When looking 
at FSC fishery issues in SARA contexts, gaps and limits associated with such an 
approach are evident. This approach has been developed mainly to meet the 
requirements of federal government regulatory processes and directives (e.g. CDSR 
2007a), and ultimately to inform Canadians about the potential outcomes of regulatory 
decisions.  

 

3.2.1. Rethinking SEA and SIA 

When it comes to species considered to be at risk, not all governing bodies base 
decisions on SEA or SIA studies. The Nova Scotia provincial government, under its 
Endangered Species Act, has an approach to SARA listing decisions that does not include 
such use (Hurlburt 2008). Alternative kinds of studies, as well as variations in SEA or SIA 
approaches are worth considering. 

To address difficulties associated with the limits of economic analysis one could 
look for new ways to measure values in economic terms that have so far been hard to 
capture or calculate. This approach is explored later in this report.  A second approach is 
to restructure the SEA framework, so it can be better adapted to SARA purposes. Non-
use values could still be considered, but not necessarily just in economic terms. If this 
second approach is considered, gathering information relevant to economic analysis 
would still be a primary goal, but more broadly defined “values” would be regarded as 
equally significant.  This is also explored below. 

3.2.2. Measuring “Values” 

In several existing Fisheries and Oceans Canada reports based on a socio-
economic analysis of a particular species for SARA purposes, the authors note the 
difficulty of assessing the “value” of a FSC fishery (e.g. Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
2008). This may be in reference to the lack of information on economic value, but, in some 
cases it is in reference to a lack of tools available for measuring ‘non-use’ economic value. 
But, accounting for “non-use” value may also be problematic.  

Several interesting studies are aimed at finding ways or tools to measure non-use 
values existence.  For example, Rudd’s study (2009) describes a survey that asked 
people how much money they would personally contribute each year if that contribution 
could ensure that a particular species was preserved (just to know it was still out there – 
not so it could be harvested for any particular human purpose). This approach to 
measuring “non-use values” is interesting, and may have some practical value, but it is not 
clear if it is applicable to FSC research. 



12 

3.3. Social Impact Assessment 

We noted above that we regard SIA and SEA as similar, except for the explicit 
economic focus in SEA. We also noted that in SEA a set number of scenarios are often 
required, as is a cost benefit analysis of the scenarios. A less formally structured and 
more flexible format, which we refer to in this section as a SIA framework, would have 
several advantages for SARA related FSC research. 

Social Impact Assessment is described by Ervin (2005) as a flexible framework 
that includes a number of potential research stages. He sees social science research 
methods, especially fieldwork methods, as well suited to the kind of work required in most 
of these stages. Some typical stages of SIA are noted and include:  

 determining the scope of regions, people, and interests;  

 constructing profiles of groups(including attention to local “values” 
associated with impact issues);  

 projection of potential impacts as informed by various theories (e.g. culture 
change theory, development theory, cultural ecology);  

 assessment and evaluation stages,.  

He also notes that in larger development projects, SIA stages might include work around 
mitigation, management, and monitoring. Furthermore, Brizinski (1983) describes SIA as 
basically consisting of four stages:  

 developing community profiles,  

 projecting possible impacts,  

 assessing the extent of possible changes or impacts, and  

 evaluating impacts.  

She notes that this general framework should not necessarily be seen as a set of 
fixed or linear processes, but rather as a general orientation - the purpose of a SIA should 
dictate the finer details of its design. 

Ervin (2005) explicitly notes the importance of gaining perspective on local “values” 
associated with impacts, and there is certainly room for this in Brizinski’s framework 
(1983). Attention to local values can both expand our understanding in areas where “use-
values” do not seem to apply, and it can also clarify local issues directly related to 
potential impacts. Using ethnographic fieldwork methods, researchers can explore how 
people feel about potential impacts, for example about not being able to harvest a 
particular species. This in turn provides an appreciation for  what value that species might 
have for the community in question. 

Preister (1987) suggests that anthropological skills can facilitate effective 
information gathering and communication required to explore local values. He also notes 
that the process of information gathering itself can have important consequences within 
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the contentious environments associated with the social impacts that are being assessed. 
We feel that insights into local perspectives on potential SARA related decisions and 
actions are worth pursuing alongside other questions about FSC fisheries.  This is an 
“issues-centered” approach for developing a SIA; it acknowledges the potential for conflict 
between competing interests. 

While Preister (1987) suggests a focus on “issues” which implies that political 
questions will get attention; a related approach to Social Impact Assessment, known as 
Social Impact Research, is presented by Lane et al. (1997)., This approach brings political 
contexts to the forefront. They suggest ways to integrate more technical SIA and more 
politically focused SIA approaches. They see this work as being in line with recent 
attempts to make SIA more relevant. Much can be gained, they feel, by encouraging 
participation from diverse, and especially historically underrepresented groups. They 
incorporate Strategic Perspectives Analysis (SPA) as part of SIA, by which qualitative 
information about “the nature and interests of relevant stakeholders” is gathered.   

The authors suggest that the way different groups view technical data may reflect 
local values. They suggest that we need to think critically about the manner in which 
quantitative figures are presented within the broader assessment context. By including 
political dimensions, an assessment may be limited in its intended objectivity. 

Lane et al. (1997) also discuss common problems associated with the use of 
Social Indicators, which are typically found within SIA. Often existing data is used, and 
commonly such information is not current or not very specific. There is a significant body 
of literature pertaining to SIA studies within First Nations communities in Canada and 
elsewhere (Notzke 1994). These references should be consulted in the development of an 
approach with a flexible framework on which to design FSC research within the context of 
a SIA for SARA purposes. Some of these studies suggest ways to interconnect various 
indicators. For example, when assessing local concerns one might see threats to cultural 
belief as potentially affecting psychological health, and this in turn has an effect on 
physical health. Likewise, changes in social patterns or features may have impacts on 
cultural notions and practices. 

They also recommend a model for use in cross-cultural settings that focuses on 
community values and can help assess how communities might respond to particular 
impacts. This model emphasizes three areas of focus: social viability (capacity to deal with 
changes), economic viability (earning ability), and political efficacy (self-governing 
effectiveness). As the authors note, when integrating technical and political approaches to 
SIA, communities are more fully recognized as active agents of change, rather than 
passive respondents.   
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4. PARAMETERS AND METHODS 

In this section, we discuss parameters and methods that we see as having the 
best potential for producing useful insights into possible impacts of SARA decisions on 
FSC fisheries. In many ways the selection of specific parameters and methods is subject 
to chosen approaches and frameworks.  

4.1. Parameters 

Parameters refer to specific areas, categories, factors, questions, or topics that 
seem especially important, or relevant to a research objective. It is useful for researchers 
to know what parameters are typically used in similar studies.  If the same parameter (or 
set of parameters) is used in a number of studies, there is potential for correlating findings 
in powerful and efficient ways.  Likewise, existing data sources that include common 
parameters - or from which one can extract common parameters - can be usefully 
combined (e.g. Usher and Wenzel 1987). This advantage is most obvious when analyzing 
quantitative information.     

For gaining insights into potential impacts on FSC fisheries, it is worth looking for 
parameters that allow consistency and efficiency - one might think of these as having 
“potential breadth”. But it is equally important to consider “potential depth” i.e. significance 
and validity. By “validity” we mean how closely a measurement or finding is actually tied to 
what it is said to represent. “Reliability”, on the other hand, refers to how accurately 
information is gathered. The ideal is to establish parameters that can be consistently 
applied, since this expands quantitative analysis possibilities. But in practice, useful 
insights will require that one focuses on areas and issues that are especially (deeply) 
relevant to local conditions, regardless of their potential breadth.  

4.2. Methods 

Our discussion of potential methods to be used follows typical project stages, but 
in keeping with approaches noted earlier, we do not assume that these stages are 
separate and consecutive; they can however be interconnected. Along with material we 
discuss here, we recommend the source material by Bernard (e.g. 1988, 2000, 2005) 
noted in our references for details on particular research methods. 

4.2.1. Planning and Designing Research 

Once a research objective is established the planning and designing of the 
research project is dependent on what research instruments or methods (e.g. surveys, in-
depth individual interviews, group interviews) are seen as most appropriate to the project’s 
purpose and the local cultural setting.  When a participatory approach is followed, 
collaboration with Aboriginal community representatives should begin as early as possible. 
Some participatory approaches (for example Participatory Action Research – PAR) 
assume that communities will initiate research, according to their needs and interests. In 
our case, the purpose has already been established – our project is to investigate 
methods that can be utilized to bring Aboriginal knowledge on biological, social and 
cultural understandings of a species forward to better inform SARA decision making 
processes (listing decisions, recovery planning).  

It is unlikely that collaborations will begin until funding is in place, and putting 
funding in place requires some project planning and design work. If there are ways to 
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establish Aboriginal input and communication processes earlier, at departmental planning 
stages, they may be worth considering.  If the planning occurs prior to Aboriginal 
community involvement then it is wise to allow for adaptive processes which allows for 
Aboriginal input.  If this commitment can be communicated effectively, then chances of 
arranging Aboriginal collaboration can be enhanced.   

Proper collaboration depends on the quality of ongoing relationships between 
government departments and Aboriginal communities. In this light, each individual project 
may influence this relationship, and in turn may have an effect on future research 
possibilities. 

To this end Aboriginal leaders may recommend a person who will act as 
community liaison or facilitate collaboration by recommending the establishment of a 
project steering committee. Some communities may have their own researchers, or 
people who have experience working with researchers. The identified persons may be 
able to join this steering committee. People with special knowledge of the research topic 
and/or related issues of interest are also viable candidates. Any steering committee would 
benefit from involvement of at least one Elder due to the level of respect accorded to 
Elders within Aboriginal communities. 

The role of a steering committee would be to establish the final planning process. 
This includes determining if there are local protocols concerning consent process, 
methods to gather information (e.g. surveys, in-depth individual interviews, group 
interviews), reporting process (review process, finalizing report), and communication 
strategy (how to show appreciation for shared information, how to communicate results).   

4.2.2. Gathering Information 

The role and responsibilities of all project members is determined in the planning 
process.  Decisions are made concerning the use of research instruments or methods 
(e.g. surveys, in-depth individual interviews, group interviews). Where interviews are 
planned the inclusion of local knowledge will be essential, using committee members or 
local volunteers to assist lead researchers. They can provide a list of key participants to 
be interviewed, and will know how to contact interviewees and how best to schedule 
interviews.  

In-depth interviews have a great deal of potential for gaining insight into FSC 
harvesting and consumption practices and into the significance of these practices. Using 
an “interview schedule” or list of topics and questions to cover, will help to ensure that 
important areas are not missed. When specific information is required, “closed” questions, 
which limits the range of responses, is preferred. The use of “open-ended” questions is 
suggested for topics that cover a broader range of responses. It allows interviewees to say 
what they mean in their own words.  

In conducting group interviews or “focus groups” (Morgan 1991), similar skills are 
required. One advantage of focus groups is that people may feel more comfortable 
sharing ideas within a group setting. Things others say may also awaken memories. In 
some cases the big picture can be constructed with input from several people. When 
explaining the purpose of the interview at the beginning of a group session, it is a good 
idea to note that all contributions are valued, and during the interview it is good to make 
room for less talkative individuals where possible.  
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Survey questionnaires may be used for gathering FSC fishery information. 
Questionnaires can be “administered” in various ways. An interviewer can go through the 
questionnaire with an interviewee, in person or over the phone, or interviewees could fill 
them out themselves. They can be sent by mail, via web sites, or dropped off at places 
frequented by community members to be self=administered. 

Weinstein and Morrell (1994) provide an example of effective use of self-
administered questionnaires that were distributed throughout several Aboriginal 
communities.  The research was for a project focused on FSC fisheries. It is possible that 
the success of this method in their case was linked to the fact that their project was 
initiated and controlled by an Aboriginal organization. 

4.2.3. Analysis 

Quantitative data analysis techniques to be used are established in the design 
stage and described in the methods section.  Questionnaire responses are coded and 
entered into applicable statistical software package. Qualitative analysis can begin 
immediately, with the researchers immersing themselves in data to bring order and 
meaning to the narrative.   

Interview material is typically transcribed. If deeper questions involving local 
values, assumptions, or metaphors used to make sense of particular situations are of 
interest, the transcriptions, as texts, can also be used various systematic approaches.  
Approaches for analyzing qualitative data include hermeneutics2, narrative and 
performance analysis, discourse analysis, grounded theory, and content analysis (Bernard 
2005). In all of these approaches topics or themes are coded and then efforts are made to 
provide credible inferences about underlying values or assumptions.  Saturation points of 
key messages are sought.  Inferences should be reviewed with participants for verification 
of meaning  

4.2.4. Writing 

Report writing is the responsibility of lead researchers or individuals to whom 
researchers have entrusted such responsibility. Dividing workload and sharing report 
writing is at the discretion of the principal authors. 

4.2.5. Sharing Information 

Agreement on the how, who, and when for the dissemination of information is an 
important component in the design and planning stage. Researchers should make 
commitments and establish clear agreements in the project design stage regarding how to 
share research findings.    

                                            

 

2 Discipline of interpretation used primarily in the study of written texts and in understanding and 
interpretation of linguistic and non‐linguistic expressions. 
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4.2.6. Other Stages and Sources 

SIA studies can include additional stages, including implementation and 
monitoring. These are assumed to be beyond the scope of our report. As noted in the 
previous section, one good source of ideas about how to design a research project is by 
looking at similar projects that have already been done. In addition to work described 
according to these stages, literature surveys might be conducted, typically in the early 
stages of a project. Useful meanings about particular species or cultural beliefs and 
practices might be found, as well as insights into possible methods. Book knowledge may 
be limited for particular purposes, but a good project should give attention to all potential 
sources. 
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5. RESEARCH EXAMPLE: ATLANTIC SALMON ON THE MIRAMICHI 

This section is presented in order to provide a hypothetical example of how some 
of the elements we have noted could be presented in a practical and specific context. It is 
provided for illustrative purposes and is not based on actual research. Atlantic Salmon 
was chosen as a species because it was being evaluated by COSEWIC at the time that 
this report was written and because of its significance to Aboriginal communities. It begins 
with historical sketches that may be relevant to local perspectives on issues linked to 
species protection plans and related research. 

5.1. Approaches 

As noted throughout this report, we recommend that a collaborative or participatory 
approach be followed when planning and carrying out this project. This is a shift from 
traditional power balances. The expertise of non-community researchers is still to be 
respected, but so is the knowledge of local FSC salmon fishing practices and issues held 
by community members. In a participatory approach local insights and local involvement 
should be encouraged in all stages of a project. 

5.2. Frameworks 

A general Social Impact Assessment, as discussed earlier, has good potential as 
an orientation for capturing and interpreting the range of information potentially relevant 
for exploring FSC Atlantic Salmon for SARA purposes. Economic impacts are likely to be 
identified as a key to understanding the broader range of social impacts. Equal attention 
to less easily quantified areas may be required. Local perspectives on related issues may 
be essential factors, if impacts are to be equitably mitigated. The range of local “values”, 
which has proven difficult to assess in existing SARA related impact studies, may also be 
worthy of research attention. 

5.3. Parameters 

Useful insights into the Atlantic Salmon FSC fishery will require that appropriate 
parameters be selected. As noted earlier the process of deciding on useful parameters 
can itself be a productive exercise in terms of encouraging collaborations and capacity 
building. It is possible that community perspectives on relevant research questions and 
topics will be different from ones to which researchers are otherwise accustomed. Local 
ideas and views may be linked to historical and political issues surrounding fishing 
opportunities and practices.  

For example, when discussing similar issues with Aboriginal community members, 
one of the writers of this report was surprised that “location” of fishing activity was so high 
on a list of potential parameters. It later appeared that this was tied to the fact that 
clarifying fishing locations could contribute to efforts linked to a range of fishing-rights 
issues (Adlam, 2002). Non-community members may have a useful comparative 
perspective on this hypothetical Atlantic Salmon FSC impact study. If parameters have 
proven relevant in similar case-studies they should be brought up for discussion with them 
as well. 
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5.4. Information Gathering Methods 

Potentially useful information from any available source should be gathered. 
Various kinds of publications are worth considering (e.g. books, articles, reports). Existing 
research or ongoing projects focused on similar topics likewise have potential. 
COSEWIC’s ATK subcommittee may be worth contacting at the information gathering 
stage of an Atlantic Salmon FSC study, given their mandate: “to advise writers of status 
reports of known sources of ATK” (COSEWIC 2010). Local research assistants may also 
know about local research projects that might be worth reviewing. 

Surveys have good potential as information gathering tools or instruments in this 
case, as do in-depth interviews (see earlier parameters and methods section). Specific 
questions can be developed according to particular chosen parameters. If oral history of 
subsistence salmon uses is itself chosen as a parameter, open-ended interviews will be 
essential. These can allow interviewees to express broad notions; for example, they might 
have important things to say about how salmon is tied to cultural identity. It is best to allow 
as much room for people to put things into their own words as possible in cases where 
symbolic meanings are of interest. 

5.5. Analysis 

Some might think it reasonable to have a community member help with information 
gathering, but would reject the idea of community involvement in analyzing information. 
Some analysis procedures can require specialized training. Although this can be an 
obstacle, it might also be viewed as a training opportunity for Aboriginal participants. 
There are also questions about the objective evaluation of information, which might make 
people suspicious about community involvement at this stage. While this is a danger, 
collaboration allows unique opportunities to increase accountability for assessments on all 
sides. It also presents unique chances to construct better interpretations of information 
patterns, given that local communities might know of possible explanations that may not 
be obvious to outsiders. Some species may taste better at certain times of year, for 
example, and this could affect harvest and use patterns. This fact might only be obvious to 
local people. 

There are also cases where things may be more obvious from outside. For 
example, a taste preference for Atlantic Salmon, as with all foods, is to some degree 
subject to culturally defined categories and values. Some species may have an image 
problem, so to speak. This appeared to be the case in research one of the authors of this 
report conducted in another location where recent fishing conflicts linked to Aboriginal 
fishing rights occurred (Koenig, 2000) . There seemed to be a strong consensus among 
interviewees about which fish were good to eat; the preferred species were uniformly ones 
that had long been part of local resource-use patterns and diets, and the disliked species 
were all newly introduced.  

There could be other factors involved here, but it appears that an individual’s 
assessment of fish taste has a lot to do with socialization. Also, it could perhaps have 
something to do with current political tensions. In this case there were marked tensions 
between Aboriginal rights supporters and sport fishing associations - the fishing 
associations promoted ongoing stocking of the newly introduced species that did not taste 
very good to Aboriginal-rights supporters. Historical trends in the appeal of lobster, and its 
marketability, also reflect shifting images of this species and changes in its position within 
cultural domains. 
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5.6. Writing and Dissemination 

It is often difficult to coordinate writing tasks, but if writing about Atlantic Salmon 
FSC fishing can be shared, this should be encouraged. While there are issues concerning 
ownership of FSC impact assessment reports written for SARA purposes, where possible, 
sharing reports with communities is a requirement of collaborative and participatory work. 
This symbolically recognizes their contributions, and it may also have practical value for 
them. Disseminating and sharing of research reports and/or findings within the broader 
community is also important, since other researchers may gain insights relevant to their 
topics of interest. Sharing research produced through collaborations between Aboriginal 
and non-aboriginal communities can promote a collaborative research culture. 
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6. PROSPECTS AND CHALLENGES 

Challenges related to social science research with a focus on qualitative data and 
values and attitudes related to culture and custom is recognized.  We note some of the 
key points and provide our insight on the issue.   

Table 1: Preliminary Suggestions about FSC Research 

Preliminary Suggestions Explanation/Details 

Approaches  
1/ Community based, collaborative, and 
participatory research approaches can 
enhance the quality of a project. 

a) This can improve access to local information. 
b) This can provide opportunities for community capacity building. 
c) Local participation in a project should begin as early as possible. 
d) There may be ways to articulate these ideas that are more 
appropriate to local or cultural contexts (e.g. language). 
e) Ethical issues need to be considered from the start and on an 
ongoing basis. 

2/ An “iterative” approach, that allows one to 
“go back and forth” between research 
“stages” is useful. 

a) Insights can be built by gathering and analyzing information as 
required, not just as part of a rigid series of steps. 

Frameworks 
 

1/ A flexible and adaptable framework is 
needed. 

a) A Social Impact Assessment framework can be adapted to 
specific purposes. 
b) Local models can be used on their own, or can be integrated with 
established frameworks. 
c) Preliminary work may be required to assess how much research 
attention a particular species or topic warrants. 
d) Political questions may warrant attention. 

Parameters  

1/ In collaborative work, parameters (main 
focus areas) can be developed as part of 
project planning and orientation. 

a) The notion of “parameters” can be expressed in local terms - e.g. 
“main topics”. 
b) Local “values” may be worth exploring. 
c) Historical contexts may be relevant. 

Methods  

1/ Like parameters, methods need to match 
selected approaches and frameworks, and 
be locally appropriate. 

a) Fieldwork techniques, especially face-to-face interviews have 
special potential, since they allow access to various kinds of 
information. 
b) In-depth interviews, as oral history gathering, can fit into local 
models of knowledge sharing (e.g. story telling). 
c) Survey questionnaires may have potential where communities are 
comfortable with that format and with the research project topic. 
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6.1. Adapting Research to Local Situations 

Researchers must pay attention to the uniqueness of local perspectives and the 
potential for cultural sensitivity. There are political dimensions to this, in that it 
presupposes some level of appreciation for cultural diversity, but this is also practical. 
For example, if one is not aware of unexpected meanings that “common” words can 
have in particular local or cultural settings, it may be hard to communicate with 
interviewees, let alone gather information from them. 

Our preliminary view is that research projects will likely require significant 
adaptation to local settings. Not all Aboriginal communities are alike but consistency 
might be enhanced through recognition of general approaches and principles that could 
apply to this kind of research.  It would be useful if guidance documents or technical 
procedure “guidelines” for conducting SARA related FSC research could be developed.  
Since FSC fishing activities associated with one species may be very different from 
those linked with another, research questions will have to be designed on a case-by-
case basis.  

Appropriately demonstrating appreciation to Elders and others for sharing 
knowledge is important. Providing recognition through a gesture of respect is 
warranted.  In some contexts, traditional gifts, which can symbolically indicate respect 
for traditions, may be an example. 

 

6.2. General Observations 

We regard this report as a first step and a preliminary document.  We hope it 
can play a role and can contribute to taking the next steps in research efforts to provide 
insights into fishing for FSC purposes.  Well informed listing and recovery decisions 
within the context of SARA require this type of understanding.. We re-iterate the need 
for collaboration with Aboriginal communities in designing locally appropriate research 
for SARA purposes whenever possible. 

Our inability to arrange formal Aboriginal input into this project is unfortunate 
albeit understandable; the timeline constraint that we, along with Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada representatives, our Aboriginal community liaison person, and the Chiefs, had 
with which to work was a major impediment. There may have been other historical 
tensions and sensitivities underlying this constraint but it is likely that the main obstacle 
we faced was simply that everyone had other more pressing priorities. This experience 
itself is insightful in the context of our project’s purpose. It provides lessons about how 
collaborative research might best be designed and carried out, in particular that 
timelines need to be flexible when working with Aboriginal communities. 

While encountering some disappointment that we were not able to arrange as 
much input from Aboriginal community representatives as we originally planned, we 
acknowledge that the difficulty provides useful insights. Our project demonstrates the 
complexity of building productive research collaborations on short notice. This reaffirms 
the need to focus on collaboration at the inception stage of research.  This is the 
manner in which community representatives will have the time to carefully consider 
participation and its impacts with respect to how and when to be involved in particular 
research projects. 



23 

Collaboration can include Aboriginal input in research design stages, for 
example involvement in decisions about research approaches, frameworks, 
parameters, and methods, but it can extend to all other stages, including analysis. 

From past experience we can speak to the importance of returning research 
findings to communities, and the added benefits of returning them promptly. This can 
be essential to developing reciprocal trust. 

We feel that research in this domain requires attention research ethics. 
Research disciplines typically have ethics statements, academic institutions have 
ethics review boards, and specific First Nations communities, as well are larger 
Aboriginal bodies, have ethical protocol documents. All of these are important guides 
that should be considered as part of a project’s first stages. But ethical questions do 
not typically disappear once a project is up and running. Manderson and Wilson (1998) 
point out that researchers may be caught in a balance of various perspectives that exist 
across or within particular groups. Professional ethics codes provide important 
guidelines, but in the field we may have to deal with unique situations that require 
original ethical responses. We are likely to have to revisit ethical commitments regularly 
throughout the duration of a project. We need to sharpen our awareness of “ethical 
precepts” – and honor them. 

Regarding frameworks, we see a flexible “Social Impact Assessment” model as 
likely more workable and more appropriate to FSC research for SARA purposes than a 
rigid cost-benefit assessment formats. 

That Aboriginal leaders want to be informed of projects at the earliest possible 
stage is understandable, since they want some level of control over actions, 
interventions, and decisions that can have consequences for their communities, and 
over evidence used to make decisions. This is no surprise, given that all political 
leaders have such roles, and given that historically, political power and process in 
Aboriginal communities has been limited by the provisions of the Indian Act. Involving 
Aboriginal representatives in early stages can increase the likelihood of building a 
locally appropriate project. Research in Aboriginal communities across Canada has to 
be approved by community leaders, typically Chief and Council. If and when leaders 
support a project they are likely to have suggestions about how best to arrange 
collaboration. 

Finally, consultation issues may need to be explicitly addressed. We considered 
the possibility of developing a standard disclaimer for FSC researchers to use to help 
dispel the reluctance some Aboriginal community members might have to contribute to 
FSC research, given questions about what constitutes “consultation”. Perhaps a 
statement that interviews would be given “without prejudice” could be used. While 
something like this has worked in a few cases, its effectiveness is tied to the levels of 
trust that already exist outside of the interview situation. However, we concluded that 
there are legal questions involved that are beyond our expertise, but still requires 
resolution. 

These are preliminary recommendation, and as such might or might not 
withstand testing against local Aboriginal community members’ perspectives, concerns, 
and ideas, or against the experience of researchers or resource managers. 
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6.3. Commentary on the hypothetical Atlantic Salmon FSC Fishery 
example 

The current use of Atlantic Salmon by Aboriginal groups in the area for FSC 
purposes is tempered by historical conditions. Historical insights such as these can 
help track, for SARA purposes, the role of this species within the area’s broader FSC 
fishery. Since Atlantic salmon is known historically as a very important subsistence 
food, and given the history of restrictions on Aboriginal harvests, research related to 
this species may entail special challenges. 

When we are dealing with technical information,  the research requires a 
science where we hope to optimize control for reliability and validity. In contrast, social 
science focuses on questions about the human side of resource relationships. Knowing 
something about history - about how Atlantic Salmon fishing has been regulated (or 
not) in the past, and about how Aboriginal people have been impacted by changes in 
the salmon fishery - may provide a glimpse into how Aboriginal people currently feel 
about Atlantic Salmon FSC fishing opportunities. In light of this history, and the broader 
Aboriginal fishery picture, we might expect that FSC research will require that a lot of 
attention be given to establishing an appropriate research relationship with Aboriginal 
communities. Good research will require awareness of issues linked to past grievances 
and current aspirations. It will require meaningful collaboration. 

As noted earlier, having a research objective and plan already in place prior to 
discussions with Aboriginal community members poses an obstacle to collaboration 
and meaningful participation. This may be an inevitable challenge for SARA related 
research, given the prescriptive nature of the legislative process by which particular 
species are considered for protective actions. 

This problem could potentially be reduced if it was addressed earlier in the 
process. COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) is the 
body that recommends species for SARA listing actions. It currently includes an 
Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge Subcommittee. One of its mandates is: “to facilitate 
the access to relevant ATK for wildlife species assessment using appropriate 
processes and protocols related to ATK gathering” (COSEWIC 2010). We recommend 
that this committee begins to explore links between ATK research and FSC fishing 
research, and perhaps play a more active role in communicating with specific 
Aboriginal communities about potential listing decisions while facilitating their 
participation in required SIA studies.  However, the current terms of reference for this 
sub-committee focus the gathering of ATK in relation to biological and ecological 
information.  We suggest  giving this sub-committee the ability to broaden the scope of 
its mandate to include social and cultural ‘meaning’ research.  

Another challenge related to SARA decisions is the time factor. While timing 
may be critical when developing species protection plans, it may be impossible to 
arrange a good collaborative research project within prescribed timelines. Aboriginal 
leaders will require sufficient opportunity to review issues and make decisions. 
Obviously, early communication can help here. Another way to shorten the time 
needed to build collaborations is by working toward building a “culture of collaborative 
research”. A body of collaborative work already exists on this topic. Research 
workshops could be held in various communities to explain how research 
collaborations can work, using existing examples. Communities would then be better 
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prepared to engage in collaborative projects should the need or opportunity for them 
arise. 

If and when a collaborative Atlantic Salmon FSC project finds support by one or 
more communities, Aboriginal participation in designing the project will increase the 
likelihood that it will be effective and efficient. As noted above, community leaders may 
offer to recommend individuals who could play active research roles. A steering 
committee, consisting of these and other individuals, can help develop specific 
approaches, frameworks, parameters, and methods. They can inform researchers 
about local protocols, and may have ideas about how to inform community members 
about the project, and how to encourage their participation. 

It may be good to have various sectors of communities represented on steering 
committees. It is likely that community leaders will recognize the benefits of this range 
of participation for the project, and more broadly may see it as a positive community 
building strategy. 

In order to encourage research collaborations, community benefits need to be 
clearly articulated (e.g. hiring, training, capacity building, and applicability of findings to 
other community projects or efforts).  
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6.4. Future Possibilities 

6.4.1. Promoting Collaboration 

As noted throughout this report - taking the next steps toward understanding 
FSC fisheries in ways that can inform SARA decisions - certainly requires support and 
involvement of Aboriginal communities. Meaningful Aboriginal input may require that 
leaders are comfortable with the level of control that their communities will have in such 
research. Given political sensitivities that have historically been part of relations 
between Aboriginal communities and government resource management departments, 
research that is funded through these departments may be difficult to carry out. 

Departments can attempt to counter this condition by continuing to foster 
communication and by demonstrating that they take Aboriginal perspectives seriously. 
As well, relations can be improved through continuing efforts to support research 
collaborations involving individuals representing various perspectives and positions, 
e.g. Fisheries and Oceans Canada representatives, arm’s length researchers (e.g. 
academic researchers), and Aboriginal individuals with experience in resource related 
programs.  This would help build capacity within aboriginal communities to partner fully 
in social research required to better understand the issues related to FSC fishery and 
other ATK type studies. 

Also, if collaborative projects could be arranged between academic and 
Aboriginal partners (without Fisheries and Oceans Canada), some of the legal, 
historical, and political stumbling blocks noted above could be avoided. This would 
however require funding from Aboriginal communities or from academic funding 
sources. The obvious question in this case is how a topic relevant to SARA concerns 
would get off the ground without initiatives from departments dealing with SARA issues. 
Some academic researchers are already aware of the need for this kind of research, 
and academic funding may be available for applied work in this area. Possible benefits 
of research into “past and present community fishing practices” may be evident to 
some Aboriginal communities. There appears to be potential for collaborations of this 
sort. 

6.4.2. Final Comment 

It is recommended that as a follow-up to this report critical feedback from 
Aboriginal community representatives be gathered.  This feedback should include what 
assertions are supported, rejected and what are the strengths and weaknesses of the 
recommendations.  

The points made in Table A1 (see Appendix A) and throughout this report could 
be improved by soliciting feedback from affected users (various Aboriginal community 
representatives, resource managers, harvesters, among others - either Aboriginal or 
non-Aboriginal). Such feedback could provide a basis for continued dialogue on the 
prospects and challenges associated with FSC related SARA decisions. It could also 
enhance the potential of building future collaborations by which to meet these 
prospects and challenges. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

In various SARA-related social impact studies or socio-economic studies, the 
difficulty of assessing impacts on Food, Social, and Ceremonial fisheries is noted as a 
significant challenge. As of yet, little information about the extent of FSC fishing 
practices, or about patterns of use is available to researcher. 

Increased Aboriginal participation in SARA processes could increase the 
sharing of information about FSC fisheries. But given the history of fishing 
management and ongoing political issues, we cannot expect that sharing such 
information will be a straightforward process. 

Citing a 2006-2007 evaluation of Canadian Species at Risk programs, 
(Environment Canada 2006), Hurlburt (2008) notes that managers from Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada, and other responsible departments have pointed out problems linked 
to the absence of a consistent approach to enabling Aboriginal consultation and 
participation in SARA decisions. Our report is part of an ongoing effort to develop a 
more consistent approach. 

We emphasize that any recommendations we make in this report are tentative. 
As was stressed throughout, Aboriginal groups who may be impacted by SARA 
decisions should have opportunities to contribute to the design of such research. Our 
study benefits to some degree from Aboriginal input, but more substantial 
collaborations are required. 

This region’s FSC fishery is characterized by diverse species and fishing 
patterns, and a high degree of variability in how particular communities have been 
involved in it. And the historical and ongoing struggle to assert and define the rights of 
Aboriginal people to fish for FSC purposes, places FSC research processes within 
unpredictable political contexts. 

Given these complex conditions, we feel that researchers need to keep 
flexibility and adaptability in mind when selecting research approaches, frameworks, 
parameters and methods. A great deal of attention to locally appropriate research 
design is needed; along with efforts to support the capacity of communities to engage 
in SARA related decisions. 
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