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Abstract: In the field of Arctic health, “resilience” is a term and concept used to describe capacity to
recover from difficulties. While the term is widely used in Arctic policy contexts, there is debate at the
community level on whether “resilience” is an appropriate term to describe the human dimensions of
health and wellness in the Arctic. Further, research methods used to investigate resilience have largely
been limited to Western science research methodologies, which emphasize empirical quantitative
studies and may not mirror the perspective of the Arctic communities under study. To explore
conceptions of resilience in Arctic communities, a Sharing Circle was facilitated at the International
Congress on Circumpolar Health in 2018. With participants engaging from seven of the eight
Arctic countries, participants shared critiques of the term “resilience,” and their perspectives on key
components of thriving communities. Upon reflection, this use of a Sharing Circle suggests that
it may be a useful tool for deeper investigations into health-related issues affecting Arctic Peoples.
The Sharing Circle may serve as a meaningful methodology for engaging communities using resonant
research strategies to decolonize concepts of resilience and highlight new dimensions for promoting
thriving communities in Arctic populations.

Keywords: Indigenous methodologies; decolonizing methodologies; qualitative; Arctic; resilience

1. Introduction

In the field of Arctic health, “resilience” is a term and concept used in the English language to
describe the capacity to recover from, or adapt to, difficulties. It is widely used in the Arctic policy
context to describe ecosystems, communities, and climate change (Furberg et al. 2011). The use of
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“resiliency” originates in the literature from a seminal ecological paper by Holling (1973). More
recently, the Arctic Resilience Report, a science-based assessment of the integrated impacts of change
in the Arctic, explored social-ecological interactions in order to “build resilience” among Arctic
communities to prepare for changes to come (Arctic Council 2016). The Arctic Resilience Interim
Report (Arctic Council 2013) defined resilience in the Arctic as follows:

“Resilience is a property of social-ecological systems that relates to the capacity of the system to cope
with disturbance and recover in such a way as to maintain its core function and identity, whilst
also maintaining the ability to learn from and adapt to changing conditions, and when necessary
to transform.”

The use of the term has been expanded to discussions of mental health and wellness and the
human dimensions of resilience, particularly in psychology literature (Luthar et al. 2000; Rutter 1993).
Kirmayer et al. (2009) state that;

“Resilience is a broad and flexible concept, encompassing processes of risk and vulnerability, growth
and transformation, culture and community, social structure and personality, and power and agency.
Resilience brings together a wide array of interacting factors that are best understood in relation to
each other.”

However, as empirical research on resilience has grown, critiques have generally focused on
three main arguments: (1) ambiguities in definitions and central terminology (Mohaupt 2009);
(2) heterogeneity in risks experienced and competence achieved by individuals viewed as resilient
(Luthar and Cushing 2002); and (3) concerns regarding the usefulness of resilience as a theoretical
construct (MacKinnon and Derickson 2013).

Concepts of resiliency have not been adequately explored from Arctic community members’
perspectives with regards to what it means to be resilient. At its core, resiliency fundamentally
addresses ideas about survival of species through adaptions in nature, including concepts of survival
of the strongest and healthiest of a species. From an Indigenous perceptive, this biologically
grounded notion of resilience may be diametrically opposed to beliefs about ancestors, the spirit
world and the passing down of knowledge through generations (Lavallee and Clearsky 2006).
From community members’ perspectives, it may be that resilience is more about self-determination
and overcoming historical and present day situations of structural violence and colonialism than it
is about “survival”. Furthermore, standard measures of resiliency that have been used with Arctic
communities have not resonated with actual individual perceptions of resilience, highlighting the
disconnect between Western science concepts of resiliency (including access to health care, levels of
education, and prevalence of disease or psychological distress) and Northern beliefs about what it
means to be resilient (Payne et al. 2018). Thus we find that there is a lack of ontological coherence
when it comes to understanding resiliency within Arctic communities because past research with
Northern communities has addressed resiliency from a Western definition of what adversity is and
what it means to survive in the face of adversity, without giving voice to peoples’ perspectives on what
makes them vulnerable to changes in their cultural beliefs, practices and ways of living and knowing
(Schott 2013; Thomas et al. 2016).

In the context of Arctic health research, the term “resilience” has largely emerged in the English
literature in response to the search for pathways to address high rates of substance abuse and suicide
in Arctic Indigenous communities (Arctic Council, Sustainable Development Working Group SDWG;
Kirmayer et al. 2011; Bals et al. 2011). For example, the main focus of the report on the Hope
and Resilience seminar held in Nuuk, Greenland in 2009 was to emphasize group discussions that
highlighted the importance of strengthening resilience and hope in the prevention of suicide in
Arctic Indigenous communities (Arctic Council, Sustainable Development Working Group SDWG;
Viskum Lytken Larsen et al. 2010).

Currently, there is debate at the community-level as to whether resilience is an appropriate
term to use to describe the human dimensions of mental health and wellness in Arctic communities.
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Discussions of the application of the resilience concept to the individual and to communities have
been noted in the literature (Kirmayer et al. 2009). Furthermore, the research methods employed to
investigate resilience in Arctic communities have largely been limited to quantitative, social-ecological
studies using Westernized research methodologies that originate from a research paradigm that does
not necessarily mirror the perspective of either the community(ies) under study, or the holistic health
and wellness perspectives of peoples living in the Arctic (Arctic Council 2013).

This manuscript describes the implementation of a Sharing Circle methodology to explore
perspectives on resilience among residents of the circumpolar north. Our primary question in this
process was: “Is the Sharing Circle a useful methodology for deeper investigations into health-related
issues affecting Arctic Peoples in Northern research contexts, such as resilience?”

2. Materials and Methods

Significant advances have been made to engage Arctic communities in research, however
there remains a need for research models that are borne from community perspectives on research,
particularly Indigenous and rural/remote communities. We are a group of Northern researchers and
community members, and include individuals from Alaska, Sapmi, Nunavut, Denmark, northern
Russia, and northern Finland. These approaches should include the full scope of research, from
the underlying assumptions, to the research questions, to the ways used to find the answers to
those questions (Kovach 2009; Prior 2007; Wilson 2008). This particular exploration was anchored
in a modified grounded theory approach (Charmaz 2014). While this inquiry was not conducted
as research, our approach retained most of the defined characteristics of “classic” grounded theory,
but takes a more subjective and reflexive stance that is more aligned with Indigenous knowledge and
ways of knowing (Chilisa 2012; Kovach 2009; Wilson 2008). Originally presented by Glaser and Strauss
(1967), the intent of using a grounded theory approach is to generate or discover a theory inductively
from the understandings or meanings explored in the data collection (Creswell 2013).

The Sharing Circle method was selected because the authors identified it is a common
approach/technique used in a geographically diverse set of Arctic communities for community
engagement, and the authors were familiar with its application. It was implemented to explore
resilience and thriving Arctic communities with a diverse group of participants from differing Arctic
nations at an international Circumpolar gathering (the 17th International Congress on Circumpolar
Health, held in Copenhagen, Denmark, in August 2018). The International Congress on Circumpolar
Health (ICCH) is a gathering held every 3 years that brings together health workers, community
members, medical personnel, and academic researchers from around the Arctic.

Sharing Circles, and a related method called a talking circle, originate from processes used
in Indigenous communities for the past several millennia for discussing important issues, seeking
resolution, problem-solving, and as a pedagogical approach for teaching and sharing generational
wisdom (Haozous et al. 2010; First Nations Pedagogy 2009). The Sharing Circle is considered a sacred
space in which to share experiences and knowledge. The structure of the Sharing Circle places value
on every individual in the circle and the story they share within the sacredness of that space. Following
Indigenous protocol, a Sharing Circle could also be opened with a prayer or a ceremony.

Within a contemporary context for the purpose of community engagement with researchers,
key stakeholders, and policy makers, the Sharing Circle may be a unique approach to stimulate
multicultural awareness while fostering respect for individual similarities and differences and
facilitating group cohesion (Running Wolf and Rickard 2003). Sharing Circles could be used in
the context of Community Based Participatory Action Research, but are a separate methodology that
stems from Indigenous traditions. Usually, a Sharing Circle begins with all participants introducing
themselves. The facilitator presents the topic and the reason for the gathering and reminds participants
of the ethics of Sharing Circles: that information shared within the circle is not to be discussed outside
of the circle unless permission is given through a consent process. Participants are then prompted to
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share experiences and perspectives on certain topics. The Sharing Circle ends with a discussion of next
steps and expressions of gratitude.

The group sat in a circle, facing each other. The authors introduced the topic, themselves, their
home communities, and the reason for the Sharing Circle: to openly share perspectives on home
countries and regions, as well as thoughts on and reactions to the concept of “resilience” and its use in
the Arctic policy context. In addition, participants were invited to share insights gathered from working
with Arctic residents on their perceptions of, and reactions to the term “resilience”. The authors also
asked participants for permission to take notes, and consent was obtained through verbal consensus.
All participating authors took notes during the Sharing Circle. The activity was not undertaken as
research, but has, upon reflection, applications that may be informative to research contexts.

Talking, or sharing, circles are usually gathered or convened for a purpose. To that end, there
is usually an appointed lead who poses the questions and nurtures the discussion. This is what is
meant by “facilitation”. One of the authors took the lead in this capacity and the remaining authors
participated as equal members of the circle. The Sharing Circle begun by each member of the circle
introducing themselves in the order they were seated in the circle. Four revolutions of the circle took
place in the amount of time allotted for the discussion. A new question was posed in the first three
rounds, and in the fourth round, closing remarks were shared with expressions of gratitude. The three
questions were:

• What does resilience mean to you, your community, or in your language?
• What makes your community a great (thriving) place to live?
• Solutions and strengths moving forward—vision for the future?

One author took a lead role in beginning the circle and posed the questions to the participants at
each revolution. All individuals were given space and time to share their thoughts during their turn of
the Sharing Circle. Authors and participants were not treated differently during their turn, although
the facilitating author that began the circle would state the next prompt once all individuals in the circle
had taken their turn. Gender, age, and community role of all participants was not asked, nor recorded,
during the Sharing Circle. Comments that emerged from the Sharing Circle were categorized and
summarized by the authors, and all participants gave verbal consent to share and use the findings.

After the Sharing Circle the authors shared their immediate reactions and analyses, and agreed
to compile their notes in a joint electronic document. This discussion among the authors included
reflection upon intentions in undertaking the circle, the process of doing so, and relationships identified
by the participants with their communities, the land, and their holistic worldviews. This discussion
ensured accuracy of included topics and remarks in the dataset and methodological coherence.
The impressions from the Sharing Circle experience(s) and the compilation of notes were then subjected
to thematic analysis, from which the findings emerged. This approach followed the Piliriqatigiinniq
Research Model which privileged the stories provided by the participants and analytical processes
rooted in Arctic communities (Healy and Sr 2014).

Participants were provided with the option of being re-contacted for member-checking, but none
of them opted to be re-contacted. However, one participant followed up on the Sharing Circle by
emailing four of the authors with the call for papers for this special issue of Social Sciences, prompting
the drafting of this manuscript.

3. Results

In total, seven individuals and four of the authors participated in the Sharing Circle held during
the 2018 ICCH in Copenhagen, Denmark. The session was included as a break-out option for
conference participants, and lasted for 1.5 h. The session was listed in the conference program as a
workshop. Conference participants were encouraged to attend through paper flyers posted throughout
the conference venue, the conference program, and announcements via social media. Participants
self-selected to participate in the Sharing Circle, and represented a multitude of lived experiences
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from seven of the eight Arctic countries, including Denmark and Greenland, Sweden, Finland, Russia,
Alaska and United States, and Canada. Participants shared a diversity of experiences as individuals
who were (1) lifelong residents of the circumpolar north; (2) individuals who had migrated between
communities in the Arctic; and (3) individuals who moved between urban and rural settings within
Arctic and subarctic regions/communities. All participants had some connection to Arctic health
and wellness as researchers, policy-makers, writers, and/or care providers. Participants drew from
their own family stories and experiences when reflecting on the questions posed in the Sharing Circle.
Both critical and positive reactions to “resilience,” and key aspects of thriving communities emerged
as themes during the Sharing Circle. These reactions are discussed below:

3.1. Critical Reactions to “Resilience”

Some participants described negative reactions to the word “resilience,” including that
“[The word] makes me feel tense in my body” and that “The lens is ‘outside’ not ‘inside’. It is
someone from outside the Arctic looking in to the Arctic and talking about resilient peoples in the
Arctic—almost as an object for investigation.” Participants noted how “resilience” can be construed as
celebrating and glorifying the presence of adversity. A participant shared “Do you have to recognize
adversity to be resilient? Can you be resilient without adversity? What is it that we are trying to
describe—past, present, future states?” Another described how in Denmark, they felt that “[ . . . ] the
word has been abused in Danish, it is used to ‘squeeze every drop out of someone in the work place’.”

Participants noted the different applications of the word in different geographic spaces.
For example, it was noted that there may be an increased need for recognizing adversity experienced
by Sami people, which leant some credence to the use of the term “resilience” in that context. However,
other participants noted a need to recognize that English is also a language bound to its cultural
context, and that there are not always equivalent translations of the words in other cultural contexts.
Participants shared that an exact translation of “resilience” did not exist in Russian, Finnish, Swedish,
Kalaallisut (Greenlandic), Inuktitut, or Danish. One participant stated,

“If there is no common language—and maybe that is ok—maybe that is the point[ . . . ] We [Arctic
Peoples] share a common philosophy, heart, spirit—and family. Is that what we want to talk about,
not resilience?”

A visual representation of a heart-spirit-family concept of thriving Arctic communities is presented in
Figure 1.
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Several participants shared that alternative terms and concepts may be more resonant with
communities in the north, with one participant describing how they might examine the appropriateness
of a term by thinking; “I ask myself, does it resonate with my family?” Alternative concepts that
could be used instead of “resilience” were offered, including “sisu” in Finnish, and the English
words “strength,” “wellness,” “perseverance,” or “grit.” A participant shared the German word
“geist,” which would be used in Sweden to mean “show some (fighting) spirit.” A participant
offered the word “sila” in Greenlandic, as a reference to how the weather/environment, but also
your mind, are both interconnected. The phrase “Sila naalagaavoq” in Kallaalisut, meaning “the weather
determines the outcome,” is an often-used phrase that indicates that what happens depends on the
interaction between the mind/body and what surrounds us. In Nunavut, this term also references
the weather/environment in Inuktitut, and regard for the power that they hold over us. Participants
also talked about ways they’ve needed to modify the term “resilience” to resonate with communities;
a participant described how the term “resilience” was discarded for a project promoting mental
wellness among youth and school children in Greenland, and the term “Think iNuk” was used instead,
signifying “Think in ways that make us healthy.” A participant shared in written communication
after the session that the Russian scientific literature (mostly on psychology, social adaptation,
and recent history), does not have an exact translation for the term “resilience,” but that similar
concepts are expressed in words such as “неуязвимoсть”, “(жизне)стoйкoсть”, “устoйчивoсть”,
or “резистентнoсть” (Magomed-Eminov 2009; Magomed-Eminova 2015; Gushchina et al. 2016;
Pivneva 2015; Markova et al. 2016; Vinokurova 2018; Suleymanov 2017).

3.2. Key Aspects of Thriving Communities

“Thriving communities” emerged as an alternative framework for approaching holistic wellness in
Arctic communities. Participants identified several aspects of thriving Arctic communities, which have
been summarized by the authors as Figure 2, highlighting diversity, health, the land and harvesting,
the positive contribution of individuals to the community, people, and kindness.
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Participants discussed that the strength of bonds within thriving Northern communities fostered
a sense of accountability, humility, reflection, and love that allowed children and others to be honored
within their communities. Participants identified that their lived experiences of thriving Northern
communities included open-mindedness about diversity, what it means to be healthy, and recognizing
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and celebrating diverse ways of living and being. This acknowledgement also highlighted the
role of small communities and connection to the land and animals as facilitating interdependence;
which supported residents to be kind, humble, contribute and take care of each other, as well as
tolerate diversity.

Several participants echoed that connections to nature and the rhythm of the seasons promoted
resilience. For example, one participant noted that when discussing the concept of resilience in a
Sami setting, community members would talk about being with other Sami high up in the mountains,
where a (literal and psychological) flood would not be able to reach them. Participants felt that helping
people get access to nature may be a way to support thriving communities.

Participants discussed the centrality of people, particularly elders, to promoting “resilience”.
An individual discussed building resilience through informal institutions such as foster families for
older people in Russia who are otherwise alone. Another participant shared that older people in
Greenland were able to better articulate aspects of resilience, including family, nature, and sharing
food. Participants also described that if older people are well-connected in the local community,
aspects of resilience such as family, nature, and food, are often talked about as important; whereas if
an older person is less socially connected, then their isolation may rise in importance. For participants,
this sharing highlighted a need to pay careful attention to those who are not integrated in communities
where they live and consequently may not benefit from sharing (as a form of community resilience)
that otherwise happens within small close-knit Arctic communities.

4. Discussion

Our manuscript describes the implementation of a Sharing Circle methodology to examine
the concept and term of “resilience” among a diverse group of individuals from the circumpolar
north. While this activity was undertaken as an exploratory inquiry, the process illuminated the
effectiveness of a Sharing Circle to explore concepts of health and wellness relevant to Northern
communities. Interestingly, across a diversity of lived experiences, a small group of participants from
the Arctic articulated a consensus that the term “resilience” did not resonate within their communities.
Their perspectives were largely critical of the term and its usage, and they identified alternative
conceptualizations based on what they identified as facets of thriving communities. These facets
included celebrating diversity, health, access to nature, making positive contributions to community,
people, and showing kindness/humility. Our qualitative process highlighted differing perceptions
and conceptualizations of the term “resilience” among Northern community members, a finding
which resonates with other studies examining the use of the term and its diverse application and
meanings in the circumpolar north (Arctic Council, Sustainable Development Working Group SDWG;
Kirmayer et al. 2011; Arctic Council 2016; Kral et al. 2011). Findings suggest that concepts of thriving
Arctic communities may be grounded in connection to place (such as being in the mountains),
connection to others (through activities like sharing food), and connection to self and what it
means to be a human being (i.e., “Think iNuk”). These findings appear to be quite different than
measures more commonly quantified in Western paradigms when determining health and resilience;
such as access to health care, levels of education, and prevalence of disease or psychological distress.
Further research could be useful in determining if this methodology of exploring and understanding
thriving communities is useful, and the findings consistent, among other groups of residents in the
circumpolar north.

Implementing strategies, such as a Sharing Circle, that decolonize terminology, perceptions,
and research methodologies are needed when engaging in community-based work with communities
in the Arctic, which are often largely composed of Indigenous peoples. Discussing concepts that are
applied to communities, such as “resilience,” must be undertaken with community members to assess
their perspectives on these terms. Our manuscript highlights that there may be alternative terms
and concepts that Northern community members identify more strongly with, which can be used to
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respectfully and accurately drive the field of health and wellness studies forward in accordance with
community priorities and Indigenous epistemologies.

4.1. Lessons Learned

Our implementation of the Sharing Circle method allowed for deeper meaning and understanding
on the complex concept of resilience within an Arctic health and wellness context. For community
members, researchers, and public health practitioners who would like to implement a Sharing Circle
in their work, we include the following suggestions that merge Indigenous research methodological
concepts of inclusivity, respect and storytelling, with Western research methodologies of informed
consent, documenting the discussion, and confidentiality.

• First, it is very important to cultivate a safe and understanding sharing space, by explaining
motivations for gathering for the circle, providing meaningful introductions, and by facilitating a
welcoming, kind, and respectful environment.

• Second, when implementing a Sharing Circle, if a topic guide is used, it should primarily
focus on open-ended questions in accordance with Indigenous data collection concepts and
the story-telling nature common in Northern communities (Running Wolf and Rickard 2003;
First Nations Pedagogy 2009; Cueva et al. 2006).

• Third, to allow rich, in-depth sharing that will capture the stories and experiences of the
participants, storytelling should be embraced without limitations or interruptions (Wilson 2008).

• Fourth, if the methodology is used for research purposes, and the facilitator wants to
ensure accuracy through taking notes during the Sharing Circle, consent must be obtained,
and preferences should be discussed for whether quotes be anonymized or attributed to specific
individuals or groups. Participants may want their identities protected, or may want to be publicly
recognized for their contributions of knowledge, particularly when working in disadvantaged
and colonized Indigenous contexts. Such practices might serve to empower participants living in
contexts where Indigenous knowledge has been treated like a resource to extract.

4.2. Considerations and Limitations

This manuscript was written about an exploratory inquiry into using a Sharing Circle as a
methodology to learn about perceptions of resilience. As this activity was not conceived of as
a systematic investigation, nor was it designed to contribute to generalizable knowledge, it does
not meet the criteria for research outlined by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
This manuscript was conceived of only after one of the participants in the Sharing Circle suggested
it. Despite the fact that the activity was not developed as research, the authors attained consent
from all participants to record and summarize the comments made during the Sharing Circle, and all
participants were emailed a draft of this manuscript, invited to review and co-author the article,
and asked for their consent to submit this text for publication.

Mays and Pope (1995) recommend a series of steps to ensure reliability and validity of qualitative
research findings. These suggestions include providing details of the sampling strategy, providing an
account of the data collection and analysis protocols, and describing the interpretation and presentation
of the findings (Mays and Pope 1995). Researcher responsiveness and openness (Morse et al. 2002),
methodological coherence (Meadows et al. 2003; Morse et al. 2002), and reflection upon intentions,
process, and relationships (Eakin and Mykhalovskiy 2003; Kovach 2009; Meadows et al. 2003;
Mays and Pope 2000) are all aspects of rigor and accountability, which were followed for this study
(Healy and Sr 2014).

In this study, the research questions, the methods, and the authors came from communities in the
circumpolar north, and consequently these findings are presented through the lens of Northerners.
There may be other results or interpretations of this Sharing Circle, but we view this data through our
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implicit lenses; analyzing in ways that we feel are respectful and mindful of the communities in which
we both reside and work.

The fact that we are from Arctic communities ourselves may have permitted the participants to
share more of their stories with us, because they understood that our motivation for this study was to
benefit our shared communities. In addition, our genuine interest in participants’ words, and great
respect for the role of story in our communities, may have provided participants with assurance that
we would not take the story away or misuse it, as previous researchers have done in the past.

The findings in this study are not representative of the entire Arctic population on the topic of
resilience. Given the historical and geographical differences between communities, there are a number
of stories and perspectives on resilience in the Arctic that could be explored in future research.
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Greenland and Finland; NK is Inupiat from Utqiaġvik, Alaska, where she continues to live and work; AE was born
and raised in Arkhangelsk, North-West Russia, and five years ago she moved to live and work in Oulu, Northern
Finland, as a researcher in Arctic population health; V.Y.H. is American Indian, has an Aleut family, and is based
in Anchorage where she conducts community-based research with Indigenous communities of Alaska.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, G.H.A., N.K., and C.V.L.L.; methodology, G.H.A., J.P.A.S., C.V.L.L.,
and K.C.; data curation, J.P.A.S., C.V.L.L., K.C., and G.H.A.; writing—original draft preparation, G.H.A.;
writing—review and editing, K.C., G.H.A., J.P.A.S., C.V.L.L., A.E., V.Y.H., and E.R.

Funding: This project was supported by a Fulbright Program grant sponsored by the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs of the United States Department of State and administered by the Institute of
International Education.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the International Union for Circumpolar Health for providing
a room where the Sharing Circle was held.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to
publish the results.

References

Arctic Council, Sustainable Development Working Group (SDWG). 2009. HOPE AND RESILIENCE—Suicide
Prevention in the Arctic. Available online: http://library.arcticportal.org/1480/ (accessed on 15 January 2019).

Arctic Council. 2013. Arctic Resilience Interim Report: Summary for Policy-Makers. Stockholm:
Stockholm Environment Institute and Stockholm Resilience CEntre. Available online: https:
//oaarchive.arctic-council.org/bitstream/handle/11374/1629/MM08_SEI-SRC-2013-Arctic-Resilience-
Report-Summary.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y (accessed on 15 January 2019).

Arctic Council. 2016. Arctic Resilience Report. Technical Report. Stockholm Environment Institute and Stockholm
Resilience Centre. Available online: https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/handle/11374/1838 (accessed on
15 January 2019).

Bals, Margrethe, Anne Lene Turi, Ingunn Skre, and Siv Kvernmo. 2011. The Relationship between Internalizing
and Externalizing Symptoms and Cultural Resilience Factors in Indigenous Sami Youth from Arctic Norway.
International Journal of Circumpolar Health 70: 37–45. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Charmaz, Kathy. 2014. Constructing Grounded Theory, 2nd ed. London and Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Chilisa, Bagele. 2012. Postcolonial Indigenous Research Paradigms. In Indigenous Research Methodologies, 1st ed.

Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc., pp. 98–127.
Creswell, John W. 2013. Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches, 3rd ed.

Los Angeles: SAGE Publications, Inc.
Cueva, Melany, Regina Kuhnley, Anne P. Lanier, and Mark Dignan. 2006. Story: The Heartbeat of Learning Cancer

Education for Alaska Native Community Healthcare Providers. Convergence 39: 81–89.

http://library.arcticportal.org/1480/
https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/bitstream/handle/11374/1629/MM08_SEI-SRC-2013-Arctic-Resilience-Report-Summary.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/bitstream/handle/11374/1629/MM08_SEI-SRC-2013-Arctic-Resilience-Report-Summary.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/bitstream/handle/11374/1629/MM08_SEI-SRC-2013-Arctic-Resilience-Report-Summary.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/handle/11374/1838
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/ijch.v70i1.17790
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21329576


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 45 10 of 11

Eakin, Joan M., and Eric Mykhalovskiy. 2003. Reframing the Evaluation of Qualitative Health Research: Reflections
on a Review of Appraisal Guidelines in the Health Sciences. Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice 9: 187–94.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

First Nations Pedagogy. 2009. Talking Circles Overview from the First Nations Pedagogy Online Project. Available
online: https://firstnationspedagogy.ca/circletalks.html (accessed on 15 January 2019).

Furberg, Maria, Birgitta Evengård, and Maria Nilsson. 2011. Facing the Limit of Resilience: Perceptions of Climate
Change among Reindeer Herding Sami in Sweden. Global Health Action 4. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Glaser, Barney, and Anselm Strauss. 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research.
Chicago: Aldine Publications.

Gushchina, Irina Aleksandrovna, Dimitrij Leonidovic Kondratovich, Ol’ga Anatol’evna Polozhentseva, and
Andrey Andreevich Yakovchuk. 2016. Some aspects of social adaptation of the population of the Arctic region
(by results of sociological researches in Murmansk region)/Некoтoрые aспекты сoциaльнoй aдaптaции
нaселения aрктическoгo региoнa (пo результaтaм сoциoлoгических исследoвaний в Мурмaнскoй
oблaсти). Итпoртaл 4: 10.

Haozous, Emily A., Valerie Eschiti, Jana Lauderdale, Carol Hill, and Connie Amos. 2010. Use of the Talking
Circle for Comanche Women’s Breast Health Education. Journal of Transcultural Nursing: Official Journal of the
Transcultural Nursing Society 21: 377–85. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Healy, Gwen, and Andrew Tagak Sr. 2014. PILIRIQATIGIINNIQ ‘Working in a Collaborative Way for the Common
Good’. International Journal of Critical Indigenous Studies 7: 1–14. [CrossRef]

Holling, Crawford S. 1973. Resilience and Stability of Ecological Systems. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics
4: 1–23. [CrossRef]

Kirmayer, Laurence J., Megha Sehdev, Rob Whitley, Stéphane F. Dandeneau, and Colette Isaac. 2009. Community
Resilience: Models, Metaphors and Measures. International Journal of Indigenous Health 5: 62–117.

Kirmayer, Laurence J., Stéphane Dandeneau, Elizabeth Marshall, Morgan Kahentonni Phillips, and Karla
Jessen Williamson. 2011. Rethinking Resilience from Indigenous Perspectives. Canadian Journal of Psychiatry.
Revue Canadienne De Psychiatrie 56: 84–91. [CrossRef]

Kovach, Margaret. 2009. Indigenous Methodologies: Characteristics, Conversations, and Contexts. Toronto, Buffalo and
London: University of Toronto Press, Scholarly Publishing Division.

Kral, Michael J., Lori Idlout, J. Bruce Minore, Ronald J. Dyck, and Laurence J. Kirmayer. 2011. Unikkaartuit:
Meanings of Well-Being, Unhappiness, Health, and Community Change among Inuit in Nunavut, Canada.
American Journal of Community Psychology 48: 426–38. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Lavallee, Barry, and Lorne Clearsky. 2006. From Woundedness to Resilience: A Critical Review from an Aboriginal
Perspective. Journal of Aboriginal Health 3: 4–6.

Luthar, Suniya S., Dante Cicchetti, and Bronwyn Becker. 2000. The Construct of Resilience: A Critical Evaluation
and Guidelines for Future Work. Child Development 71: 543–62. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Luthar, Suniya S., and Gretta Cushing. 2002. Measurement Issues in the Empirical Study of Resilience. In Resilience
and Development: Positive Life Adaptations. Edited by Meyer D. Glantz and Jeannette L. Johnson. Longitudinal
Research in the Social and Behavioral Sciences: An Interdisciplinary Series; Boston: Springer, pp. 129–60.
[CrossRef]

MacKinnon, Danny, and Kate Driscoll Derickson. 2013. From Resilience to Resourcefulness: A Critique of
Resilience Policy and Activism. Progress in Human Geography 37: 253–70. [CrossRef]

Magomed-Eminov, Madrydin Shamsydinovny. 2009. Three aspects of the consequence of extreme
situation ‘disorder—Hardiness-growth’/Триaдa ‘Рaсстрoйствo—Cтoйкoсть—Рoст’ Кaк Πoследствия
Экстремaльнoй Cитуaции. Aкмеoлoгия 1: 53–63.

Magomed-Eminova, Ol’ga Il’inicna. 2015. Psychological analysis of phenomenon ‘Resilience’/Πсихoлoгический
aнaлиз фенoменa стoйкoсти. Aктуaльные Πрoблемы Гумaнитaрных И Естественных Нaук 1–2: 206–10.

Markova, Sardana Valerievna, Aelita Mikhailovna Ammosova, and Nadezhda Mikhailovna Zakharova. 2016.
Health of children living in the Arctic zone/Coстoяние здoрoвья детей, прoживaющих в Aрктическoй зoне.
Bестник Cеверo-Boстoчнoгo Φедерaльнoгo Университетa Им. М.к. Aммoсoвa. Cерия: Медицинские
Нaуки 3: 46–48.

Mays, Nicholas, and Catherine Pope. 1995. Rigour and Qualitative Research. BMJ 311: 109–12. [CrossRef]
Mays, Nicholas, and Catherine Pope. 2000. Assessing Quality in Qualitative Research. BMJ 320: 50–52. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2753.2003.00392.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12787182
https://firstnationspedagogy.ca/circletalks.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/gha.v4i0.8417
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22043218
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1043659609360847
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20601548
http://dx.doi.org/10.5204/ijcis.v7i1.117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/070674371105600203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9431-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21387118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00164
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10953923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-306-47167-1_7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0309132512454775
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.311.6997.109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.320.7226.50


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 45 11 of 11

Meadows, Lynn M., Anthony J. Verdi, and Benjamin F. Crabtree. 2003. Keeping up Appearances: Using Qualitative
Research to Enhance Knowledge of Dental Practice. Journal of Dental Education 67: 981–90.

Mohaupt, Sarah. 2009. Review Article: Resilience and Social Exclusion. Social Policy and Society 8: 63–71. [CrossRef]
Morse, Janice M., Michael Barrett, Maria Mayan, Karin Olson, and Jude Spiers. 2002. Verification Strategies

for Establishing Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research. International Journal of Qualitative Methods
1: 13–22. [CrossRef]

Payne, Penny R., William H. Kaye-Blake, Kelly A. Stirrat, Ranui A. Ellison, Matthew J. Smith, and Margaret Brown.
2018. Identifying Resilience Dimensions and Thresholds: Evidence from Four Rural Communities in New
Zealand. Resilience, 1–23. [CrossRef]

Pivneva, Elena Anatol’evna. 2015. Dynamics of tradition in the Arctic dimension /Динaмикa трaдиции в
Aрктическoм измерении. Урaльский Истoрический Bестник 2: 98–107.

Prior, Deborah. 2007. Decolonising Research: A Shift toward Reconciliation. Nursing Inquiry 14: 162–68. [CrossRef]
Running Wolf, Paulette, and Julie A. Rickard. 2003. Talking Circles: A Native American Approach to Experiential

Learning. Journal of Multicultural Counseling and Development 31: 39–43. [CrossRef]
Rutter, Michael. 1993. Resilience: Some Conceptual Considerations. Journal of Adolescent Health 14: 626–31.

[CrossRef]
Schott, Robin May. 2013. Resilience, Normativity and Vulnerability. Resilience 1: 210–18. [CrossRef]
Suleymanov, Aлексaндр Aльбертoвич. 2017. Ethnic processes and ethnic identity of indigenous population of

Russian Arctic in 1950-80-ies (on Materials of field research in Yakutia)/Этнические прoцессы и этническaя
идентичнoсть aбoригеннoгo нaселения Рoссийскoй Aрктики в 50-80-е гoды ХХ векa (пo мaтериaлaм
пoлевых исследoвaний в Якутии). Нaучный Диaлoг 7: 162–74.

Thomas, Darren, Terry Mitchell, and Courtney Arseneau. 2016. Re-Evaluating Resilience: From Individual
Vulnerabilities to the Strength of Cultures and Collectivities among Indigenous Communities. Resilience
4: 116–29. [CrossRef]

Vinokurova, Lilia. 2018. Daily life of rural communities in Northern Yakutia in the historical
and cultural space of the second part of 20th century/Πoвседневнoсть сельских пoселений
Cевернoй Якутии в истoрикo-культурнoм прoстрaнстве втoрoй пoлoвины ХХ векa.
Cеверo-Boстoчный Гумaнитaрный Bестник 3: 52–58.

Viskum Lytken Larsen, Christina, Cecilia Petrine Pedersen, Stina W. Berthelsen, and Clara Chew. 2010. Hope and
Resilience. Suicide Prevention in the Arctic. Available online: https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/handle/
11374/41 (accessed on 15 January 2019).

Wilson, Shawn. 2008. Research Is Ceremony: Indigenous Research Methods. Black Point: Fernwood Pub.

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1474746408004594
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/160940690200100202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21693293.2018.1545339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1800.2007.00361.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1912.2003.tb00529.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1054-139X(93)90196-V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21693293.2013.842343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21693293.2015.1094174
https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/handle/11374/41
https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/handle/11374/41
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Critical Reactions to “Resilience” 
	Key Aspects of Thriving Communities 

	Discussion 
	Lessons Learned 
	Considerations and Limitations 

	References

