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Te pitau me te koru:  
The pitau is the young succulent shoot of a fern, often 
equated with the koru. The spiral design symbolises 
new life, growth, strength and peace. In the bottom 
half of this design, the koru represents the movement 
of different knowledge systems when they choose to 
move in the same direction while maintaining the 
integrity of their separate knowledges. 

The clear space of the diamond in the centre is 
reminiscent of the huarau fern that creeps across the 
whenua (land) of Aotearoa (NZ), sending out new 
shoots to explore new lands and new knowledge. 

This space is also reminiscent of Te Kore, the Void, the 
space in creation of great emptiness, and therefore of 
great potential. 

The upper half of the design – te pitau – represents the 
unfurling of new knowledge as different knowledge 
systems move together, converge, then separate, 
converge, then separate. Again, they maintain the 
integrity of their separate knowledge systems while 
choosing to share knowledge at different points to 
create new knowledge of relevance to all. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TJ Reti is a young Indigenous artist from the Te Kapotai tribe of northern Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Expressing her cultural connections through art is TJ's passion, as this articulates the love she has 
for the family and lands to whom she belongs.
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OVERVIEW 

This annotated bibliography contributes to the development of the University of Canterbury’s 
Research Ethics Manual with regard to Treaty of Waitangi obligations. Lily George was contracted 
by AHRECS to provide a resource document for this purpose. Lily served as Acting Chair of Massey 
University’s Human Ethics Committee (Northern) (2015-2017), as Chair of the New Zealand 
Ethics Committee (2017-2020), and chief editor of Indigenous research ethics: Claiming research 
sovereignty beyond the colonial legacy (Emerald Publishing, 2020). 

This bibliography explores principles of Māori and Indigenous research ethics through review of 
50 articles by Māori and other Indigenous writers. The latter are included in this bibliography 
because Indigenous peoples across the world share information readily in many arenas, including 
that of research and research ethics, developing rich and respectful networks through which to 
engage in collaborative research of benefit to all. One of the most well-known works is that of 
Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s Decolonising methodologies (1999 & 2012), which has been drawn from 
and added to by other Indigenous writers, often used as a foundation for development of research 
and ethical guidelines for their own peoples and places. The authors included in this bibliography 
range from academics working and writing from institutional tertiary sites, to community and 
tribal leaders affirming their sovereignty of governance over research that occurs within their 
community or tribal boundaries, with their peoples, and on issues of significance to their peoples. 
Institutional academics cited are often embedded in their Indigenous communities and therefore 
their commentary arises from practical experiences of researching with their communities and 
tribes.  

While they may talk and write about Indigenous or Māori research ethics, however, what the 
writers demonstrate is that such ethics are people- and place-specific. For example, although 
principles of Kaupapa Māori Research may be a useful reference for other Indigenous peoples in 
formulation of their own research methodologies and research ethics, they are Māori research-
specific. To impose the culturally-informed methodologies and ethics of one Indigenous people 
on another can be akin to recolonising research methodologies in a novel way. Further, within 
any one group such as ‘Māori’ is a myriad of perspectives and experiences, and the term ‘Māori’ 
encompasses multiple tribal (iwi and hapū) groupings, each with their own internal uniqueness 
and external sovereignty. The recommendation, therefore, is for the University of Canterbury’s 
ethical guidelines to include acknowledgement that ‘one size does not fit all’ in terms of research 
ethics for Māori and Indigenous peoples under their purview and with which their staff and 
students may research.  

Furthermore, the University is sited on the whenua of particular hapū and iwi of Ngāi Tahu, and 
a strong and effective relationship between the University and those peoples is necessary for truly 
ethical research processes. According to the University’s website, the Ngāi Tahu Research Centre 
(NTRC) operationalises that relationship, with dual mission statements: 

• To create intellectual capital and leadership able to lead and support tribal development. 
• To establish the Ngāi Tahu Research Centre as the foremost indigenous Research Centre 

in New Zealand and the Pacific with strong links to the principal institutions that lead 
indigenous scholarship and development. 

It is likely therefore, that the NTRC will need to play a pivotal role in development of research 
ethics for the University of Canterbury, particularly in relation to how principles of the Treaty of 
Waitangi are enacted in terms of research and research ethics. 
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ANNOTATIONS 

1. 

American Indian Law Center, Inc. (AMLC). (1999). Model Tribal Research Code. Albuquerque, 

New Mexico: AMLC. (28 pages) Retrieved from https://www.uidaho.edu/-/media/UIdaho-

Responsive/Files/research/Faculty/ORA/IRB/mdl-code.ashx  

 

While acknowledging the positive aspects of research for Indian peoples, this article notes that 

there have also been many negative impacts and processes, including lack of fully informed 

consent, especially in relation to understanding health and safety risks; coercive techniques 

that leave participants feeling their access to health care will be denied if they refuse to 

participate; lack of respect for participants basic human dignity, culture and religion; and 

inequitable benefits from research. The primary question asked by the authors is whether 

tribal regulation of research is preferred, rather than relying on federal and state regulations.  

 

The article reviews federal regulatory processes, including use of Institutional Review Boards 

(IRBs), noting the policy directed towards inclusion of Indians and Alaskan Natives on IRBs, 

and having full inclusion in research processes. However: 

 

…the federal process was designed to deal with research in general in a complex urban society, 

not specifically with Indian tribes. Like many federal regulatory systems, it cannot be expected to 

address all of the specialized issues presented by research on Indian reservations. These materials 

represent an attempt to identify those special issues, both to enable tribes to develop their own 

approach to the regulation of research and to provide federal regulators with additional insight 

into the special circumstances of Indian communities (p.3). 

 

The rest of the article provides advice on how tribes and/or communities can construct a 

‘model code’ for research and associated ethics. 

 

2. 

Assembly of First Nations Environmental Stewardship Research. (2009). Ethics in First Nations 

research. Ottawa, ONT: Assembly of First Nations. (38 pages) Retrieved from 

https://www.afn.ca/uploads/files/rp-research_ethics_final.pdf 

 

 

The authors note that “Ethical research is based, fundamentally, on respect for the individuals 

who participate in the research project.” (p. 3). Given the historical and ongoing flaws in 

research conducted on First Nations (FN) peoples, solutions should include “well designed, 

ethically conducted research which includes protocols and codes of ethics” (p. 3) in which FN 

researchers and community groups have input into, in active roles that are more likely to 

achieve ethical research that provide solutions to community/tribal-identified challenges. 

They cite the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (2004), who noted that “the gathering 

of information and its subsequent use are inherently political”, and especially so with FN 

peoples. Their discussion addresses ‘insider’ and well as ‘outsider’ research, and key principles 

of ethical research with FNs peoples, such as sharing power and intellectual property rights.  

 

https://www.uidaho.edu/-/media/UIdaho-Responsive/Files/research/Faculty/ORA/IRB/mdl-code.ashx
https://www.uidaho.edu/-/media/UIdaho-Responsive/Files/research/Faculty/ORA/IRB/mdl-code.ashx
https://www.afn.ca/uploads/files/rp-research_ethics_final.pdf
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The authors note the absence of FN peoples in three Canadian longitudinal studies in 1994 on 

health and economic wellbeing. The Assembly of First Nations Chiefs Committee on Health 

therefore oversaw development of the only national longitudinal health study conceptualised 

and controlled by FNs – the First Nations Regional Longitudinal Health Survey. Arising from this 

study came the OCAP principles of research – Ownership, Control, Access, and Possession: “This 

framework establishes principles and provides mechanisms for ensuring First Nations’ 

governance over First Nations research, data and information” (p. 21). 

 

3. 

Atatoa-Carr, P., Hudson, M., Kingi, T.K., & Moore, A. (2012). Āhuatanga ū ki te tika me te pono 

mō te Rangahau Māori: Māori research ethics - An overview. Wellington, NZ: National Ethics 

Advisory Committee – Kāhui Matatika o te Motu. (64 pages) Available from 

https://neac.health.govt.nz/publications-and-resources/neac-publications/m%C4%81ori-

research-ethics-overview  

 

 

Although published after Te Ara Tika: Guidelines for Māori research ethics (Hudson et al., 2010), 

this document arose from resources designed to assist development of Te Ara Tika. As well as 

drawing from existing literature, the document draws from interviews and consultation with 

Māori communities and academics in order to: 

 

• facilitate research with a positive outcome for Māori, 

• improve research quality and support excellence in research, 

• assist communities to advance Māori health development through research, 

• provide practical assistance, coordination and support for Māori health and disability 

researchers, research institutions and others involved in health and disability research 

with Māori (p. 10). 

 

Tikanga Māori and Mātauranga Māori are flagged as two major concepts of importance in 

development of Māori research ethics as “Dynamic systems of tikanga and mātauranga provide 

frameworks and principles for social, economic and political interactions within communities and 

the wider environment.” (p. 11). They therefore identify four crucial tikanga-based principles 

that form the primary ethical principles of Māori research ethics - whakapapa, tika, 

manaakitanga and mana. With regard to Māori research ethics: 

 

• Whakapapa: refers to the quality of relationships, how and why they are formed, and 

the structures supporting the ongoing nature of these relationships. The key is quality 

consultation and engagement with Māori. 

• Tika: refers to what is ‘right and good’ in any situation in research activity. This relates 

to research design, and whether the project’s proposed outcomes can be achieved, and 

bring about positive change by benefitting participants and communities. 

• Manaakitanga: refers to caring and nurturing relationships within research, and the 

use of aroha and generosity within research processes. Manaakitanga is associated 

with cultural and social responsibility and includes empowering research relationships 

that are of mutual benefit. 

https://neac.health.govt.nz/publications-and-resources/neac-publications/m%C4%81ori-research-ethics-overview
https://neac.health.govt.nz/publications-and-resources/neac-publications/m%C4%81ori-research-ethics-overview
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• Mana: refers to leadership, power sharing, equity in benefits and outcomes, 

acknowledging issues of power that may be present, the roles and responsibilities of 

all, and ensuring tikanga Māori are upheld along with local protocols. (p. 12) 

 

This article provides a solid overview of matters relating to Māori research ethics. 

 

4. 

Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS). (2012). 

Guidelines for ethical research in Australian Indigenous Studies. Canberra, ACT: AIATSIS. (19 

pages) Retrieved from https://aiatsis.gov.au/sites/default/files/docs/research-and-

guides/ethics/gerais.pdf  

 

 

Page three of this document states:  

It is essential that Indigenous people are full participants in research projects that concern them, 

share an understanding of the aims and methods of the research, and share the results of this 

work. At every stage, research with and about Indigenous peoples must be founded on a process 

of meaningful engagement and reciprocity between the researcher and Indigenous people. It 

should also be recognised that there is no sharp distinction between researchers and Indigenous 

people. Indigenous people are also researchers, and all participants must be regarded as equal 

partners in a research engagement. 

 

These statements are very much in keeping with the ideas put forth by many Indigenous 

scholars and groups regarding the rights of Indigenous people in research with, by, and for 

them, as well as about them. AIATSIS promotes 14 principles in their guidelines for ethical 

research under the broad categories of a) rights, respect and recognition; b) negotiation, 

consultation, agreement and mutual understanding; c) participation, collaboration and 

partnership; d) benefits, outcomes and giving back; e) managing research: use, storage and 

access; and f) reporting and compliance (pp. 3-18). 

 

5. 

Bastien, B., Kremer, JW., Kuokkanen, R., & Vickers, P. (2003). Healing the impact of colonization, 

genocide, missionization, and racism on Indigenous populations. In S. Krippner & T. McIntyre 

(Eds.), The psychological impact of war trauma on civilians: An international perspective (pp. 25-

38). NY: Greenwood Press. Retrieved from https://library.wisn.org/wp-

content/uploads/2016/02/130111-Healing-the-Impact.pdf  

 

 

With regard to research and research ethics, many Indigenous authors note the need for 

healing of their peoples from the varied impacts of intergenerational trauma. In this article, the 

authors define various terms from an Indigenous perspective, such as violence, epistemic 

violence, genocide, and survivance. They cite Vizenor’s (1999) explanation of survivance as 

“the continuance of native stories, not a mere reaction, or a survivable name. Native survivance 

stories are renunciations of dominance, tragedy, and victimry” (cited on page 1). Indigenous 

research is often about reclaiming Indigenous stories – not to entrench victimhood or lay 

blame, but to understand and acknowledge contexts and experiences, and thereby strengthen 

https://aiatsis.gov.au/sites/default/files/docs/research-and-guides/ethics/gerais.pdf
https://aiatsis.gov.au/sites/default/files/docs/research-and-guides/ethics/gerais.pdf
https://library.wisn.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/130111-Healing-the-Impact.pdf
https://library.wisn.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/130111-Healing-the-Impact.pdf
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a foundation of ancestral wisdom that can utilised in creating positive future pathways. The 

authors of this chapter consider that “Stories of survivance contain the greatest healing potential 

for Indigenous peoples.” (p. 1). Understanding the importance of stories for Indigenous peoples 

is therefore essential to creating ethical guidelines that support appropriate research methods 

in this kind of data gathering. 

 

6. 

Brunger, F., & Bull, J. (2011). Whose agenda is it? Regulating health research ethics in Labrador. 

Études/Inuit/Studies, 35(1-2), 1-16. (16 pages) 

Full text can be requested from 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/291972275_Whose_agenda_is_it_Regulating_heal

th_research_ethics_in_Labrador] 

 

 

The NunatuKavut people of Labrador are developing an exacting community-based research 

review process to ensure that research with their peoples and on issues of significance is ethical 

and gains useful benefits for them. In the 2007 pilot study, Interpreting the CIHR Guidelines for 

Health Research Involving Aboriginal Peoples in community-based research, the authors 

interviewed NunatuKavut leaders and health care workers located in and beyond the local 

community to ascertain what features were important in a community review of research. This 

followed on from the 2006 workshop titled Community health research in Labrador: Listening, 

learning, and working together, which included university-based researchers, health workers, 

and community members identifying two priorities for health research: research ethics and 

governance of research involving Aboriginal People in Labrador. 

 

The authors also explored institutional research ethics review, including that of the ethics 

guidelines associated with the upcoming provincial health research authority. The authors 

question whether and how community research review should be distinct from institutional 

reviews. They acknowledge the multiple political, social, and geographic centres of identity and 

belonging, which include three Aboriginal political organisations - NunatuKavut, Nunatsiavut, 

and Labrador Innu Nation. In this article they provide strategies for those dealing with dual 

reviews (community and institutional), with their stated objective as to “promote a form of 

community research review, distinct from the “ethics” review of research ethics boards, that 

explicitly attends to research in the context of ongoing colonialism, assimilation, and exoticism” 

(p. 2). 

 

7. 

Bull, J. (2016). Chapter 9 - A two-eyed seeing approach to research ethics review: An 

Indigenous perspective. In WC. Van den Hoonard & A. Hamilton (Eds.), The ethics rupture: 

Exploring alternatives to formal research ethics review (pp. 167-186). Toronto: University of 

Toronto Press. (20 pages) Full text can be requested from 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/327673885_9_A_Two-

Eyed_Seeing_Approach_to_Research_Ethics_Review_An_Indigenous_Perspective_Exploring_Al

ternatives_to_Formal_Research-Ethics_Review 

 

  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/291972275_Whose_agenda_is_it_Regulating_health_research_ethics_in_Labrador
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/291972275_Whose_agenda_is_it_Regulating_health_research_ethics_in_Labrador
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/327673885_9_A_Two-Eyed_Seeing_Approach_to_Research_Ethics_Review_An_Indigenous_Perspective_Exploring_Alternatives_to_Formal_Research-Ethics_Review
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/327673885_9_A_Two-Eyed_Seeing_Approach_to_Research_Ethics_Review_An_Indigenous_Perspective_Exploring_Alternatives_to_Formal_Research-Ethics_Review
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/327673885_9_A_Two-Eyed_Seeing_Approach_to_Research_Ethics_Review_An_Indigenous_Perspective_Exploring_Alternatives_to_Formal_Research-Ethics_Review
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In this article, Julie Bull promotes a ‘two-eyed seeing model’ of research ethics, incorporating 

Aboriginal and Western principles of research ethics that would therefore “yield better 

outcomes both for the researchers and for the communities being studied” (p. 167). Recent 

legislation required that all health research in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador 

undergo provincial research ethics review, in addition to – or in spite of - institutional and 

community reviews. This, according to Bull, provides “multiple layers and stages of 

review…likely to leave researchers confused regarding what they need to do in order to fully meet 

requirements at all levels” (p. 167).  

 

Bull explores the context and development of guidelines and policies for research with 

Aboriginal people. She discusses research resistance present within Aboriginal communities, 

driven by the knowledge of past research abuses, which contributes to the intricacies of 

community research review. Bull notes that “Ethical frameworks that are meant to function in 

Aboriginal contexts must incorporate Aboriginal values and must disallow the forced Western 

imposition that has characterized past practice” (p. 175). However, an integral challenge is 

working with a set of principles that is “open to interpretation, may be understood differently 

by different people, and may be criticized for being unscientific” (p. 182). Using a ‘two-eyed 

seeing model’ may enable collaborative models of research that entail more effective 

engagement, communication, and understanding between the parties involved. 

 

8. 

Bull, J., & Hudson, A. (2018). Research governance in NunatuKavut: Engagement, expectations 

and evolution. International Journal of Circumpolar Health, 77, 1-4. (4 pages) Retrieved from 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6292370/  

 

 

The NunatuKavut Community Council (NCC) represents the Inuit peoples living in the territory 

of NunatuKavut in Labrador. Since 2006, there has been active collaboration between the NCC 

and Southern Inuit with researchers and research ethics boards for effective research in 

NunatuKavut. This reclaiming of control of research is enacted through community consent 

contracts and ethical review processes. Collective consent for research has been a central issue 

that has shaped these developments. The authors note that:  

 

There has been substantial movement within Indigenous nations since NCC began its research 

governance initiatives in 2006. Now there are Indigenous Data Sovereignty Networks in New 

Zealand, Australia and the USA contributing to the global movement to 

ensure that Indigenous People determine and decide the ways in which data is collected, analysed, 

interpreted, managed and reported (p. 3). 

 

This article is a case report illustrating NCC research governance from 2006 to 2018, focusing 

on the ethical requirements for conducting research with Southern Inuit or within the territory 

of NunatuKavut. The NCC envisions future research sovereignty by going “back to our roots, to 

our ancestors, to the land, water and ice to guide us in the direction that will protect 

NunatuKavut Peoples and lands for generations to come” (p. 3). Increasing capacity and 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6292370/
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capability amongst their community ethics review board will contribute to this ongoing 

development. 

 

9. 

Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR). (2013). CIHR Guidelines for Health Research 

Involving Aboriginal People (2007-2010). Ottawa, ONT: Canadian Government. Retrieved from 

https://cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/29134.html 

 

 

The Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans (TCPS) has 

governed health research for First Nations, Inuit and Metis people of Canada since 2010, 

particularly Chapter 9. The CIHR consider that the inclusion of this chapter was enabled 

through the work of CIHR and Aboriginal partners in creation of the Guidelines for Health 

Research Involving Aboriginal People. Although no longer CIHR funding policy, the collaborative 

approach and content rigor of the Guidelines was influential in implementation of Chapter 9 of 

TCPS. The intent of the Guidelines was to “promote health through research that is in keeping 

with Aboriginal values and traditions….assist in developing research partnerships that will 

facilitate and encourage mutually beneficial and culturally competent research….[and] promote 

ethics review that enables and facilitates rather than suppresses or obstructs research” (p. 1). 

The Guidelines provide a series of 15 Articles which include: 

 

• Article 1: A researcher should understand and respect Aboriginal world views, including 

responsibilities to the people and culture that flow from being granted access to 

traditional or sacred knowledge. 

• Article 2: A community's jurisdiction over the conduct of research should be understood 

and respected. 

• Article 3: Communities should be given the option of a participatory-research approach. 

• Article 4: A researcher who proposes to carry out research that touches on traditional or 

sacred knowledge of an Aboriginal community, or on community members as Aboriginal 

people, should consult the community leaders to obtain their consent before approaching 

community members individually. (see pages 3-7) 

 

10.  

Canadian Institutes of Health Research & Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council 

of Canada & Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council. (2019). Tri-Council Policy 

Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans - TCPS2 2018. Ottawa, ONT: 

Secretariat on Responsible Conduct of Research, Canadian Government. Retrieved from 

https://ethics.gc.ca/eng/documents/tcps2-2018-en-interactive-final.pdf  

 

 

This second revision of the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving 

Humans also includes Chapter 9 on Research involving the First Nations, Inuit and Metis peoples 

of Canada. The TCPS2 is the Canadian guideline for the ethical conduct of research involving 

humans and/or human biological materials developed by Canada's three federal research 

agencies, the Canadian Institutes of Health Research, the Natural Sciences and Engineering 

https://cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/29134.html
https://ethics.gc.ca/eng/documents/tcps2-2018-en-interactive-final.pdf
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Research Council of Canada, and the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of 

Canada. The majority of health research in Canada is governed by the TCPS2.  

 

The preamble to Chapter 9 acknowledges that “Research involving Indigenous peoples in Canada 

has been defined and carried out primarily by non-Indigenous researchers” (p. 107). Therefore, 

the methods and processes of research have more often than not been inappropriate and at 

times abusive, leading to a mistrust of research and researchers by Indigenous communities. 

This framework for ethical research with Indigenous peoples is offered with respect to 

encourage collaboration between researchers and participants. TCPS2 includes 12 Articles, 

broken in sub-sections to articulate the Articles more clearly.  

 

11. 

Cape Breton University Research Ethics Board (CBU REB). (2019). Research with Indigenous 

Peoples and Communities with a focus on L’nu/Mi’kmaq. Sydney, Canada: (CBU REB). (2 pages) 

Retrieved from https://www.cbu.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/002-Research-with-

Indigenous-Peoples-and-Communities.pdf 

 

 

This brief document is more of a resource document providing basic tips and information for 

researchers at Cape Breton University. It is offered “In the spirit of ensuring a respectful 

reciprocal relationship with First Nations, Inuit, and Métis (FNIM) communities, as well as a 

respectful and robust research agenda for faculty and students” (p. 1). 

 

Tips include that often research questions arise from within communities themselves to 

articulate the needs of the community and provide focus for the projects, and therefore, 

relationships with communities should begin prior to research design, which may include 

formal or informal arrangements. Additionally, researchers should be familiar with Chapter 9 

of TCPS2, and that it is the researcher’s responsibility that all necessary approvals are sought 

and gained. 

 

The second page of the document provides links to useful documents such as TCPS2 and OCAP 

principles. 

 

12. 

Castellano, M.B. (2004, January). Ethics of Aboriginal research. Journal of Aboriginal Health, 1 

(1), 98-114. (17 pages) Retrieved from 

https://www.nvit.ca/docs/ethics%20of%20aboriginal%20research.pdf  

 

 

In this paper, Castellano articulates eight principles of ethical research when researching with 

Aboriginal people and communities. She defines Aboriginal research as “research that touches 

the life and well-being of Aboriginal peoples. It may involve Aboriginal Peoples and their 

communities directly. It may assemble data that describes or claims to describe Aboriginal 

Peoples and their heritage. Or, it may affect the human and natural environment in which 

Aboriginal Peoples live” (p. 99). Castellano relates a story from a 1992 meeting of 80 Aboriginal 

Peoples involved in research, brought together for the Royal Commission on Aboriginal 

https://www.cbu.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/002-Research-with-Indigenous-Peoples-and-Communities.pdf
https://www.cbu.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/002-Research-with-Indigenous-Peoples-and-Communities.pdf
https://www.nvit.ca/docs/ethics%20of%20aboriginal%20research.pdf
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Peoples. Numerous participants noted that “We have been researched to death!”; a reply was 

given by one elder that “If we have been researched to death, maybe it’s time we started 

researching ourselves back to life.” (cited on p. 98). ‘Researching ourselves’ therefore gained 

more significance, necessitating development of research methods and ethics that maintained 

Aboriginal governance and benefits from research. 

 

The principles put forth by Castellano (pp. 109-112) include: 

 

• Principle 1: the inherent right to participate as principals or partners in research that 

generates knowledge affecting their culture, identity and well-being.  

• Principle 2: to guard against the infringement of Aboriginal rights in research activities, 

particularly in institutions and activities for which it is responsible. 

• Principle 3: Action by the Government of Canada to establish ethical standards of 

research should strike a balance between regulations that restrict infringement of 

Aboriginal rights and those that respect the primacy of ethical codes originating in 

affected communities. 

• Principle 6: Development and implementation of ethical standards for Aboriginal 

research should be in the hands of Aboriginal Peoples, as experts in devising minimum 

standards for general application and as majority members on A-specific research ethics 

boards serving local, regional and national communities…. 

 

13. 

National Congress of American Indians (NCAI) Policy Research Center & MSU Center for Native 

Health Partnerships (CNHP). (2012). ‘Walk softly and listen carefully’: Building research 

relationships with tribal communities. Washington, DC, & Bozeman, MT: Authors. (36 pages) 

Retrieved from 

http://www.ncai.org/attachments/PolicyPaper_SpMCHTcjxRRjMEjDnPmesENPzjHTwhOlOW

xlWOIWdSrykJuQggG_NCAI-WalkSoftly.pdf  

 

 

The opening premise of this paper is that relationships between researchers and participants, 

between researchers and communities, are paramount in ensuring that research is ethical and 

of benefit to all those involved. As noted by one participant: “Trust takes time. You need to 

prove—as a researcher or as an outsider—that you can actually function as a positive member of 

that community; and there’s no way to do that without becoming a part of that community. That 

takes time." (cited on p. 3). 

 

Acknowledged also is that “research is a key tool of tribal sovereignty in providing data and 

information to guide community planning, cross-community coordination, and program and 

policy development (p. 4). They note, therefore, that researchers are not just outsiders from 

institutions that come for short periods to ‘conduct research’, but include all those involved in 

the gathering of information (e.g. tribal elders and leaders) to shape positive futures for the 

people and communities.  

 

Noting that tribal nations are diverse, as are each project and team, effective relationships are 

best accomplished by active in-person engagement, rather than ‘sitting behind a desk’. 

http://www.ncai.org/attachments/PolicyPaper_SpMCHTcjxRRjMEjDnPmesENPzjHTwhOlOWxlWOIWdSrykJuQggG_NCAI-WalkSoftly.pdf
http://www.ncai.org/attachments/PolicyPaper_SpMCHTcjxRRjMEjDnPmesENPzjHTwhOlOWxlWOIWdSrykJuQggG_NCAI-WalkSoftly.pdf


 

10 

 

Partnerships can be developed from such engagements that are culturally-based and 

community-centred, providing a unique focus for such collaborative projects. 

 

14. 

Cram, F. (1997). Developing partnerships in research: Pākehā researchers and Māori research. 

SITES, 35, 44-63. (17 pages) Available at 

 http://www.katoa.net.nz/publications/download-publications  

 

 

This article examines an important topic – effective collaborative research partnerships 

between Māori and Pākehā. Although there is an ongoing building of capacity for Māori 

researchers and a rise of community-based research in which Māori participants are integrally 

involved, there is still the need to work with non-Māori researchers. Part of this involves the 

relationship between Māori and Pākehā laid out by the Treaty of Waitangi and how this can 

extend into research. For many ‘bewildered’ Pākehā researchers, however, how to effectively 

collaborate remains a mystery. Cram poses the question of the roles and place of Pākehā 

researchers in Māori research, and notes that this paper is not intended to provide a 

‘guidebook’ for Pākehā researchers, but to outline issues that such researchers should be aware 

of to enable culturally-safe research practices; to move past research on Māori, to research for 

Māori. 

 

Cram cites Graham Smith’s (1990) models for culturally-appropriate research: a) Tiaki 

(mentor) model in which the research is guided and mediated by authoritative Māori; b) 

Whangai (adoption) model in which the researcher becomes embedded in the whānau and 

community; c) Power sharing model where the community has significant input into the 

project; and d) Empowering outcomes model that provides information significant to an issue 

identified by a community or group. Cram adds the Partnership model of research “that is 

primarily of benefit to the Māori community and for which the researcher is primarily 

accountable to the community” (p. 5). Cram concludes by stating that “A partnership approach 

to research, while no guarantee that a researcher will be of use to or wanted by a Māori 

community, make the power dynamic and many other issues in the research process explicit. No 

longer is research constrained by the mere search for facts that denies who researchers are and 

where they have come from. Instead researchers can be of more use to Māori communities by 

seeking research models that have explicit social change agendas and work for the betterment of 

lives.” (p. 14). 

 

15. 

Cram, F., Vette, M., Wilson, M., Vaithianathan, R., Maloney, T., & Baird, S. (2018). He awa 

whiria—braided rivers: Understanding the outcomes from Family Start for Māori. Evaluation 

Matters—He Take Tō Te Aromatawai Online First. Retrieved from 

https://doi.org/10.18296/em.0033 or https://www.nzcer.org.nz/node/60662  

 

 

He awa whiria (braided rivers) is a metaphor useful for opening conversations and 

relationships between Māori and non-Māori researchers. Cram et al explored this approach 

through an assessment of the Family Start programme, an intensive home-based programme 

http://www.katoa.net.nz/publications/download-publications
https://doi.org/10.18296/em.0033
https://www.nzcer.org.nz/node/60662
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for Māori whānau. The study involved an impact evaluation of children born 2004 to 2011 

whose whānau received the programme, in comparison to a matched control group who did 

not. They do so by assessing the awa/knowledge streams used to develop the findings – 

“Braiding (whiria) across these knowledge streams offered new perspectives on the impact 

evaluation’s results for Māori…. He awa whiria provided a vehicle for Māori 

and non-Māori research and practice expertise to contribute knowledge to understanding Family 

Start and explaining these findings.” (p. 2). 

 

This article is useful for exploring – as with the previous article – ways in which Māori and non-

Māori researchers can work together effectively. 

  

16. 

Duran, B., Wallerstein, N., Avila, M.M., Belone, L., Minkler, M., & Foley, K. (2012). Chapter 2: 

Developing and maintaining partnerships with communities. In B.A. Israel, E. Eng, A.J. Schultz, 

& E.A. Parker, Methods for Community-Based Participatory Research for health (pp. 43-68). New 

Jersey: John Wiley & Sons Inc. (26 pages) Available for download from 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/306452653_Developing_and_maintaining_partne

rships_with_communities  

 

 

This chapter focuses on Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR), which is promoted 

by several Indigenous researchers as well as the authors, as an effective way in which to ensure 

ethically sound research with and for Indigenous people and communities. Of primary 

importance in CBPR is development of collaborative and supporting partnerships, “yet the   

skills and methods   we   need   to   develop   and   maintain   collaborative research  partnerships  

often are not  taught  or explored  in  academic settings” (p. 44), including the need for “ongoing 

self-reflection about   the inevitable  challenges  of initiating,  nurturing and maintaining 

partnerships” (p. 44).  

 

The authors note also that while, partnerships can be formed and maintained, with few 

exceptions, the lead investigator most often is located in the academy rather than the 

community, given that the protocols and structures around funding are geared towards 

academic control. But these partnerships are becoming increasingly multidimensional, with 

project initiated and driven by communities at one end of the spectrum, and those initiated and 

controlled by universities at the other. A new and increasingly common dimension are projects 

with multiple stakeholders who share concerns and skills in community-initiated endeavours. 

 

17. 

Ermine, W., Sinclair, R., & Browne, M. (2005). Kwayask itôtamowin: Indigenous Research Ethics. 

Saskatoon, SK: Indigenous Peoples’ Health Research Centre. (57 pages) [Article attached. 

Available for download at 

https://www.academia.edu/31531633/Kwayask_It%C3%B4tamowin_Indigenous_Research_

Ethics 

 

  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/306452653_Developing_and_maintaining_partnerships_with_communities
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/306452653_Developing_and_maintaining_partnerships_with_communities
https://www.academia.edu/31531633/Kwayask_It%C3%B4tamowin_Indigenous_Research_Ethics
https://www.academia.edu/31531633/Kwayask_It%C3%B4tamowin_Indigenous_Research_Ethics
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In 2004, the Indigenous Peoples' Health Research Centre (IPHRC) in Saskatchewan began 

exploration of Indigenous research ethics, answering a call from the Institute of Aboriginal 

Peoples’ Health (IAPH). The IPHRC used a three-pronged approach: literature plus legal issues 

reviews, and several conversations with Saskatchewan elders. The findings from this study 

were used to develop The ethics of research [involving] Indigenous Peoples (2004), also 

authored by IPHRC. 

 

The Elder participants highlighted that “community knowledge is an Indigenous right. The 

sacred knowledge held by individuals and commonly by the community is the foundation of 

truth for the people. It is the basis of the peoples’ existence and reality” (p. 6). Indigenous 

conceptualisations of community can be used for legitimate theories of social relationships that 

are not just useful models for research – Indigenous knowledge can provide “alternate spaces 

of knowledge” (p. 6), valuable for all humanity.  

 

This report provides an overview of the project and the development of the ethical guidelines 

formulated for the earlier report. 

 

18. 

Gentelet, K., Basile, S., Gros-Louis McHugh, N. (Ed. Comm.) (2018). Toolbox of research principles 

in an Aboriginal context. First Nations of Quebec and Labrador Health and Social Services 

Commission & Université de Montréal - Centre de recherche en droit public & Université du 

Québec en Abitibi-Témiscamingue & DIALOG- Aboriginal Peoples Research and Knowledge 

Network. (185 pages) Retrieved from 

http://www.cssspnql.com/docs/default-source/centre-de-

documentation/toolbox_research_principles_aboriginal_context_eng16C3D3AF4B658E22156

4CE39.pdf  

 

 

This is an excellent resource that is very much like a ‘one-stop-shop’ in terms of 

Indigenous/Aboriginal research and ethics. Originally published in 2015, the Toolbox was 

updated in 2018 and the authors will provide regular updates to this "excellent and vital 

resource [which] brings together research and ethics publications from a wide range of North 

America and international indigenous sources of states, regions, countries, universities, First 

Nations/Aboriginal/Indigenous institutions and organisations, with a final section of links to 

videos on existing and emerging initiatives”. The articles within the Toolbox provide theoretical 

as well as very practical advice on dealing with a wide range of situations, based around the 

general principles of Ethics, Respect, Fairness, Reciprocity, Collaboration, and Culture.  

 

19. 

George, L. (2020). The ethics of research and Indigenous Peoples: Closing borders and opening 

doors. In R. Iphofen (Ed.), Handbook of Research Ethics and Scientific Integrity. New York: 

Springer Publishing. (17 pages) Chapter available on request to the author. 

 

  

http://www.cssspnql.com/docs/default-source/centre-de-documentation/toolbox_research_principles_aboriginal_context_eng16C3D3AF4B658E221564CE39.pdf
http://www.cssspnql.com/docs/default-source/centre-de-documentation/toolbox_research_principles_aboriginal_context_eng16C3D3AF4B658E221564CE39.pdf
http://www.cssspnql.com/docs/default-source/centre-de-documentation/toolbox_research_principles_aboriginal_context_eng16C3D3AF4B658E221564CE39.pdf
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The Handbook of Research Ethics and Scientific Integrity is itself an excellent resource, 

containing more than 60 chapters and 1100 pages on an extremely wide range of issues, 

methods, and perspectives of research and ethics.  

 

This chapter focuses on Indigenous research ethics, beginning with an overview of past abuses 

of research on Indigenous peoples in which research became a ‘dirty word’, the closing of 

research borders, and the resultant rise of Indigenous research and methodologies from the 

1970s. The chapter examines the history of unethical research from Eugenics to Nazi 

experimentation to the Tuskegee syphilis experiment. The New Zealand situation is 

scrutinised, from the time of the early ethnologists such as Elsdon Best, through to the 

Cartwright Inquiry in the 1980s. This latter event spurred the development of institutional 

ethics review committees and stricter guidelines around ethical research, including research 

with Māori.  

 

Listed are Moana Jackson’s 10 ethics of kaupapa Māori research which includes: 

• Ethic of prior thought, 

• Ethic of moral or right choice,  

• Ethic of imagination, 

• Ethic of change, and   

• Ethic of time.  

 

The chapter concludes with an example of ‘rangatahi (youth) development as a suicide 

prevention strategy’ projects undertaken by the author from 2015 to 2020, in a section 

deliberately titled “The power of love”, indicating the importance of the concept of aroha 

(love/compassion) in research with Māori. 

 

20.  

George, L., MacDonald, L.T.A.T., & Tauri, J.M. (2020). Chapter One: An introduction to 

Indigenous research ethics. In L. George, J.M. Tauri, & L.T.A.T. MacDonald, Indigenous research 

ethics: Claiming research sovereignty beyond the colonial legacy. Bingley, UK: Emerald 

Publishing. (15 pages) Available for purchase at 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S2398-

601820200000006020/full/html  

 

 

This chapter outlines the volume, commencing with examples of ethical dilemmas encountered 

‘in the field’ by the editors. The authors note that “making space for Indigenous sovereignty 

within research is now a global phenomenon. Such a global surge in Indigenous research – and 

research ethics - speaks to all the exciting and innovative possibilities that flow from research in 

which indigenous peoples reclaim their past, present and future” (p. 4). While acknowledging the 

ongoing struggles for Indigenous research sovereignty, the chapter also acknowledges the now 

‘taken-for-granted’ access many Indigenous scholars and students have to a plethora of 

information on Indigenous research and ethics. The 16 chapters that follow are organised into 

three parts, with Part 1 focusing on the challenges of working within mainstream 

organisations; Part 2 provides examples of Indigenous researchers working with their own 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S2398-601820200000006020/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S2398-601820200000006020/full/html
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people and some of the inherent challenges and triumphs in such endeavours, and Part 3 

focuses on Indigenous and non-Indigenous collaborations. The chapter concludes with: 

 

Indigenous research is transformative, practical, innovative and dynamic. It can also be very 

difficult and challenging work. The myriad ways in which Indigenous research is practised draws 

from the myriad stories and experiences of those populating Indigenous worlds. As Smith writes 

(see Chapter 10), “Our research ethics require listening to people in the understanding of their 

stories, words that are connected to the strengths of generations and understanding that we are 

those generations somewhere on the timeline of nurturing ancestral words.” We are the ancestors 

of the future, and what we do in our time, in our places – in our “active humanity” (Kaplan-Myrth 

& Smylie, 2006) - has significant impact on generations to come; this includes in terms of research 

ethics. 

 

21. 

Hicks, S., Duran, B., Wallerstein, N., Avila, M., Belone, L., Lucero, J., Magarati, M., Mainer, E., 

Martin, D., Muhammad, M., Oetzel, J., Pearson, C., Sahota, P., Simonds, V., Sussman, A., Tafoya, G., 

& White Hat, E. (2012). Evaluating Community-Based Participatory Research to improve 

community‑partnered science and community health. Progress in Community Health 

Partnerships: Research, Education, and Action, 6 (3), 289-299. Maryland, US: John Hopkins 

University Press. Author manuscript available from 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3586244/  

 

 

This article presents the findings of a multi-year (2009-2013) study using mixed methods to 

survey principal investigators (PIs) and partners across the US with in-depth case studies of 

CBPR (Community-Based Participatory Research) projects. Their goal was to “to identify 

facilitators and barriers to effective community–academic partnerships in American Indian and 

other communities, which face health disparities”. CBPR has gained prominence with many 

Indigenous researchers because it provides opportunity for strongly community-engaged 

participation in research projects of use and interest to those communities, often seeking 

solutions to issues identified by the communities themselves.  

One of the significant issues encountered halfway through the study related to the conceptual 

model used, and the necessity of continual self-reflection and assessment to ensure the 

continued efficacy of the project. Their “Lessons learned” included: 

 

• Effective use of advisory committees, 

• Honouring each other, 

• Capacity development of new community PI and partner, and  

• Working to overcome historical trust issues within community research partnerships. 

 

22. 

Hudson, M., Milne, M., Reynolds, P., Russell, K., & Smith, B. (2010). Te Ara Tika - Guidelines for 

Māori research ethics: A framework for researchers and ethics committee members. Auckland, 

New Zealand: Health Research Council of NZ. (29 pages) Retrieved from 

https://www.hrc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2019-06/Resource%20Library%20PDF%20-

%20Te%20Ara%20Tika%20Guidelines%20for%20Maori%20Research%20Ethics_0.pdf  

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3586244/
https://www.hrc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2019-06/Resource%20Library%20PDF%20-%20Te%20Ara%20Tika%20Guidelines%20for%20Maori%20Research%20Ethics_0.pdf
https://www.hrc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2019-06/Resource%20Library%20PDF%20-%20Te%20Ara%20Tika%20Guidelines%20for%20Maori%20Research%20Ethics_0.pdf
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Te Ara Tika is arguably the most well-known document in New Zealand with regard to Māori 

research ethics. Published in 2010, it is now used within most tertiary institutions by Māori 

and non-Māori researchers with varying levels of success. Written specifically with ethics 

committee members in mind, Te Ara Tika seeks to educate non-Māori on how to work 

effectively with Māori in research. The ‘Māori Ethical Framework’ of Te Ara Tika is separated 

into quadrants of Whakapapa/Relationships, Manaakitanga/Social and Cultural 

Responsibility, Tika/Research Design, and Mana/Justice and Equity. Each quadrant is 

separated into three parts representing ‘minimum standards’, ‘good practice’ and ‘best 

practice’. For example, the minimum standard for the Whakapapa quadrant is ‘Consultation’, 

good practice is ‘Engagement’, and best practice is ‘Kaitiaki’, where Māori have governance and 

control over research processes.  

 

Appendix C has a useful table denoting the categories of ‘Research involving Māori’; ‘Māori-

centred research’; and ‘Kaupapa Māori research’, which some find helpful to identify where 

their project might fit in the framework. The authors note that “This framework helps to clarify 

key ethical concepts for Māori and in doing so supports decision-making around Māori ethical 

issues. It does not replace ethical deliberation but enhances the process by framing Māori ethical 

issues in a way that aligns to the expectations of Māori communities” (p. 18). 

 

[see also Hudson, M., Milne, M., Russell, K., Smith, B., Reynolds, P., & Atatoa-Carr, P. (2016). The 

development of guidelines for Indigenous research ethics in Aotearoa/New Zealand. In A-L. 

Drugge (Ed.), Ethics in Indigenous research - Past experiences, future challenges (pp. 157-174). 

Umeå, Sweden: Vaartoe - Centre for Sami Research, Umeå University. Available at 

http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:943266/FULLTEXT03.pdf 

This chapter provides an overview of the development of Te ara tika (Hudson, et al., 2010), 

including the resources contributing to the document and how they were woven together to 

connect tikanga Māori, Māori research ethics, and health research.]  

 

23.  

Hudson, M., & Russell, K. (2009). The Treaty of Waitangi and research ethics in Aotearoa. 

Bioethical Inquiry, 6, 61–68. (8 pages) Available for download at 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225378891_The_Treaty_of_Waitangi_and_Resear

ch_Ethics_in_Aotearoa 

 

This paper deals specifically with how the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi – partnership, 

protection and participation – can be utilised in building solid research relationships and 

effective engagement with Māori individuals and groups. The authors note the main concerns 

for Indigenous people with regard to research are respect, control, and reciprocity. They 

provide a brief overview of the Treaty, following by an exploration of the importance of 

relationships in research “as the foundation for equitable partnerships and development 

within Indigenous communities” (p. 62). In Aotearoa, the primary basis for relationships arises 

from the Treaty of Waitangi.  

 

The authors list concerns from Māori researchers regarding ethics and research with Māori as 

including: 

http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:943266/FULLTEXT03.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225378891_The_Treaty_of_Waitangi_and_Research_Ethics_in_Aotearoa
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225378891_The_Treaty_of_Waitangi_and_Research_Ethics_in_Aotearoa
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• low Māori representation on ethics committees, 

• lack of Māori-specific pathways for ethical review, 

• appropriateness of research 

• methodologies and processes of consultation with communities, plus issues of allocation 

of research funding, 

• development of the Māori research workforce, 

• the inclusion and validation of Māori concepts, and  

• intentional exclusion of Māori from projects. (p. 63) 

 

The latter issue can arise – as noted by Tolich (2002) – from ‘Pākehā paralysis’, resulting from 

“an inability for Pākehā to distinguish a role in Māori-centred research and more generally in 

research on New Zealand society, which involves Māori among other ethnic groups” (p. 64). Yet, 

as a Treaty partner, Pākehā have a responsibility to Māori in terms of research. Collaborative 

research partnerships between Māori and Pākehā, based on the principles of the Treaty, can be 

articulated through factors such as respect, control, and reciprocity. 

 

24. 

Indigenous Peoples Council on Biocolonialism (IPCB). (n.d.). Indigenous Research Protection 

Act. Nixon, NV: IPCB. (10 pages) Retrieved from 

http://www.ipcb.org/publications/policy/files/irpa.html  

 

 

This document provides a template for protection of Indigenous research for tribes in the US. 

It covers policies such as the “unique and invaluable cultural, historical and environmental 

ethic”, “the right of self-determination and in exercising that right must be recognized as the 

exclusive owner of indigenous traditional knowledge” and the establishment of a “research 

review mechanism” to prevent continued abuses, protect traditional knowledge and 

properties, and ensure rights to continue traditional lifeways (p. 1). The purpose of the Act is 

to a) protect the people, culture and natural resources of the Tribe; b) to reduce the adverse 

effects of research and related activities; c) ensure recognition of Tribal control; and d) 

establish a statutory basis for review and governance of research. Guiding principles include 

immediate risks and benefits, confidentiality, respect, communication, empowerment, and self-

determination. 

 

Although this Act was not formalised in legislation, it provides some supporting information 

congruent with many other Indigenous writings on research ethics. 

 

 

25. 

Jones, R., Crengle, S., & McCreanor, T. (2006). How tikanga guides and protects the research 

process: Insights from the Hauora Tāne project. Social Policy Journal of New Zealand, 29, 60-77. 

(18 pages) Retrieved from https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-

work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj29/29-

pages-60-77.pdf  

 

http://www.ipcb.org/publications/policy/files/irpa.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj29/29-pages-60-77.pdf
https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj29/29-pages-60-77.pdf
https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj29/29-pages-60-77.pdf
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Jones et al., explore the use of tikanga in terms of protection during the research processes of 

their Hauora Tāne project. Traditional Māori concepts, values and practice like mana, tapu, he 

kanohi i kitea, whakawhanaungatanga, manaakitanga, koha and aroha ki te tangata can be 

utilised as safety measures within research for researchers, participants and communities, 

within the production of knowledge. The authors discuss the rise of Kaupapa Māori research 

in recent decades, to ensure research with, by and for Māori is of use in transformative change 

for individuals and their communities. 

 

The Hauora Tāne project examined key domains and parameters of Māori men’s health from 

the perspectives of their participants. While it is known that Māori men’s health carries a 

disproportionate burden of disease, the emphasis has been on quantitative data with little 

qualitative data available. Moreover, the “the issues of “Why?”, “What are the influences?” and 

“How are these things experienced by Māori men?” remain largely neglected” (p. 64). An ethical 

framework for research such as this should be governed more by concepts and knowledge from 

within Te Ao Māori, rather than requirements of ethics committees. The authors note that 

“while the ethics approval process may provide a degree of protection against the worst excesses 

of colonising research, it misses the mark in terms of addressing the fundamental accountability 

requirements for Māori” (p. 73). 

 

26. 

Julien, D., Augustine, S., Battiste, M., Marshall, L., & Metallic, F. (Mi’kmaw Ethics Watch). (1999). 

Mi’kmaw research principles and protocols: Conducting research with and/or among Mi’kmaw 

people. Sydney, Nova Scotia: Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch, Unama'ki College of Cape Breton 

University. (7 pages) Retrieved from  

http://mikmaki.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Mikmaw-Research-Principles.pdf  

 

 

The Grand Council of Sante’ Mawio’mi established the Mi’kmaw Ethics Committee (MEW) to 

develop principles and protocols to safeguard the cultural knowledge of the Mi’kmaw people. 

They were intended to ensure research ownership rests with the Mi’kmaw communities they 

arise within. A high standard of research is sought, and research findings must be approved by 

the MEW to affirm accuracy and cultural understanding. 

  

Principles assert that Mi’kmaw: 

 

• people are the guardians and interpreters of their culture and knowledge system – past, 

present, and future. 

• knowledge, culture, and arts, are inextricably connected with their traditional lands, 

districts, and territories. 

• people have the right and obligation to exercise control to protect their cultural and 

intellectual properties and knowledge. 

• knowledge is collectively owned, discovered, used, and taught and so also must be 

collectively guarded by appropriate delegated or appointed collective(s) who will oversee 

these guidelines and process research proposals. (pp. 2-3) 

 

http://mikmaki.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Mikmaw-Research-Principles.pdf
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Further, individual Mi’kmaw communities have control and ownership of research and 

knowledge generated within their communities, and all research must be returned to those 

communities. 

 

27. 

Kaplan-Myrth, N., & Smylie, J. (2006). Sharing what we know about living a good life.  Summit 

Report - Indigenous Knowledge Translation Summit, March 2-5. Regina, SK: First Nations 

University of Canada. (60 pages) Retrieved from 

http://www.welllivinghouse.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Sharing-what-we-know-

Summit-Report.pdf  

 

 

For many Indigenous peoples, research must enable transformative change, rather than just 

generating new knowledge. Knowledge translation is therefore a vital – and ethical 

consideration – of research. The authors note that knowledge translation has become a priority 

for many health organisations and researchers, because it can be seen as a “key link between 

academic health sciences research and improved health outcomes” (p. 5). The Canadian 

Institutes of Health Research define knowledge translation as “the exchange, synthesis and 

ethically-sound application of knowledge within a complex system of interactions among 

researchers and users.” 

 

The Summit this Report is based on explored the concept of Knowledge Translation with input 

from a range of people such as community-based health researchers, health policy makers, and 

Elders, and was led by Aboriginal people. The stated objectives were to: 

 

1. Provide Indigenous peoples from across Canada and invited guests from the United States, 

New Zealand and Peru with the opportunity to define the concept of knowledge 

translation in their own terms and contexts. 

2. Provide Indigenous and non-Indigenous people in leadership and research roles with an 

opportunity to discuss the theory, politics and practice of knowledge translation. 

3. Discuss practical tools required to engage in knowledge translation activities at the 

community, regional and national levels. 

4. Link the concept of Indigenous knowledge translation to discussions of literacy, culture 

and health. (pp. 5-6) 

 

Many contributors acknowledged the myriad challenges faced by their peoples, and therefore 

the need to share stories of “living a good life” in order to support each other to achieve their 

own ‘good lives’. 

 

28. 

Katoa Ltd. (2012). Research ethics. Retrieved from http://www.katoa.net.nz/kaupapa-

maori/kaupapa-maori-research-ethics  

 

 

Katoa Ltd was established by one of New Zealand’s most prominent Māori researchers, Dr 

Fiona Cram, and the website provides a range of useful information on Māori research ‘with, 

http://www.welllivinghouse.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Sharing-what-we-know-Summit-Report.pdf
http://www.welllivinghouse.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Sharing-what-we-know-Summit-Report.pdf
http://www.katoa.net.nz/kaupapa-maori/kaupapa-maori-research-ethics
http://www.katoa.net.nz/kaupapa-maori/kaupapa-maori-research-ethics
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by, and for’ Māori. It is a very useful resource for students and emerging researchers. In the 

discussion on research ethics, Cram notes the issue of power within research, and that research 

often “involves the gathering of information which may be done for its own sake but is often 

done with a view to informing resource allocation and facilitating control”. Māori research, 

therefore, is “about regaining control over Maori knowledge and Maori resources”. The concept 

of Kaupapa Māori recentres and prioritises Māori knowledge, while taking account of the 

social, historical and cultural contexts within which research takes place. The primary 

accountability for Māori researchers is to the people and communities that we work with.  

 

Cram notes seven cultural values (initially stated in Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s 1998 book, 

Decolonising methodologies) that are useful ethical guideline when researching with Māori: 

 

1. Aroha ki te tangata – respect for people and the data that is generated through the 

research. 

2. He kanohi kitea – the preference for face-to-face interactions through research 

processes. 

3. Titiro, whakarongo...kōrero - Look, listen and then, later, speak. The importance of 

understand the viewpoints, realities and aspirations of those we work with. 

4. Manaaki ki te tangata - looking after people. Being generous with time and knowledge 

in respectful relationships. 

5. Kia tupato - be cautious in your practice of research. Understand the context you are 

working within. 

6. Kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata - do not trample on the mana (dignity) of people. 

Acknowledge people’s expertise in their own lives and realities. 

7. Kia mahaki - be humble. Don’t flaunt your knowledge. Share and exchange knowledge 

rather than imposing your knowledge on participants. 

 

29. 

Kennedy, V., & Cram, F. (2010). Ethics of researching with whānau collectives. MAI Review, 3 

(2), 1-8. Retrieved from http://www.katoa.net.nz/measuring-maori-collectives  

 

 

Working with Māori whānau requires sensitivity to the multiple realities within which those 

whānau may live. The authors conducted a project – Research With Whānau Collectives 

(RWWC) – concerned with identifying the most effective ways of working with whānau. 

Participants included policy writers, researchers, Māori providers as well as whānau. One 

concern was that whānau were often equated with families living in one household, yet for 

Māori, whānau can encompass several households as well as marae and communities. The 

RWWC project therefore “aimed to gather a ‘kete’ (toolkit) of methods to use in research and 

evaluation with whānau” (p. 1).  

 

An ethical framework for working with whānau need to consider whānau diversity, as well as 

engender respect for Māori knowledge and ways of being. A 2006 ‘stocktake’ of national and 

international literature by Wehipeihana and Kennedy noted five main principles common 

across Indigenous groups with respect to research: 

 

http://www.katoa.net.nz/measuring-maori-collectives
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• Self-determination, including the right to make decisions about all aspects of their lives. 

• Clear benefits to those being researched 

• Acknowledgement and awareness, which refers to respect and due recognition and 

appreciation for indigenous culture, values, customs, beliefs and rights, including an 

acceptance of a worldview that may not be consistent with Western ideologies. 

• Cultural integrity, which relates to the validity of indigenous knowing and ways of being, 

and that cultural knowledge be protected from misuse and misappropriation, and must 

be preserved for future generations; and 

• Capacity building, which enables Indigenous peoples to participate actively in the 

research, with the aim to ultimately drive their own research. (p. 2) 

 

Also of primary importance in terms of researching with whānau is development of strong and 

respectful relationships between all involved.  

 

30. 

Lowe, S.J., George, L., & Deger, J. (2020). A deeper deep listening: Doing pre-ethics fieldwork in 

Aotearoa New Zealand. In L. George, J.M. Tauri, & L.T.A.T. MacDonald, Indigenous research 

ethics: Claiming research sovereignty beyond the colonial legacy. Bingley, UK: Emerald 

Publishing (19 pages). Book available for purchase at 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S2398-

601820200000006020/full/html  

 

 

This article is written primarily from the perspective of Sebastian Lowe, a Pākehā doctoral 

student studying at James Cook University (Australia) and Aarhus University (Denmark), with 

a topic of the use of taonga puoro (traditional Māori music instruments) in healing practices. 

In a personal rendition of the experiences, Lowe articulates his process of ‘pre-ethics’ fieldwork 

in which he deliberately met with Māori and non-Māori colleagues and researchers primarily 

for the purpose of developing effective relationships before his candidature began. This he saw 

as a fundamental consideration for engaging with Māori in research activity, especially 

considering his Pākehā ethnicity. Supported by a Māori (George) and a white Australian 

researcher (Deger), Lowe embarked on what was at times a treacherous yet rewarding 

experience in pre-ethics. He writes:  

 

“As I prepare to commence my doctoral research, I feel no need to read - nor write! - another ‘how 

to guide to being ethical’. Instead I advocate for a shift in orientation to research ethics that 

entails a ‘listening and feeling into ethics’, or what I have come to think of as a ‘deeper deep 

listening’. As I plan the months ahead, I commit to practicing, and so expanding, my capacity to 

recognise, and attend to, the complex and often-demanding kinds of nearness described above. 

Such a turn to a sensuously orientated ethics is not intended to evade my responsibilities as a 

Pākehā anthropologist, but rather to position myself to better respond to the direct invitation to 

relationships arising during my face-to-face encounters throughout the pre-ethics fieldwork in 

Aotearoa New Zealand.” 

 

  

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S2398-601820200000006020/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S2398-601820200000006020/full/html
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31. 

Martin-Hill, D., & Soucy, D. (Indigenous Health Research Development Program) (2005).  

Ethical guidelines for Aboriginal research - Elders and Healers Roundtable: A Report by the 

Indigenous Health Research Development Program to the Interagency Advisory Panel on 

Research Ethics. Ohsweken, ON: Six Nations Polytechnic. (69 pages) Retrieved from 

http://www.ihrdp.ca/media/docs/lega4e54fe5d0c807-

ethical%20guidelines%20for%20aboriginal%20research.pdf 

 

 

The IHRDP responded to a call from the Institute of Aboriginal Peoples’ Health at the Canadian 

Institutes of Health Research for guidelines on Indigenous research ethics. This report is 

focused on the discourse between the cultural values inherent in the principles of biomedical 

and traditional health research. Given that traditional medicine and spiritual healing has 

become increasingly recognised and promoted, questions arise as to the complementarity 

between Indigenous and biomedical research ethics, as well as the differing approaches to 

health care and promotion. Indigenous health beliefs and practices were discussed in this 

project by Aboriginal researchers, community members, Elders and traditional healers, to 

explore development of a set of ethical principles. 

 

Nine principles of Indigenous knowledge were agreed upon by participants: 

 

1. Cosmology 

2. Language 

3. Integrity/Honesty 

4. Respect 

5. Reciprocity 

6. Quality of life 

7. Protection 

8. Acknowledgement of Traditional Protocols 

9. Intent. (pp. 32-41) 

 

Each of these principles can therefore be utilised as a set of ethical principles for research. 

  

32. 

Mikaelsson, S. (2016). We, the Saami, are one People, united in our own culture, language and 

history, living in areas which since time immemorial and up to historical times, we alone 

inhabited and utilized. In A-L. Drugge (Ed.), Ethics in Indigenous research - Past experiences, 

future challenges (pp. 19-24). Umeå, Sweden: Vaartoe - Centre for Sami Research, Umeå 

University. Available at  

http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:943266/FULLTEXT03.pdf  

 

 

The Saami people differ in many ways from the other Indigenous peoples included in this 

Annotated Bibliography, yet an examination of the chapters demonstrate that the issues and 

ethical guidelines developed carry strong similarity with those of North American, Australian 

and New Zealand Indigenous peoples, while maintaining their uniqueness. Mikaelsson’s 

http://www.ihrdp.ca/media/docs/lega4e54fe5d0c807-ethical%20guidelines%20for%20aboriginal%20research.pdf
http://www.ihrdp.ca/media/docs/lega4e54fe5d0c807-ethical%20guidelines%20for%20aboriginal%20research.pdf
http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:943266/FULLTEXT03.pdf
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chapter is a good example of Saami sentiment in relation to the importance of their Indigenous 

knowledge to research and the ethics that guide research. He writes: 

 

“It is not only the ethics in research that must be used, it is also the topic of the research that has 

to be relevant for the Saami society. It is not that interesting for us to investigate if predators are 

hunting for its prey on calving-ground and winter pasture and eventual differences between these 

two areas of reindeer husbandry. 

We can and must use known scientific facts together with our traditional knowledge in order to 

stop the decline in the herd of reindeers….It can not be reliable for the science and researcher to 

investigate in eternity while our culture and survival as an Indigenous people are bleeding to 

death.” (p. 23). 

 

[Note the link above leads to the full document, which includes other interesting chapters from 

researchers of and with the Saami people.] 

 

33. 

Mihesuah, D.A. (1993). Suggested guidelines for institutions with scholars who conduct 

research on American Indians. American Indian Culture and Research Journal, 17 (3), 131-139. 

(9 pages) Retrieved from http://indigenousgeography.net/Ethics/Mihesuah1993.pdf  

 

 

Although this article is nearly three decades old, it provides an interesting whakapapa/ 

genealogy to the development of Indigenous research and research ethics, noting as it does, the 

abuses of research by non-Indians through intrusive research that carried little benefit for the 

peoples it was on. Mihesuah articulates the paternalistic notions of non-Indians that they were 

“the caretakers of tribal histories and cultural knowledge” (p. 132). He considers that “Until the 

time comes when Indians collect data about their own tribes and choose what information will be 

disseminated to the public, researchers from outside the tribe of study should at least adhere to 

the general research guidelines of their particular academic and professional affiliations, of the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB), and of the federal, state, and local governments.” (p. 132).  

 

Bringing together his own ideas with those developed by Eugene Hughes of Northern Arizona 

University, Mihesuah presents 10 guidelines for researching with American Indians, including: 

 

• Only the tribes’ elected political and religious leadership should review and approve the 

research proposal. 

• Researchers should remain sensitive to the economic, social, physical, psychological, 

religious, and general welfare of the individuals and cultures being studied. 

• Informants should be given fair and appropriate return. 

• The anticipated consequences of the research should be communicated to individuals and 

groups that will be affected. 

• Every attempt should be made to cooperate with the current host society. (pp. 133-138) 

 

While the language of Mihesuah’s guidelines reflect the time in which he writes, the ideas 

behind them are synergistic with ethical principles promoted by Indigenous peoples today, 

such as governance and control of research by the peoples involved, awareness of and 

http://indigenousgeography.net/Ethics/Mihesuah1993.pdf
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sensitivity to the context within which research is conducted, reciprocity, full and informed 

consent, and sensitivity to current political arrangements in research communities. 

 

34. 

Nickels, S., Shirley, J., & Laidler, G. (Eds.). (2006). Negotiating research relationships with Inuit 

Communities: A guide for researchers. ONT & NU, Canada: Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami & Nunavut 

Research Institute. (43 pages) Retrieved from  

https://www.itk.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Negotitiating-Research-Relationships-

Researchers-Guide_0.pdf  

 

 

This Guide seeks to answer a series of questions, including What are researchers really being 

asked to do? How can community members participate meaningfully in research? What level of 

community involvement is appropriate in a given project? What are the best ways to 

communicate with local people? How can researchers initiate and maintain a meaningful 

relationship with community members? (p. 1). Written for researchers wanting to work with 

Canadian Inuit communities in the regions of Nunatsiavut (Labrador), Nunavik (northern 

Québec), Nunavut, and the Inuvialuit Settlement Region of the Northwest Territories (NWT), 

the Guide provides practical advice drawn from the communities noted.  

 

Ongoing concerns by community members include:  

 

• lack of input/consultation in identifying research needs and questions and in designing 

studies.  

• lack of local involvement in the research process; token or cursory inclusion of local 

expertise in research. 

• lack of recognition or compensation. 

• generalization/decontextualization of local knowledge. 

• inappropriate research methodologies; and ack of locally relevant or beneficial research. 

(pp. 2-4) 

 

Key issues include the need for negotiated and respectful relationships in which the 

researchers are honest, humble, informed, open, patient, and with a willingness to learn, 

amongst other things. Ethical guidelines, therefore, must be formulated to address these stated 

concerns and issues. 

 

35. 

Nuu-chah-nulth Tribal Council Research Ethics Committee. (2008). Protocols and principles for 

conducting research in a Nuu-Chah-Nulth context. (7 pages) Retrieved from 

https://icwrn.uvic.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/NTC-Protocols-and-Principles.pdf  

 

 

The Nuu-Chah-Nulth peoples are located primarily on Vancouver Island, Canada. The 

document begins with the 1994 Declaration of their full authority and responsibility over their 

territories and knowledge. They consider they will continue “as decision-makers and active 

participants, consultants and/or advisors throughout negotiations and discussions regarding 

https://www.itk.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Negotitiating-Research-Relationships-Researchers-Guide_0.pdf
https://www.itk.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Negotitiating-Research-Relationships-Researchers-Guide_0.pdf
https://icwrn.uvic.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/NTC-Protocols-and-Principles.pdf
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all of the lands, waters, resources and governance issues within our respective Ha-houlthee.” 

(p. 1). Establishment of a Nuu-Chah-Nulth Tribal Council Research Ethics Committee (REC) in 

more recent years provides “a mechanism of ensuring that research that is conducted within 

Nuu-chah-nulth communities is done in an ethical and appropriate manner” (p. 2).  

 

The REC utilises the three protocols of partnership, protection and participation as follows: 

 

• Partnership: Where Nuu-chah-nulth-aht are participants in research and have a major 

interest in the outcome of a research project, then a working relationship should be 

established between the researcher and the participants or representatives of the 

participating community(ies). 

• Protection: The researcher must ensure the protection of Nuu-chahnulth-aht participants 

and resources prior to the onset of research, during data collection and compilation, 

during and after dissemination of data. 

• Participation: All Nuu-chah-nulth-aht have a right to participate in or refuse 

participation in research. Reasons for inclusion and exclusion in research must be clearly 

outlined prior to onset of research. (p. 3) 

 

Ethical principles include 1) Respect for Persons, which includes autonomy, protection and 

beneficence; 2) Do no harm – maximising benefits and minimising harms; and 3) Justice – 

fairness and equity. 

 

36. 

Olsen, T.A. (2016). Responsibility, reciprocity and respect. On the ethics of (self)representation 

and advocacy in Indigenous studies. In A-L. Drugge (Ed.), Ethics in Indigenous research - Past 

experiences, future challenges (pp. 25-43). Umeå, Sweden: Vaartoe - Centre for Sami Research, 

Umeå University. Available at  

http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:943266/FULLTEXT03.pdf  

 

 

Olsen begins with the statement: “Advocacy, decolonization, responsibility, and respect are key 

words in my understanding of what research is all about” (p. 25). The ethics of research is 

concerned with not just the choices you make, but also “what lies behind as well as follows” (p. 

29) those choices – in other words, of importance to those choices is the context within which 

they were made (including a researcher’s own life course and perspective, and the people with 

which he or she is working), and the outcomes of those choices. Olsen contends that research 

ethics is about responsibility. Drawing from literature in religious and Indigenous studies, 

Olsen places emphasis on decolonisation also, defining it as “the critical exploration of the 

foundations and approaches of research in order to find out how or if it can be said to be marked 

by a colonialist bias” (p. 29).  

 

Olsen states the while the Sámi people are under national guidelines of research ethics in 

Finland, Norway and Sweden, there no specific rules for research with Sámi people, 

communities and issues, except a minor regulation regarding ethnicity as requiring special 

care. Yet the rise of decolonisation, which privileges Indigenous realities, centralises ethical 

guidelines such as the consent of Indigenous peoples for research with and for their people. 

http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:943266/FULLTEXT03.pdf
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According to Olsen – “This is how it should be.” (p. 32). Decolonisation, therefore, is a clear 

necessity, including the activity of “posing critical questions both to the foundation and the 

impact of research” (p. 41). 

 

37. 

Ormond, A., Cram, F. & Carter, L. (2006). Researching our relations: Reflections on ethics. 

AlterNative: An international journal of indigenous scholarship, Special supplement 2006 – 

Marginalisation, 180-198. Available at 

http://www.katoa.net.nz/publications/download-publications  

 

 

This paper contends that ‘by Māori, for Māori’ research and evaluation can provide places and 

opportunities to bring Māori from the margins of society, back to the centre. The paper arose 

from hui/discussions with Māori researchers and community members on the marginalisation 

of Māori within the wider subject of research ethics and protocols. Three emergent themes 

were:  

 

1. relationships between researchers and participants/communities,  

2. researchers knowing themselves, and  

3. the safety aspects inherent within tikanga (cultural protocols). 

 

The authors contend that the Treaty of Waitangi provides Māori the fundamental right to 

develop research methods, tools, processes and ethics from within a Māori cultural worldview. 

They consider that already Māori and kaupapa Māori research has demonstrated how the 

margins can “be spaces of ‘radical possibility’” (p. 177), although the following questions need 

to answered: 

 

• How can we decolonise research so that it serves us better? 

• How do we create research spaces that allow our stories to be told and heard? 

• How do we use research to destabilise existing power structures that hold us in the 

margins? (p. 177) 

 

The importance of relationships is also stated, while affirming that “our relations extend beyond 

a human border” (p. 177). 

 

38. 

Pacific Research & Policy Centre and the Pasifika@Massey Directorate. (2017). Pacific Research 

Guidelines and Protocols. Palmerston North, NZ: Authors. (40 pages) Retrieved from 

https://www.massey.ac.nz/massey/fms/Colleges/College%20of%20Humanities%20and%2

0Social%20Sciences/pacific-research-and-policy-

centre/192190%20PRPC%20Guidelines%202017%20v5.pdf?4D6D782E508E2E272815C5E

3E1941390  

 

 

This document was developed to provide support for researchers working with Pacific peoples 

and communities, and how to ensure the incorporation of Pacific values and principles in 

http://www.katoa.net.nz/publications/download-publications
https://www.massey.ac.nz/massey/fms/Colleges/College%20of%20Humanities%20and%20Social%20Sciences/pacific-research-and-policy-centre/192190%20PRPC%20Guidelines%202017%20v5.pdf?4D6D782E508E2E272815C5E3E1941390
https://www.massey.ac.nz/massey/fms/Colleges/College%20of%20Humanities%20and%20Social%20Sciences/pacific-research-and-policy-centre/192190%20PRPC%20Guidelines%202017%20v5.pdf?4D6D782E508E2E272815C5E3E1941390
https://www.massey.ac.nz/massey/fms/Colleges/College%20of%20Humanities%20and%20Social%20Sciences/pacific-research-and-policy-centre/192190%20PRPC%20Guidelines%202017%20v5.pdf?4D6D782E508E2E272815C5E3E1941390
https://www.massey.ac.nz/massey/fms/Colleges/College%20of%20Humanities%20and%20Social%20Sciences/pacific-research-and-policy-centre/192190%20PRPC%20Guidelines%202017%20v5.pdf?4D6D782E508E2E272815C5E3E1941390
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research. The document is of use to both Pacific and non-Pacific researchers, with a 

fundamental premise being that the term ‘Pacific’ or ‘Pasifika’ encompasses a variety of cultural 

groups, each with their own unique connections to lands and people and culture both on 

particular Pacific islands, as well as New Zealand. They consider “that ethical research practice 

is a process of continuous engagement throughout the research cycle” (p. 7), and guidelines such 

as these are merely the starting point.  

 

The authors note eight kinds of diversity in ‘Pacific research’: 

 

1. Research in Aotearoa/New Zealand for Pacific peoples or Pacific communities (researchers of 

all ethnicities), 

2. Researchers in the Pacific (researchers of all ethnicities), 

3. Researchers of Pacific ethnicity in Aotearoa/New Zealand, 

4. Researchers who are commissioned for research and/or for consultancies in the Pacific or with 

Pacific peoples and Pacific communities, 

5. Research with possible Pacific participants, 

6. Research teams including Pacific researchers. (p. 8) 

 

Reflecting research principles of other Indigenous groups, Pacific research principles are stated 

as: Respect for relationships; Respect for Knowledge Holders; Reciprocity; Holism; and Using 

Research to do Good (p. 12). 

 

The Appendices contain information for specific islands, including who to contact, processes 

for research approval, and possible costs. 

 

 

39. 

Pipi, K., Cram, F., Hawke, R., Hawke, S., Huriwai, TM., Mataki, T., Milne, M., Morgan, K., Tuhaka, 

H., & Tuuta, C. (2004, December). A research ethic for studying Māori and iwi provider success. 

Social Policy Journal of New Zealand, 23, 141-153. (13 pages) Retrieved from  

https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-

magazines/social-policy-journal/spj23/23-a-research-ethic-for-studying-mori-and-iwi-

provider-success-p141-153.html  

 

 

This often-cited article begins with a discussion of kaupapa Māori theory as emancipatory and 

reflecting a Māori worldview. In terms of research, “the Māori world leads and the research 

world follows” (p. 144). They explore kaupapa Māori research and research ethics through a 

project exploring practices of successful Māori and tribal service providers and programmes, 

across five regions in New Zealand. A total of 57 providers were surveyed across the five 

regions.  

 

The authors describe how they used the following kaupapa Māori practices as research ethics 

to guide their project: 

 

• aroha ki te tangata (a respect for people) 

https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj23/23-a-research-ethic-for-studying-mori-and-iwi-provider-success-p141-153.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj23/23-a-research-ethic-for-studying-mori-and-iwi-provider-success-p141-153.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/journals-and-magazines/social-policy-journal/spj23/23-a-research-ethic-for-studying-mori-and-iwi-provider-success-p141-153.html
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• kanohi kitea (the seen face; that is, present yourself to people face to face) 

• titiro, whakarongo … korero (look, listen … speak) 

• manaaki ki te tangata (share and host people, be generous) 

• kia tupato (be cautious) 

• kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata (do not trample over the mana of the people) 

• kaua e mahaki (do not flaunt your knowledge). (p. 144) 

 

In-depth explanation of how they operationalised these practices is given in the article. They 

conclude by stating “The practices of Kaupapa Māori research are one approach to critically 

reflecting on the things we do just because they are often the “right” things to do. In this way, we 

make the subconscious become conscious, and the lessons we learn from doing so can add to the 

pool of knowledge about how research with Māori might be respectfully conducted” (pp. 151-

152). 

 

40. 

Ponton, V. (2018). Utilizing Pacific methodologies as inclusive practice. SAGE Open, July-

September, 1–8. (8 pages) DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2158244018792962  

 

 

Ponton argues that using Pacific methodologies is fundamental to effective research with 

Pacific peoples. Decolonising methodologies and moving away from Eurocentric frameworks, 

enables development and utilisation of appropriate methodologies that draw from Pacific-

focused perspectives. Ponton discusses also the use of Community-based participatory 

research (CBPR) as a useful methodology with similar outcomes to Pacific methodologies, for 

example, in achieving positive outcomes for researcher/s and stakeholders. Working alongside 

community partners and acknowledging their expertise serves to achieve transformative 

change and justice. 

 

 Ponton describes and discusses several Pacific research approaches such as: 

 

• Talanoa: enables participant voices to be at the centre of data collection and findings. 

• Teu Le Va: recognises the special connections within Samoan communities, to value the 

va, or the relationships inherent within those connections. 

• Fonofale: acknowledges all the structures needed to affirm a strong foundation for 

Pacific peoples, strengthened by the values of Fa’aSamoa.  

 

As noted by Ponton, “Each framework highlights the importance of seeing research through the 

eyes of those who are recruited for research, as well as ensuring that specific Pacific worldviews 

are not ignored but upheld during formulation of a research design” (p. 2). 

 

41. 

Reeves, A., Bull, J., Heaslip, A., Iskwew, G.R.M.I., (2014). Indigenizing academia: Student 

reflections on Aboriginal health research in Canada. The Canadian Journal of Native Studies, 

XXXIV (1), 185-196. Available for download from 

https://www.academia.edu/26810352/INDIGENIZING_ACADEMIA_STUDENT_REFLECTIONS

_ON_ABORIGINAL_HEALTH_RESEARCH_IN  

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2158244018792962
https://www.academia.edu/26810352/INDIGENIZING_ACADEMIA_STUDENT_REFLECTIONS_ON_ABORIGINAL_HEALTH_RESEARCH_IN
https://www.academia.edu/26810352/INDIGENIZING_ACADEMIA_STUDENT_REFLECTIONS_ON_ABORIGINAL_HEALTH_RESEARCH_IN
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Four Aboriginal health students reflect on their experiences in 2014, exploring the Canadian 

Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) initiative first introduced in 2000. Often learning about 

contexts of trauma and dispossession for Aboriginal peoples for the first time, a process of 

decolonisation was enabled for the students in which they learned their responsibilities as 

respectful allies and advocates for Aboriginal peoples. When the ‘personal is also the political’ 

within education, the personal learning for Aboriginal students is enhanced. ‘Indigenizing’ 

graduate education is therefore very necessary, particularly in relation to research with and 

for Indigenous peoples. The student authors offer personal narratives of their education and 

research journeys. Bull notes “I feel a sense of honour and pride to be among this growing group 

of Aboriginal health researchers. This network stems beyond a working relationship and has 

sparked friendships and connections across the country. There is a sense of community on a 

national level” (p. 190).  

 

An ethical consideration noted by many Indigenous authors is the capacity building of an 

Indigenous research workforce. Research ‘with, by, and for’ Indigenous peoples and 

communities is not just a catchy slogan but is deeply necessary to ensure ethical research is 

undertaken. 

 

42. 

Canadian Institutes of Health Research/Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of 

Canada/Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council. (2018). Tri-Council Policy Statement 

- Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans: TCPS2 2018. Ottawa, ON: Secretariat on 

Responsible Conduct of Research. (231 pages) Available from 

https://ethics.gc.ca/eng/documents/tcps2-2018-en-interactive-final.pdf  

 

 

This policy statement is one of the most important policy documents for research in Canada 

today, jointly released by Canada’s three federal research agencies – the Canadian Institutes of 

Health Research (CIHR), the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada 

(NSERC), and the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC). Although 

commonly known as TCPS2, it is actually the third edition (Annotation 9 of this current 

document discusses CIHR Guidelines for Health Research Involving Aboriginal People (2007-

2010) as an important contributor to TCPS). Of importance to this bibliography is Chapter 9 – 

Research involving the First Nations, Inuit and Metis peoples of Canada.  

 

The original CIHR policy document outlined 15 Articles that were included in the TCPS. TCPS2 

focuses on 22 Articles, including: 

 

• Requirement of Community Engagement in Indigenous Research. 

• Nature and Extent of Community Engagement. 

• Engagement with Organizations and Communities of Interest. 

• Recognizing Diverse Interests within Communities. 

• Requirement to Advise the Research Ethics Board on a Plan for Community 

Engagement. And  

https://ethics.gc.ca/eng/documents/tcps2-2018-en-interactive-final.pdf
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• Secondary Use of Information or Human Biological Materials Identifiable as Originating 

from First Nations, Inuit and/or Métis Communities or Peoples. 

 

43. 

Smith, B., & Tolich, M. (2014). A cultural turn: The trivialisation of indigenous research ethics 

in New Zealand post- 2012 health and disability ethics committees. MAI Journal, 3 (3), 255-267. 

(13 pages) Retrieved from 

http://www.journal.mai.ac.nz/sites/default/files/MAI_Jrnl_3%283%29_Smith02.pdf  

 

 

Smith and Tolich have been considered two of the foremost experts of research ethics in New 

Zealand. Smith (now deceased) was of Māori descent (Te Rarawa and Ngāti Kahu) and worked 

closely with Tolich for several decades. In this article they discuss the lack of inclusion of Treaty 

of Waitangi responsibilities for health and disability ethics committees (HDEC), the bodies 

governing clinical health research. The restructuring of HDECs in 2012 included Indigenous 

concerns, so that consultation could now “run concurrently with the ethics review” the prior 

requirement of consultation before review “has the potential to improve both science and the 

ethics of a project” (p. 256). They consider that “the four HDECs have operated in a vacuum 

generating their own unique interpretations of what constitutes indigenous research ethics, 

largely because various statements on Māori ethics have never been formally ratified by those 

managing the HDEC system” (p. 257). 

 

The concept of a ‘cultural turn’ was first mooted by Smith in 2007, in which more emphasis was 

given to the culture of participants, rather than how “possible paradigmatic and research issues 

relating to Māori that may be implicated in the project”, making “matters of culture” more 

important than research processes (p. 261). In their study, Smith and Tolich note that “the 

minutes of all four HDECs and observing the new ethics committees in action suggest that the 

tendency to overwhelmingly focus on cultural dimensions is now a well- embedded norm” (p. 

261).  

 

This article emphasises the point that while there is movement towards ‘decolonising and 

indigenising research’, there is also danger that Indigenous research will be captured and ring-

fenced in ways that negate the potential benefits of its development. 

 

44. 

South African San Institute (SASI). (2017). San Code of Research Ethics. Kimberley, South Africa: 

SASI. (4 pages) Retrieved from  

https://9e98d060-1dc9-42a1-9114-

28cb693bed6b.filesusr.com/ugd/2e6b14_a5fa7365b624425787c8bff28cb2f9e5.pdf  

 

 

Developed by the South African San Institute, this set of research ethics demonstrate 

similarities with other Indigenous groups, reflecting also their unique cultural perspectives. 

The principles emphasised are: 

 

http://www.journal.mai.ac.nz/sites/default/files/MAI_Jrnl_3%283%29_Smith02.pdf
https://9e98d060-1dc9-42a1-9114-28cb693bed6b.filesusr.com/ugd/2e6b14_a5fa7365b624425787c8bff28cb2f9e5.pdf
https://9e98d060-1dc9-42a1-9114-28cb693bed6b.filesusr.com/ugd/2e6b14_a5fa7365b624425787c8bff28cb2f9e5.pdf
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• RESPECT - not only for individuals but also for the community….for our culture, which 

also includes our [unique] history….Respect for individuals requires the protection of our 

privacy at all times. Respect requires that our contribution to research is acknowledged 

at all times. Respect requires that promises made by researchers need to be met. 

Respectful researchers engage with us in advance of carrying out research….Failure by 

researchers to meet their promises to provide feedback is an example of disrespect which 

is encountered frequently. (p. 2) 

• HONESTY - from all those who come to us with research proposals….an open and clear 

exchange between the researchers and our leaders….Complex issues must be carefully and 

correctly described, not simply assuming the San cannot understand….a totally honest 

sharing of information. Open exchange should not patronise the San….Prior informed 

consent can only be based on honesty in the communications, which needs to be carefully 

documented…. 

• JUSTICE AND FAIRNESS - It is important that the San be meaningfully involved in the 

proposed studies, which includes learning about the benefits that the participants and the 

community might expect….Any possible benefits should be discussed with the San, in order 

to ensure that these benefits do actually return to the community….We have encountered 

lack of justice and fairness in many instances in the past. These include theft of San 

traditional knowledge by researchers…. 

• CARE - Research should be aligned to local needs and improve the lives of San. This means 

that the research process must be carried out with care for all involved, especially the San 

community….must extend to the families of those involved, as well as to the social and 

physical environment…. 

• PROCESS - Researchers need to follow the processes that are set out in our research 

protocols carefully, in order for this Code of Ethics to work. The San research protocol…is 

an important process that we have decided on….This process starts with a research idea 

that is collectively designed, through to approval of the project, and subsequent 

publications. 

 

45. 

Stiegman, M.L., Castleden, H. (2015). Leashes and lies: Navigating the colonial tensions of 

institutional ethics of research involving Indigenous Peoples in Canada. The International 

Indigenous Policy Journal, 6 (3), 1-10. (10 pages) Retrieved from: http://ir.lib.uwo.ca/iipj/ DOI: 

10.18584/iipj.2015.6.3.2  

 

 

This article provides a critique of Canada’s TCPS2, arguing that there is an intrinsic separation 

between the purported goals of TCPS2 and operationalisation and interpretation of these goals 

by Research Ethics Boards members. They pose the important question - Wherein lies the 

disconnect? (p. 2). The authors argue that TCPS2, and more particularly, chapter 9, “is an 

important step on the long road towards decolonizing Indigenous research within the 

academy” (p. 2). Yet many academics still struggle to ‘do research in a good way’ with 

Indigenous peoples.  

 

The authors describe a process they undertook which include in-depth engagement with the 

community in question, emphasising “the length of time needed to build the foundations of a 

http://ir.lib.uwo.ca/iipj/
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collaborative undertaking, namely building trusting relationships, and a common vision for 

research that responds to community needs and priorities. This opening phase is paramount if 

real power sharing is to take place; yet, it falls largely outside of established funding structures” 

(p. 2) (what Lowe et al. call ‘pre-ethics’ – see Annotation 30). This process took them around 

seven months, after which time they submitted an application to the REB. The response from 

the REB was a five-page letter requesting major revisions, followed by two more rounds of 

revisions over 100 days. The outcome was the project – dependent on seasonal activities – was 

postponed for a full year. 

 

While these (non-Indigenous) researchers seemed able to follow the values espoused in TCPS2 

for ethical research with Indigenous peoples, they still struggled to do research ‘in a good way’ 

because of the disconnect between the values of the document, and the ways in which those 

values are being interpreted in reality. 

 

46. 

Tauri, J.M. (2014). Resisting condescending research ethics in Aotearoa/New Zealand. 

AlterNative: An International Journal of Indigenous Peoples, 10 (2), 134-150. (17 pages) Full text 

can be requested from 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/313782960_Resisting_Condescending_Research_

Ethics_in_Aotearoa_New_Zealand]  

 

 

This article provides a hefty critique of Research Ethics Boards (REBs) and Eurocentric notions 

of ethical research with Indigenous peoples. Tauri considers that REBs “impinge on the 

autonomy of Indigenous researchers and participants to pursue knowledge construction in 

ways that suit their social and cultural context” (p. 155). Tauri recounts a negative experience 

he had with a REB in 2009, when conducting doctoral research on Indigenous experiences of 

crime control policies and interventions, with Indigenous participants in Canada and New 

Zealand, using methods of interviews and focus groups. Working with Indigenous elders and 

scholars in both lands, the research protocols were developed to privilege collective data 

collection and informed consent processes; this took over 16 months to develop via phone, 

email and face-to-face visits.  

 

Tauri writes that “In contrast to the collaboratively constructed, community-centred and 

contextualized research protocols developed by the author and his potential participants, the REB 

in question followed a heavily standardized, Eurocentric process for assessing the ethicality of 

both the researcher and the specific project” (p. 135). This echoes the previous article’s notions 

of a disconnect between the values espoused regarding Indigenous research and research with 

Indigenous peoples, and the reality on the ground for researchers, and particularly with regard 

to REBs. As with the research of Stiegman and Castleden (above), this resulted in costly delays 

in the research process, and unnecessary stress for the researchers involved. 

 

47. 

Te Awekotuku, N. (1991). He tikanga whakaaro: Research ethics in the Maori community. 

Wellington, NZ: Manatu Maori, Ministry of Maori Affairs. (28 pages) (Paper attached) 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/313782960_Resisting_Condescending_Research_Ethics_in_Aotearoa_New_Zealand
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/313782960_Resisting_Condescending_Research_Ethics_in_Aotearoa_New_Zealand


 

32 

 

 

Published in 1991, Te Awekotuku’s paper is seen by many as the foundation for Māori research 

ethics in New Zealand. Writing as an anthropologist, Te Awekotuku necessarily focused on 

anthropological research paradigms, while forthrightly stating the need for research ethics that 

make sense for Māori as well as articulating the political nature of Māori research. She stated 

that “Research is the gathering of knowledge - more usually, not for its own sake, but for its use 

within a variety of different applications. It is about control, resource allocation, information and 

equity. It is about power” (p. 13). Te Awekotuku notes that no longer is it acceptable that 

benefits from research accrue only for the researcher and their institutions, but for the people 

and communities as well – “Social scientists   are   becoming   increasingly more answerable to 

the social groups, and phenomena, they study” (p. 13).  

 

Research needs to be responsive to the needs of those social groups, rather than those 

determined by those ‘outside’. The author noted also the conundrum of ‘who conducts the 

research’ – while those such as Ranginui Walker argue for Māori researchers only to conduct 

research with Māori, she considers he ignores the reality “that despite the emerging pan- or 

supra-tribalism of the late twentieth century the Maori persists in a concentrated tribal 

identity” (p. 14), requiring, perhaps, that only those Māori of the tribe in question should 

conduct research with that tribe. Te Awekotuku notes:  

 

“Obviously, the ideal situation - highly trained, sensitive and motivated researchers of Maori 

descent working on Maori issues - is not yet a reality, and any proposed ethical guidelines should 

reflect this. However, in the application of such a proposed code, such factors as inter-tribal 

differences, historical difficulties and background that may cause a conflict of interest, or clouding 

of perspective, should be recognized.” (p. 14).  

 

48. 

The First Nations Information Governance Centre. (2011). First Nations Regional Health Survey 

(RHS): Best practice tools for OCAP compliant research. Ottawa, Ont.: Author. Retrieved from 

https://fnigc.ca/sites/default/files/RHSBestPracticeBooklet.pdf  

 

 

In 1994, the Canadian federal government began three longitudinal health surveys from which 

First Nations people living on-reserve were actively excluded. As a result, the Assembly of First 

Nations Chiefs Committee on Health authorised a First Nations health survey in 1996, with the 

view that it be applied every four years across Canada. The resultant First Nations Regional 

Health Survey (RHS) is the only national health survey for First Nations, governed by First 

Nations people. This demonstrates self-determination for First Nations people and an 

unwillingness to continue being pushed to the margins of society. 

  

This article explains the process for development of the RHS, and the resultant development of 

the RHS Code of Research Ethics, the purpose of which was to “establish a framework of 

principles and procedures to guide the members of the First Nations Information Governance 

Centre (FNIGC) to accomplish the mandate and objectives of the RHS” (p. 3). There are 20 

guiding principles, including: 

 

https://fnigc.ca/sites/default/files/RHSBestPracticeBooklet.pdf
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• 1. First Nations principles of Ownership, Control, Access, and Possession (OCAP) will be 

respected. OCAP is self-determination applied to research. 

• 3. The FNIGC recognizes the highest standards of research practice and will subject the 

RHS to review and/or evaluation to ensure data quality and integrity while respecting the 

First Nations principles of OCAP. 

• 4. The FNIGC recognizes that participatory culturally based research takes several years 

to develop. However, the RHS should demonstrably contribute information, skills and 

capacity building. 

• 7. The communities must be involved as full partners in all aspects of the research. 

Feedback, input, participation in analysis and interpretation and communications should 

always characterize the research relationship. 

• 8. First Nations community authorities must approve data collection in their regions. And  

• 16. All research results, analyses and interpretations for the National Core Data must first 

be reported to the FNIGC to ensure accuracy and avoid misunderstanding. This same 

process must be respected in each region as it pertains to the regional data where the 

communities and the regional advisory committees would first be reported to. (pp. 3-6) 

 

49. 

The First Nations Information Governance Centre/Le Centre de gouvernance de l’information 

des Premières Nations (FNIGC/CGIPN). (2020). The First Nations Principles of OCAP®. 

Akwesasne, ON: FNIGC/CGIPN. Webpage - https://fnigc.ca/ocap  

 

 

This article provides further articulation of the principles of OCAP – Ownership, Control, 

Access, and Possession. OCAP was established in 1998 by the National Steering Committee of 

the original First Nations Regional Health Survey (RHS). OCAP was created to ensure 

community rights and interests were recognised and protected, and a commitment by First 

Nations people to utilise information in ways that maximise benefits and minimise harm: 

  

• Ownership refers to the relationship of First Nations to their cultural knowledge, data, 

and information. This principle states that a community or group owns information.  

• Control affirms that First Nations, their communities, and representative bodies are 

within their rights in seeking to control over all aspects of research and information 

management processes that impact them. 

• Access refers to the fact that First Nations must have access to information and data 

about themselves and their communities regardless of where it is held.  

• Possession is the mechanism by which ownership can be asserted and protected. 

 

50. 

Wallerstein, N., & Duran, B. (2010, April). Community-Based Participatory Research 

contributions to intervention research: The intersection of science and practice to improve 

health equity. American Journal of Public Health, 100 (Suppl 1), S40–S46. DOI: 

10.2105/AJPH.2009.184036. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2837458/  
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Community-based participatory research (CBPR) is seen by many Indigenous researchers as a 

“transformative research paradigm that bridges the gap between science and practice through 

community engagement and social action to increase health equity”. CBPR provides opportunity 

for community voices to be raised in research projects from idea formulation through to 

dissemination. Table 1 below demonstrates how CBPR addresses the challenges of 

translational research: 

 

Challenge of Translational Research How CBPR Addresses the Challenge 

External validity Engages community stakeholders in 

adaptation within complex systems of 

organizational and cultural context and 

knowledge 

What is evidence: the privileging of 

academic knowledge 

Creates space for postcolonial and hybrid 

knowledge, including culturally supported 

interventions, indigenous theories, and 

community advocacy 

Language: incompatible discourse between 

academia and community 

Broadens discourse to include “life world” 

cultural and social meanings 

Business as usual within universities Shifts power through bidirectional learning, 

shared resources, collective decision 

making, and outcomes beneficial to the 

community 

Non-sustainability of programs beyond 

research funding 

Sustains programs though integration with 

existing programs, local ownership, and 

capacity development 

Lack of trust Uses formal agreements and sustains long-

term relationships to equalize partnership 

and promote mutual benefit 

 

CBPR is seen as a research methodology that can provide ethical pathways for research with 

and for Indigenous peoples.  

 

 


