
 

  

“WHAT WE HEARD”: A REPORT ON 

CONSULTATIONS RELATING TO 

REPATRIATION IN NUNATSIAVUT 
 

Consultations with Labrador Inuit on the repatriation of human remains and burial objects, 

removed from archaeological sites in the Labrador Inuit Settlement Area, took place in the five Inuit 

Communities and Upper Lake Melville in June and December of 2015.  The results of the 

consultations are presented in this report along with relevant recommendations.      
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INTRODUCTION: 
 

 

In May of 2015 the Nunatsiavut Executive Council (NEC) reviewed a discussion paper prepared by 

the Nunatsiavut Government Archaeologist on the need for approved policy on the repatriation of 

human remains from archaeological1 sites in Nunatsiavut (Brake 2015).  During the meeting the 

Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism (DCRT) was given a mandate by the NEC to consult 

with Labrador Inuit on the issue, specifically by bringing the series of questions presented in the 

discussion paper to people in each of the five Inuit Communities and Upper Lake Melville.  A 

suggestion to record a video on the issue to reach as many people as possible was made at this time 

as well.   

 

Community consultations relating to repatriation were held in Nunatsiavut and Upper Lake Melville 

in June and December of 2015.  It was initially hoped that this process would be completed in June, 

however, due to inclement weather it was not possible to reach Hopedale or Postville during the 

initial phase.  One of the recommendations that was made by a community member during the 

consultations in Makkovik was to engage local high school students on the issue since they are 

stakeholders, and since those 16 and over are of voting age.  It was felt that this was an important 

consideration and this was one of the reasons why we decided to wait until the fall when students 

would be back at school to complete the process.   

 

Public meetings were held in each of the Inuit Communities and in Goose Bay and North West River, 

and key stakeholders were specifically approached for consultation during community visits.  Inuit 

community governments, NG staff, local heritage committees, high school students and interested 

individuals identified with the help of community liaison officers were directly approached.  In 

some cases the public meetings were relatively well attended, while in some communities there 

was little response.  However, directly contacting interested stakeholders seemed to work well, and 

overall we were able to connect with a substantial number of individuals.   

 

Consultations were conducted by Johannes Lampe and Jamie Brake of DCRT.  Johannes is employed 

as an Interpreter/ Translator with the department, is a lay minister, and was formerly the Chief 

Elder for Nain and Minister of DCRT.  He has previous experience with the repatriation of remains  

                                                             

1 When the terms Archaeological Site, Archaeological Material and Archaeological Activity are used in this 
report they have the same meaning as in the Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement.  For clarity, in 
Newfoundland and Labrador, objects and sites are generally considered to be archaeological if they are 50 
years old or older.  Objects and sites less than 50 years old are normally considered to be ethnographic or 
contemporary.  
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from Zoar and Rose Island.  Jamie is employed as Nunatsiavut Government Archaeologist, has 

previous experience with repatriation, has developed draft policy on this issue and is responsible 

for developing the policy that will be based on the consultation process being reported on here.   

This worked well as each individual has a very different perspective on the issue.  Johannes 

approached it from a spiritual and emotional side whereas Jamie’s viewpoint was more academic.  

These different ways of thinking about repatriation were generally complimentary and it was 

useful for participants to have the opportunity to hear different points of view, some aspects of 

which were fundamentally different.  No attempt was made to say that one opinion was better than 

another, instead these perspectives were used to help illustrate the complexity of the issue, the fact 

that there are many different opinions in each area of discussion, and that there are no clear right 

and wrong answers to any of the questions. 

 

Each meeting typically consisted of an introduction, provided by Johannes, during which he 

explained what it was that we were doing and why.  Jamie would then talk about how the 

information collected would be used, and would provide some background information including 

an overview of the history of repatriation and reburial in global, national, provincial and regional 

contexts.  Following that there would be group discussions around each of the questions that were 

presented in the discussion paper referred to above.  Normally Jamie would read a question and 

then Johannes and Jamie would provide some additional contextual information or relevant 

examples to get the discussion going.  Participants were encouraged to share any thoughts or 

opinions they had on each discussion item.  In general people were very engaged and quite willing 

to express their opinions and feelings.   

 

The conversations were recorded by Jamie in detailed notes using a laptop and MS Word.  Attempts 

were made to quantify the responses using qualitative data analysis software (NVIVO and QDA 

Miner) as well as by simply calculating the number of yes and no responses to each question in each 

community where it was appropriate to do so.  This allows for a relatively quick and 

straightforward review of input from participants.     

 

The results of the consultations are presented in the following pages, first by community, and then 

in general.  Individual participants are not named.  A brief analysis of the collective responses is 

provided which is followed by recommendations relating to each question.  Following the 

presentation of the results of the consultations are some conclusions relating to the process itself, 

the positive outcomes and the challenges, some general recommendations, as well as a brief 

discussion on the final steps involved in the development of the repatriation policy. 
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CONSULTATIONS: 
 

In this part, responses to each of the questions that were discussed during the course of the 

consultations are presented.   For yes and no questions the number of positive, negative and unsure 

responses are provided, and for more complex, or multi-part questions (such as question 3 and 

question 5), brief summaries of discussions or important points are included as well.  Responses to 

questions 9 and 10 could not be reduced to positive, negative or unsure responses so summaries of 

discussions and points made are provided for those.  This is done for each question for each 

community and is followed by a section where response totals from all participants from all 

communities are analyzed.   

 

While several consultation sessions took place in each community, the results are combined under 

each community heading below for ease of reference.  The number of responses to each question 

varies as not everyone answered every question. 

 

 

 

Nain (11 participants):  

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial?  

 

Yes: 11 

No: 0 

Unsure:0 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 11 

No: 1 

Unsure: 1 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 12 (Participants felt that an inventory should be developed and that requests from third 

parties should continue to be considered as well). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 
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Question 4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation 

process? 

 

Yes: 12 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 12 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Yes:  10 

No:  0 

Unsure: 1 

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  3 

No: 0 

Unsure: 9 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Yes: 1 

No: 5 

Unsure: 2 

  

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

  

None of the participants suggested additional questions that could be considered, but this question 

did generate further discussion about repatriation and about specific cases in particular, as well as 

about the importance of a respectful process and the development of an inventory of human 

remains and burial objects held outside the region.  There was also a great deal of positive feedback 

and encouragement about this process and how the NG as a whole will be able to learn from it. 
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Hopedale (9 participants): 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Yes: 9 

No: 0 

Unsure:0 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 9 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 9 (Participants felt that an inventory would take time to develop, but they felt that it would be 

valuable. Students in Hopedale felt that an inventory should be developed and they suggested that 

an office should be established in a central location outside the region that could coordinate the 

return of remains and burial objects).   

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation 

process? 

 

Yes: 9 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 9 (Seven participants felt that it should ultimately happen but could be delayed for various 

reasons). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 
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Yes:  8 (Two participants stipulated that it could only happen with approval from the family, and 6 

felt it was important to study remains before reburial but only if it was done in a respectful way).  

No:  1 

Unsure: 1 (when family members are not known) 

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  6  

No: 3 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Yes: 2 (People felt that those responsible for removing the remains should cover the cost). 

No: 7 (One person felt that it should be done no matter what the cost, and others felt that resources 

should be made available for this and that external funding should be sought as well). 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

 

No Additional questions were brought up but two general comments were made.  The first was that 

those responsible for removing remains should cover the costs of returning them, and the second 

was these stories should be documented and told when a situation is resolved as this is part of 

Labrador Inuit history. 

 

 

Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

One participant felt that there should be a monument at the reburial site, but that after the reburial 

we should not keep going on.  We should let them rest properly.  Students in Hopedale felt that the 

government should ensure that reburial sites are not disturbed through ongoing monitoring of the 

sites.  They also felt that it was important to have a monument at reburial sites. 

  

 

 

Postville (12 participants): 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Yes: 12 

No: 0 

Unsure:0 
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Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 8 

No: 3 (Felt that both a blanket and case by case approach would be most appropriate). 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 8 (Those who answered yes felt that an inventory should be developed and the NG should 

continue to response to requests from third parties). 

No:  

Unsure: 1  

 

4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation process? 

 

Yes: 12 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 3 (One participant mentioned that it would depend on storage, another felt it would come 

down to the case by case approach and the wishes of the family). 

No: 5 

Unsure: 1 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Yes:  5 (Some felt it was important to learn as much as possible, and some felt that studies should be 

done in a timely fashion). 

No:  3 

Unsure: 4 (Several participants said it depends on the particular case and the wishes of the family 

and that it would be impossible to say yes or no in general). 

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  1 

No: 2 
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Unsure: 3 (Several people struggled with this question and felt that on the one hand it is important 

to rebury everything, but on the other if it is possible to learn something important it might be 

worth considering.  The wishes of family or those most closely connected were considered 

important). 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Yes: 0  

No: 9 (Most felt that cost should not be a factor, but that those responsible should cover the costs.  

Most also felt that the NG should be prepared to pay if necessary). 

Unsure: 3 

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

 

No Additional questions were brought up but two general comments were made.  One person 

mentioned that the remains of other indigenous people should be considered as well.  People also 

felt that the consultation process was good and they hoped that consultations on other issues would 

occur as well. 

 

 

Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

People felt it was important that there be some kind of memorial marker at reburial sites, and one 

person said that reburial sites should be checked every two years or so to ensure that they are in 

good condition. 

 

 

 

Makkovik (11 participants): 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Yes: 10 

No: 0 

Unsure:1 (One person said that it should only be considered in some cases) 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 9 

No: 0 
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Unsure: 2 (At this time someone raised a question about if remains could be brought back and not 

reburied – those present, including the person who asked about this felt that remains should always 

be reburied if they are brought back and felt that it would be wrong to not rebury them)*. 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 4 (Felt that responding to cases as they are raised would be best). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 5 (Some felt that an inventory should be developed but that  requests from third parties 

should continue to be considered). 

 

4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation process? 

 

Yes: 10 (Participants felt that if it is not possible to find living descendants then the nearest 

community should be consulted). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 7 (Various reasons to not pursue repatriation were identified including everything from cost, 

to the wishes of the family, to people who had harmed their fellow Inuit). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Yes:  9 (Some participants said on the condition that the family agrees, and one added that studies 

should occur if it is not possible to identify living relatives). 

No:  0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  5 (Two people said yes with the consent of the family) 

No: 0 

Unsure: 2 (One person talked about the need for additional storage space) 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 
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Yes: 2 (One person said that the focus should be on the living and that this could take resources 

away from other things.  Another specified that a high cost could be a reason for not pursuing 

repatriation if remains were being treated respectfully). 

No: 6  

Unsure: 1 (One person suggested that the NG should have a yearly budget for repatriation). 

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

 

No Additional questions were brought up at this time, but participants did say that they learned a 

lot through this process and that they hope the NG continues to consult on policy issues in this 

manner.  One participant also reiterated that they would like the NG to continue to consider 

requests for repatriation and reburial. 

 

Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

One felt that reburial sites should be marked and monitored and another felt that they should not 

be monitored in any way. 

  

 

 

Rigolet (26 participants): 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Yes: 26 

No: 0 

Unsure:0 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 12 

No: 1 

Unsure: 3 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 4 

No: 1 

Unsure: 0 
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Question 4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation 

process? 

 

Yes: 15 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 16 (One participant said the decision should be made by family members, high school students 

felt that there could be reasons to wait, but ultimately repatriation should happen). 

No: 1  

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Yes:  18 (Participants said as long as there would be benefit for future generations, and as long as 

family is ok with studying remains.  One individual mentioned that a consideration would be 

whether or not a study would involve destructive analysis). 

No:  1 

Unsure: 1 

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  5 

No: 0 

Unsure: 6 (There were mixed reactions about this, but some felt that some elements could be kept 

under certain conditions.  If the amount kept was very small, if something significant could be 

learned, if researchers made a case for this and consulted and people were comfortable with it). 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Yes: 4  

No: 0  

Unsure: 14 (Eleven people felt that the costs should be covered by the institution responsible, and 

three suggested that that other outside funds should be sought, and that the government should 

make some money available for this). 

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 
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No additional questions for consideration were raised here, but this question did lead to further 

discussion.  Some people had questions about cases that had previously been dealt with by the NG.  

And others expressed the idea that repatriation should be considered a priority.  Some talked about 

collections of artifacts and ethnographic material in the possession of agencies like the Hudson’s 

Bay Company.  They felt that remains and burial objects should be the priority but that other things 

should eventually be considered as well. 

 

 

Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

Some felt that reburial sites should be monitored, while one individual suggested that after a 

reburial was completed that the site should not be revisited.   

 

 

 

 

Goose Bay (4 participants): 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Yes: 4 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 2 

No: 1 

Unsure: 2 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 4 (All felt that the NG should continue to respond to requests from third parties, but it was felt 

that the development of an inventory would be worthwhile as well). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 
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Question 4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation 

process? 

 

Yes: 4 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 4  

No: 0  

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Yes:  2 (Some felt it was very important to do so). 

No:  0 

Unsure: 2 (Those who were unsure explained that it would be important to make sure that if a 

study is to be done, that it be done ethically.  People talked about the importance of the case by case 

approach here and that in some case it would make sense but perhaps not in others). 

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  4  

No: 0 

Unsure: 0  

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Yes: 2  

No: 0  

Unsure: 2 (People felt that cost always needs to be considered as there is only so much money to go 

around.  Several times during the process Johannes said that ‘… Inuit should not have to buy back 

that which is already theirs”, and people in Goose Bay certainly agreed with this sentiment. 

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

 

No additional questions were raised for consideration in relation to the policy but there was 

additional discussion at this point.  People talked about the importance of this issue in terms 

history, and for teaching youth.  There was also one suggestion for the NG to establish an entire 

division to deal with repatriation.  This gives a sense of how important this issue is to people. 
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Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

North West River (5 participants): 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Yes: 5 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Yes: 1 

No: 0 

Unsure: 3 (People felt that a case by case approach was important but that an effort to deal with all 

remains being kept outside of Nunatsiavut should be made.  One person felt that it would be likely 

that each case would ultimately result in repatriation). 

 

Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Yes: 2 (People felt that an inventory should be developed and requests from third parties should be 

considered). 

No: 0 

Unsure: 2 

 

 

Question 4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation 

process? 

 

Yes: 4 

No: 0 

Unsure: 0 
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Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Yes: 1 (One person felt that there could be reasons to delay, but that there would be no reasons for 

not repatriating). 

No: 3  

Unsure: 0 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Yes:  1 (One person felt that it would depend on how the nearest community felt). 

No:  3 (It seems like these three leaned towards no here, however, the answers provided by the 

same people to the following answer are relevant, and contradict the ones given here).   

Unsure: 0  

 

Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Yes:  1 (With permission from the family). 

No:  0 

Unsure: 3 (People found this question very difficult to answer).  

 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Yes: 3 (People felt that it shouldn’t be a factor but that unfortunately it always has to be a 

consideration). 

No: 1  

Unsure:  

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

 

It was in North West River that the additional question regarding what happens after the reburial 

was added.  The individual who raised this question felt that there should be ongoing maintenance 

at reburial sites. 

 

There was additional discussion about repatriation and about people who were sent south for TB 

treatment who passed away outside of their home communities.  Information about the Nanilavut 

project was provided so that people were aware that that issue was being addressed as well. 

 

People spoke about learning a lot during the consultation and they felt that the process was good 

and that they hope the NG continues to consult with people in relation to policy development in the 

future. 
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Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

One individual felt that ongoing maintenance should be done at reburial sites. 

 

 

 

 

OVERALL RESPONSE: 
 

The total responses to each of the yes and no questions are provided in Table 1 and Figure 1.  The 

responses to most of the questions asked during the process are reducible to yes or no answers 

with the exception of questions 3, 5, 9 and 10, which are discussed below.  

 

 

Question Response Total 

1 Yes 77 

  No 0 

  Unsure 1 

2 Yes 52 

  No 6 

  Unsure 11 

4 Yes 66 

  No  0 

  Unsure 0 

6 Yes 53 

  No 8 

  Unsure 9 

7 Yes  25 

  No 5 

  Unsure 23 

8 Yes 14 

  No 28 

  Unsure 22 

Table 1: Response totals for yes and  

 no questions 
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Figure 1: Column chart show the response totals for yes and no questions. 

 

It is immediately apparent from Table 1 and Figure 1 that respondents have provided clear 

direction on most of the yes or no type questions.  Consistent responses were provided by the vast 

majority of participants for questions 1, 2, 4, and 6.  Far more people were unsure about questions 

7 and 8, though a majority is visible for each of those as well. 

 

Question 3 has two parts and could therefore not be included in Table 1 and Figure 2.  The majority 

of respondents who chose to answer this question felt that the development of an inventory of 

human remains and burial objects being held outside of Nunatsiavut was worth developing (70% 

n=38).  Most felt that it was important to continue responding to third party requests (57% n=31), 

and just 5 people (9%) of those who answered the question felt that an inventory should not be 

developed while 8 (15%) were unsure.   

 

Question 5 also has two parts and could therefore not be included in Table 1 and Figure 2.  The vast 

majority of people (85% n=52) felt that there could be reasons for either not repatriating human 

remains or burial objects or for delaying the process.  Only 15% (n=9) felt that there would be no 

reason to consider not repatriating or delaying repatriation.  Some participants initially said no to 

both parts of the question but reconsidered during related discussion.  The number of people who 

felt that there could be delays but that repatriation should ultimately happen was much higher 

(n=27) though a slight majority of people felt that there could be reasons for not pursuing 

repatriation at all (53% n=31).  Many participants talked about the importance of the wishes of the 

family in relation to this question. 
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In general question 9 led to additional discussion and several messages were repeated in more than 

one community.  There was a great deal of positive feedback about the process and people said that 

they learned a lot.  Many people felt that the NG should continue to do consultations like this in 

relation to policy development in other areas as well.  Some spoke of the importance of a respectful 

process and others stated that whoever was responsible for taking remains away should cover 

costs associated with returning them.  Others highlighted the importance of documenting each 

relevant story and the need to provide this information to youth.  One person asked about the 

remains of other indigenous peoples that had been removed from archaeological sites in Labrador.  

Many stated that this is an extremely important issue for them.  

 

One additional question was added to the list during the consultation process based on a response 

to question 9 from a participant in North West River: “is there anything else that NG should do after 

repatriation and reburial”.  Because this question was added after the North West River 

Consultation it was only asked there and in Hopedale, Postville and Rigolet, though a few relevant 

responses were received from other communities as well.  The vast majority of those who 

answered this question felt that NG should do more after repatriation and reburial.  Twenty-three 

respondents felt that it was important to have a monument at reburial sites, and approximately 25 

(it was not possible to capture a specific number of responses to this question in one community) 

people (nearly everyone who answered the question) felt that reburial sites should be monitored 

regularly.  Two individuals felt that reburial sites should not be monitored and should be left alone 

after a reburial is completed. 

 

 

OTHER FEEDBACK: 
 

Analysis of the text of community consultation notes using qualitative data processing software 

produced some additional results that are worth presenting here as well.  These should be used 

with caution as meetings were not audio recorded and full transcriptions of what was said during 

each meeting were not used.  Instead, detailed minutes were taken with an attempt to capture as 

much of what was said as possible.  The software also produced high counts of some words that 

seemed to be irrelevant, for example the words such as ‘like’ and ‘know’ and ‘things’ had high 

counts but have limited analytical value in this process.  Nevertheless, some words that could be 

considered significant did have high counts and may add something to the specific responses 

presented and discussed above.  The results of the text analysis are as follows: 

 

family: 85 

right: 78 

consult: 60 

respect: 59 

process: 42 

consideration: 31 
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connected: 28 

culture: 26 

ancestors: 21 

identify: 21 

educational: 20 

ethical: 17 

responsible: 15 

 

 

The main patterns that I would like to highlight here are the four words with the highest counts.  

The prominence of the word family seems significant and adds weight to the importance of 

identifying and consulting with family members where possible.  The other three words with very 

high counts could be seen as indications that people recognize that they have rights in relation to 

repatriation, as a reinforcement of the importance of consultation, and as expressions of the 

importance of a respectful process. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

Recommendations on each question based on the results of the consultation process are provided 

below along with a few general recommendations related to next steps in the process of policy 

development.   

 

 

Question 1: Should the NG continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial? 

 

Recommendation:  Yes, the NG should continue to consider requests for repatriation and reburial 

based on the fact that nearly 100% of respondents felt this way, and based on information provided 

in the discussion paper on this issue (Brake 2015).  Only one respondent was somewhat unsure and 

suggested that it should only be considered in certain cases. 

 

Question 2: Should requests for repatriation continue to be considered on a case by case basis? 

 

Recommendation:  Requests for repatriation should continue to be considered on a case by case 

basis.  The vast majority of participants felt that this was the best approach.  This is consistent with 

a recommendation provided in the discussion paper cited above. 
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Question 3: Up to now requests for repatriation have come from third parties.  Should the NG 

develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut, or should it 

continue to respond to cases as they are raised by individuals or groups? 

 

Recommendation:  The NG should continue to respond to cases raised by third parties, and it 

should also develop an inventory of human remains and burial objects held outside of Nunatsiavut.  

This is consistent with recommendations made in the discussion paper, although an important 

consideration here is the expectations that are associated with such an inventory.  Attempting to 

address each situation that is identified in such an inventory will require additional resources, both 

human and financial. 

 

Question 4: Should research and consultation continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s repatriation 

process? 

 

Recommendation: Research and consultation should continue to be critical aspects of the NG’s 

repatriation process.  Every single participant who answered this question said yes, which is 

consistent with the recommendation provided in the discussion paper. 

 

 Question 5: Are there cases when repatriation should not be pursued, or cases when repatriation 

should not be pursued right away? 

 

Recommendation:  It will be important in each case to consider whether or not repatriation should 

happen immediately or whether it should happen at all.  Eighty-five percent of those who 

responded to this question felt that there could be cases when repatriation should not be pursued 

or should not be pursued right away.   

 

Fifteen percent of those who responded felt that that repatriation should always be pursued right 

away.  Although this is clearly a minority, it is a significant proportion, which highlights the 

complexity of the issue and the importance of revisiting policy in this area on a regular basis. 

 

No recommendation was provided in relation to this question in the discussion paper.   

 

 

Question 6: Should human remains from Archaeological Sites be studied before reburial? 

 

Recommendation:  The NG should consider studying remains and/or burial objects before reburial.  

The vast majority of participants who answered this question felt that this was important.  This is 

consistent with the LILCA requirement to determine whether remains removed from an 

archaeological Site are Inuit, not Inuit, or whether a cultural affiliation cannot be determined. The 

majority of respondents felt that, where possible, it was important that family should be consulted 

about studying remains. 
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Question 7: Should certain elements ever be kept for future study? 

 

Recommendation:  It is recommended that this question be considered on a case by case basis.  A 

slim majority (n=25) of those who responded to this question felt that certain elements could be 

kept for future study in some cases and nearly as many people (n=23) were unsure.  The responses 

to this question provide another example of the complexity of the issue and the importance of 

revisiting related policy on a regular basis. 

 

Question 8: Is cost an important consideration? 

 

Recommendation:  Attempts should always be made to ensure that the institution responsible for 

the removal of human remains and burial objects cover the costs of returning them if repatriation is 

pursued.  It is also recommended that the NG maintain a modest annual budget relating to 

repatriation.  The majority of respondents were unsure in answering this question which related to 

the idea that in a perfect world cost should not be a factor, but that in reality it always is.  Most 

respondents did feel it was important that those responsible for removing remains and burial 

objects should cover the cost of returning them. 

 

 

Question 9: Are there additional questions that should be considered at this time? 

 

See question 10 

 

Question 10: Is there anything else that NG should do after repatriation and reburial? 

 

Recommendation:  Appropriate monuments should be installed at reburial sites and reburial sites 

should be monitored in an ongoing way.  This is consistent with activities related to some previous 

reburials in northern Labrador and it reflects the desires of the majority of those who answered 

this question. 

 

 

General Recommendations: 

 

Two additional recommendations are provided relating to the specific questions asked during the 

consultation process presented above: 

 

1) This report should be made public so that participants have an opportunity to verify that 

responses from their communities are reflected accurately, and to provide an additional 

opportunity for relevant input on this important issue; 

 

2) Community consultations should be part of the development of any and all public policy in 

Nunatsiavut; 
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3) Development of a standard consultation process that could be used for policy development in the 

future is something that the NG might want to consider.  Although the process used here was not 

perfect by any stretch of the imagination, it could serve as a useful starting point, or template that 

could be built upon. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS: 
 

In general it seemed that the consultations on repatriation were quite effective and there was a 

very high level of engagement with those who participated.  Responses to each of the questions 

provide the NG with a clear path forward in nearly every aspect of the issue that had been 

highlighted for discussion.  It is not at all surprising that absolute certainty could not be achieved in 

all areas considering the complexity of the issues and the diversity of perspectives.   

 

In terms of challenges, the process was longer than expected.  Delays relating to weather meant that 

we were not able to visit all of the communities during the first related trip.  This worked out ok in 

the end if one considers the suggestion to consult with voting age high school students, which was 

followed up on and incorporated into the process during consultation in most communities.  This 

resulted in a delay until school started up again in the fall of 2015.  Further delays relating to other 

scheduled events and obligations meant that the final consultations could not be completed until 

late in the fall.   

 

Another significant challenge related to the suggestion of recording a video to reach additional 

people.  The suggestion was an excellent one and we did make several attempts at following 

through with it.  We recorded a couple of video options with the Minister of Culture, Recreation and 

Tourism discussing the issue, and we even had one translated into Inuktitut.  This was done in-

house as we had no dedicated budget for the video.   Initially we had trouble posting it publically 

due to serious internet connectivity problems at the NG Administration Building in Nain.  During 

the final review we felt that the quality of the recording was simply too poor for use in consulting 

on such an important issue.    

 

Despite a few challenges the process was quite productive and informative.  We were able to get 

specific answers on the discussion questions from nearly 80 people in each of the five Inuit 

Communities as well as Goose Bay and North West River.  Although the issue is quite complex, as 

well as sensitive, the results of the process do provide clear direction in relation to the majority of 

discussion questions. 
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