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Abstract
This research examines the potential challenges and opportunities for Mi’kmaq, the Indigenous peo-
ples who have inhabited modern-day Nova Scotia and other areas of Eastern Canada for millennia, to
play a greater role in marine protected area (MPA) governance in Canada. Given Canada’s marine
conservation objectives of 30% by 2030, there is a growing need for decisions affecting the establish-
ment of MPAs to respect Indigenous rights, values, and knowledge. Using the Eastern Shore Islands
(ESI) in Nova Scotia, Canada, an area of interest for MPA establishment, as a case study, we con-
ducted 17 semi-structured interviews with both Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq participants involved in
the ESI consultation processes. We used content analysis to identify key themes that respondents per-
ceived to be affecting Mi’kmaq involvement in the federal MPA governance processes. Barriers to
overcome included those deemed to be systemic within the current decision-making processes;
limited understanding of Mi’kmaq culture, governance, and rights; limited clarity of Mi’kmaq rights,
particularly those resulting in fisheries conflicts; and limited capacity. Opportunities highlighted the
importance of meaningful consultation and understanding of Indigenous worldviews as well as the
need for alternative approaches to state-led/top-down governance to improve Mi’kmaq participation
in MPA governance in Atlantic Canada.

Key words: marine protected areas, Two-Eyed Seeing, Indigenous rights, Mi’kmaq governance,
Atlantic Canada, marine conservation

Introduction
Marine protected areas (MPAs) are a well-recognized, effective conservation tool used to address bio-
diversity loss and the resulting impacts on social, economic, and cultural well-being (Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment 2005; Dudley 2008; Sala and Giakoumi 2018). In the past two decades,
international biodiversity and conservation initiatives (e.g., Aichi Target 11) have facilitated the accel-
erated rate of MPA implementation globally (Maestro et al. 2019). In Canada, MPA coverage has
increased from 1% in 2015 to 8.9% in 2019 (DFO 2020). This trend is likely to continue with
Canada’s recent announcement of an MPA target of 25% by 2025 and 30% by 2030 (Government
of Canada 2019).

With the affirmation of Indigenous rights in Canada’s Constitution Act 1982 (s. 25 and s. 35), and the
recent passing of federal legislation (UNDRIP Act 2021) to implement the 2007 United Nation
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Declaration for the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) (UNGA 2007), the Canadian federal
government must include Indigenous peoples and respect Indigenous rights in MPA governance.
While MPAs may protect important resources for Indigenous communities, they may also restrict
access, infringing on Indigenous rights and disproportionately affecting Indigenous peoples due to
their high dependence on marine resources for livelihoods, sustenance, and cultural integrity (Ban
and Frid 2018; Bennett et al. 2018; Eckert et al. 2018). The recognition and respect for Indigenous
rights as affirmed in UNDRIP are increasingly being included in MPA management and governance
around the world (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2013; WCEL 2019). This shift from a state-led, imposed
approach to collaborative processes, co-governance agreements, and Indigenous-led approaches can
facilitate a greater role of Indigenous peoples in decision-making (Bickford 2017). However,
Indigenous peoples have been “rarely involved in MPA governance or management” (Ban and Frid
2018, p. 5) and still have limited recognized decision-making authority (WCEL 2019). With the
ongoing pressure to increase MPA protection and the push for Indigenous rights recognition in
Canada, there is added momentum for change that could improve Indigenous participation in MPA
governance and provide opportunities for Indigenous values, interests, and knowledge to meaningful
inform the MPA process. Being proactive in finding ways to address this gap and facilitate improved
Indigenous participation in MPA decision-making is therefore of utmost importance and urgency.

Using the Eastern Shore Islands (ESI) in Nova Scotia, Canada, an area of interest (AOI) for MPA
establishment, our research examines the potential challenges and opportunities for Mi’kmaq, the
Indigenous peoples who have inhabited modern-day Nova Scotia and other areas of Eastern Canada
for millennia, to play a greater role in MPA governance in a way that respects Indigenous rights,
values, and knowledge while meeting Canada’s marine conservation objectives. We conducted
17 semi-structured interviews with both Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq participants involved in the
ESI consultation processes undertaken by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). In this
paper, we discuss mechanisms that could be implemented in the Oceans ActMPA process to facilitate
the ability for Mi’kmaq to play a greater role in MPA governance, respecting their right to self-
determination, and their values, interests, and knowledge in the MPA process.

This research was done in collaboration with Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn Negotiation Office, a
Mi’kmaq organization that supports the Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi’kmaq Chiefs and Mi’kmaq com-
munities in consultations and negotiations (KMKNO 2021). Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn Negotiation
Office guided the research questions and reviewed the research proposal and interview questions.
The research proposal underwent both Tri-Council Ethics approval (see Supplementary
Material A) and Mi’kmaq Ethics Watch review (see Supplementary Material B), the review process
undertaken by Mi’kmaq for all research conducted with Mi’kmaq. All participants signed a consent
form, which adheres to free, prior, and informed consent principles (see Supplementary
Material C). We also want to raise awareness among our readers that our study was conducted in
Mi’kma’ki, the ancestral and unceded territory of the Mi’kmaq.

Setting the context

MPA governance approaches in Canada
MPAs in Canada are established primarily by three federal agencies, DFO, Environment and Climate
Change Canada, and Parks Canada. Provinces and territories may also create MPAs within their juris-
diction (the seabed and the resources below the seabed in “inland waters” as defined in the Oceans Act
1996), but federal cooperation and legislation are required to protect the water column in inland
waters (BC Parks 2007).
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MPAs are identified through a network planning process but are implemented on a case-by-case basis
by the relevant authority and legislation (Government of Canada 2011). For MPAs established under
the Oceans Act (Oceans ActMPAs), the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans is responsible for coordinat-
ing and implementing this process in collaboration with stakeholders and Indigenous peoples
(section 35(2), section 31 of Oceans Act 1996). This process follows a “top-down” governance
approach where decision-making authority, responsibility, and power are retained by the Canadian
federal government (Government of Canada 2011).

Mi’kmaq governance
Mi’kmaq governance and knowledge system are interconnected and founded on Mi’kmaq beliefs, val-
ues, language, and knowledge (Prosper et al. 2011; McMillan and Prosper 2016). Mi’kmaq Ecological
Knowledge (MEK) “includes the collection and adaptation of knowledge that Mi’kmaq people have
with all components of the natural environment and the interrelationships that exist between all life
forms from a unique historical, cultural and spiritual perspective” (ANSMC 2007, p. 7). Like other
forms of Indigenous knowledge, MEK is holistic, dynamic, experiential, and intuitive and is encom-
passed within spiritual and cultural values. Knowledge is transferred intergenerationally and orally
through storytelling, practical teachings, and cultural practices (Berkes 2012; McMillan and Prosper
2016). Two key principles that are inherent in Mi’kmaq governance are Msit no’kmaq and
Netukulimk (Barsh 2002; Denny and Fanning 2016a). Msit no’kmaq is an epistemological concept
whereby all living and non-living components are interconnected and all beings are considered as
kin (Denny and Fanning 2016a; Prosper et al. 2011). Netukulimk is a Mi’kmaq sustainability principle
that “ : : : guide[s] individual and collective beliefs and behaviours in resource protection, procure-
ment, and management to ensure and honour sustainability and prosperity for the ancestors, and
present and future generations” (Prosper et al. 2011, p. 1).

While Mi’kmaq have their own governance structure, laws, processes, institutions, and customs,
Mi’kmaq do not have full autonomy to make unilateral marine management decisions that apply to
all Canadian citizens, nor does the Canadian government recognize Mi’kmaq authority and laws
(Denny and Fanning 2016a). Colonial laws, institutions, and processes restrict Mi’kmaq autonomy
and decision-making power. In Canadian MPA processes, Mi’kmaq governance currently occurs
within a state-led framework, which is supposed to reflect adherence to Aboriginal and treaty rights.
Etuaptmumk or “Two-Eyed Seeing”, coined by Mi’kmaq Elder Albert Marshall, is understood as
learning to use the strengths of both Indigenous and western ways of knowing (Bartlett et al. 2012)
and has been increasingly recognized as a tool to respect different knowledge systems in informing
resource management decision-making.

Mi’kmaq Aboriginal and treaty rights
Mi’kmaq Treaty rights are based on the negotiated Peace and Friendship Treaties (1725–1779) signed
between Mi’kmaq peoples and the British Crown (Wallace 2018; Nova Scotia Archives 2020). How
Aboriginal rights and treaty rights are defined and exercised continue to be determined through the
Canadian court system. We use the terms Aboriginal and Indigenous interchangeably to refer to the
original inhabitants of the land that is now called Canada and include the Mi’kmaq. However, the
term Aboriginal is used specifically in a legal context to be consistent with the legal text and rulings.
As per R. v. Sparrow (1990), Aboriginal peoples have the right to fish for Food, Social, and
Ceremonial purposes. Food, Social, and Ceremonial fisheries were ruled to take precedence over other
fishing activities, except when conservation is of concern (R. v. Sparrow 1990). In R. v. Marshall
(1999), the Marshall decision affirmed that Mi’kmaq have the “right to hunt, fish and gather in pur-
suit of a ‘moderate livelihood.’” Additionally, the Canadian government has a fiduciary “duty to con-
sultation with and, if possible, accommodate” (R. v. Haida 2004; R. v. Taku River 2004) where any
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actions/activities have the potential to infringe upon Aboriginal or treaty rights directly or indirectly.
Defining what constitutes a “duty to consult” is ongoing as Indigenous peoples continue to challenge
the consultation processes adequacy in the Canadian court system (Gray 2016; Singleton 2009).

Eastern Shore Islands case study
The ESI AOI case study provided an opportunity (1) to gain an understanding on how an Oceans Act
MPA process may affect Mi’kmaq Aboriginal and treaty rights and (2) to provide new insights on
improvements in Indigenous participation in MPA governance while respecting rights, values, and
knowledge. The ESI AOI remains the first proposed large coastal MPA in Atlantic Canada and was in
its early stages of the Oceans ActMPA process at the time of the research. This provided a unique oppor-
tunity to observe and participate in the engagement and consultation processes while the MPA process
unfolded. The ESI AOI was the first proposed MPA site to have a designated Mi’kmaq-Crown consulta-
tion process, which provided further opportunity to understand key Mi’kmaq concerns and interests.

On 22 March 2018, DFO announced the ESI as an AOI identified through the DFO-led Scotian Shelf
Network Planning process (DFO 2018b). The ESI AOI site extends northeast of Halifax, to a rural
area of Nova Scotia from Clam Bay to Liscomb Point, and seaward from the low tide line to 25 km
offshore, encompassing a total area of 2000 km2 (DFO 2019a) (Fig. 1). The ESI site is an archipelago
with island density three times greater than anywhere else in the Scotian Shelf Bioregion, the region
over which DFO-Maritimes has jurisdiction. The area has high biological diversity, supporting a
range of habitats and species including eelgrass beds, kelp beds, and saltmarshes, which are important
for several invertebrates, fishes, and marine birds (DFO 2019a). The ESI area population is over
16 000 people (Rainville et al. 2016). It includes one Mi’kmaq reserve in Sheet Harbour with 25 indi-
viduals who are members of the Millbrook First Nation (Statistics Canada 2016). The ESI coastal
communities are highly dependent on marine-based activities especially the commercial lobster fish-
ery (DFO 2019b). The fear of fishing restrictions, primarily from some local commercial fish harvest-
ers, generated considerable opposition within the ESI area, resulting in the creation of an association
of Eastern Shore communities.

The AOI announcement initiated formal consultation and engagement processes that included
community open houses, a community newsletter, a federal-provincial consultation table, a multi-
stakeholder Advisory Committee, a Mi’kmaq-Crown consultation table (referred to as the Oceans
Working Group with the Crown represented by DFO), and an Eastern Shore Fishermen’s Protective
Association Working Group (DFO 2021a). The Mi’kmaq-Crown consultations followed the 2010
Mi’kmaq-Nova Scotia-Canada Terms of Reference. The Terms of Reference clearly outlines the con-
sultation process for all parties where Crown governments are making decisions that may adversely
impact Mi’kmaq Aboriginal and treaty rights (“Terms of Reference for a Mi’kmaq-Nova Scotia-
Canada Consultation Process” 2010).

Since 15 August 2019, the ongoing engagement has stalled. However, the ESI AOI status remains
open until December 2025 (DFO 2021a).

Methodology
The ESI AOI case study is a multi-use multi-user coastal area. As such, we targeted both
non-Mi’kmaq and Mi’kmaq individuals involved in the ESI MPA process to obtain a well-rounded
understanding of perceived challenges and opportunities facing Mi’kmaq regarding the current
MPA process. We deemed this important to gain a better understanding of the diversity of percep-
tions, to identify areas of commonalities and differences in perceptions, and to use this knowledge
to inform potential recommendations based on the study findings.

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1301
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Fig. 1. Eastern Shore Islands area of interest (DFO 2021b).
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We conducted 17 stakeholder and rightsholder (Mi’kmaq) semi-structured interviews with 20 partic-
ipants (some individuals chose to interview as a group) between November 2019 and January 2020
(Table 1). All participants who were interviewed were knowledgeable of the ESI process and were
either members of an advisory committee, working group, or consultations or an ESI advisory
observer. Given the small pool of potential participants, demographic data are not provided to comply
with anonymity requirements. Stakeholder refers to any individual or group who is involved in,
affected by, or has current or future interests in the proposed MPA. Here, “stakeholder participants”
refer to ESI Advisory Committee participant groups. Rightsholders are “actors who are socially
endowed with legal or customary rights with respect to land, water, and natural resources” (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2013, p. 15) and refer to Mi’kmaq. Mi’kmaq participants include Mi’kmaq and
non-Mi’kmaq individuals who work for Mi’kmaq organizations.

Given the focus of the study and time and resource limitations, participant recruitment involved
purposive sampling and snowballing methodologies of those who were knowledgeable of or partici-
pated in the ESI MPA process. The targeted participants were either ESI advisory committee
members, ESI working group members, Mi’kmaq-Crown consultation table members, and (or) advi-
sory committee observers. The lead author recruited individuals by attending ESI Advisory
Committee and Mi’kmaq-Crown consultations. Additionally, Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn
Negotiation Office suggested Mi’kmaq individuals as potential participants. All participants had the
opportunity to recommend additional individuals using snowballing techniques (Lewis-Beck et al.
2003). Interviews stopped when no additional candidates showed interest within the study time
frame.

Interviews solicited information about the opportunity and challenge for Mi’kmaq values, knowledge,
and interests to inform the Oceans Act MPA process (Appendix A). The lead author conducted
in-person, over the phone, and virtual (e.g., Zoom) interviews that ranged from 30 to 120 minutes.
Prior to the interview, a consent form that adhered to free, prior, and informed consent ethics princi-
ples (Supplementary Material C) and interview questions were provided to each participant. The
questionnaire contained definitions on MEK, Mi’kmaq values (Netukulimk and Msit no’kmaq) and
MPA governance to ensure a common understanding (Appendix A). The interview questions were
provided ahead of time to address consideration of “informed consent” and to provide an opportunity
for participants to reflect to improve response quality. Each interview was recorded and transcribed

Table 1. Participant groupings and number of interview participants.

Participant
groups

Number of
participants

Number of
interviews

Advisory
committee

Oceans
Working
Group Otherc

Non-Mi’kmaq DFOa 3 1 1 1

Community
Organization

3 3 3

ENGO & Academia 5 5 5

Publicc 2 2 2

Mi’kmaq Mi’kmaqa,b 7 6 2 4

Total 20 17 11 5 2

aRefers to an interview in which more than one participant was present.
bRefers to participants who are Mi’kmaq and (or) work for Mi’kmaq organizations, regardless of identifying as Mi’kmaq.
cRefers to participants who did not want to be identified within a participant group, was an observer, or participated in other
working groups (e.g., Eastern Shore Fishermen’s Protective Association Working Group).
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manually. Transcriptions were sent back to the participant to review and respond to any clarification
questions, reducing potential data misinterpretation (Mero-Jaffe 2011).

Interview data were analyzed using qualitative content analysis (Hsieh and Shannon 2005). The tran-
scriptions were reviewed several times to manually identify codes (key words) reflecting core topics or
ideas that informed sub-theme and theme development. The data analysis required contextual under-
standing to identify core themes. The themes reflected as many sub-themes as possible to ensure that
participant views were comprehensively reflected in the results. To quantify the response consistently,
the lead author developed a “coding rationale sheet” that explained what was included or not included
in each category (Tables B1–B2, Appendix B). The response frequency was calculated according to
the rationale sheet. The quantitative results were calculated based on the total number of interviews
and not the number of total participants as there was consensus among individual participants within
a group interview.

The criterion of participants’ level of knowledge/experience of the ESI MPA process resulted in a
small sample size (n = 17). Other factors limiting successful recruitment may be attributed to
fisheries-related conflicts, MPA support, time, and lack of participant interest. While participants
were recruited from a diversity of stakeholder groups, it is important to note that the perspectives
obtained from the research cannot be inferred to represent the views of any stakeholder group.
Despite the small sample size and given the small pool of potential participants, a sample size of
15–20 individuals is considered within the acceptable range for qualitative research (Guest et al.
2006; Palinkas et al. 2015). Every response within each theme and sub-theme is assumed to have equal
weight. Several attempts to solicit participation from non-Indigenous fishers who were knowledgeable
of the process were unsuccessful. This data gap was compensated for by accessing and reading
minutes of public fisheries sector–DFO consultation meetings (DFO 2018a, 2021a) and through inter-
viewee-fisher experiences. This augmented context helped in interpreting the results by providing
additional insight on fisheries conflict and identifying fishers concerns and interests.

Results

Identified challenges in the current MPA process
Challenges were defined as any process, mechanism, activity, or pressure perceived to prevent
(i) Mi’kmaq participation or (ii) Mi’kmaq knowledge, interests, and values from informing the
MPA process. Based on content analysis, three major thematic challenges were identified: systemic
barriers (42%), lack of understanding (21%), and fisheries conflicts (20%). Two additional themes,
capacity and Mi’kmaq absence, also emerged as noteworthy but with a lower overall frequency
(11% and 5%, respectively) (Table 2). Both Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq participants, primarily the

Table 2. Frequency of participant responses for challenges identified in the current marine protected area process.

Non-Mi’kmaq

Themes Mi’kmaq Comm. Org. DFO ENGO & Academia Public All participants

Systemic barriers 46% 7% 9% 33% 5% 42%

Lack of understanding 39% 23% 5% 21% 13% 21%

Fisheries conflicts 39% 17% 5% 22% 17% 20%

Capacity 46% 6% 6% 43% 0% 11%

Mi’kmaq absence 13% 33% 0% 47% 7% 5%
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Environmental Non-Governmental Organization (ENGO) and Academia groupings, identified
capacity limitations as a contributing factor preventing Mi’kmaq participation in MPA processes.
These included consultation, engagement, data collection (science or MEK), and MPA management
and decision-making (e.g., ability to lead MPA processes and co-govern). Mi’kmaq absence referred
to the perceived Mi’kmaq absence in the advisory committee and the perceived Mi’kmaq community
absence within the ESI AOI boundary. The presence of the small Mi’kmaq Sheet Harbour reserve was
not acknowledged in the interviews. Two non-Mi’kmaq participants noted that the lack of an estab-
lished Mi’kmaq community within or near the ESI AOI boundaries may have influenced the non-
Mi’kmaq communities’ acceptance and legitimacy of the Mi’kmaq as a primary decision-making
authority in the MPA process.

Systemic barriers
Systemic barriers referred to the identified challenges pertaining to the organization of the governing
system. These included federal governmental organization, structure, and procedures that were seen
to impede Mi’kmaq participation. The five sub-themes included inadequate processes (42%), power
imbalances (19%), legislation (15%), knowledge valuation (14%), and trust (11%) (Table 3).

Among the five sub-themes, inadequate processes was identified as the most prominent challenge
(41%) with participants from the Mi’kmaq (38%) and ENGO and Academia groupings (36%) high-
lighting it most frequently (Table 3). Both non-Mi’kmaq and Mi’kmaq participants noted the current
governance framework was fundamentally inadequate to support meaningful Mi’kmaq MPA partici-
pation. The governance structure was perceived to be highly fragmented and siloed with little com-
munication between and within federal departments/agencies and regional offices. The frustration
with the lack of departmental organization and coordination was reflected by a Mi’kmaq participant
who observed the following:

DFO is like a monster and it doesn’t know its feet from its hands or its brain from its hands,
there is so many moving parts—it doesn’t know what this arm is doing and this leg doesn’t
know what this leg is doing, so at the end of the day it doesn’t make any sense because [DFO
departments and regions] don’t talk to each other—a ton of branches for Aboriginal fisheries
from Gulf to Maritimes. [DFO] are just so disorganized—[DFO] [doesn’t] know what is going
on in other regions : : : (M1)

The second most prominent sub-theme overall was power imbalances (19%) (Table 3). Participant
comments centred around perceptions of DFO favouritism toward industry groups, particularly the
fishing industry. Mi’kmaq participants perceived power imbalances between Mi’kmaq and local

Table 3. Frequency of participant responses for systemic barriers identified in the current marine protected area process.

Non-Mi’kmaq

Theme and sub-themes Mi’kmaq Comm. Org. DFO ENGO & Academia Public All participants

Systemic barriers 46% 7% 9% 33% 5% 42%

Inadequate processes 38% 4% 11% 36% 7% 41%

Power imbalances 68% 8% 0% 24% 0% 19%

Legislation 19% 10% 29% 38% 5% 15%

Knowledge valuation 36% 16% 5% 42% 0% 14%

Trust 86% 0% 0% 7% 7% 11%

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1305
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


fishers, and Mi’kmaq and DFO. Power imbalances between DFO and Mi’kmaq were viewed as a key
contributing factor limiting Mi’kmaq ability to influence MPA decision-making. One Mi’kmaq par-
ticipant expressed doubt about the conservation purpose behind the establishment of MPAs:

: : : it’s all about gains for themselves—making a good life for themselves—they [non-
Indigenous fishers] don’t care about the generations coming : : : it’s a conservation area for
what they see fit—if there is a lucrative lobster region—they [DFO] will allow that fishery to
continue—so they will cater to industry and always cater to the industry. (M1)

Some non-Mi’kmaq participants in the ENGO and Academia and Community Organization group-
ings (24%) expressed similar perceptions of fishery favouritism. They noted the power imbalances
within the ESI AOI process for those in non-fishery stakeholder groups who felt their voices were
not being heard. However, non-Mi’kmaq participants rarely mentioned power imbalances between
Mi’kmaq and the Canadian government as a challenge.

In terms of legislation as a barrier, participants felt that the current governance approach leaves little
room for Indigenous peoples to assert their interests and obtain autonomy and agency. It was noted
that DFO officials must work within their mandates and legislation, where the ultimate decision-
making power rests with the Minister. As a DFO participant stated, the Oceans Act does not explicitly
support any delegation of decision-making power or authority:

: : : Oceans Act applies to everything we do : : : and there is nowhere in the Act that says that
the Minister can delegate to a First Nations or to Industry. (Cr6)

There was also the mention of Ministerial discretion and the notion that the Minister can rescind any
degree of negotiated power or decision at any time, thus undermining “true” power in decision-
making by other parties. Additionally, Mi’kmaq participants noted limitations due to the jurisdic-
tional scope of the Oceans Act whereby “drawing lines in the sand” between marine, coastal, and
terrestrial landscapes do not reflect natural processes nor align with the Mi’kmaq worldview.

Importantly, with respect to knowledge valuation, a Mi’kmaq and a non-Mi’kmaq participant
(Public grouping) expressed some concern about the scope of the MEK Study (MEKS) The MEKS
was criticized for having a large focus on the historical and contemporary use of an area with limited
information on cultural components and values. This limited scope and the lack of ability to share the
MEKS content, even among Mi’kmaq communities, were viewed as limiting the MEKS’s educational
potential intergenerationally and publicly. As a Mi’kmaq participant noted:

: : : we don’t get to see everyone’s reports [MEKS]—there seems to be a focus on traditional use
and less so on values and what the cultural components are—a lot of geology, a lot of old, old
history but nothing that really tells anybody about who we are? What we believe in? That is
a big gap that we have—so the cultural content can be very limited. (M14)

Lastly, all above sub-themes contributed to an understanding of the current level of trust as a signifi-
cant systemic barrier (Table 3). Most Mi’kmaq participants (86%) flagged a demonstrated lack of
trust within Mi’kmaq-DFO relations, between the Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq fishing industry, and
even the trust of either science or MEK in informing decision-making.

Lack of understanding
The lack of understanding of Mi’kmaq culture, knowledge, values, governance structure, and rights
was noted as the second most prominent challenge to better enable Mi’kmaq values, knowledge,
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and interests to inform MPA governance. This theme included how differences of worldviews influ-
enced Mi’kmaq participation. Mi’kmaq (39%), Community Organization (22%), and ENGO and
Academia participants (21%) cited the lack of understanding most frequently. In comparison, based
on the response frequency (4%), DFO participants did not perceive a lack of understanding as impor-
tant. Mi’kmaq participants highlighted the differences in worldview more frequently than all other
groups, whereas the understanding of Mi’kmaq rights was identified more evenly across all groups
except for DFO participants (Table 4).

The lack of understanding of Mi’kmaq culture, values, and knowledge referred not only to the knowl-
edge itself but to how Mi’kmaq knowledge and values were enacted and (or) applied. The most
notable example was the lack of understanding of how Mi’kmaq values can play a role in influencing
harvesting behaviours and practices, particularly by the fishing industry. The understanding of
Mi’kmaq values was strongly interconnected with that of Mi’kmaq Treaty rights, particularly the right
to a “moderate livelihood”, and how these rights are exercised. The perception of the Mi’kmaq right to
fish by the Eastern Shore Fishermen’s Protective Association was shared by a participant from the
Community Organization grouping:

: : : the Eastern Shore Fishermen’s Protective Association interpretation of that is, in pursuit of
a moderate livelihood, we can fish being Mi’kmaq whenever we want, wherever we want and
with how many traps we want and not bound by the DFO rules and regulations : : : (C9)

While another participant from the Community Organization grouping recognized that Mi’kmaq had
the right to fish, there was also the perception that by exercising those rights, the Mi’kmaq would
potentially jeopardize the stock:

: : : [rights have been] deemed by the courts and [therefore] have got to be recognized but at the
same time there has to be some kind of fairness too within the MPA—can’t have one group
with rights potentially destroying the effectiveness of the MPA. (C12)

The quotes illustrate a lack of understanding of Mi’kmaq rights. The assumption that Mi’kmaq would
continue to exploit the resource if there was a conservation concern indicated a lack of understanding
of DFO’s authority to infringe on rights for the purpose of conservation and the Mi’kmaq principle of
Netukulimk.

Fisheries conflicts
Fisheries conflicts as a theme emerged as a key challenge to Mi’kmaq participation (Table 5). Sub-
themes included fisheries rights (42%) (e.g., conflicts between Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq fishers

Table 4. Frequency of participant responses for lack of understanding identified in the current marine protected area process.

Non-Mi’kmaq

Theme and sub-themes Mi’kmaq Comm. Org. DFO ENGO & Academia Public All participants

Lack of understanding 39% 22% 4% 21% 13% 21%

Mi’kmaq rights 25% 25% 5% 20% 25% 30%

Mi’kmaq culture, values, & knowledge 32% 26% 5% 21% 16% 28%

Differences in worldviews 58% 11% 5% 26% 0% 28%

Mi’kmaq governance structures 44% 33% 0% 11% 11% 13%
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and the potential for MPAs to impede fisheries access and infringe upon rights), fisheries access (34%)
(e.g., inequitable distribution of costs and benefits, non-Mi’kmaq–Mi’kmaq non-rights–based fishery
conflicts), and clarity of rights (24%) (e.g., lack of clarity surrounding a “moderate livelihood” or
understanding of how rights are exercised). All participant groupings referred to fisheries conflicts
to varying degrees. DFO highlighted fisheries conflicts the least across all sub-themes (5%).
Mi’kmaq participants identified rights conflicts as the primary fisheries conflict (63%) and repeatedly
highlighted the need to respect Mi’kmaq fishing rights and the importance to maintain MPA access.
They noted that preventing access was disrespecting Mi’kmaq rights and therefore a rights infringe-
ment. This sentiment was expressed by one Mi’kmaq participant:

: : : Where the real consultations need to take place is [implementing the Marshall decision]—
we are having issues with that [implementing Marshall] and I have issues with that because it
undermines the process and our ability for Mi’kmaq to exercise our rights in certain areas—if
[DFO] block them off, it is infringement : : : (M1)

In addition, Mi’kmaq participants referenced “stream side conflicts” with non-Indigenous fishers as
an ongoing issue but did not view fisheries access as a notable challenge. However, non-Indigenous
fishers feared the MPA could potentially restrict their access, resulting in an unequal distribution of
costs and benefits among non-Indigenous and Indigenous fishers and between communities. The
concepts of “fairness” and “equity” were mentioned frequently in the interviews when speaking about
fisheries conflicts.

Identified opportunities
Opportunities were defined as any process, mechanism, or activity that was perceived to either
(i) improve Mi’kmaq participation or (ii) improve the ability for Mi’kmaq knowledge, values, and
(or) interests to inform the MPA process and MPA governance. Two major opportunity themes
and six sub-themes were identified. The first theme focused on opportunities that could be employed
within the current state-led MPA process (55%), and the second theme focused on alternative gover-
nance approaches to the state-led MPA process (45%). Identified opportunities in the current MPA
process and governance structure include Mi’kmaq consultation (54%), the adoption of Mi’kmaq
concepts and approaches such as Netukulimk and Etuaptmumk (Two-Eyed Seeing) (24%), the
MEKS (24%), and Mi’kmaq language incorporation (16%) (Table 6). Alternative approaches included
co-governance and Indigenous-led approaches.

Identified opportunities in the current MPA process
Within the current MPA process and governance framework, both Mi’kmaq (65%) and DFO partic-
ipants (20%) considered consultation tables as a valuable forum to create the space for deliberate dia-
logue and to foster learning, knowledge sharing, relationship-building, understanding, and trust

Table 5. Frequency of participant responses for fisheries conflicts identified in the current marine protected area process.

Non-Mi’kmaq

Theme and sub-themes Mi’kmaq Comm. Org. DFO ENGO & Academia Public All participants

Fisheries conflicts 39% 17% 5% 22% 17% 20%

Fisheries rights 63% 7% 4% 11% 15% 42%

Fisheries access 9% 27% 5% 41% 18% 34%

Clarity of rights 40% 20% 7% 13% 20% 24%
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(Table 2). Mi’kmaq participants emphasized the importance of meaningful consultation and the need
to follow consultation protocols such as the Mi’kmaq-Canada-Nova Scotia Terms of Reference more
often than other participant groups. Mi’kmaq participants further noted that the “duty to consult”
requires Mi’kmaq-Crown consultations separate from stakeholder processes including multi-stake-
holder advisory committees. Both Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq participants agreed that Mi’kmaq
communities need to be consulted directly and that consultation should be driven by communities’
needs and interests.

The second highest identified opportunity (24%) was to encompass or adopt Mi’kmaq approaches
and principles such as Netukulimk, Msit no’kmaq, and Etuaptmumk. Mi’kmaq (43%), Community
Organization (21%), and DFO (21%) participants identified Mi’kmaq approaches and principles as
tools to inform the MPA process, management, and governance (Table 6). Their adoption was viewed
as an opportunity to reflect Mi’kmaq values and simultaneously improve conservation outcomes.
A non-Indigenous Community Organization participant spoke about the importance of valuing
Indigenous knowledge similarly to western science and adopting a Two-Eyed Seeing approach to
better valuate knowledge and the benefits to conservation:

: : : I think [Indigenous knowledge and Two-Eyed Seeing] are critical when talking about con-
servation, I think [they provide a] fuller view of conservation and sustainability and a way of
seeing the world that has to be incorporated. (C16)

The MEKS was identified as a public educational tool to illustrate areas of cultural significance by
demonstrating the connections of people and place (Table 6). For example, sharing place-name infor-
mation is reflected in the following DFO quote:

[The MEKS shows] how Mi’kmaq have been there for millennia and combines the lists of place-
names : : : [it is] an important piece to remind the public : : : that the Mi’kmaq have been
there, and this is an important area for them, [it] helps bring that information to the forefront
and facilitate learning. (Cr6)

Similarly, Mi’kmaq, DFO, and ENGO and Academia participants identified Mi’kmaq language (5%)
as another tool to highlight the Mi’kmaq people-place connection, albeit less frequently than the
MEKS (16%) (Table 6). Participants suggested Mi’kmaq language and place-names could be woven

Table 6. Frequency of participant responses for potential opportunities to improve Mi’kmaq values, interests, and knowledge in marine protected area
decision-making.

Non-Mi’kmaq

Theme and sub-themes Mi’kmaq Comm. Org. DFO ENGO & Academia Public All participants

Current MPA process 55%

Consultation 65% 6% 20% 6% 3% 54%

Mi’kmaq approaches & principles 43% 21% 21% 14% 0% 24%

MEKS 44% 11% 33% 0% 11% 16%

Mi’kmaq language 33% 0% 33% 33% 0% 5%

Alternative governance approaches 45%

Co-governance 53% 14% 7% 25% 0% 60%

Indigenous-led governance 26% 0% 5% 68% 0% 40%

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1309
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


into management plans and signage and was an opportunity to take a more holistic approach and to
facilitate Mi’kmaq participation in MPA governance. The following quote from a Mi’kmaq
participant highlighted the importance of language and the interconnections between language and
conceptualizing governance:

: : : using Mi’kmaq language and in Mi’kmaq territory within agreements and within gover-
nance and conceptualizing governance is really, really critical : : : because : : : our ideas, our
culture, our ways of being as individuals and societies is really encapsulated in our language
but incorporating language into the ways that governance of an area : : : can really change
how people approach their role within that [governance]. (M15)

Alternative governance approaches
Participant responses highlighted the need to move away from a top-down, hierarchical governance
approach to improve Mi’kmaq participation in MPA governance. The two key alternative governance
approaches identified included co-governance (60%) and Indigenous-led governance (40%)
(Table 6). In terms of co-governance, participant responses spoke to the need for MPAs to be
co-developed, co-managed, co-governed MPAs or to an MPA process that required Mi’kmaq partici-
pation throughout. Indigenous-led processes included any statement that referenced an MPA estab-
lishment process that was Mi’kmaq or Indigenous driven, community-led, used a “bottom-up”
approach, including explicit reference to Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs).

Mi’kmaq participants repeatedly mentioned the need to co-develop, co-manage, and co-govern MPAs
(53%). In contrast, DFO, Community Organization, and ENGO and Academia participants noted
co-governance less frequently with 7%, 14%, and 25% response frequencies, respectively (Table 6).
DFO participants acknowledged potential Mi’kmaq roles throughout the MPA process, including
consultation, day-to-day management, and decision-making. When speaking about co-governance,
both Mi’kmaq and DFO participants focused on the sharing of power between these two groupings.
Mi’kmaq participants felt that Mi’kmaq are key decision-makers where MPA development is done
in partnership with Mi’kmaq. Some Mi’kmaq participants suggested Mi’kmaq should have 51% of
decision-making authority to ensure that DFO does not make decisions without their consent. In con-
trast, the ENGO and Academia and Community Organization participants emphasized the need for
greater devolution of power to local communities, including Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq community
members. The need for DFO to share power with stakeholders and rightsholders is illustrated by the
following ENGO and Academia participant quote:

Co-management or co-governance arrangement with community (particularly fish harvesters)
and rightsholders : : : [where] : : : the stakeholders including the community, [the people who
are going to be most impacted], and rightsholders, all need to be actively involved from the very
beginning of the process, involved in decision-making, and management of the site once it gets
established. (E11)

Moving beyond co-governance, Mi’kmaq, DFO, and ENGO and Academia participants identified
Indigenous-led MPAs as an opportunity to improve Mi’kmaq participation in MPA governance
(Table 6). ENGO and Academia participants (68%) repeatedly mentioned the need to move toward
Indigenous-led conservation approaches not only because “it is the right thing to do” but because it
was noted as a key mechanism to reach conservation targets and protect biodiversity. Although all
Mi’kmaq viewed Mi’kmaq as requiring an elevated decision-making role based on their constitution-
ally recognized rights, IPCAs were identified less frequently (26%) by Mi’kmaq participants when
compared to all other opportunity categories.
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Discussion

Importance of consultation
Enhancing the current consultation process emerged as the primary opportunity to facilitate the abil-
ity for Mi’kmaq values, interests, and knowledge to inform MPA decision-making. Consultation and
engagement processes are part of how Indigenous peoples and stakeholders “have their say” within a
governance system, thus these relationships are an integral part in effective governance. Eversole
(2003) states “good governance depends upon participation and participation rests upon principles
of power, motivation, legitimacy and trust” (as cited in Lee and Tran 2016, p. 85). Meaningful consul-
tation forums provide the opportunity to facilitate relationship-building and understanding, which
are critical for facilitating trust and legitimacy. Mi’kmaq participants emphasized the importance of
following consultation protocols and ensuring Mi’kmaq are involved early and throughout the proc-
ess. The call for improvement is consistent with previous reports and studies regarding inadequate
consultations between DFO and Indigenous peoples of Canada (ANSMC and KMKNO 2018; Boyd
and Lorefice 2018; Gray 2016). To many First Nations, meaningful consultation and engagement goes
beyond the legal requirement of the “duty to consult” to “being a part of major decisions” (Boyd and
Lorefice 2018, p. 584). This finding highlights improvements in the quality of the MPA decision-
making process not only depend on facilitating Mi’kmaq input but are inextricably linked to the
degree of receptivity and use of Indigenous knowledge and understanding of Mi’kmaq values and
interests to inform decision-making (ANSMC and KMKNO 2018).

Participants also highlighted that consultation and engagement provide an opportunity for knowledge
sharing, learning, and building relationships. In the Canadian Arctic, consultation and engagement
forums through open dialogue provided an opportunity to facilitate knowledge sharing, social learn-
ing, mutual understanding, and relationship-building (Durand 2020). However, for the sharing of
knowledge to occur and for mutual understanding to be achieved “all parties must be willing to
engage and collaborate” (Smyth and Isherwood 2016, p. 321) and adequate resources must be avail-
able (Durand 2020). In the ESI MPA process, with separate consultation (Oceans Working Group)
and engagement (Advisory Committee, Stakeholder Working Group) tables, little dialogue or infor-
mation sharing occurred, impeding broader benefits of sharing knowledge such as learning and
understanding. While the ‘duty to consult’ with Mi’kmaq requires a separate process from stakeholder
engagement, the concerns of all affected groups, Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq, need to be shared to
facilitate building relationships, mutual understanding, social learning, respect, and trust.

Need for an alternative governance approach
The results indicate that the current mechanisms and governance structure are perceived to be inad-
equate for improving Indigenous participation in MPA governance. The emergence of shared gover-
nance and Indigenous-led approaches is consistent with Canada’s commitment to implement
UNDRIP and provides an enhanced opportunity to restore Indigenous governance structures, revital-
ize Indigenous knowledge systems, reinvigorate community empowerment, and assert Indigenous
rights (Rist et al. 2019; Smyth and Isherwood 2016; Tran et al. 2020a). For co-governed MPAs, success
includes clear conflict resolution measures, recognition of Indigenous laws and authority by the state,
negotiated agreements where Indigenous peoples have at least equal representation within the
governing body, and supporting legislation (WCEL 2019). In Canada, the leading examples of
co-governed MPAs exist in northern British Columbia (e.g., Gwaii Haanas, SGaan Kinghlas–
Bowie Seamount MPA) and the Arctic (e.g., Tuallurtip Imanga National Marine Conservation
Area (Tallurutip Imanga National Marine Conservation Area Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement
2020), Tarium Nirtutait MPA (DFO and FJMC 2013), Ningingganiq National Wildlife Area)
(WCEL 2017, 2019).
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Currently, the Oceans Act does not include provisions to grant authority to Indigenous governing
bodies nor are there formal mechanisms to support the establishment and recognition of IPCAs
(Tran et al. 2020b). Both challenges were recognized by Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq participants in
our study. The overarching authority of the Minister to rescind decisions can undermine the legiti-
macy of Indigenous peoples as partnered decision-makers even in co-management agreements. For
example, the Minister overturned a decision by a co-governing body in British Columbia to tempo-
rarily close the herring fishery in 2014 due to concerns about stocks (von der Porten et al. 2016).
Thus, there is a need for formal mechanisms or amendments to current legislation that improve the
authority of co-governing or Indigenous governing bodies in MPA governance. While efforts to
address this are underway as several pieces of Canadian legislation have undergone amendments in
the last few years that have included Indigenous-related provisions (e.g., Impact Assessment Act
2019; Fisheries Act 1985 [amended in 2019]), they are not without criticism and are consistent with
those raised in our study (Claxton 2019; Eckert et al. 2020). Provisions that address similar concerns
could be included in Canada’s Oceans Act to provide a better legal foundation that support MPAs that
respect Indigenous rights, knowledge, and laws and the creation of IPCAs.

In Australia, IPCAs have provided significant benefits to Aboriginal communities, including improv-
ing generational knowledge transfer, revitalizing language, reinvigorating the use of traditional prac-
tices, providing training and employment opportunities, and renewing community interest in caring
for the land (Rist et al. 2019; Szabo and Smyth 2003). Our study suggests that Mi’kmaq participants
were currently more supportive of pursuing co-governance opportunities than IPCAs. However, this
may reflect a recognition of the need to enhance capacity and for Canada to develop the necessary
policy environment to support IPCAs, rather than a long-term preference for co-governance. In a
recent report on perspectives regarding terrestrial IPCAs, Mi’kmaq interviewed in Cape Breton,
Nova Scotia, noted that IPCAs may provide opportunities for protecting Mi’kmaq rights, reform
policies and legislation, and provide equitable benefits while meeting conservation commitments
(UINR 2020). However, a lack of trust in the designation process was also noted, consistent with
our findings. Given the potential benefits that may arise from implementing IPCAs, a better under-
standing of Mi’kmaq community interest, governance capacity, and the requisite supporting mecha-
nisms is needed.

Lack of understanding of Mi’kmaq culture, governance, and rights
Similar to our findings, a recent review of 70 submissions from Aboriginal organizations, industry
representatives, and DFO officials on how to improve the DFO’s consultation process cited concern
among Indigenous communities for the lack of cultural awareness within federal organizations and
the private sector (Gray 2016). The review also identified a need for better cultural awareness training
and education on Indigenous rights and treaty rights. Misunderstandings focused on how Mi’kmaq
Treaty rights are exercised (e.g., right to a moderate livelihood) coupled with a lack of understanding
for the concept of Netukulimk. Non-Indigenous fishers expressed concern for conservation of the
stock if Mi’kmaq fishers do not have to abide by the same regulatory regime as commercial fishers
(Bundale 2020). The underlying assumption is that Mi’kmaq would continue to fish if the population
is at risk. This assumption was repudiated in the following quote obtained in research conducted by
Denny and Fanning (2016b) on Mi’kmaq practices over the harvesting of Atlantic salmon, an endan-
gered species in Nova Scotia:

For the Mi’kmaq, it is the initial quantity of salmon in the pool that determines whether or not
salmon will be removed and, if present, how many. Only a certain number of salmon will be
harvested from a pool and once fished, the pool will not be fished again that season. Fishers
move from pool to pool, carefully selecting their catch and moving on to a new pool if more
salmon are required. There is no set removal rate. There is an understanding that not all
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salmon are to be removed from the pool, and only to remove what is needed. (Denny and
Fanning 2016b, p. 10)

The quote highlights the importance of sharing knowledge between Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq to
improve understanding of Mi’kmaq practices guided by the principle of Netukulimk. Lack of aware-
ness of Mi’kmaq governance structures, laws, and management protocols also foster the perception
among non-Indigenous participants that if Mi’kmaq are not subject to imposed government regula-
tions, they are not being governed by any regulation. Further, as our research showed, the lack of
understanding of Indigenous rights contributed to fisheries conflicts, which have significantly influ-
enced the MPA consultation and engagement process.

One identified mechanism to facilitate Mi’kmaq cultural understanding was the use of Mi’kmaq lan-
guage in MPA management plans. Interview participants noted that language is an important part of
conceptualizing governance. This is not a new or isolated observation and is seen as an important
component in understanding and protecting Indigenous cultural integrity (Giles et al. 2016; GNWT
2005; TRC 2015). For example, to Indigenous communities in the Northwest Territories:

: : : language : : : create[s] a shared belief in and understanding of the world and our relation-
ship to it: languages are about our—identity—who we are and how we understand and inter-
act with each other and the world around us. (GNWT 2005, p. 2)

Additionally, language can be used to teach younger generations and the public about Mi’kmaq cul-
ture. In Eskasoni, a Mi’kmaq community in Cape Breton, Nova Scotia, the importance of using the
Mi’kmaq language to share knowledge on eel harvesting was deemed critical due to the unique con-
nection of words to place and specific eeling practices (Giles et al. 2016). The use of Indigenous lan-
guage as a naming convention for an MPA site is a means of recognizing Indigenous territories and
connecting people to place, highlighting the cultural significance of a particular region (e.g., Gwaii
Hannas “Islands of Beauty” in Xaayda kíl, the language of the Haida People resident to Haida
Gwaii, British Columbia).

Need to create mechanisms valuing Mi’kmaq knowledge
Our results identified a need to develop formal mechanisms and cross-cultural approaches to improve
the respectful contribution of Mi’kmaq knowledge and values in the MPA process. As DFO partici-
pants noted, it is the “how” that is one of the biggest struggles for Mi’kmaq knowledge and values to
inform MPA governance. For example, the perception of many non-Indigenous scientists and gov-
ernment managers around Indigenous knowledge is that it can be used to educate and inform re-
source management decisions (Berkes et al. 2000; Menzies and Butler 2006). However, as noted by
Latulippe (2015), this frame “can neglect the lived or active dimension of TK [Traditional
Knowledge] and its interrelated ecological, socio-political, and spiritual dimensions” (p. 120). The
opportunity for any context-specific MEK to meaningfully contribute to MPA governance first
requires an acknowledgement that Indigenous knowledge cannot be extracted from its context and
from the people that hold that knowledge (Whyte 2013). To facilitate this, Whyte (2013) suggests that
a collaborative frame is needed “to continually learn from one another about how each approaches the
very question of ‘knowledge’ in the first place, and how these different approaches can work together
to better steward and manage the environment and natural resources” (p. 2). Through the interviews,
two key potential mechanisms to facilitate an MPA governance approach that encompasses Mi’kmaq
values and knowledge systems were identified. These mechanisms include adopting a Mi’kmaq
approach (e.g., Etuaptmumk and Netukulimk).
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An Etuaptmumk approach has been used in several resource management applications (Abu et al.
2019; Mantkya-Pringle et al. 2017), increasingly so within fisheries research and management (Giles
et al. 2016; Reid et al. 2021). In Nova Scotia specifically, Mi’kmaq approaches and principles such as
Etuaptmumk and Netukulimk, have successfully informed resource management plans, providing
opportunities for knowledge co-production and social learning (Denny and Fanning 2016b; Popp
et al. 2019). McMillian and Prosper (2016) argue that Etuaptmumk is “one of the most productive
capacity building strategies in Atlantic Canada : : : [and] : : : provides a decolonizing approach for
knowledge creation, mobilization and translation : : : producing a common ground for co-existence
and co-learning” (p. 640). Adopting a Two-Eyed Seeing approach will not be without challenges.
There is still a lack of supporting evidence that this approach will lead to successful outcomes or truly
lead to the equal valuation of knowledge systems in marine management (Reid et al. 2021), and there
is still uncertainty on “how” to apply an Etuaptmumk approach in MPA management and gover-
nance. Additionally, there are several logistical (e.g., capacity, lack of formal processes), conceptual
(e.g., differences in worldviews), and relation-based (e.g., mistrust) considerations and challenges that
need to be addressed. Further research will be required for determining how best to apply
Etuaptmumk and Netukulimk in MPA governance.

Need for clarity of Mi’kmaq inherent and treaty rights
Conversations surrounding fisheries access have dominated the ESI AOI and Oceans Working Group
for both Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq users. Even in other regions where there was limited fishery-
MPA overlap, the opposition to potential restriction on fisheries access or impact on exercising fish-
ing rights and privileges was strong (Guénette and Alder 2007). Additionally, how Mi’kmaq Treaty
rights are exercised strongly suggests that fisheries conflict was not just about understanding the
rights but also how the rights might impact access or livelihoods. It is no surprise that in the ESI
region, where the local community is highly dependent on fisheries for their economic security
(DFO 2019b), fisheries access dominated the discussion. Closely associated with access was the distri-
bution of the fishery catch between Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq fishers. Previous studies have also
found that the distribution of costs and benefits played a pivotal role in MPA success and was a key
factor underpinning many conflicts associated with MPAs (Singleton 2009). The premise is that to
obtain stakeholder support, there needs to be a perceived benefit increasing the willingness to partici-
pate and comply with MPA regulations (Dehens and Fanning 2018).

Conclusion
This research aimed to identify potential mechanisms to facilitate a significant role for Mi’kmaq in
MPA governance in a way that respects Indigenous knowledge, values, and rights. Several of our find-
ings are important in improving Mi’kmaq participation in MPA governance. First, we reiterate the
importance of consultation as an integral part of the process where Mi’kmaq can assert their rights
and be involved in decision making. Second, we identified a need for an alternative approach to
marine conservation as the current mechanisms and processes were perceived as inadequate for rec-
ognizing Indigenous rights. There was an interest in moving toward shared governance and
Indigenous-led MPAs. However, more investigation is needed to identify appropriate structures,
mechanisms, and implementation of co-governance and IPCAs in Nova Scotia. Third, we identified
a considerable lack of understanding of Mi’kmaq culture and underlying worldviews that limit the
ability of the Mi’kmaq to assert their rights in marine conservation. The lack of understanding under-
mines the consultation and engagement processes by impacting relationship-building and trust. These
are integral to knowledge sharing and achieving the benefits that are acquired through deliberate,
respectful dialogue. Fourth, we found an absence of mechanisms to facilitate knowledge sharing and
Mi’kmaq concepts and values such as Netukulimk, Msit no’kmaq, and Etuaptmumk in a way that
respected the knowledge holder and knowledge integrity. Lastly, we highlighted there is a need for

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1314
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


clarity around sovereignty and Indigenous rights, particularly Mi’kmaq Treaty rights due to the extent
of existing fisheries conflicts in Nova Scotia. The inclusion of conflict resolution mechanisms and an
analysis on the distribution of costs and benefits among local communities, fishers, and Mi’kmaq
would help to reduce fisheries conflicts.

Our study highlights a critical and urgent need to address Indigenous rights and marine conservation
concurrently. Finding ways to implement MPAs while respecting Indigenous rights do not have to be
delayed while longer-term systemic changes occur. There are tools and means available to make tan-
gible changes while other legal frameworks are being developed to ensure a better legal foundation for
stronger Indigenous governance in MPAs. Identifying and developing mechanisms that both support
local and Mi’kmaq communities and reduce fisheries conflicts should be integral components of
marine conservation initiatives. Our research has highlighted enhanced social acceptance of
Indigenous rights, culture, and knowledge through greater awareness and understanding, which can
accelerate improved Mi’kmaq involvement in MPA decision-making.

Relevant subject areas
Conservation and Sustainability, Science and Policy

Competing interests
The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

Acknowledgements
The authors acknowledge the participation and support of Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn Negotiation
Office and thank the interview participants for sharing their perspectives, knowledge, and experiences
in the MPA process. Research funding was provided through the Canadian Healthy Oceans Network
and its Partners: Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada and INREST (representing the Port of
Sept-Îles and City of Sept-Îles).

Author contributions
MW and LF conceived and designed the study. MW performed the experiments/collected the data.
MW analyzed and interpreted the data. MW, LF, and AM drafted or revised the manuscript.

Data availability statement
All relevant information and data are within the paper, the Appendices, and (or) in the
Supplementary Material.

Supplementary material
The following Supplementary Material is available with the article through the journal website at
doi:10.1139/facets-2021-0128.

Supplementary Material A

Supplementary Material B

Supplementary Material C

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1315
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

https://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


References
Abu R, Reed, MG, and Jardine TD. 2019. Using two-eyed seeing to bridge Western science and
Indigenous knowledge systems and understand long-term change in the Saskatchewan River Delta,
Canada. International Journal of Water Resources Development, 36(5): 757–776. DOI: 10.1080/
07900627.2018.1558050

Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi’kmaq Chiefs (ANSMC). 2007. Mi’kmaq ecological knowledge study pro-
tocol 2nd ed. [online]: Available from mikmaqrights.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/MEKS-
Protocol-Second-Edition.pdf.

Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi’kmaq Chiefs and Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn Negotiation Office (ANSMC
& KMKNO). 2018. Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi’kmaq Chiefs & Kwilmu’kwMaw-klusuaqn Negotiation
Office Submission to the National Advisory Panel on Marine Protected Area Standards. [online]:
Available dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/documents/conservation/advisorypanel-comiteconseil/submissions-
soumises/ANSMC-KMKNO-Submission-to-National-Advisory-Panel-MPA-Standards-FINAL.pdf.

Ban NC, and Frid A. 2018. Indigenous peoples’ rights and marine protected areas. Marine Policy,
87 (2018): 180–185. DOI: 10.1016/j.marpol.2017.10.020

Barsh RL. 2002. Netukulimk past and present: Mí’kmaw ethics and the Atlantic fishery. Journal of
Canadian Studies, 37(1): 15–42. DOI: 10.3138/jcs.37.1.15

Bartlett C, Marshall M, and Marshall A. 2012. Two-eyed seeing and other lessons learned within a
co-learning journey of bringing together Indigenous and mainstream knowledges and ways of know-
ing. Journal of Environmental Studies and Sciences, 2(4): 331–340. DOI: 10.1007/s13412-012-0086-8

British Columbia Parks (BC Parks). 2007. Provincial marine protected areas in British Columbia
[online]: Available from env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/conserve/mpa.pdf?v=1510876800042.

Bennett NJ, Kaplan-Hallam M, Augustine G, Ban N, Belhabib D, Brueckner-Irwin I, et al. 2018.
Coastal and Indigenous community access to marine resources and the ocean: A policy imperative
for Canada. Marine Policy, 87: 186–193. DOI: 10.1016/j.marpol.2017.10.023

Berkes F. 2012. Sacred ecology: Traditional ecological knowledge and management systems.
Routledge, London.

Berkes F, Colding J, and Folke C. 2000. Rediscovery of traditional ecological knowledge as adaptive
management. Ecological Adaptations, 10(5): 1251–1262. DOI: 10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1251:
ROTEKA]2.0.CO;2

Bickford MJ. 2017. Traditional knowledge in marine spatial planning: Addressing epistemological and
practical challenges in the Arctic. Master’s Thesis, Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia. p. 76.
[online]: Available from dalspace.library.dal.ca/handle/10222/73829.

Borrini-Feyerabend G, Dudley N, Jaeger T, Lassen B, Broome NP, Phillips A, et al. 2013. Governance
of Protected Areas: From understanding to action. In Best Practice Protected Area Guideline Series
No. 20 Vol. 6(20). [online]: Available from iucn.org/content/governance-protected-areas-
understanding-action.

Boyd B, and Lorefice S. 2018. Understanding consultation and engagement of Indigenous Peoples in
resource development: A policy framing approach. Canadian Public Administration, 61(4):
572–595. DOI: 10.1111/capa.12301

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1316
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2018.1558050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2018.1558050
http://mikmaqrights.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/MEKS-Protocol-Second-Edition.pdf
http://mikmaqrights.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/MEKS-Protocol-Second-Edition.pdf
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/documents/conservation/advisorypanel-comiteconseil/submissions-soumises/ANSMC-KMKNO-Submission-to-National-Advisory-Panel-MPA-Standards-FINAL.pdf
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/documents/conservation/advisorypanel-comiteconseil/submissions-soumises/ANSMC-KMKNO-Submission-to-National-Advisory-Panel-MPA-Standards-FINAL.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.10.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/jcs.37.1.15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13412-012-0086-8
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/conserve/mpa.pdf?v=1510876800042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.10.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1251:ROTEKA]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1251:ROTEKA]2.0.CO;2
https://dalspace.library.dal.ca/handle/10222/73829
https://www.iucn.org/content/governance-protected-areas-understanding-action
https://www.iucn.org/content/governance-protected-areas-understanding-action
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/capa.12301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Bundale B. 17 January 2020. Fishermen clash over Mi’kmaq fishing rights, observers warn tensions
running high. The Chronicle Herald [online]: Available from thechronicleherald.ca/business/local-
business/fishermen-clash-over-mikmaq-fishing-rights-observers-warn-tensions-running-high-
399615/.

Claxton N. 2019. Reviewing the Fisheries Act: An Indigenous Perspective. Policy Brief Yellowhead
Institute, 26. [online]: Available from yellowheadinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/
fisheries-act-brief.pdf.

Constitution Act, Revised Statutes of Canada. 1982. c-11 [online]: Available from laws.justice.gc.ca/
eng/Const/page-17.html.

Dearden P, Bennett M, and Johnston J. 2005. Trends in global protected area governance, 1992–2002.
Environmental Management, 36(1): 89–100. DOI: 10.1007/s00267-004-0131-9

Dehens LA, and Fanning LM. 2018. What counts in making marine protected areas count? The role of
legitimacy in MPA success in Canada. Ecological Indicators, 86: 45–57. DOI: 10.1016/
j.ecolind.2017.12.026

Denny S, and Fanning L. 2016a. Balancing community autonomy with collective identity: Mi’kmaq
decision-making in Nova Scotia. Canadian Journal of Native Studies, 36(3): 81–106. [online]:
Available from proquest.com/docview/1938073314?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true.

Denny S, and Fanning L. 2016b. A Mi’kmaw perspective on advancing salmon governance in Nova
Scotia, Canada: Setting the stage for collaborative co-existence. International Indigenous Policy,
7(3), 1–25. DOI: 10.18584/iipj.2016.7.3.4 [online]: Available from ir.lib.uwo.ca/iipj.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2018a. Eastern Shore Fishermen’s Protective Association
(ESFPA) fisheries working group meeting summary October 23, 2018 – Ship Harbour, NS [online]:
Available from dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/consultations/easternshore-ilescoteest/index-eng.html.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2018b. Eastern Shore Islands area of interests commu-
nity newsletter, Fall 2019 [online]: Available from mhacc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/
MPA_FallNewsletter_ReducedSize.pdf.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2019a. Biophysical and ecological overview of the
Eastern Shore Islands Area of Interest. Canadian Scientific Advisory Secretariat Advisory Report.
2019/016 [online]: Available from waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/40820671.pdf.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2019b. Socio-economic profile (marine harvest activities):
Eastern Shore Islands – area of interest [online]: Available from dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/documents/aoi-
si/easternshore-ilescoteest/AOI-Marine-Harvest-Profile-Eastern-Shore-Islands-eng.pdf.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2020. Canada’s marine protected and conserved areas
[online]: Available from dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/conservation/areas-zones/index-eng.html.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2021a. Eastern Shore Islands Area of Interest consulta-
tions [online]: Available from dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/consultations/easternshore-ilescoteest/index-
eng.html.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). 2021b. Eastern Shore Islands Area of interest [online]:
Available from dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/aoi-si/easternshore-ilescoteest-eng.html.

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1317
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

https://www.thechronicleherald.ca/business/local-business/fishermen-clash-over-mikmaq-fishing-rights-observers-warn-tensions-running-high-399615/
https://www.thechronicleherald.ca/business/local-business/fishermen-clash-over-mikmaq-fishing-rights-observers-warn-tensions-running-high-399615/
https://www.thechronicleherald.ca/business/local-business/fishermen-clash-over-mikmaq-fishing-rights-observers-warn-tensions-running-high-399615/
https://yellowheadinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/fisheries-act-brief.pdf
https://yellowheadinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/fisheries-act-brief.pdf
https://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/Const/page-17.html
https://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/Const/page-17.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-004-0131-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.12.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.12.026
https://www.proquest.com/docview/1938073314?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
http://dx.doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2016.7.3.4
http://ir.lib.uwo.ca/iipj
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/consultations/easternshore-ilescoteest/index-eng.html
https://www.mhacc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/MPA_FallNewsletter_ReducedSize.pdf
https://www.mhacc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/MPA_FallNewsletter_ReducedSize.pdf
https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/40820671.pdf
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/documents/aoi-si/easternshore-ilescoteest/AOI-Marine-Harvest-Profile-Eastern-Shore-Islands-eng.pdf
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/documents/aoi-si/easternshore-ilescoteest/AOI-Marine-Harvest-Profile-Eastern-Shore-Islands-eng.pdf
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/conservation/areas-zones/index-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/consultations/easternshore-ilescoteest/index-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/consultations/easternshore-ilescoteest/index-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/aoi-si/easternshore-ilescoteest-eng.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) and Fisheries Joint Management Committee (FJMC).
2013. Tarium Niryutait marine protected area management plan. Department of Fisheries and
Oceans Canada, Winnipeg, MB, Canada. 60 p. [online]: Available from waves-vagues.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/Library/40595523.pdf.

Dudley N. (Editor). 2008. Guidelines for applying protected area management categories. Gland,
Switzerland: IUCN. 86 pp. [online]: Available from data.iucn.org/dbtw-wpd/edocs/PAPS-016.pdf.

Durand M. 2020. Indigenous protected and conserved area: A tool for marine conservation and steps
towards reconciliation in the Canadian Arctic, Doctoral dissertation, Université de Montpellier,
France. p.156 [online]: Available from savoirs.usherbrooke.ca/bitstream/handle/11143/17309/
Durand_Maude_MEnv_2020.pdf?sequence=1.

Eckert LE, Ban NC, Tallio SC, and Turner N. 2018. Linking marine conservation and Indigenous
cultural revitalization. Ecology and Society, 23(4): 23. [online]: Available from jstor.org/stable/
26796892. DOI: 10.5751/ES-10417-230423

Eckert LE, Claxton NX, Owens C, Johnston A, Ban NC, Moola F, and Darimont CT. 2020. Indigenous
knowledge and federal environmental assessments in Canada: applying past lessons to the 2019
impact assessment act. Facets, 5(1), 67–90. DOI: 10.1139/facets-2019-0039

Eversole R. 2003. Managing the pitfalls of participatory development: some insight from Australia.
World development, 31(5): 781–795. DOI: 10.1016/S0305-750X(03)00018-4

Fisheries Act, Revised Statute of Canada. 1985. c. F-14, [online]: Available from laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/
eng/acts/f-14/.

Giles A, Fanning L, Denny S, and Paul T. 2016. Improving the American eel fishery through the
incorporation of Indigenous knowledge into policy level decision making in Canada. Human ecology,
44(2):167–183. DOI: 10.1007/s10745-016-9814-0

Government of Canada. 2011. National framework for Canada’s network of marine protected areas.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ottawa. p. 31 [online]: Available from waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/
Library/345207.pdf.

Government of Canada. 2019. Minister of Fisheries, Oceans and the Canadian Coast Guard mandate
letter [online]: Available from pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2019/12/13/minister-fisheries-oceans-
and-canadian-coast-guard-mandate-letter.

Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT). 2005. Summary of best practices for applying tradi-
tional knowledge in government of the northwest territories programming and services [online]:
Available from enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/reports/tk_best_practices_summary.pdf.

Gray B. 2016. Building relationships and advancing reconciliation through meaningful consultation
(Documents collection). Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada. Gatineau, QC [online]: Available
from: aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1498765671013/1498765827601.

Guest G, Bunce A, and Johnson, L. 2006. How many interviews are enough?: An experiment with data
saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1): 59–82. DOI: 10.1177/1525822X05279903

Guénette S, and Alder J. 2007. Lessons from marine protected areas and Integrated ocean manage-
ment initiatives in Canada. Coastal Management, 35(1): 51–78. DOI: 10.1080/10.1080/
08920750600970578

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1318
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/40595523.pdf
https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/40595523.pdf
http://data.iucn.org/dbtw-wpd/edocs/PAPS-016.pdf
https://savoirs.usherbrooke.ca/bitstream/handle/11143/17309/Durand_Maude_MEnv_2020.pdf?sequence=1
https://savoirs.usherbrooke.ca/bitstream/handle/11143/17309/Durand_Maude_MEnv_2020.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26796892
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26796892
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-10417-230423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2019-0039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(03)00018-4
laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/f-14/
laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/f-14/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10745-016-9814-0
https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/345207.pdf
https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/345207.pdf
https://pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2019/12/13/minister-fisheries-oceans-and-canadian-coast-guard-mandate-letter
https://pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2019/12/13/minister-fisheries-oceans-and-canadian-coast-guard-mandate-letter
https://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/sites/enr/files/reports/tk_best_practices_summary.pdf
https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1498765671013/1498765827601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10.1080/08920750600970578
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10.1080/08920750600970578
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Hsieh HF, and Shannon SE. 2005. Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative
Health Research, 15(9): 1277–1288. PMID: 16204405 DOI: 10.1177/1049732305276687

Impact Assessment Act 2019, Statute of Canada. 2019. c.28 [online]: Available from
laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/I-2.75/page-1.html.

Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn Negotiation Office (KMKNO). 2021. About us [online]: Available from
mikmaqrights.com/?page_id=7.

Latulippe N. 2015. Situating the work: A typology of traditional knowledge literature. AlterNative: An
International Journal of Indigenous Peoples, 11(2): 118–131. DOI: 10.1177/117718011501100203

Lee E, and Tran T. 2016. From boardroom to kitchen table: Shifting the power seat of Indigenous
governance. Australian Aboriginal Studies, (2): 81–93. [online]: Available from researchgate.net/
publication/316597902_From_boardroom_to_kitchen_table_Shifting_the_power_seat_of_Indigenous_
governance_In_protected_area_management_Tebrakunna_country.

Lewis-Beck M, Bryman AE, and Liao TF. 2003. The Sage encyclopedia of social science research
methods. Sage Publications. ISBN 0-7619-2363-2.

Maestro M, Pérez-Cayeiro ML, Chica-Ruiz JA, and Reyes H. 2019. Marine protected areas in the 21st
century: Current situation and trends. Ocean & Coastal Management, 171: 28–36. DOI: 10.1016/
j.ocecoaman.2019.01.008

Mantyka-Pringle CS, Jardine TD, Bradford L, Bharadwaj LA, Kythreotis AP, Fresque-Baxter J, et al.
2017. Bridging science and traditional knowledge to assess cumulative impacts of stressors on ecosys-
tem health. Environment International, 102: 125–137. PMID: 28249740 DOI: 10.1016/
j.envint.2017.02.008

McMillan LJ, and Prosper K. 2016. Remobilizing Netukulimk: Indigenous cultural and spiritual con-
nections with resource stewardship and fisheries management in Atlantic Canada. Reviews in Fish
Biology and Fisheries, 26(4): 629–647. DOI: 10.1007/s11160-016-9433-2

Menzies C, and Butler C. 2006. Introduction: Understanding ecological knowledge. In C. Menzies
(Ed.), Traditional ecological knowledge and natural resource management (pp. 1–17). Lincoln, NE:
University of Nebraska Press.

Mero-Jaffe I. 2011. ‘Is that what I said?’ Interview transcript approval by participants: An aspect of
ethics in qualitative research. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 10(3): 231–247. DOI:
10.1177/160940691101000304

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. 2005. Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis. Island
Press, Washington, DC [online]: Available from millenniumassessment.org/documents/
document.356.aspx.pdf.

Nova Scotia Archives. 2020. Mi’kmaq holdings resource guide peace and friendship treaties at the
Nova Scotia archives [online]: Available from novascotia.ca/archives/mikmaq/results.asp?
Search=AR5&SearchList1=all&TABLE2=on.

Oceans Act, Statute of Canada. 1996, c. 31 [Online]. Available from laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/o-
2.4/.

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1319
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16204405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://www.laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/I-2.75/page-1.html
https://mikmaqrights.com/?page_id=7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/117718011501100203
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316597902_From_boardroom_to_kitchen_table_Shifting_the_power_seat_of_Indigenous_governance_In_protected_area_management_Tebrakunna_country
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316597902_From_boardroom_to_kitchen_table_Shifting_the_power_seat_of_Indigenous_governance_In_protected_area_management_Tebrakunna_country
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316597902_From_boardroom_to_kitchen_table_Shifting_the_power_seat_of_Indigenous_governance_In_protected_area_management_Tebrakunna_country
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.01.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.01.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28249740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2017.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2017.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11160-016-9433-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/160940691101000304
https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/document.356.aspx.pdf
https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/document.356.aspx.pdf
https://novascotia.ca/archives/mikmaq/results.asp?Search=AR5&SearchList1=all&TABLE2=on
https://novascotia.ca/archives/mikmaq/results.asp?Search=AR5&SearchList1=all&TABLE2=on
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/o-2.4/
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/o-2.4/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Palinkas LA, Horwitz SM, Green CA, Wisdom JP, Duan N, and Hoagwood K. 2015. Purposeful sam-
pling for qualitative data collection and analysis in mixed method implementation research.
Administration and Policy in Mental Health. 42(5): 533–544. PMID: 24193818 DOI: 10.1007/
s10488-013-0528-y

Popp JN, Priadka P, and Kozmik C. 2019. The rise of moose co-management and integration of
Indigenous knowledge. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 24(2): 159–167. DOI: 10.1080/
10871209.2019.1545953

Prosper K, McMillan LJ, Davis AA, and Moffitt M. 2011. Returning to netukulimk: Mi’kmaq cultural
and spiritual connections with resource stewardship and self-governance. International Indigenous
Policy Journal, 2(4): 159–167. DOI: 10.18584/iipj.2011.2.4.7

Rainville T, Beaton S, Graham J, and Burns M. 2016. Eastern Shore, Nova Scotia, Canada forest,
livelihood and identity conservation [online]: Available from communityconservation.net/wp-
content/uploads/2017/05/Eastern-Shore-EAC_Forest_Community-Story-Final.pdf.

Reid AJ, Eckert LE, Lane JF, Young N, Hinch SG, Darimont CT, et al. 2021. “Two-Eyed Seeing”: An
Indigenous framework to transform fisheries research and management. Fish and Fisheries,
22(2):243–261. DOI: 10.1111/faf.12516

Rist P, Rassip W, Yunupingu D, Wearne J, Gould J, Dulfer-Hyams, M., Bock E, and Smyth D. 2019.
Indigenous protected areas in Sea Country: Indigenous-driven collaborative marine protected areas
in Australia. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems, 29(S2): 138–151. DOI:
10.1002/aqc.3052

R. v. Haida. 2004. 3 SCR 511, 2004 SCC 73 (CanLII).

R. v. Marshall. 1999. 3 S.C.R. 456.

R. v. Sparrow. 1990. 1 S.C.R. 1075.

R. v. Taku River Tlingit First Nation 2004. 3 SCR 550, 2004 SCC 74 (CanLII).

Sala E, and Giakoumi S. 2018. No-take marine reserves are the most effective protected areas in the
ocean. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 75(3): 1166–1168. DOI: 10.1093/icesjms/fsx059

Singleton S. 2009. Native people and planning for marine protected areas: How “stakeholder”
processes fail to address conflicts in complex, real-world environments. Coastal Management, 37(5):
421–440. DOI: 10.1080/08920750902954072

Smyth D, and Isherwood M. 2016. Protecting sea country: Indigenous people and marine protected
areas in Australia. Big, Bold and Blue: Lessons from Australia’s marine protected areas, pp. 307–325.

Statistics Canada. 2016. Population and dwelling count highlight tables, 2016 census for Sheet
Harbour 36 Indian Reserve, Census subdivisions – Nova Scotia [online]: Available from
www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/pd-pl/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=1901&
PR=12&CSD=1209038&S=3&O=D&RPP=25.

Szabo S and Smyth D. 2003. Indigenous protected areas in Australia: Incorporating Indigenous owned
land into Australia’s national system of protected areas. In Innovative governance—Indigenous
Peoples, local communities and protected areas. Edited by H. Jaireth and D. Smyth. Ane Books,
New Delhi, IN. pp. 1–12.

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1320
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24193818
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10871209.2019.1545953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10871209.2019.1545953
http://dx.doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2011.2.4.7
https://www.communityconservation.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Eastern-Shore-EAC_Forest_Community-Story-Final.pdf
https://www.communityconservation.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Eastern-Shore-EAC_Forest_Community-Story-Final.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/faf.12516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aqc.3052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsx059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08920750902954072
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/pd-pl/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=1901&PR=12&CSD=1209038&S=3&O=D&RPP=25
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/pd-pl/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=1901&PR=12&CSD=1209038&S=3&O=D&RPP=25
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Tallurutiup Imanga National Marine Conservation Area Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement. 2020.
The agreement signed between the Inuit of Gikiqtani region represented by Qikiqtani Inuit
Association and Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada represented by the Minister of the
Environment and Climate Change for the purposes of the Parks Canada Agency, the Minister of
Fisheries and Oceans and Canadian Coast Guard, and the Minister of Transport [online]: Available
from pc.gc.ca/en/amnc-nmca/cnamnc-cnnmca/tallurutiup-imanga/entente-agreement.

Terms of Reference for a Mi’kmaq-Nova Scotia-Canada Consultation Process 2010. [online]:
Available from novascotia.ca/abor/docs/MK_NS_CAN_Consultation_TOR_Sept2010_English.pdf

Tran TC, Ban NC, and Bhattacharyya J. 2020a. A review of successes, challenges, and lessons from
Indigenous protected and conserved areas. Biological Conservation, 241: 108271. DOI: 10.1016/
j.biocon.2019.108271

Tran TC, and Neasloss D, Kitasoo/Xai’xais Stewardship Authority, Bhattacharyya J, and Ban NC.
2020b. “Borders don’t protect areas, people do”: insights from the development of an Indigenous
Protected and Conserved Area in Kitasoo/Xai’xais Nation Territory. FACETS, 5(1): 922–941.
DOI: 10.1139/facets-2020-0041

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada (TRC). 2015. Truth and Reconciliation
Commission of Canada Honouring the truth, reconciling for the future: summary of the final report
of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada [online]: Available from nctr.ca/assets/
reports/Final%20Reports/Executive_Summary_English_Web.pdf.

United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) Act, Statute of Canada.
2021. c. 14 [online]: Available from laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/U-2.2/index.html.

Unama’ki Institute of Natural Resources (UINR). 2020. Tan Telolti’k: How we are doing now. Using a
Mi’kmaw Lens to Initiate Management Planning for the Kluskap Wilderness Area and to Inform
Creation of a Decision-Making Framework for Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas in
Unama’ki [online]: Available from uinr.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/IPCA-Report-2020.

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA). 2007. United nations declaration on the rights of
indigenous peoples [online]: Available from un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/
declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html.

Von der Porten S, Lepofskey D, McGregor D, and Silver J. 2016. Recommendations for marine
herring policy change in Canada: Aligning with Indigenous legal and inherent rights. Marine Policy,
74: 68–76. DOI: 10.1016/j.marpol.2016.09.007

Wallace SI. 2018. Peace and Friendship Treaties. The Canadian Encyclopedia [online]: Available from
thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/peace-and-friendship-treaties.

West Coast Environmental Law (WCEL). 2017. An ocean of opportunity: Co-governance in marine
protected areas in Canada [online]: Available from wcel.org/sites/default/files/publications/2017-06-
oceanofopportunity-cogovernance-brief-eng_0.pdf.

West Coast Environmental Law (WCEL). 2019. Literature review & analysis of shared Indigenous and
crown governance in marine protected areas [online]: Available from wcel.org/publication/literature-
review-analysis-shared-indigenous-and-crown-governance-in-marine-protected.

Whyte KP. 2013. On the role of traditional eco-logical knowledge as a collaborative concept: A philo-
sophical study. Ecological Processes, 2(7). DOI: 10.1186/2192-1709-2-7

Warrior et al.

FACETS | 2022 | 7: 1298–1327 | DOI: 10.1139/facets-2021-0128 1321
facetsjournal.com

FA
C

E
T

S 
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.f
ac

et
sj

ou
rn

al
.c

om
 b

y 
3.

13
9.

10
7.

24
1 

on
 0

5/
01

/2
4

https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/amnc-nmca/cnamnc-cnnmca/tallurutiup-imanga/entente-agreement
https://novascotia.ca/abor/docs/MK_NS_CAN_Consultation_TOR_Sept2010_English.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2020-0041
http://nctr.ca/assets/reports/Final%20Reports/Executive_Summary_English_Web.pdf
http://nctr.ca/assets/reports/Final%20Reports/Executive_Summary_English_Web.pdf
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/U-2.2/index.html
https://www.uinr.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/IPCA-Report-2020
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.09.007
https://www.thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/peace-and-friendship-treaties
https://www.wcel.org/sites/default/files/publications/2017-06-oceanofopportunity-cogovernance-brief-eng_0.pdf
https://www.wcel.org/sites/default/files/publications/2017-06-oceanofopportunity-cogovernance-brief-eng_0.pdf
https://www.wcel.org/publication/literature-review-analysis-shared-indigenous-and-crown-governance-in-marine-protected
https://www.wcel.org/publication/literature-review-analysis-shared-indigenous-and-crown-governance-in-marine-protected
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2192-1709-2-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/facets-2021-0128
http://www.facetsjournal.com


Appendix A

Interview questions
Background information

Mi’kmaq knowledge and resource governance concepts

Mi’kmaq Ecological Knowledge (MEK) “includes the collection and adaptation of knowledge that Mi’kmaq
people have with all components of the natural environment and the interrelationships that exist between
all life forms from a unique historical, cultural and spiritual perspective” (KMKNO 2021). MEK encom-
passes the holistic worldview of the Mi’kmaq whereby people share a cultural and spiritual connection
between all living things within their surrounding environment and understand the interconnections and
interdependence of social-ecological systems (McMillan and Prosper 2016). Mi’kmaq have two
concepts that demonstrate this connection and sustainable management of resources: Msit no’kmaq and
Netuklimk.

Msit no’kmaq means “all my relations” (Denny and Fanning 2016). It is an epistemological concept
whereby all living and non-living components within a social-ecological system are interconnected, all life
and objects are considered as kin (Prosper et al. 2011).

Netuklimk is a concept that “guide[s] individual and collective beliefs and behaviors in resource protection,
procurement, and management to ensure and honour sustainability and prosperity for the ancestor, and
present and future generations” (Prosper et al. 2011, p. 1). Community members demonstrate this concept
by giving thanks to the creator, prohibiting waste, and “taking only what you need” (Barsh 2002; McMillian
and Prosper 2016).

These two concepts are ethical concepts that guide Mi’kmaq resource governance decisions.

Governance: “ : : : the interactions among structures, processes, and traditions that determine direction,
how power is exercised, and how the views of citizens or stakeholders are incorporated into decision-
making” (Dearden et al. 2005, p. 89). MPA governance therefore includes the development and manage-
ment of MPAs, and the consultation and decision-making processes within those.

Research questions to respondents

1. Can you briefly describe the current processes in place for the Eastern Shore Islands AOI for
getting scientific, stakeholder, and Indigenous input?

a. Can you elaborate on the scientific advisory process? Participants? Time frame?

b. Can you elaborate on the stakeholder consultation process? Participants? Time frame?

c. Can you elaborate on the Nation-to-Nation process? Participants? Time frame?

2. Who do you think should be involved within MPA governance? (i.e., within the consultation
and decision-making processes, in the development of MPAs, in the management of MPAs) (1)

3. What do you see as the role of Mi’kmaq within MPA governance? (i.e., within the consultation
and decision-making processes, in the development of MPAs, in the management of MPAs) (1)

a. Are there opportunities or any interest for Mi’kmaq to initiate the MPA process?

4. What is the government’s role/responsibility in including Mi’kmaq within MPA governance? (1)

5. What mechanisms do you see in place that facilitate the integration of Mi’kmaq values, interests,
and knowledge within MPA governance? (3)
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6. Do you think these mechanisms or processes are adequate? Why/why not? (3)

a. If not, how might it be improved? (3)

7. Where do you see opportunities to integrate Mi’kmaq values, interests, and knowledge within
MPA governance, if any? (In general or using the context of ESI AOI) (2)

8. Do you see the value in integrating Mi’kmaq values, interests, and knowledge within MPA gov-
ernance, if any? (In general or using the context of ESI AOI) (2)

9. What challenges or barriers do you see to integrating Mi’kmaq values, interests, and knowledge
within MPA governance, if any? (In general or using the context of ESI AOI) (2)

10. Are there any other comments that you would like to make that were not covered in the pre-
vious questions?
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Appendix B

Coding rationale sheet
Table B1 and Table B2 identify the coding rationale for each theme and sub-theme used when reviewing
transcripts. Once general themes were identified, the transcripts were reviewed again to identify sub-
themes. To quantify response frequency for each sub-theme, the reviewer noted what types of comments

Table B1. The “opportunity” theme and sub-themes coding rationale.

Opportunities within current governance

Consultation

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Spoke explicitly about Mi’kmaq consultation as an opportunity to improve Mi’kmaq participation, or the ability for Mi’kmaq principles and knowledge
to inform the process

• Emphasized the importance of Mi’kmaq consultation in order for MEK or principles to inform MPA processes
• Mentioned Mi’kmaq TOR and (or) working group
• Emphasized the importance of ongoing discussions and conversations with Mi’kmaq
• Expressed frustration with the lack of Mi’kmaq consultation

MEKS

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Mentioned MEKS as an opportunity to gather information/gather knowledge, a learning tool, or tool to facilitate mutual understanding

Language

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• The importance of language in facilitating learning and understanding either Mi’kmaq or generally

Mi’kmaq concepts/approaches

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Netukulimk as a tool in MPA governance and (or) MPA process to facilitate the ability for values, knowledge, and interests to inform MPAs
• Two-Eyed Seeing approach to facilitate the ability for values, knowledge, and interests to inform MPAs
• Any other reference to a Mi’kmaq approach, principle, or concept

Alterative governance

Co-governance

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Co-governance, co-management, community-based process with Mi’kmaq
• That Mi’kmaq should be involved throughout the process including management and decision-making
• Co-developed MPA process with Mi’kmaq

Indigenous-led

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Mi’kmaq-/Indigenous-driven/led process
• Mi’kmaq/Indigenous community-based/bottom-up approach
• Indigenous protected and conserved areas

Other

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Any suggested alternative approach to the current top-down process (e.g., Marine Spatial Planning, Integrated Coastal and Ocean Management, Marine
Environmental Quality)
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Table B2. The “challenges” theme and sub-themes coding rationale.

Challenges within the current governance system

Systemic barrier

Crown governance structure

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Top-down governance structure issues
• Department structural issues (e.g., siloing departments)

MPA process inadequacies

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Explicit indication or comment related to inefficiencies or barriers with the process itself
• Issues related to how MEKS informs the MPA process and what information is provided within the MEKS
• Lack of communication between tables (e.g., negotiation tables, MPA advisory, and other working groups)
• Inherent bureaucratic challenges (e.g., decision-making time, governmental language)
• MPA process is fragmented
• Inadequate consultation processes (Mi’kmaq-DFO)
• Lack of formal mechanisms (any indicator or comment that pertains to having a formal process that impeded the ability for Mi’kmaq to fully participate

within the process) (e.g., dispute resolution processes, formal process for MEK to inform MPAs alongside science)

Legislation

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Legislation or legislation components that do not allow for or facilitate co-management, the creation of IPCAs, or do not align with Mi’kmaq worldview
(e.g., land-coastal-marine interconnections)

• Ministerial discretion
• Mention of the inability to devolve power

Indigenous knowledge valuation

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Explicit or inexplicit mention of knowledge undervaluation
• Expressed frustration with knowledge undervaluation
• The undervaluation of cultural values and (or) overvaluation of ecological values and biological indicators

Power imbalances

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Catering to industry or prioritization of industry or stakeholder groups
• “Loudest voices being heard”
• Conflicts between conservation and industry
• Power imbalances between government and Indigenous peoples

Trust

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Trust between Mi’kmaq community, Mi’kmaq-DFO, Mi’kmaq-fishers, Mi’kmaq and science (Note: did not include participant comments related to
mistrust between community-DFO or fisheries-DFO)

Fisheries conflicts

Fisheries access

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Fear of fisheries access loss (contributes to overall fisheries conflicts between Mi’kmaq and non-Mi’kmaq fishers)
• MPA impeding fisheries access, which can undermine the process
• Issues surrounding fairness and equity or equitable distribution of resource access

(continued )
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Table B2. (concluded )

Mi’kmaq rights

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Conflicts between non-Mi’kmaq fishers and Mi’kmaq fishers or rights-based fishery conflicts
• Lack of respect for Mi’kmaq rights
• The need to respect Mi’kmaq rights within the MPA process

Clarity/understanding rights

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Lack of understanding of how fishing rights are exercised and is related to fisheries conflicts
• Lack of clarity on how “moderate livelihood” is defined and how that contributes to the fisheries conflicts

Lack of understanding

Mi’kmaq culture/values/knowledge/governance

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• That illustrate a lack of understanding of Mi’kmaq culture, values, and knowledge (e.g., assuming Mi’kmaq will overharvest the stock)
• That illustrate or imply a lack of understanding how Mi’kmaq harvest or conduct cultural practices or use the resources (e.g., assumption that when

there is no Mi’kmaq community presence that Mi’kmaq do not use the area)
• Direct statements that there is a lack of understanding

Mi’kmaq governance structure

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• A misunderstanding of how Mi’kmaq fisheries decisions are made (e.g., not a “free for all” and there are rules that Mi’kmaq individuals abide by as part
of their won governance systems and laws”)

• Mi’kmaq governance structure

Mi’kmaq rights

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Direct or indirect statements that illustrated a lack of understanding of rights (e.g., free, prior, and informed consent as veto power)
• Perceived Mi’kmaq as having “special treatment” versus being seen as rightsholders
• Perceived Mi’kmaq as stakeholders versus rightsholders

Differences of worldviews

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Direct statements about worldview differences
• Language used when speaking of resources from a utilitarian perspective
• Difficulties with comparing or integrating western and Indigenous knowledge systems

Mi’kmaq presence at advisory

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Lack of Mi’kmaq presence at the advisory table or an unawareness of Mi’kmaq representatives at the advisory table

Capacity

Funding/support

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Explicit reference to funding
• Lack of capacity assumed to be funding

Personnel

Statements/comments were counted each time participants referred to the following elements:

• Lack of personnel to be involved in the process (e.g., consultation process, gathering information, manage MPAs, govern MPAs)
• Lack of technical expertise to fully participate
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were included under each sub-theme to ensure that similar comments were counted in the same category
for each interview. Each time additional criteria were added in any sub-theme, transcripts were re-reviewed
to ensure that the response frequency remained consistent. The transcript reviewer counted how many
times an idea or phrase, not individual words, was brought up that fitted into each category.
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