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ABSTRACT 

Reconciliation as Relationship:  

Reframing Settler Understanding of Reconciliation in Canada 

Sherry L. Telford 

In 2015, Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission called upon Canadians to 

reconcile relationships between Settlers and Indigenous peoples in Canada. Education 

for reconciliation is one important element of this process. However, critical questions 

arise when education is undertaken by and for Settlers such as myself: Are our 

undertakings actually fostering reconciliation? According to whom? Drawing from 

reconciliation theory and decolonizing Indigenous methodologies, a reconciliation 

methodology is created to consider this question in the context of three reconciliation 

workshops for Settlers. Indigenous perspectives and pedagogies are prioritized. The 

emerging understandings of reconciliation as relationship and relationship as pedagogy 

reframe some prevailing Settler thinking about reconciliation, unmask latent 

assumptions linked to the colonial habits of mind and affirm the need for personal 

responsibility in the reconciliation relationship. The Indigenous norm of learning in-

relation is found to be a powerful experience for Settlers participants offering valuable 

insights for reconciliation education in Canada. 

 

Keywords: reconciliation, education, relationship, Settler, Indigenous, decolonizing, 

pedagogy, Truth and Reconciliation 

  



iii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 I would like to begin by thanking the lands and waters and all living beings of the 

territory where I have lived, loved and learned throughout my life. These lakes and 

streams, forests and wetlands are the traditional homelands of the Michi Saagiig 

Nishinaabeg, to whom I offer my gratitude for your constant nurturing and protection of 

this territory, for sharing it with Settlers like myself and for sharing, too, your 

knowledge, stories and time. 

 A heartfelt Chi Miigwetch to Liz Stone for mentoring me during my research and 

for your friendship. I continue to be humbled by the profundity of your wisdom, your 

heart and your patience.  

 Thanks also to the wonderful Group of Seven who participated in this research. 

Thank-you for your honesty and for sharing your personal thoughts and questions. It 

was and is a pleasure getting to know you and trying to make space for reconciliation 

together. 

 To Karleen Pendleton-Jiménez, my thesis supervisor extraordinaire – thank-you 

for your patient guidance, thoughtful suggestions and constant encouragement.  To 

Nicole Bell, thank-you for your support and your “Just Do It” inspiration. To my thesis 

committee members – Kelly Young and Lana Ray – I truly appreciate your willingness to 

share teachings and to challenge my “colonial habits of mind.” You all embody the 

respectful and responsible teachings that this research aspires to. 

 Infinite thanks to my family near and far for your constant support and love. To 

my parents, Marg and Jim Telford who were my first teachers; to my siblings, Teresa and 



iv 
 

Jason for your ongoing encouragement; to Mamá Juana and the entire familia Entzín 

Lopez por su apoyo constante durante los meses en México cuando yo escribi esta tésis; 

to loved ones – especially Grandma Pogue, Grandma Marien and Uncle Tom -- who have 

passed on but whose care and guidance remains present in my life today -- I would have 

liked to have been able to share this learning journey with you. Finally, para mi querido 

pareja, Marcelino and to my beloved daughters, Anna and Sofia -- I thank you all for 

your patience, for your love and for your inspiration. At times, the demands of this 

research seemed to take me away from you … yet the understandings and relationships 

that have emerged from it strengthen and nourish us. Jokol a'wal. Ya K’anat.  

 

  



v 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT  ........................................................................................................................  ii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  ..................................................................................................  iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  ......................................................................................................   v 

LIST OF FIGURES  ...........................................................................................................  viii 

LIST OF TABLES  ………………………………………………………………………………………….……………...  ix 

CHAPTER 1: Introduction  ................................................................................................  1 

 Truth and Reconciliation in Canada  ....................................................................   1 

 Situating Myself  ...................................................................................................  3 

 Preamble to the Research ………………………………………………………………………………..  6 

 Purpose and Objectives of the Research  ...........................................................  12 

 Significance  ........................................................................................................  17 

CHAPTER 2: Michi Saagiig Homelands and Settler Relations – A Very Brief Overview  18 

CHAPTER 3: Theoretical Considerations for Settler Reconciliation Education  …………  26 

 Perspectives on Reconciliation  ………………………………………………..……………….……  27 

Why Reconciliation Requires Decolonization   ...................................................  37 

Settler Engagement in Reconciliation and Decolonization  ……………………….…….  39 

Transformative Pedagogy and Settler Canadians – A Necessarily  

Unsettling Experience   .......................................................................................  43 

Relationship as Pedagogy    ................................................................................  50 

Emerging Teaching Strategies for Settler Reconciliation Education   …….….…....  56 

CHAPTER 4: Methodological Considerations for Reconciliation Research   ……..……….  58 



vi 
 

 Imagining a Reconciliation Methodology    ........................................................  58 

 Decolonizing Research Frameworks   .................................................................  62 

 Indigenous/Indigenist Research Methodologies   …………………………….…….………  63      

 Indigenous Methodologies and Settler-Focused Reconciliation Research  .…….  65 

 A Brief Note about Research “Norms” from Multiple Indigenous Perspectives   68 

 A Preliminary Reconciliation Research Methodology  ………………..…………………..  70 

 Research Methods: Relationship, The Sacred and Data Collection and Analysis  82 

 Critical Ethnographic and Indigenous Data Collection Methods ……………………….87 

 Ethical Considerations    .....................................................................................  94 

 Delimitations, Limitations and Validity    ............................................................  95 

CHAPTER 5: The Workshops – “Always Go Back to Relation”  .....................................  99 

 Introduction    ...................................................................................................  100 

 Preliminary Survey Results    ............................................................................  102 

Workshop Design and Considerations    ...........................................................  110 

Workshop Resources   ......................................................................................  125 

 The Workshops    ..............................................................................................  132 

CHAPTER 6: Research Findings   ................................................................................... 137 

Reconciliation as Dance: Self in-relation   ......................................................... 138 

Two Tipped Canoes: Relationship with other People   ...................................... 145 

A Radical Kernel: Relationship with the Land   .................................................. 148 

A Grain of Manoomin: Relationship with Knowledge   ..................................... 152 

ReconciliAction Art: Reconciliation, Relationship and Action............................ 156 



vii 
 

Manoomin, The Kawarthas and Reconciliation   ..............................................  164 

Reconciliation Pedagogy: Relationship and Learning    ....................................  166 

 Personal Reflections as the Researcher    ........................................................  179 

CHAPTER 7: Research Discussion   ..............................................................................  191 

 Liz’s Perspective   .............................................................................................  192 

 Considerations from other Indigenous Perspectives    ....................................  200 

CHAPTER 8: Next Steps   .............................................................................................  209 

BIBLIOGRAPHY    .........................................................................................................  216 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Truth and Reconciliation Commission CALLS TO ACTION  

requiring Settler Education   .............................................................................  226 

Appendix B: Pre-Workshop Survey   .................................................................  230 

Appendix C: Pre-Workshop Survey – Annotated Version   ...............................  240 

 Appendix D: Post-Workshop Survey   ...............................................................  248 

Appendix E: Informed Consent for Indigenous Counsellor ………………….………..  257 

 Appendix F: Informed Consent for Settler Participants ………………………………...  260 

 Appendix G: Pre-Workshop Survey: Preliminary Results ………………………….…..  262 

  

  



viii 
 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

Figure 1: Lenses for Thinking About & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation 

– Annotated Version  ……………………………………………………………………………………  117 

Figure 2: Lenses for Thinking About & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation 

– Guiding Version  ………………………………………………………………………………………..  121 

Figure 3: Lenses for Thinking About & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation 

– Blank Template  …………………………………………………………………………………………  122 

Figure 4: Medicine Wheel Teachings  ……………………………………………………….………………  123 

Figure 5: Medicine Wheel Teachings Template  ……………………………………….………………  124 

Figure 6: Agenda for Reconciliation Workshop #1   ………………………………………………….  126 

Figure 7: Agenda for Reconciliation Workshop #2  ……………………………………….………….  127 

Figure 8: Agenda for Reconciliation Workshop #3  ………………………………………..………...  128 

Figure 9: Workshop 3 A – Settler Defense Mechanisms  …………………………….……….…..  129 

Figure 10: Workshop 3 B –Settler Defense Mechanisms Self-Assessment  …………….…  131 

Figure 11: Reconciliation Road  ……………………………………………………………………………..…  135 

Figure 12: Reconciliation as Relationship  ……………………………………………………….……….  136 

Figure 13: Reconciliation Road Revised ……..……………………………………………….……………  158 

 

 

 



ix 
 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

 

Table 1: Decolonizing Methodological Considerations  …………………………………………..….  71 

Table 2: Data Collection Methods and Rationale Summary  ………………………………….…..  88 

Table 3: Participant Views on the Effectiveness of Pedagogical  

Elements of Workshops  ………………………………………………………………………….…..  167 

Table 4: “Start, Stop, Continue” Suggestions for Effective  

Reconciliation Education  ……………………………………………………………………….…….  169 

 

 



1 
 

 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 The Survivors acted with courage and determination. We should do no less. It is 

time to commit to a process of reconciliation. By establishing a new and respectful 

relationship, we restore what must be restored, repair what must be repaired, and 

return what must be returned. (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 6) 

Truth and Reconciliation in Canada 

Indian Residential Schools1 operated in Canada for over 100 years with the last 

one closing in 1996 (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). Although purportedly 

charged with educating Indigenous children, Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission describes the resulting system as one in which “child neglect was 

institutionalized, and the lack of supervision created situations where students were 

prey to sexual and physical abusers” (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 3). 

The Truth and Reconciliation Commission also labeled the residential school system as 

central to the Canadian government’s policy of “cultural genocide” 2 of Indigenous 

peoples in Canada (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 1). It was only when 

former students began legal proceedings against their abusers and the agencies that 

mandated and operated the schools -- the governments and churches -- that the 

                                                           
1 The term Indian Residential School has been widely used to describe the residential school system that 
was designed to assimilate First Nations, Métis and Inuit children into Settler Canadian culture while at 
the same time severing them from their own culture. Over time it has become common to refer to these 
schools simply as “residential schools” and I chose to do so here in keeping with the wording used by the 
Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada in its reports. 
2 Some scholars, such as Pamela Palmater question the need for the descriptor, “cultural”, stating that 
Canada’s policies meet the criteria for unqualified “genocide” as defined by the United Nations (Cultural 
Genocide, 2015). 
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disturbing reality of Indian Residential Schools entered into the broader public 

consciousness of Settlers in Canada. By 2005, an estimated 18 000 lawsuits had been 

launched.  It was in this context that the federal government finally agreed to negotiate 

a settlement. The resulting 2006 Indian Residential Schools Settlement Agreement 

considered not only compensation for harms committed but also the larger reality of 

widespread trauma and cultural loss and the basis for these in Canadian politics and 

Settler society.   

Two years later, as part of the Indian Residential School Settlement Agreement, 

Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission was established. Its mandate was to 

“reveal to Canadians the complex truth about the history and the ongoing legacy of the 

church-run residential schools” and to guide and inspire “a process of truth and healing, 

leading toward reconciliation within Aboriginal families, and between Aboriginal 

peoples and non-Aboriginal communities, churches, governments, and Canadians 

generally” (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 27)3. On December 15th, 2015 

the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada released its final report on Canada’s 

Indian Residential Schools in which it states, “reconciliation is about establishing and 

maintaining a mutually respectful relationship between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

peoples in this country” (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 6). According to 

                                                           
3 English terminology to describe the original peoples of a territory is generally problematic and ever 
evolving (Smith, 2006). When describing original peoples collectively I have chosen to use the terminology 
used by such insightful scholars as Marie Battiste (2013), Shawn Wilson (2003) and Linda Tuhiwai Smith 
(2006) -- Indigenous. That said, the term, Aboriginal will be found in several quotes. Arguably the most 
respectful terminology to use is that which the people being described use for themselves (e.g., 
Anishinaabe, Haudenosaunee) as this demonstrates not only respect for a people’s right to name 
themselves but also the diversity of Indigenous peoples and their existence regardless of their relation to 
colonial society (personal communication with Liz Stone, September 2, 2017; Smith, 2006).  
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the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, “In order for that to happen, there has to be 

awareness of the past, acknowledgement of the harm that has been inflicted, 

atonement for the causes, and action to change behaviour” (p. 6). We are called upon to 

do more than simply “talk about reconciliation”, we are called upon to “learn how to 

practise reconciliation in our everyday lives—within ourselves and our families, and in 

our communities, governments, places of worship, schools, and workplaces” (Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 20).  

Canadians across Canada – in communities, at schools, in churches and in the 

workplace – are heeding the Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s calls.  Indigenous 

and non-Indigenous people are endeavouring in diverse ways to engage in 

reconciliation.  However, reconciliation is not an intuitive process. Settlers who wish to 

“learn how to practise reconciliation” must first contend with the colonial mindset and 

the firm grip it has on our Settler Canadian perspectives (Alfred, 2009; Barker, 2003; 

2012b; Battiste, 2013; de Costa, 2009; Regan, 2010).  As Paulette Regan (2010) warns us, 

there is an “erroneous assumption” that once we, Settlers, are informed about injustice, 

we will “take steps to remedy it” (p. 211). Not so. Information and good intentions are 

not enough to create change (Alfred, 2009; Barker, 2003; 2012b; de Costa, 2009; Nagy, 

2012; Regan, 2010). It is in acknowledgement of the complexities, the obstacles and the 

unknowns about reconciliation that this research has been undertaken. 

Situating Myself 

Before proceeding further, I am compelled to introduce myself. My name is 

Sherry Telford. I am a mother, a partner, a daughter, a sister, an aunt, a granddaughter, 
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a friend, a member of the Bobcaygeon/Fenelon Falls communities in the Kawartha Lakes 

of southern Ontario, an educator at the local high school and a student at Trent 

University in the Master of Educational Studies program.  I also have close family and 

friends in Chiapas, Mexico – my partner’s homeland. My documented ancestry is 

primarily English, Irish, Scottish and French Settler4. In addition to these human 

relationships, I am strongly connected to the aforementioned places. The land and lakes 

I have lived on for most of my life are Anishinaabe territory – specifically, Michi Saagiig 

Nishnaabeg5 territory. My family has lived off the abundance of these places for almost 

200 years.  In Chiapas, the lands I am connected to are Tzeltal, Tojolabal and Tzotzil 

Maya territory. I am grateful for having been able to stay intermittently in Chiapaneco 

territories for more than 20 years. The rocks, the waters, the air and sky, the life – plant, 

animal, fungi and otherwise – in these places are important to me. Indeed, they are 

important to me wherever they are found on Earth.  These relations shape who I am and 

therefore extend into my research. 

Similarly, my worldview or paradigms also shape my research (Ermine, 2007; 

Mertens, 2015; Wilson, 2003). As such, I consider it pertinent to engage in what I call 

paradigm declaration whereby I describe what I understand to be my worldview or 

paradigm. I do this to acknowledge that my research is inevitably shaped by these 

                                                           
4 Like many Settler Canadians who have had family in Canada for several generations the cultural origins 
of some ancestors are unknown. For example it is unclear if some family members were English, Irish or 
Scottish. Furthermore, my Québécois ancestors date back to the 1600s but documents simply identify 
“Quebec” as the place of birth and death for several generations.  
5 Note: Nishinaabeg, Anishinaabeg and Anishinaabek are diverse expressions of shared Indigenous 
identity. My understanding is that locally, the term Nishinaabeg is more commonly used. Where the other 
terms appear in this thesis, it is because either other communities are being described or because 
information is being quoted or cited. 
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frameworks6. In terms of epistemological paradigms, I would describe myself as 

identifying most strongly with the constructivist and transformative paradigms as 

described by Mertens (2015). I perceive knowledge to be constructed (not existing in 

absolute terms outside of one’s perceptions) through partial narratives. However, now 

that I am being exposed to new perspectives, I am drawn to the term “relational” over 

“constructed” -- though I think I have more to learn and experience before I can use the 

term to describe my thinking7. For now, I understand that my presence, my paradigms 

and the ways in which I interact with my surroundings (including people) in time and 

space affect and to some degree create the knowledge, and even the reality, that 

emerges in the moment. I am concerned with the privileging of certain ontologies and 

epistemologies over others. It is my opinion that multiple and even contradictory 

knowledges can, and clearly do, co-exist.  Drawing from Mertens’ (2015) descriptions of 

major paradigms in research, my early academic training was most informed by 

postpositivist thinking (see also Wilson, 2001) and I consider the scientific method to be 

a valuable and powerful tool for learning – but not exclusively. In keeping with 

transformative perspectives I think that ethics is excluded from the conceptualization of 

knowledge to the detriment of life and existence. In my opinion, we need only consider 

the research done in the name of science – whether it be nutritional studies (instead of 

                                                           
6For me, paradigm declaration is about honesty and transparency with oneself and with the readers of 
this thesis. Having read scholars who lack such humility and who write and critique as if their perspective 
is absolute – a universal truth if you will – I feel compelled to not only avoid such hubris but to counter it. 
by explicitly stating that all knowledge is affected by one’s paradigm and to demonstrate what I think is a 
more honest way of sharing one’s thoughts and research. 
7 For example, I think I still lack the sense of responsibility, respect and reverence embodied in Indigenous 
conceptions of “relational knowledge”. 
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the provision of sufficient food) on malnourished Indigenous peoples in Canada (Mosby, 

2013) or scientific research intentionally designed to harm life (such as atomic bombs) 

or control life (such as plants that no longer produce viable seeds so that consumers 

must purchase seeds from seed companies) – to see the effects of knowledge-building 

devoid of ethics. 

There was a time, in my undergraduate studies, when my colonial education 

taught me that it wouldn’t be “right” to include these connections to myself in an 

academic paper.  Such was the influence of my postpositivist schooling. However, that 

was more than twenty years ago. Research methodologies have changed and are 

changing.  Now, not only is it possible, but as a researcher using a research methodology 

inspired and derived from Indigenous/Indigenist8 research methodologies, it is 

imperative that I situate myself, not just in terms of my formal knowledge base and 

methodologies, but in terms of the relationships that make me who I am (Battiste, 2013; 

Lavallée, 2009; Smith, 2006; Wilson, 2001; 2003). Freed of the presumption that I can 

serve as a neutral observer outside the research process I embrace the reality of how 

my relationships and perspectives shape and actively create knowledge -- including the 

knowledge I present here in this thesis. 

Preamble to the Research 

For most of my life adult life I have been marginally involved in acts of solidarity  

                                                           
8 By Indigenous methodology I am referring to research methodologies that have been created by 
Indigenous peoples. Unlike traditional Western research methodologies, Indigenous methodologies 
respect and embody many of the values and norms of Indigenous cultures. My use of the term, Indigenist, 
draws from the work of Marie Battiste (2013) and refers to the intentional prioritizing of Indigenous voice 
and norms in research. 
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with Indigenous peoples, primarily in Canada and Mexico. These actions stem from a 

heartfelt and even rational assessment that the relations between predominantly 

European Settlers and Indigenous peoples in the Americas have been unfair and cruel 

owing to the Settler presumption to seize and exploit Indigenous lands for economic 

gain.  I include this here in part to provide more background as to why I am engaged in 

this research and in part because I am certain that there are many other Canadians who 

share this perspective.  The extent to which we act may vary among us and at any given 

time in our life but the sense of the wrongness at the heart of how Canada as a nation 

has been in relation with Indigenous peoples here remains constant9. Since first reading 

Honouring the Truth, Reconciling for the Future: Summary of the Final Report of the 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 

2015), I have been thinking deeply about the process of Truth and Reconciliation in 

Canada.  I agree with former Canadian senator, Gerry St. Germain, who stated that the 

European “founders10 of Canada somehow lost their moral compass in their relations 

with the people who occupied and possessed the land.11” (Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission, 2015, p. 238)  As far as I can tell, the compass is still broken.  I don’t want 

                                                           
9I write, Canada as a nation because this description belies a sense of disconnection from the injustice. By 
viewing the relationship and injustice in this way, we, as individuals have no obvious responsibility to the 
relationship.  The closest I came in the past to having a sense of personal responsibility to speak out or act 
was when I adopted an outlook that I had a responsibility, as a Canadian, to ensure that Canada as a 
nation better embody what I perceived as just and fair relations. While this still makes sense to me, I think 
it also inserts a sense of personal separation from the relationship and it certainly obscures the ways in 
which I, as a non-Indigenous person in Canada, personally benefit from ongoing oppression and injustice. 
10 Emphasis added. 
11 The first time I read this quote, it immediately resonated with me. It still does but the word “somehow” 
implies a lack of intentionality which is more clearly problematic to me now than it was initially because of 
the reading I did for this research. I now read it as suggesting that Settler society’s dishonourable relations 
with Indigenous people were/are accidental rather than self-serving and planned. 
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my life to pass by without truly working to right these relations – to do my part to begin 

to fix the compass as it were.   

To that end, I have been active in community initiatives to retell and relearn our 

local history and promote understanding of contemporary issues relating to Indigenous 

and Settler peoples as part of the Truth and Reconciliation Community Bobcaygeon 

group12. At the same time, I’ve been trying to deepen my understanding of colonialism, 

decolonization and reconciliation in Canada as part of my Master in Educational Studies 

courses and now, in this research and thesis. 

It was in the first year of my masters studies that the practice of “problematizing 

the other” entered into my consciousness thanks to Linda Tuhiwai Smith who describes 

this Western presumption and practice in her seminal book, “Decolonizing 

Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples”.  This long overdue lesson refers to 

the almost ubiquitous propensity of Western scholars to define the locus of a problem 

as being anywhere but in the Western self.13 For example, Western academic research is 

more likely to be done on the widespread lack of safe drinking water in Indigenous 

communities (note where the problem is located) than on the Canadian political 

processes that result in and perpetuate inequitable access to safe drinking water14.  

Whether it is habit, bias or a cultural presumption, Western scholars typically aim their 

                                                           
12 Bobcaygeon is the name of the town where our efforts are primarily focused.  
13 Here Smith often draws from and acknowledges the work of Edward Said.  
14 The discrepancy between access to safe water for predominantly Indigenous versus predominantly 

non-Indigenous communities in Canada is well documented. For a recent non-academic example see:  

http://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/first-nations-drinking-water-advisories-1.3982999 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/first-nations-drinking-water-advisories-1.3982999
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analytical lenses outward toward the “other”.  As Smith (2006) observes, this Western 

academic research norm is closely associated with the Western presumption of being a 

neutral observer in an assumed universal centre. This is in direct contrast to Indigenous 

understandings that knowledge is relational; knowledge is created through relations and 

experiences -- there is no neutral universal centre from which humans can observe (Bell, 

2013a; Smith, 2006; Weber-Pillwax, 2001; Wilson, 2001; 2003). Once awakened to these 

truths, it was obvious to me that in terms of any future research, I needed to not only 

avoid “problematizing the other”, I needed to also be honest about who the “non-

other” – the “self”, is, so that I can focus my research lens there.  

I am a Settler Canadian. There are diverse definitions for Settlers. For the 

purpose of this research I borrow descriptions from Barker (2003) and Memmi (1965) 

and identify a Settler as anyone who lives on or owns lands and waters that were stolen 

or are being stolen from their Indigenous inhabitants or who are otherwise members of 

such a Settler society (Barker, 2003, p. 22).  Like Alfred (2009), Barker (2003), Cannon 

(2012), Memmi (1965), Regan (2010) and Tuck and Yang (2012), I do not distinguish 

between Settlers whose ancestors came to Canada and those who have chosen to do so 

more recently. In all cases, as outsiders on Indigenous lands, we are benefitting from the 

theft of these lands.  If I spend my hard-earned savings on a car only to find out it was 

stolen, no matter how upsetting it is, I still don’t get to keep the car. It gets returned to 

its original owner. For some reason, when it comes to the far more significant lands that 

were stolen from Indigenous peoples, we want to invoke an exception. We resist 

returning the lands. The desire to be excepted doesn’t change the reality of the 
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situation. The fact that Settler Canadians  have been excepted for so long – that as a 

society, we haven’t returned the  lands (among so many other injustices) using the 

Settler legal system to our advantage -- simply demonstrates how willing we have been 

to ignore injustice when it works in our favour. It also emphasizes why reconciliation is 

necessary and why it will be challenging for Settlers. 

Remarkably (to me at least), the term, “Settler” as it applies to me, wasn’t even 

in my vocabulary a mere two years ago. Instead I identified as a non-Indigenous person 

with a strong interest in and regard for all that is Indigenous15.  Certainly it was my 

preference to try to learn from Indigenous peoples rather than to expend energy 

countering the hegemony and oppression of colonial Canada in a deeply committed 

way.  This is not to say that I never acted in solidarity or that I never stood up for what I 

felt to be right or argued against what seemed obviously unfair or wrong. What is true 

though, is that I lacked a sense of obligation to speak to my own people – probably 

because I wasn’t sure who my own people were. I knew that I couldn’t call myself 

Indigenous – because I am not. Obviously I am Canadian – yet somehow, this identity, 

perhaps because of its breadth, was insufficient to compel me to action. In fact, and 

rather ironically, as a Canadian I actually felt disconnected from the oppression I 

witnessed. I conceived of this oppression as the actions of the “powers that be” and 

often supported by Canadians “who didn’t know better.” True Canadians, the ones that 

embodied the supposedly Canadian ideals of fairness and care and concern for others, 

                                                           
15It is not my intent to analyse this thinking (to consider the extent to which I felt and manifested this 
stated interest and concern) here. Instead, I simply acknowledge it as the identity I had for myself. 
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wouldn’t support these actions. That was my thinking. To be honest, I don’t know 

exactly where these conceptions came from. I do think that Settler Canadians really 

believe that we are kind, caring and fair – and most of the people I know, are. However, 

troubling sentiments from many of these same people might (and in my experience do) 

arise if we interrogate our relation with Indigenous peoples or our ignorance about this 

same relationship. And then there is our propensity to compare ourselves to our Settler 

neighbours in the United States and to inevitably declare ourselves more humble and 

considerate … and so I guess for me, I told myself that the kind and caring Canadians just 

didn’t “know better” and the ones that prioritized economic interests but who were far 

removed from me (such as corporate executives or often politicians) weren’t “true 

Canadians” because they prioritized money over everything else – which didn’t fit with 

my conception of Canadian values. I now see the irony in this given that most, if not all, 

early European Settlers came here for economic reasons -- for access to land. As I was to 

discover in the course of this research, such convenient thinking is not uncommon. 

Myths about the benevolent Canadian abound. “Settler” though, or even more 

pointedly, “Settler beneficiary” -- because all Settlers inevitably benefit from their 

(im)position on Indigenous lands ...  this exposes the reality of my relationship to this 

place we call Canada and this place I call home (Barker 2003; 2012a; 2012b; Regan, 

2010; Snelgrove, Dhamoon & Corntassel, 2014).  The term “Settler beneficiary” is 

undeniably political and it is undeniably true16. It is an identity that, in my opinion, once 

                                                           
16 Of course, being non-Indigenous and Canadian (together) is undeniably these things, too. “Settler 
beneficiary” is simply more explicit. 
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acknowledged, compels action – not out of guilt but out of recognition that I am 

implicated in this unjust relationship and I don’t want to be -- “I want no part of it!” As a 

Settler beneficiary, the only way to not be part of the injustice, is to actively work to 

restore, or arguably embody for the first time, respectful relations – relations of care, 

respect, honour and commitment to the inherent right of Indigenous peoples to live and 

thrive according to their will and ways without interference.  Hence, I am a Settler 

beneficiary and I am aiming the research lens on the “non-other” – in this case, the 

Western Settler self.  

At this point, it is pertinent to state that I am aware that attempting to engage in 

critical reconciliation activities does not absolve me of Settler complicity (Ahmed, 2012; 

Snelgrove, Dhamoon & Corntassel, 2014).  As Settlers researching a topic to which we 

are inherently connected, McKinley (2014) proposes that we must recognize that the 

problem is close to us -- not with the “other”; we must include ourselves in our frame of 

analysis by examining our thoughts and actions; and we must resist all temptation to 

assume that our theorizing or our work somehow moves us toward Settler innocence.  

In short, regardless of the nature of my research, I remain a Settler beneficiary in 

Canada and I need to acknowledge it (Alfred, 2009; McKinley, 2014; Snelgrove, 

Dhamoon & Corntassel, 2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012).  

Purpose and Objectives of the Research 

As I engage in these attempts at reconciliatory actions I am also ever aware of 

the cautions and critiques of Alfred (2009), de Costa (2009), Regan (2010) and Tuck and 

Yang (2012) who describe how Settler Canadians who engage in reconciliation efforts 
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rather predictably, if unwittingly, end up perpetuating colonialism.  I want to avoid this.  

However, doing so is no easy task.  Even well intended educational efforts can reinforce 

rather than shift or alter colonial thinking (Dion, 2009). This research aims to deepen our 

understanding of this issue by examining the reconciliatory impacts and/or obstacles 

that arise during three educational “reconciliation workshops” aimed at Settler 

Canadians with an interest in reconciliation. This research further seeks to identify 

pedagogical elements that contribute to or inhibit reconciliation learning.  

The workshops were initially crafted during an Independent Reading Research 

course as part of my M. Ed. studies and drew from a broad spectrum of decolonizing, 

Indigenous, Indigenist and reconciliation research. Originally, these workshops aimed, 

not to teach Settlers about the Indigenous “other”, but to provide experiential 

opportunities to better understand the colonial reality of Canada and our connection to 

it as Settlers – a reality and connection that Settlers are inclined to overlook (Alfred, 

2009; Barker 2003; 2012b; Cannon, 2012; de Costa, 2009; Regan, 2010; Snelgrove, 

Dhamoon & Corntassel, 2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012) … or worse still, deny (Alfred, 2009; 

Barker, 2003;. 2012b; Henderson & Wakeman, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010; Rice & 

Snyder, 2012; Tuck & Yang, 2012; Waziyatawin, 2012).  The workshops further 

endeavoured to inspire participants to action that brings us closer to meaningful 

reconciliation from Indigenous perspectives rather than from our own, perhaps well-

meaning but sometimes misguided or even colonial Settler perspectives.  As described 

in greater detail later, the content of the workshops was considerably altered owing to 
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the background knowledge (which was greater than initially anticipated) of the 

participants in this research. 

Assessments of reconciliation learning, reconciliatory shift and colonial 

entrenchment were made in conversation with the Indigenous mentor to this research, 

Liz Stone, Niimin Mshiikehn Kwe, as well as by examining the insights of Indigenous 

scholars and thinkers. Liz is Turtle Clan, Anishinaabe from Aamjiwnaang First Nation and 

has extensive experience in healing and reconciliation work. I first mentioned the idea of 

researching effective reconciliation education for Settlers as viewed from Indigenous 

perspectives to Liz in the December 2016. We were heating up soup at a fundraiser in 

Bobcaygeon (I might add that she brought the soup and scones – enough for about 80 

people – that’s the kind of person Liz is). Liz has worked for more than 20 years in the 

urban Indigenous community in the fields of healing and Indigenous women’s issues.  

She has a clear understanding of the challenges and the hope contained in reconciliation 

efforts.  Initially, the conversations were around reconciliation in general. I had only 

recently begun to be more actively involved in local reconciliation initiatives and I was 

interested in learning about her experiences and perspectives on reconciliation. Liz 

willingly shared her thoughts. Over the next few months we saw each other at various 

community events and the occasional social gathering and when the time came to 

finalize the research proposal, Liz agreed to be the mentor to my research. The explicit 

prioritization of Indigenous perspectives in this research is meant to respond to the 
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issue of Settler blind spots17 when it comes to our colonial assumptions – our inability to 

see when and how our actions and words replicate colonial structures rather than 

dismantle them.  As Adam Barker (2003) writes, “Indigenous thinkers have acted as the 

Settler’s mirror, showing the reality of how Settler society appears to those it affects” (p. 

32)18. 

 I am aware that there is much to learn about reconciliation in both the public 

sphere (de Costa, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010) as well as in my personal sphere of 

understanding. Indeed, what I have learned and am learning from this research and 

from my attempts to “practise reconciliation” is unexpected. Once learned, I look back 

on my earlier thinking and I see it as simplistic and uninformed. Thus, I am aware that 

there is much that I don’t yet know about reconciliation.  However, at some point, as 

both a researcher and as one who wishes to engage in reconciliation, one must act.  To 

borrow a quote from Brown and Potts -- and I believe it to be especially pertinent to the 

                                                           
17 As the research focuses on Settler Canadians with an interest and desire to engage in reconciliation, my 
assumption is that we do want to “see” and that the inability to do so is less about intentional resistance 
than it is about unrecognized colonial habits – hence my choice of the term, “Settler blind spots”. This is 
particularly true for the participants in this research – all of whom had already taken steps to engage in 
reconciliation in Canada and so had some experience questioning the myth of Canadian benevolence as 
articulated by Paulette Regan (2010). I accept that this may be contentious as there is considerable 
scholarship around the willful ignorance of Settlers (Alfred, 2009; Barker, 2003; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010; 
Tuck & Yang, 2012).   
18 Willie Ermine (2007) also uses a mirror metaphor. However, his mirror shows how “the situation, and 
very often the plight of Indigenous peoples” reflects and thereby teaches us about “the mindset of a 
human community of people refusing to honor the rights of other human communities” (p. 200). These 
mirrors help us, as Settlers, see ourselves. At times I have wondered if the label “Settler’s” mirror is 
problematic as it can be interpreted as presuming that Indigenous voice and reality exist to serve Settlers 
– hence “our” mirror. “Indigenous mirror” might serve the same purpose. However, this too can be 
problematic given the criticism that conceptions of Indigeneity emerged from being “other” than Settler. 
For now, I do not presume to resolve this issue. Instead I note it and acknowledge that our choice of 
words matters. 
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topic of reconciliation -- “we work from where we are, not from where we would rather 

be” (as quoted in Regan, 2010, p. 39). 

My research then, is a preliminary examination of the reconciliatory impact of 

the three aforementioned reconciliation workshops aimed at Settler Canadians with an 

interest in reconciliation. O’Donnell and Perley (2016) suggest that when undertaking 

reconciliation work or research with non-Indigenous peoples, self-identified allies of 

Indigenous peoples are an obvious group with which to begin. This may be because they 

have an existing interest in the topic (and so there is personal value for them in 

participating) and because they may be more willing than the non-Indigenous 

population at large to commit to the process – especially when the work calls upon 

participants to deeply question themselves and their cultural norms.  Focussing on this 

cohort also makes sense given the aforementioned propensity for would-be reconcilers 

(i.e., this cohort) to inadvertently perpetuate colonial constructs (Alfred, 2009; de Costa, 

2009; Regan, 2010; Tuck & Yang, 2012).  

Specifically, in this research I have sought to answer the following questions: 

i) To what extent do the workshops move the perspectives of the Canadian 

Settler participants toward meaningful reconciliation as evaluated from 

multiple Indigenous perspectives? 

ii) To what extent do the workshops perpetuate colonial perspectives as 

evaluated from multiple Indigenous perspectives? 

iii) What characteristics of the learning/workshop design seem to promote 

or interfere with reconciliation? 
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Furthermore, I have endeavoured to carry out this research using a methodology 

that embodies the spirit of reconciliation as relationship. It is my sincerest hope that the 

findings presented here will be of use, not only to those of us directly involved in the 

research, but also to others who are learning about and aspiring to engage in 

reconciliation. 

Significance 

 Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission has called for research to 

“advance understanding of reconciliation” (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, 

p.  293). The findings presented here are my initial and humble attempt to contribute to 

this understanding. Furthermore, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission published 94 

CALLS TO ACTION for Canadians, several of which require Settlers to have a deeper 

understanding of our history and reconciliation. Appendix A lists these specific CALLS TO 

ACTION. For those who choose or are otherwise charged with responding to these CALLS 

TO ACTION, these pages may provide valuable insights.  Finally, this research aims to be 

of significance to Canadian Settlers who want to engage in reconciliation in a way that is 

respectful and meaningful to Indigenous peoples. So this research is significant to me 

and, according to the participants, it has been significant for them as well.  I truly hope 

this thesis will be useful to others engaged in reconciliation, too – that it might serve as 

a source of ideas, an opportunity for reflection – that it will somehow meet them where 

they are in a meaningful way19. 

                                                           
19 Here I am echoing Liz Stone, as she is ever mindful that those who engage in reconciliation are diverse 
in their understandings, needs and contributions and that these are dynamic and ever changing as we 
deepen our commitment to reconciliation as relationship. We are then, “at different places,” and what we 
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 This research also aspires to contribute to the emerging body of knowledge 

regarding reconciliation pedagogies and methodologies, particularly as it relates to 

Settler learning and colonial entrenchment. It aims to help fill the gap between the 

acknowledged Settler desire to engage in reconciliation (O’Donnell & Perley, 2016; 

Regan, 2010) and the expressed critique that Settler reconciliation attempts are often 

superficial and misguided (Alfred, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010; Tuck & Yang, 2012). 

As Davis et al. (2017) note, there is a need for further research “to understand the 

conditions that help settlers turn toward, and acknowledge, their own implication in the 

settler colonial project” (p. 411). This includes those of us who think we have already 

worked through this process. This seems particularly pertinent when probing our 

attitudes regarding land restitution, nation-to-nation relationships and personal action 

and responsibility (Alfred, 2009; Davis et al., 2017; Simpson, 2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012). 

This research attempts to explore these conditions.   

Finally, as the reconciliation research methodology develops, this research can 

serve as a preliminary reconciliation research methodology to be reviewed, critiqued 

and undoubtedly improved upon. 

CHAPTER 2: MICHI SAAGIIG HOMELANDS AND SETTLER RELATIONS – A VERY BRIEF 

OVERVIEW 

This research takes place in Bobcaygeon, Ontario. Bobcaygeon is located in what 

is now known as south-central Ontario. Growing up in Bobcaygeon, my understanding 

                                                           
learn today may be different than what others are learning from the same experience because the 
experience meets us “where we are”. 
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was that our town’s name derived from a local Indigenous name, Bobcajewonunk or 

Baab’kijiwan, meaning “shallow rapids” or “the sound water makes as it goes over 

submerged rocks and fallen timber”20. The area surrounding Bobcaygeon is known today 

as the Kawartha Lakes region. Some say that the name Kawarthas comes from a Huron 

word that means “shiny waters” or “land of reflections” (“Kawartha Lakes”, 2014)21. 

The Kawartha Lakes region is part of the traditional homelands of the Michi 

Saagiig Nishinaabeg (commonly known as the Mississauga First Nations). As a Settler 

writing about the Michi Saagiig Nishinaabeg, I have endeavoured to include only the 

histories and stories that are verified by Indigenous peoples or that come from personal 

experience. This is my way of trying to be respectful as I describe histories that are not 

my own.  

 The Michi Saagiig homelands extend along the north shore of Lake Ontario and 

north along the tributaries that run into it. In Southern and Central Ontario: Michi 

Saagiig Historical Context, Curve Lake First Nations (n.d.) describes their homelands as 

follows:  

                                                           
20 In recent years an unexpected new explanation has appeared. For example, in the August 1, 2016 
edition of MacLean’s magazine, Adrian Lee attributed the name to Samuel de Champlain from the French 
“Beaubocage” meaning “beautiful woodland and heath” 
(http://www.macleans.ca/culture/arts/searching-for-the-tragically-hips-mythical-bobcaygeon/). The Truth 
and Reconciliation Community Bobcaygeon group sent a letter to MacLean’s to counter this version. The 
letter was published in the August 22, 2016 edition of MacLean’s. In order to view MacLean’s reference to 
Champlain, you need to view an original print or pre-existing online version of the article as the offending 
paragraph has been removed from the electronic journal holdings version. Although the origin of 
Bobcaygeon’s name is contested, the decision to prioritize one version of its origin (the one that 
references a European source) over another (an Indigenous name place) merits questioning. Intentional 
or not, it contributes to the ongoing erasure of Indigenous peoples from history and lands. 
21 Others say it’s an Anishinaabemowin word – the one consistent source citing this origin is Wikipedia. 
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The traditional territories of the Michi Saagiig span from Gananoque in the east, 

all along the north shore of Lake Ontario, west to the north shore of Lake Erie at 

Long Point. The territory spreads as far north as the tributaries that flow into 

these lakes, from Bancroft and north of the Haliburton highlands. This also 

includes all the tributaries that flow from the height of land north of Toronto like 

the Oak Ridges Moraine, and all of the rivers that flow into Lake Ontario through 

Burlington Bay and the Niagara region including Welland and Niagara rivers, and 

beyond. The western side of the Michi Saagiig Nation was located around the 

Grand River which was used as a portage route.  

The Michi Saagiig are said to be “the people of the big river mouths” and the 

“Salmon people” (Curve Lake First Nation, n.d.). According to traditional teachings, 

these lands were shared with the Odawa and Huron nations prior to contact with 

European Settlers and have been Michi Saagiig territory “since time immemorial” 

(“History”, n.d.).  

Michi Saagiig oral histories speak to their people being in this area of Ontario for 

thousands of years.  … The Michi Saagiig of today are the descendants of the 

ancient peoples who lived in Ontario during the Archaic and Paleo-Indian 

periods. They are the original inhabitants of southern Ontario, and they are still 

here today. (Curve Lake First Nation, n.d.) 

The Michi Saagiig travelled extensively in their territories, living on the north 

shore of Lake Ontario in the spring and summer months and hunting and trapping in the 

northern reaches of their homelands during the winter months. Their lands were 
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located between the Anishinaabe Three Fires Confederacy of the north and the 

Haudenosaunee Confederacy of the south and they were “known as the ‘Peacekeepers’ 

among Indigenous nations’ (Curve Lake First Nation, n.d.). To create and maintain 

peaceful relations with other first nations, the Michi Saagiig “made Treaties with these 

peoples and granted them permission to stay as visitors in these lands. Wampum was 

made to record these contracts and these contracts would be renewed annually” (Curve 

Lake First Nations, n.d.).   

Wampum22 is a form of beaded documentation that represents “stories, events, 

relationships, visions, agreements, identities and/or treaties [and] is a tradition that 

predates colonization” (Marsden, 2004, p. 58). Wampum has a “sacred use” 

(“Wampum”, n.d.) and yet wampum is, as Anishinaabe scholar Dawn Marsden (2005) 

clarifies, “only as sacred as the relationships and events that [are] being represented” 

(p. 203). Treaty-making is one such sacred relationship. 

In Looking after Gdoo-naaganinaa: Precolonial Nishinaabeg Diplomatic and 

Treaty Relationships, Leanne Simpson (2008) describes the “Dish with One Spoon23” 

treaty and wampum between the Anishinaabe and the Haudenosaunee peoples or 

“Gdoo-naaganinaa – Our Dish” as it is called in Anishinaabemowin.  

Gdoo-naaganinaa acknowledged that both the Nishnaabeg and 

the Haudenosaunee were eating out of the same dish through shared 

                                                           
22 The word, wampum is believed to be derived from an Algonquin word for the shell that the purple and 
white beads were made from Wampum and wampum belt are occasionally used interchangeably 
however strings of wampum are also used as sacred signifiers. (“Wampum”, n.d.). 
23 According to Simpson (2008) the “Dish with One Spoon” is the English translation of the 
Haudenosaunee name for the treaty and wampum. 
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hunting territory and the ecological connections between their territories. 

The dish represented the shared territory, although it is important 

to remember that sharing territory for hunting did not involve interfering 

with one another’s sovereignty as nations. It represented harmony 

and interconnection, as both parties were to be responsible for taking 

care of the dish. Neither party could abuse the resource. It was designed 

to promote peaceful coexistence and it required regular renewal of the 

relationship through meeting, ritual, and ceremony. (Simpson, 2008, p. 37) 

In the Haudenosaunee descriptions of the treaty, the one spoon symbolizes the 

commitment to sharing embodied by the treaty. Furthermore, “[t]here are no knives 

allowed around the dish so that no one gets hurt” (Simpson, 2008, p. 37). By creating, 

honouring and constantly renewing this treaty, the Anishinaabe and Haudenosaunee 

peoples were able to co-exist in relative peace (Doki & Taylor, 2017; Simpson, 2008). 

In the 1600s, when European Settlers first entered Michi Saagiig territories, their 

navigation through the lands and waterways and their very survival -- their ability to find 

sources of foods and medicines -- often depended on the help they received from First 

Nations peoples/communities (“History”, n.d.; Need, 1838). As the Settler population 

grew so, too, did their demands for access to Indigenous lands and their impact on 

Indigenous peoples through the spread of disease, missionary work and divisive political 

maneuvering. In response to these threats, the Michi Saagiig retreated inland.  

The onset of colonial settlement and missionary involvement severely disrupted 

the original relationships between these Indigenous nations. Disease and 
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warfare had a devastating impact upon the Indigenous peoples of Ontario. The 

Michi Saagiig were largely able to avoid the devastation caused by these 

processe[s] by retreating to their wintering grounds to the north (Curve Lake 

First Nation, n.d.). 

The Michi Saagiig people returned to their southern territories which include the 

Kawartha Lakes region around 1680 (“History”, n.d.). Ongoing pressures from European 

Settler communities and policies continued to impact their ability to live as free and 

sovereign people in their own territories. Between 1781 and 1923, the Michi Saagiig 

participated in eighteen treaties24 permitting Settlers increased access to Michi Saagiig 

homelands (Curve Lake First Nation, n.d.; “History”, n.d.). This increased settlement 

caused, “the Michi Saagiig to slowly move into small family groups around the present 

day communities: Curve Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First Nation, Aldervile First Nation, 

Scugog Island First Nation, New Credit First Nation, and Mississauga First Nation” (Curve 

Lake First Nation, n.d.).  

Disagreements about the intent and spirit of these treaties is an ongoing issue. 

The Canadian state, it seems, has a very limited, impersonal and self-serving view of 

treaties25. This is in stark contrast to the Indigenous conception of treaty as relationship. 

                                                           
24 The use of the term “participated” (as stated in Southern and Central Ontario: Michi Saagiig Historical 
Context by Curve Lake First Nation, n.d.)  is important. Whereas I often hear and read about treaties being 
signed (for example on the federal government’s website https://www.aadnc-
aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100032291/1100100032292), this reflects the Settler presumption that the 
importance of the treaty was in the signing rather than in the committed relationship treaties represent. 
25 At least this seems to be the case for Settler attitudes toward treaties after Confederation. Pre-
confederation colonial understandings of treaties suggest a better understanding of the relationship 
element of treaties as well as the notions of autonomous Indigenous nationhood (Royal Commission on 
Aboriginal Peoples, 1996). 

https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100032291/1100100032292
https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100032291/1100100032292
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For example, the Williams Treaties of 1923 involves the Michi Saagiig Nishinaabeg of 

Alderville, Curve Lake, Hiawatha and Scugog First Nations as well as the Chippewas of 

Beausoleil, Georgina Island and Rama First Nations. The Canadian and Ontario 

governments interpreted the treaties as follows: “[t]he Williams Treaties saw the First 

Nation signatories surrender all their rights and title over the lands in question, 

including hunting and fishing rights” (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, n.d.). Among 

other issues, the William Treaties First Nations assert that harvesting rights are 

protected by pre-Confederation treaties and they would never willingly relinquish their 

traditional livelihood (Dokis & Taylor, 2017; Williams Treaties First Nations, 2017). In 

February 2017, the Williams Treaties First Nations and the Canadian and Ontario 

governments began negotiations to work toward a negotiated settlement. The 

constitutionally protected rights of the Williams Treaties First Nations to harvest from 

(most of) their lands – to hunt, fish, trap and gather foods – was also recognized by the 

federal and provincial governments (“Canada, Ontario and Williams Treaties First 

Nations, 2017). It’d be nice to view this as an indication of a move toward more 

respectful relations … however it has taken more than 90 years and concerted effort by 

the Williams Treaties First Nations to get to this place. 

The Michi Saagiig traditionally lived in what Western education might now call a 

“sustainable” manner. The Canadian and Ontario governments’ previous refusal to 

recognize26 their harvesting rights, impacted the ability of many Michi Saagiig to be self-

                                                           
26 “Recognize” is a problematic word in that it implies that rights and responsibilities don’t exist unless 
both parties “recognize” them. Perhaps “recognition” is part of the issue … but I think a lack of honesty 
and respect are actually the issues. Many Indigenous writers, scholars and activists such as Alfred (2005; 
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sustaining and to live according to their cultural and spiritual norms. Not only that, but it 

made surviving and living off the land illegal.  Curve Lake Elder, Gidigaa Migizi (Doug 

Williams), speaks openly about the challenges this presented. “I witnessed the trauma 

and the fear that was put on my people that were trying to live on the land. They lived 

daily watching over their backs and trying to maintain their lifestyle as Michi Saagiig 

Nishnaabeg” (as quoted in Simpson, 2014, p. 20).  He also speaks of the strengths of his 

people. “Our people were incredibly strong and resilient. We were able to survive even 

though we were forced to live in an undignified way of living off the land” (as quoted in 

Simpson, 2014, p. 20). Even now, as these rights are acknowledged, issues remain.  

In recent years, the constitutionally protected Indigenous right to seed and 

harvest manoomin (wild rice) has drawn the ire of some Settlers in and around the 

Kawartha Lakes. Simpson (2014), who writes about being out on Michi Saagiig lands, 

describes running “up against colonial authorities on a regular basis, whether that is the 

police, game wardens or settlers providing their own home grown surveillance” (p. 19). 

She also writes about the unwelcome destruction of her homelands in the name of 

development (2013).  

Historical accounts of the lands and waters of the Kawarthas, prior to contact27, 

from the early 1600s and even into living memory, make mention of the abundance of 

diverse forest animals, fish, wild rice and other food sources as well as natural 

medicines/plants. Colonial settlement has decimated and continues to destroy this 

                                                           
2009) have called for movement past the politics of recognition. Settlers need to consider the self-serving 
and racist assumptions upon which the politics of recognition is predicated. 
27 i.e., “contact” between the Michi Saagiig Anishinaabeg and European Settlers. 
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diversity and abundance through habitat loss and habit degradation. Those of us who 

are clearly Settlers on these Indigenous lands need to think deeply and honestly about 

our relationship with these lands and with the Michi Saagiig Nishinaabeg who have 

cared not only for these lands and water but, at least in my case, for my (our) ancestors 

as well. There have always been opportunities for better relationships between 

Indigenous and Settler peoples -- direct, personal relationships, inter-community 

relations and inter-governmental relations. For some people, reconciliation is a 

reminder of these opportunities and an inspiration to embrace them. 

CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR SETTLER RECONCILIATION 

EDUCATION 

This research was undertaken as a preliminary response to the observation that 

Settler Canadians, even those that may wish to engage in decolonizing and/or 

reconciliation efforts have a difficult time doing so without reinforcing existing, typically 

colonial, thought systems. This observation extends into the realm of reconciliation 

education regardless of whether the Settlers are positioned as educators or as 

students/learners (Battiste, 2013; Dion, 2009; Tuck & Gaztambide-Fernández, 2013). In 

this research, I use reconciliation theory and elements of Indigenous pedagogical theory 

to develop and guide the research process and to subsequently create meaning from 

the research observations. 
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Perspectives on Reconciliation 

Perspectives on reconciliation as a process for improving relations between 

Settlers and Indigenous peoples in Canada vary. For the purposes of this research, I 

draw on the observations, critiques and viewpoints of diverse Indigenous sources 

including scholars, writers and thinkers, Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission 

and Settler scholars engaged in reconciliation work/research. 

Relationships are key to reconciliation (Mussell, 2008; personal communication 

with Liz Stone, September 2, 2017; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). As 

stated previously, for Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission (2015), 

“reconciliation is about establishing and maintaining a mutually respectful relationship 

between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples in this country” (p. 6). Creating this truly 

mutually respectful relationship requires nothing less than a transformation of 

Canadian society (Truth and Reconciliation, 2015) beginning with the transformation of 

Settler consciousness (Davis, 2016; Davis et al, 2017; Regan, 2010). 

In Using Our Good Minds to Foster Reconciliation, Onondaga scholar, David 

Newhouse (2016) describes a fourth year Honours seminar course at Trent University 

framed around the question, “How will we know when we are reconciled?” There is, of 

course, no absolute answer to this question. There are however, suggestions, glimpses 

… expectations.  Newhouse’s initial group of students viewed reconciliation as harmony 

– “cultural acceptance and mutual respect, living well together, and working 

cooperatively” (Newhouse, 2016, pp. 484-485). The challenge, of course, is how to make 

that vision a lived reality. 
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Ojibway journalist, author and lecturer, Richard Wagamese (2009), also viewed 

reconciliation as harmony -- harmony created from truth, with truth being built out of 

humility. Wagamese states, “we have an incredible capacity for survival, endurance, and 

forgiveness. In the reconciliation with ourselves first, we find the ability to create 

harmony with others, and that is where it has to start – in the fertile soil of our own 

hearts, minds and spirits” (p. 133).  

Similarly, for Settlers to reconcile, we, too, need to nourish and cultivate our 

hearts, minds and spirits. As Liz describes it, “reconciliation in all its forms is about 

relationship” (personal communication, September 13, 2017).  Like Wagamese, she 

states that this begins with our relationship with ourselves – our feelings, our 

understandings, our needs -- and then extends beyond the self to our relationships with 

others.  

It is difficult to imagine a harmonic relationship between, for example, two 

people, where one person is either ignorant of the other person’s lived reality or, 

perhaps worse, believes himself or herself to be informed when in fact, misinformation 

abounds. Yet this metaphor is the predominant reality of Settler relations with 

Indigenous peoples in Canada. Settler Canadians generally have misinformed and often 

negative attitudes toward Indigenous peoples based on an assumption of cultural 

superiority rather than lived experience or relationship (Regan, 2010; Truth and 

Reconciliation, 2015) -- hence the pairing of “truth” with “reconciliation” and the need 

to understand that reconciliation is a relationship. For reconciliation, Canadian Settlers 

will necessarily need to unlearn and then relearn more honest accounts of the historical 
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and present reality of how we have been and are in relation with Indigenous peoples 

and how these relations impact us all. This truth learning process for Settlers is vital in 

so far as we must go beyond the cleansed version of history to which we are 

accustomed and acknowledge the uncomfortable and disturbing truths of Canada’s past 

and present (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Mussell, 2008; Ralston Saul, 2009; Regan, 2010; Rice & 

Snyder, 2008; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). These truths about how 

Settlers in Canada have been in relation with Indigenous peoples are important, not for 

the sole purpose to learn about but to learn from in order to change our relations and 

our behaviour for the better (Dion, 2009; 2016a; Lederach, 1998; Regan, 2010; Rice & 

Snyder, 2008; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). 

Inherent in this learning from and change in behaviour is the expectation that 

Settlers create sincere, respectful and reciprocal relations with Indigenous peoples.  At 

minimum, respectful relations entails authentic power sharing (Alfred, 2009; Regan, 

2010; Rice & Snyder, 2008; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015), cultural 

affirmation (Henderson & Wakeman, 2009; Mussell, 2008; Regan, 2010; Rice & Snyder, 

2008; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015), and, of course, the righting of past 

and present wrongs (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Amagoalik, 2008; Mussell, 2008; Nagy, 2012; 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015; Waziyatawin, 2009).  

Power sharing means overcoming the paternalistic Settler assumption that 

Indigenous peoples need Settler governments to oversee their affairs. It includes models 
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of self-determination, self-government,28 Indigenous governance and nation-to-nation 

relations (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Barker, 2003; 2012b; Corntassel, 2012; Regan, 2010; Truth 

and Reconciliation Commission, 2015; United Nations, 2008) – though what is meant by 

these terms is contentious. If reconciliation is in any way about a return to a conciliatory 

relationship (re-conciliation), then we need to return to acknowledging Indigenous 

peoples as autonomous self-governing peoples -- much as relations were prior to 

Canadian confederation (Regan, 2010; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015).29  

Cultural affirmation – the explicit and active support of Indigenous cultural 

practices and norms – is required to counter Canadian policies of assimilation.  The list 

of assimilation policies is considerable. A small sample includes the residential school 

system and the Sixties Scoop that removed Indigenous children from their home 

environments leading to a disconnect from or loss of cultural beliefs, practices and 

languages. It also includes policies that made Indigenous ways of life illegal, such as the 

outlawing of ceremonial practices such as the Potlatch and the Sun Dance (banned until 

1951) as well as restrictions on hunting, trapping and fishing which severely hinder the 

ability of Indigenous peoples to be self-sustaining (Truth and Reconciliation, 2015). 

Today, policies that encourage assimilation tend to be more subtle than in the past. For 

                                                           
28 I use the term “self-government” in the sense that Art Manuel (2015) envisioned it – Indigenous 
autonomy. However, the Canadian state has co-opted the term and endeavoured to equate it with 
“delegated … municipal-style” government. Furthermore, it is trying to tie Indigenous self-government to 
the extinguishment of “Aboriginal title” (i.e., dispossession of Indigenous lands), the release of Crown 
responsibility for past and present violations of Indigenous title and rights, and other Settler/State-serving 
demands (Manuel, 2015, pp. 78-79, 205). The Canadian state is doing this despite Canadian constitutional 
recognition and affirmation of Aboriginal and treaty rights in Section 35(1) of the Constitution Act of 1982. 
29 Not surprisingly, the very term “reconciliation” is contested. Amagoalik (2008) and Chrisjohn and 
Wasacase (2009) among others very clearly state that we need to begin with conciliation – an overcoming 
of distrust and hostility and an ability for all parties to proceed autonomously even while being in relation. 
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example, public education is very clearly a colonial project (Battiste, 2013; Mussell, 

2008, Willinsky, 1998). In Canada, children and youth are generally required to attend 

school until the ages of 16 or 18 years depending on the province or territory they live 

in. The impact of being exposed to more than a decade of colonial education 

programming early in life cannot be overstated.30 Even initiatives that seek to promote 

Indigenous education are generally beholden to hegemonic norms and curriculum. In 

Ontario, for example, off-reserve education funding is provided only for schools that 

primarily follow the Ontario government approved curriculum.31 Not only does this 

impede efforts to provide truly alternative Indigenous education that honours and uses 

Indigenous knowledge and pedagogy, it keeps final control over education, in so far as it 

controls funding, firmly in government hands32. Further funds are made available if 

other provincial practices are put in place such as “standardized testing” through the 

Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO). As a result, Indigenous education 

initiatives that seek government funding (as is their right) can end up becoming so busy 

meeting government requirements that the radically Indigenous nature of the education 

                                                           
30 I do not wish to suggest that there is no value in public education. Instead, just as I feel compelled to 
speak out against the wrongs perpetrated by Settler Canadians and our governments in terms of our 
relationships with Indigenous peoples in Canada, I also feel compelled to critique the hegemonic 
impositions and colonial nature of public education. I would argue that this is particularly necessary 
precisely because the impact of so much time spent in school at such a young age – on average 11-14 
years of a student’s first 18 years of life in Ontario -- is so significant. 
31That said, after more than 20 years of negotiations, the Anishinabek Education System (AES) is set to 
come into effect this year -- 2018. As stated on the AES website, the “The Anishinabek Nation Education 
Agreement is the largest education self-government agreement in Canada, and the first of its kind in 
Ontario” (http://sayyestoaes.ca/). I, for one, am very interested in observing the content and pedagogies 
that are created and used in this new education system. 
32 There are however, examples of Indigenous management of education in Canada, such as the First 
Nations Education Steering Committee in British Columbia and the Mi’kmaw Kina’matnewey in Nova 
Scotia.  

http://sayyestoaes.ca/
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is frustrated, if not, compromised33. Maori scholar, Graham Hingangaroa Smith (2003) 

calls this, the politics of distraction; the process by which governments draw Indigenous 

peoples into activities that keep them busy but ultimately foil their attempts to 

Indigenize or challenge the status quo.34  Inadequate and unequal (relative to Settler 

society) funding of programs targeting Indigenous peoples is a further challenge (Davis, 

2016; Blackstock, 2011).The end result is that today, assimilation is encouraged by the 

more or less forced compliance with or participation in federal or provincial institutions 

such as schooling and the unfair and inadequate funding of programs for Indigenous 

peoples. 

 In terms of righting wrongs, some wrongs can never truly be set right by Settlers 

– the personal and intergenerational traumas of residential schooling being prime 

examples of this. In these cases, support for healing in its diverse and appropriate (as 

defined by Indigenous peoples) forms is required (Episkenew, 2009; Henderson & 

Wakeman, 2009; Mussell, 2008; Rice & Snyder, 2008; Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission, 2015). In other cases, such as the theft of lands, restitution is entirely 

possible.  Hence, land restitution is an undeniable (though it is, indeed, denied) 

requirement for sincere reconciliation (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & 

T’lakwadzi, 2009; Nagy, 2012; O’Donnell & Perley, 2016; Rice & Snyder, 2008; Simpson, 

2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012; Waziyatawin, 2009). Although it’s not clear what land 

                                                           
33 In some cases, such as the Akwesasne Freedom School, located in the Mohawk territory of Akwesasne 
(situated on at the intersection of Quebec, Ontario and the state of New York and also known as St. 
Regis), these constraints have been overcome by creating independent schools that do not rely on funding 
from federal, provincial or state governments. 
34 For further reading on this see his article, Indigenous Struggle for the Transformation of Education and 
Schooling (http://ankn.uaf.edu/Curriculum/Articles/GrahamSmith/). 
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restitution will look like in modern times, what is obvious is that Settler reluctance to 

even consider such restitution is self-serving. Alfred (2005; 2009) and Corntassel and 

Holder (2008) state that from their perspective, this reluctance betrays a lack of 

sincerity and integrity when it comes to reconciliation. … And so, the Settler mirror, as 

embodied in Alfred, Corntassel and Holder, challenges Settlers to reflect more deeply on 

our thinking and to question our impulses.  

There is also broad agreement that meaningful reconciliation requires the wide-

spread acknowledgement of Settler privilege (Alfred, 2009; Barker, 2003; 2012b; James, 

2012; McKinley, 2014; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010; Rice & Snyder, 2008; Tuck & Yang, 

2012). Settler privilege includes the institutionalized defence of Settler land, language 

and cultural and economic norms through legal, political and educational means 

(Barker, 2012a; 2012b).  If we are to be reconciled, Settlers need to be aware of how we 

are benefitting today from past and present injustices and we need to be willing to 

express this awareness in our words and actions. By acknowledging our privilege – by 

being able and willing to describe ourselves as Settler beneficiaries35 -- we avoid the 

Settler tendency to separate our current lived reality (our ability to live on and make a 

living from Indigenous territories) from the historical and present lived reality of 

                                                           
35Here the idea is not to prescribe specific ways or terminology to declare this recognition, but to truly 
articulate the need to personally recognize that by virtue of being a Settler living in Canada on Indigenous 
lands, we benefit.  This is true regardless of our historical/familial place of origin or the reality of how we 
came to be here. As non-Indigenous Settlers, we benefit from the beauty, sacredness and relative 
peacefulness (this is disproportionately true for white Settlers) of this place. Settlers benefit economically 
and materially from the exploitation of these lands and waters sometime in obvious ways such through 
employment or investment (i.e., income) but inevitably by virtue of being a member of the Canadian 
society that carries out and/or authorizes this exploitation. Many of us benefit because we own property 
in Canada. My intent here is not to outline all of the ways that Settlers benefit from their position in 
Canada but to state clearly that the recognition of this truth – that we are Settlers and we benefit from 
this role – is necessary to engage more honestly and more actively in reconciliation.  
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Indigenous peoples in Canada who have been dispossessed of these same lands (Alfred, 

2005; Barker, 2003; 2012b; Regan, 2010). In recognizing ourselves as integral 

beneficiaries of an unjust relationship, our responsibility to righting relations becomes 

recognizably personal and thus more immediately relevant. At the moment when our 

status as Settler beneficiaries enters into our consciousness, we are then challenged to 

respond to this insight. Recognizing our Settler privilege is required for reconciliation 

precisely because in doing so, we can no longer relegate injustices to the past or 

delegate the righting of relations to others. On a personal level we are forced to choose 

between righting relations or being complicit in continued injustice (Alfred, 2005; 

Lederach, 2005). 

 Viewed from a different perspective, one can ask, “What is reconciliation not?” 

It is not an acknowledgement of the horrors of residential schools while maintaining 

that these horrors were the acts of individuals as opposed to a tool of colonial 

oppression (Chrisjohn & Wasacase, 2009; James, 2012; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010; Truth 

and Reconciliation, 2015). It is not solely a response to the traumas of residential 

schooling while turning a blind eye to other affronts to human dignity past and present 

(Mussell, 2008; Truth and Reconciliation, 2015; Waziyatawin, 2009). In short, it is not 

about relieving Settler guilt without fundamentally changing and righting the 

relationship (Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & T’lakwadzi, 2009; Martin in Henderson & 

Wakeman, 2009; Regan, 2010). It is also not undertaking to “close the gap” in social 

inequities between Settler and Indigenous peoples -- which is itself a component of 

reconciliation -- without also seeking to identify and rectify the reason for these gaps 
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(Blackstock, 2011; Newhouse, 2016; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). What 

should be obvious by now is that reconciliation is most certainly not an “Indigenous 

problem” (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Regan, 2010; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 

2015). In fact, it is argued that, although Indigenous peoples and Settlers are “in-

relation”, the “problem” is more rightly centred on Settler colonial thinking, actions and 

inactions (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Barker, 2003; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010). Finally, it is not, 

as Settlers and Canadian and provincial governments, are wont to believe, exclusively 

about finding “closure” (Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & T’lakwadzi, 2009; McKinley, 2014; 

Nagy, 2012; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). Acknowledgement of past 

wrongs does not negate the need for meaningful action on the part of the perpetrator. 

Reconciliation is a committed relationship. Far from being closure, reconciliation is 

better viewed as a first step on a long journey toward it (Nagy, 2012).  

 The heralding of reconciliation as the process which will right relations between 

Indigenous peoples and Settler Canadians is not without its critics. Tsalagi (Cherokee) 

scholar Jeff Corntassel (2012) refers to reconciliation as yet another manifestation of 

Hingangaroa Smith’s (2003) “politics of distraction”. Corntassel describes reconciliation 

as promoting an illusion of respect and inclusion of Indigenous peoples -- of activity, 

engagement and undertaking -- that firmly frames injustices as something of the past 

with no meaningful action to address current injustices and issues (p. 91).  

Kanien’kehaka (Mohawk) scholar, Gerald Taiaiake Alfred (2009) is blunter in his critique, 

describing reconciliation as it is currently being taken up as “pacifying discourse” and 

stating that, “Canadians understand implicitly that reconciliation will not force them to 
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question what they have done, but it will allow them to congratulate themselves for 

their forbearance and understanding once Indigenous peoples ... are reconciled with 

imperialism” (p.166). These critiques are grounded in a clear and fair assessment of the 

past and present status quo relations between Canadian governments, corporations and 

many individual people in Canada with Indigenous peoples. Considerable time and 

energy has been spent by Indigenous peoples (and in some cases by allies to Indigenous 

peoples) in the name of social justice, righting relations, human rights, etc. – often 

through the processes dictated by the colonial norms of Settler society (such as the legal 

system or negotiations) – to little or no avail. When there is no real political intent to 

honour such efforts then these processes are indeed, acts of distractions. They are 

indeed, further acts of imperial or colonial disregard and arrogance.  If our historical 

record as Canadians on the disconnect between government pronouncements of 

support for Indigenous peoples and related initiatives and actual follow-through36 is any 

indication, reconciliation is indeed at risk of being more hype than substance. To 

counter this likelihood, Alfred, Corntassel and Holder (Corntassel and Holder, 2008) all 

state that restitution must precede reconciliation efforts.  As Alfred writes,  

Without massive restitution made to Indigenous peoples, collectively and as 

individuals, including land, transfers of federal and provincial funds, and other 

forms of compensation for past harms and continuing injustices committed 

                                                           
36 Examples abound -- the publicly announced federal support for Indian Control of Indian Education in 
1970 which almost 50 years later has yet to be honoured and the ongoing failure of governments to 
“recognize and affirm” (with action not mere words) Section 35 of the Canadian Constitution Act of 1982 
wherein the rights of Indigenous peoples in Canada are constitutionally guaranteed – are two examples 
that easily come to mind. For an in-depth consideration of this topic, Art Manuel’s book, UnSettling 
Canada: A National Wake-up Call, is a great place to start. 
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against the land and Indigenous peoples, reconciliation will permanently absolve 

colonial injustices and is itself a further injustice (2009, 165). 

Why Reconciliation Requires Decolonization 

 There is a growing understanding that in order for reconciliation to overcome 

the personal and the systemic obstacles to reconciliation– the elements of dominant 

Canadian society, culture and politics that impede its ability to foster more respectful 

and honourable relations – those who seek to reconcile must also seek to decolonize. 

Corntassel and Holder (2008), Corntassel, Chaw-win-is and T’lakwadzi (2009), Mussell 

(2008), Regan (2010) and Rice and Snyder (2008) are explicit about this. Others, such as 

Alfred (2005; 2009), Barker (2003), de Costa (2009), Simpson (2013) and Waziyatawin 

(2009) unequivocally state that it is precisely the absence of decolonizing frameworks in 

discussions around reconciliation and other efforts to create peaceful and just relations 

that undermine their potential to create much needed change. As Waziyatawin states in 

You Can’t Un-Ring a Bell: Demonstrating Contrition through Action,  

In the end, however, none of this makes sense if institutions and systems of 

colonization remain in place. Ultimately, if Canadians, Americans, and Indigenous 

Peoples are going to create a peaceful and just society, all oppression must 

cease. Colonization, by its very nature, is antithetical to justice. Therefore, 

complete decolonization is a necessary end goal for a peaceful and just society 

(p. 178). 

Mi’kmaw educator and scholar, Marie Battiste (2013) describes colonialism as a 

theory of relationships “embedded in power, voice, and legitimacy” (p. 106). In the 
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Canadian context, the embedded features are distinctively white and of Western 

European origin and tradition (Alfred, 2009; Battiste, 2013). As with all Settler colonial 

systems, these features specifically benefit the Settler population (Alfred, 2008; Barker, 

2012a; 2012b; Rice & Snyder, 2008). These traditions include the frameworks of Western 

thought that view the Western intellectual traditions of logic and rationality as objective, 

neutral and ultimately superior to other epistemological frameworks – the universal 

epistemological centre from which other knowledges can be investigated, critiqued and 

understood (Battiste, 2013; Ermine, 2007; Smith, 2006). They also include contemporary 

Western cultural, political and economic norms including assumptions about the 

supremacy of liberal democratic political models, capitalism in its many manifestations 

and conceptions of private land ownership (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Barker, 2003; Regan, 

2010). Colonial assumptions permeate Canadian Settler institutions, norms and, 

particularly for Settlers of European descent, our mindset37. Colonialism is at once 

systemically and personally entrenched (Battiste, 2013; Mussell, 2008; Snelgrove, 

Dhamoon & Corntassel, 2014; Regan, 2010). Decolonization then, will be no easy task.  

 Furthermore, in creating colonial beneficiaries colonialism concurrently 

oppresses the original peoples of the land -- the Indigenous peoples (Alfred, 2005; 2009; 

Barker, 2003; 2012b; Corntassel, 2012; de Costa, 2009; Regan, 2010). This oppression is 

evident in the theft of lands; the disregarding of treaties and/or resistance to Indigenous 

                                                           
37 White European Settlers are not the only ones who have internalized colonial thinking. Most people, 
regardless of their cultural identity, who grow up in Canadian Settler society and/or who have attended 
schools founded on Eurocentric cultural norms will internalize such thinking. Marie Battiste (2013) 
describes “cognitive imperialism” and its effects on Indigenous peoples in Canada as “white-washing the 
mind as a result of forced assimilation, English education, Eurocentric humanities and sciences, and living 
in a Eurocentric context complete with media, books, laws, and values” (p. 26). 
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understandings of treaties as evolving relationships; and the reluctance or refusal to 

engage in meaningful nation-to-nation relationships – despite this being an inherent 

right recognized by the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

(Alfred, 2005; 2009; Regan, 2010; Rice & Snyder, 2008; United Nations, 2008; Wolfe, 

2006). Clearly if relations are to improve, self-serving and unjust colonial systems, 

including thought systems and mindsets need to be dismantled. Understanding this is a 

preliminary step toward decolonization and by extension, toward reconciliation. 

Actually decolonizing ourselves and our structures is a far greater challenge. 

Settler Engagement in Reconciliation and Decolonization 

In the ten years since Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission first 

formed, many Indigenous peoples and Settlers have embraced the concept of 

reconciliation and have endeavoured to realize its vision of respectful and peaceful 

relationship and co-existence.  Although the Truth and Reconciliation experiences of 

other nations such as Australia have valuable insights for us as we engage in 

reconciliation (Chrisjohn & Wasacase, 2009; Corntassel and Holder, 2008; de Costa, 

2009), relationships are primarily experiential and as such, we will learn as we proceed. 

Not surprisingly then, particularly in light of the hegemonic norms that inform most 

Settler thinking in Canada, when it comes to Settler attempts to engage in 

reconciliation, Indigenous and non-Indigenous observers alike have identified common 

oversights, missteps and shortcomings (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Barker, 2003; Corntassel, 

2012; Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & T’lakwadzi, 2009; de Costa, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 

2010; Tuck & Yang, 2012). A widely recognized and perhaps obvious observation is that 
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Settler empathy, shame and good intentions are not enough (Alfred, 2005; 2009; de 

Costa, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Ralston Saul, 2009; Regan, 2010; Tuck & Yang, 2012). It is easy 

for the well-meaning Settler to express pain for what has happened and in the same 

breath distance himself/herself from the situation through the notion of not being 

directly responsible for Canada’s past and present – to equate remorse or shame with 

innocence and non-oppression (de Costa, 2009; Tuck & Yang, 2012). However, if we are 

Settler beneficiaries of colonialism, then we are still part of the oppression. Claims to 

the contrary are naïve. As outlined previously, colonialism very clearly produces 

beneficiaries at the expense of others and reconciliation requires that Settler Canadians 

begin to understand how we have and are benefitting from colonialism (Alfred, 2005; 

2009; de Costa, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010; Snelgrove, Dhamoon & Corntassel, 

2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012). Sara Ahmed (2014) observes that our expression of collective, 

national shame can serve the rather ironic role of both relieving our Settler-selves of 

individual attachment to the source of the shame (because it’s a national shame not a 

personal shame) while reaffirming our perceived national identity as people who are 

“well-meaning”. In expressing shame, we restore our sense of national pride. Ahmed 

refers to this as “self-reconciliation” (p. 109). What needs to be noted, of course, is that 

no meaningful act of improving Settler relations with the Indigenous peoples has been 

taken. Regret has been expressed and indeed felt, but the lands remain in Settler state 

possession and the system that perpetuates the oppression remains intact. 

Tuck and Yang (2012) describe other common strategies that Settlers undertake 

to reconcile Settler guilt and complicity while finding means to maintain our comfortable 
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Settler existence and ensure Settler futurity. In other words, we find ways to remove 

ourselves from any discomforting sense of personal responsibility or connection to the 

historic and ongoing injustices against Indigenous peoples without giving up any of the 

benefits we derive from these injustices.  Tuck and Yang call these strategies “Moves to 

Innocence”. These Moves to Innocence include:  

• claims to native ancestry or adoption (which we then use to absolve us of 

guilt and any corresponding need to act or change);  

• colonial equivocation (homogenizing all forms of colonial oppression 

resulting in the absorption and potential loss of the Indigenous colonial 

experience);  

• conscientization (decolonizing one’s mind -- becoming critically conscious 

without specifically honouring or actively supporting Indigenous rights or 

territories);  

• at risk-ing / asterisk-ing Indigenous peoples (identifying Indigenous 

peoples as simply “at risk” or including them only minimally in public 

policy considerations);  

• re-occupation of lands (with the aim of “fair” wealth redistribution for all 

– without regard for the fact that these are Indigenous lands).  

Through these Moves to Innocence, Settlers create a logic that presumes to justify 

continued occupation of Indigenous territories – or put another way, that denies any 

need or obligation to return lands to their original inhabitants. 
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Reconciling Settlers must be willing not only to critique our role as beneficiaries 

of colonialism but risk it as well. For Settlers, “risk” enters into reconciliation when we 

recognize that we are not who we think we are and when we begin to take actions that 

impact our privilege and the ways we benefit from colonialism (e.g., Indigenous 

governance, restitution and land repatriation). This requires that we analyse our 

perceptions and relationships with Indigenous peoples – that we turn the lens inward as 

it were -- instead of focusing on the Indigenous “other” (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Barker, 

2003; Cannon, 2012; Regan, 2010; Smith, 2006). In Canada, this specifically requires that 

we interrogate not just our history but also our national myths such as our presumed 

identity as the “benevolent peacekeeper” (Alfred, 2005; McKinley, 2014; Regan, 2010; 

Rice & Snyder, 2008) as well as the related colonial perceptions of “progress”, 

“development” and “helping” – all of which impose colonial concepts rather than 

honour and value Indigenous norms (Alfred, 2005; Davis, 2016; Regan, 2010; Smith, 

2006).  

As previously stated, reconciliation also requires that we take action toward 

restitution and more respectful relations with Indigenous peoples and that we demand 

the same of our governments (Alfred, 2005; 2009; de Costa, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 

2010; Waziyatawin, 2009). The critique however is that while some Settlers eagerly 

embrace reconciliation, energies tend to be focussed on the more comforting and less 

personally challenging activities such as cultural affirmation (Alfred, 2009; Davis, 2017; 

Davis et al., 2017; Regan, 2010). Few Settlers actively promote or prioritize the more 
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difficult and “unsettling”38 undertakings of cultural self-analysis, decolonization, 

restitution and/or power sharing relations including nation-to-nation equality (Alfred, 

2005; 2009; Davis, 2017; Regan, 2010). Another critique is Settlers often prioritize 

talking and action over quiet heartfelt listening and learning from Indigenous peoples 

(Davis, 2016; Davis et al. 2017; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015) or over 

being in actual relation with Indigenous people (Christian, 2011).    As de Costa (2009) 

warns, we need to avoid the possibility that, “Reconciliation may absorb our attention 

and emotions while the business of Canada continues unchallenged” (p. 14). 

Transformative Pedagogy and Settler Canadians – A Necessarily Unsettling Experience 

In order to develop effective Settler reconciliation education, it is useful to 

review and learn from what has been tried thus far. An initial observation is that, while 

it is critical that Settlers learn about Indigenous peoples and perspectives (including 

worldviews, histories and contemporary issues), it is also insufficient if the intent is to 

foster better understanding and better relationships between Settler and Indigenous 

peoples in Canada (Battiste, 2013; Cannon, 2012; Dion, 2009; Regan, 2010).  Just as 

learning about injustices doesn’t necessarily lead one to action (Nagy, 2012; Regan, 

2010), teaching about Indigenous culture, history and perspectives does not necessarily 

transform Settler understandings. In fact, it often reaffirms entrenched beliefs (Dion, 

2009).  What is needed, is transformative learning (Davis et al., 2017; Dion, 2009; 2016a; 

Regan, 2010). However, it is well documented that the process of learning and 

                                                           
38 From Paulette Regan’s (2010) book, “Unsettling the Settler Within”.  
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transformation can be painful and difficult as long-held beliefs and truths are challenged 

(Boler, 2014; Ellsworth, 1998; Freire, 1971; Regan, 2010).  Research indicates that 

although transformative pedagogy is required for reconciliation, Settlers are generally 

not expecting to engage in a metamorphic process (Dion, 2016a; James, 2012). We are 

expecting to learn about Indigenous peoples and to help or support them (de Costa, 

2009; Regan, 2010; Tuck & Yang, 2012). The combination of naïve expectations and the 

necessarily personal, emotional and ultimately transformative nature of reconciliation 

makes educating for reconciliation particularly challenging.  

The challenges of Settler learning are not limited to the expectations of the 

learner. How the learning materials are presented is also crucial. As Potawatomi/Lenape 

educator and scholar, Susan Dion (2009) describes in Braiding Histories: Learning from 

Aboriginal Peoples’ Experiences and Perspectives, even when provided with curriculum 

created by Indigenous educators which draw from Indigenous experiences, Settler 

educators tend to present it in stereotypical – typically romantic and tragic -- ways that 

undermine its ability to provoke critical learning.  Instead of truly engaging students in 

learning from Indigenous peoples, their perspectives and the problematic relationship 

Settler Canadians have created with Indigenous peoples, the teaching tends to serve 

colonial desires and drives (Dion, 2009). From a colonial perspective, it is far better for 

learners to feel badly about what has happened than to question why it happened or to 

seek to transform relations so that these systemic injustices cease. 

There are obvious overlaps in the critiques of Settler learning with the critiques 

of Settler engagement in reconciliation.  A consistent theme in terms of Settler learning 
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is that learning about Indigenous peoples and their experiences is insufficient. We also 

need to intentionally focus on learning from Indigenous peoples and their experiences, 

in part so that we can learn about ourselves (Dion, 2009; Regan, 2010; Rice & Snyder, 

2008; Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). We need to confront the role of 

Settler society in Canada’s relations with Indigenous peoples. In the absence of such 

cultural self-analysis (i.e., Settler culture analysis), learning tends to reinforce pre-

existing stereotypes both of the assumed, in this case, Indigenous, (and generally 

victimized or otherwise disempowered) other (Dion, 2009; Regan, 2010) and of the 

assumed, generally benevolent, Settler self (de Costa, 2009; Regan, 2010). 

Reinforcement of the disempowered Indigenous peoples stereotypes belies a lack of 

critical engagement in the learning – a reluctance or refusal to ask difficult questions 

about why Indigenous peoples in Canada have experienced such injustices (Dion, 2009; 

Regan, 2010).  In other words, we avoid reframing the issue to ask why Settler relations 

with Indigenous peoples have been so brutal and dishonourable. Reinforcement of the 

positive Settler stereotype stems from an equally superficial engagement with the 

learning and can be explained as being the result of Settlers feeling strong emotional 

reactions to the traumatic stories of Indian residential schools and even to ongoing 

injustices and a corresponding reinforcement of our self-concept as a kind and caring 

culture simply because we experience this emotional response (de Costa, 2009; Regan, 

2010). This passive engagement with learning is further explained by the observation 

that white Settler learners have come to expect comfort in their learning. This is 

evidenced in our resistance to topics that cause “dis-ease” (such as white privilege, 
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contemporary Settler complicity in injustices and our position as beneficiaries of 

colonialism) and in our expectation that discussion of topics will be accommodated to 

avoid personal discomfort (Barker, 2012b; Tuck & Gatzmabide-Fernández, 2013). 

Educators, too, can be reluctant to engage students in potentially upsetting discourse 

(Dion, 2009). Whereas these observations are clearly pertinent to planning the 

educational workshops for this research, Tuck and Gatzmabide-Fernández further make 

the crucial observation that academia has continuously “sidelined and reappropriated” 

interventions that would have disrupted whitestream curriculum (2013, p. 73). The 

challenge for me then will be to try to learn from the aforementioned critiques and 

proposed interventions without subsequently undermining – sidelining, reappropriating 

or replacing -- them in my analysis. These observations and critiques are thus, not only 

relevant, but crucial, to the planning and analysis of this research. 

When it comes to learning about Indigenous experiences in Canada, Settlers 

often filter what is heard through a distinct cultural or psychological lens (Dion, 2009; 

Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2010). Dion describes the disconnect that occurs at the “intersection 

of speaking and hearing across difference” – in this case, the difference between 

Indigenous reality and history in Canada and Settler expectations – and the “Refuse to 

Know” mechanisms that we, Settlers, use to preserve our self/cultural concept (2009, p. 

56). Dion describes these “Refuse to Know Mechanisms” as follows: 

• Challenging the relevance of the narrative/history to one’s life today 

• Locking the events in the past and feeling/declaring that they have no 

connection to the present 
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• Dehumanizing Indigenous Peoples – may be conscious but can be done 

unconsciously as well 

• Claiming that “there is nothing I can do so I don’t have to listen, learn, 

accept this history 

• Declaring that the history is too hard to listen to and so removing oneself 

from the learning process (2009, p. 56). 39 

Furthermore, Dion (2016a), like Alfred (2005) and Regan (2010) before her, 

declares that not only must we be aware of these emotions and reactions, we must 

work through them, we must interrogate our “discomfort” and we must reflect on the 

“significance of not knowing” and whose interests are served by this ignorance (p.  470). 

In order to move past these obstacles to understanding and reconciliation, 

Settlers must acknowledge our role in these difficult colonial realities (Dion, 2009; 

McKinley, 2014; Regan, 2010). Regan (2010) proposes that Settlers need to engage in an 

“unsettling pedagogy” and that as part of this pedagogy, we, Settlers need to explicitly 

contend with Stanley Cohen’s, “Phases of Perpetrator Recognition of Role”. These 

phases, as described by Regan (2010, p. 177) are: 

 i) Self-Knowledge – The critical reflection that comes from facing truths 

 ii) Moral Witness – The bystander actively witnesses either unjust acts or  

victim testimonies 

 iii) Whistle-Blowing – Wherein one reveals the “Open Secret” 

              iv) Living Outside the Lie – Saying what one really thinks according to  

                                                           
39 It is hard to listen to … but I am certain that it was and is much harder to experience it. 
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one’s conscience – the refusal and inability to return to former passivity 

and complacency. 

 Personal awareness of and connection to the truths of Settler relations with 

Indigenous peoples in Canada is required if we are to transform this relationship.  John 

John Paul Lederach is an international peace and conflict studies scholar and 

practitioner with extensive lived experience in conflict resolution and reconciliation 

work. Drawing on decades of experience he writes,  

Patterns of violence are never superseded without acts that have a 

confessional quality at their base. Spontaneous or intentionally planned, 

these acts emerge from a voice that says in the simplest of terms: “I am 

part of this pattern. My choices and behaviors affect it.” While the 

justification of violent response has many tributaries, the moral 

imagination that rises beyond violence has but two: taking personal 

responsibility and acknowledging relational mutuality. (2005, p. 35) 

It is my position that these psychological responses -- Dion’s (2009) “Refuse to 

Know” mechanisms, Cohen’s “Phases of Perpetrator Recognition of Role” (as described 

by Regan, 2010) and Tuck and Yang’s (2012) “Moves to Innocence” -- are tools for 

Lederach’s notion of “taking personal responsibility” – and thus are pedagogical tools 

for reconciliation. They serve to both teach us (we, Settlers), about ourselves in terms of 

recognizing the relevance of these mechanisms to ourselves, and they serve to provide a 

means for situating ourselves in terms of identifying where we are located on the 

different gradients which in turn serves as an indicator of where we are in our 
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understanding of the reconciliation relationship. Essentially, whereas the pedagogy is 

necessarily “unsettling”, the above-described mechanisms or gradients can be used as 

tool or as curricular content to facilitate unsettling and transformative learning. 

Expanding on Liz Stone’s concept of meeting learners where they are at 

(personal communication with Liz Stone, September 2, 2017), I draw from Graham 

Hingangaroa Smith’s (2003) cyclical model of transformation that understands 

conscientization, resistance and transformative action to be equally vital and which 

states that those who would be engaged in transformation are able to enter from any of 

the three positions (as opposed to the Western assumption that conscientization 

precedes resistance which precedes transformative action). Although, Hingangaroa 

Smith writes in the context of Maori people, I consider his model to be applicable to 

Settlers in that, although we are traditionally aligned with being the oppressors rather 

than the oppressed40, we can (and do) still enter into the transformation process from 

any of these positions. 

As a research paradigm, transformative generally refers to the goal of social 

transformation and locates the agency for such in the community members and 

researcher(s) involved in the research (Mertens, 2015). That said, the assumption is that 

the research participants are drawn from marginalized communities (Mertens, 2015) – 

those who are identified as or identify with being oppressed. Transformative research 

                                                           
40 Haudenosaunee scholar, Martin J. Cannon, posits that the binary conception of oppressed-oppressor is 
simplistic and, at times, unhelpful. Instead, he proposes that we begin from a common ground foundation 
wherein we recognize how we are involved in oppression – at times as oppressors and at times as 
oppressed. In this way, “an invested and shared sense of commitment and thinking about action might be 
realized” (2012, p. 25). This common ground foundation was not specifically embodied in this research, 
but I certainly see the value in such an approach. 
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and education that focus on Settlers in the context of Indigenous-Settler reconciliation, 

do not correspond to this assumption. Furthermore, although the ultimate goal of 

reconciliation includes social transformation, the process for Settlers very clearly 

requires personal transformation starting with the recognition of our position as colonial 

beneficiaries and the corresponding insights that come with this (e.g. ongoing Settler 

colonialism, complicity in this colonialism if we decide to do nothing, the need to 

decolonize ourselves and our culture – and what this means for presumptions about 

land and power-sharing in Canada, etc.). Hence, while this research does not use a 

transformative paradigm per se, meaningful Settler reconciliation education must aim to 

be unequivocally transformative. 

Relationship as Pedagogy 

 Indigenous paradigms and knowledge are inherently relational and as such, 

relationship is integral, indeed, is the essence, of learning in Indigenous contexts (Bell, 

2013a; Hart, 2010; Simpson, 2014; Wilson, 2001, 2003). As a Settler educator in varying 

contexts, but particularly in public education in Ontario, for almost 20 years, I am all too 

familiar with the trendiness of modern education whereby “new” pedagogical strategies 

and curriculum are enthusiastically introduced and embraced – only to be replaced with 

the latest fashion in pedagogy and curriculum a few years later41.  While the need for 

radically rethinking education, particularly in its currently limited conception as being 

equivalent to “schooling”, is obvious to me, what is also obvious is that the need for 

                                                           
41 While it is true that “new” curriculum is introduced every few years, public education in its current 
manifestation remains an inherently colonial undertaking. See Battiste’s (2013) Decolonizing Education: 
Nourishing the Learning Spirit for a comprehensive overview of this topic. 
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relationship in learning has always been there. It is present in the connection between 

effective learning and meaningful relationships between the teachers and the student 

and between the students and the content.   

 The concept of relationship as pedagogy – as the foundation of how to foster 

learning -- emerges naturally in the context of reconciliation education. Relationship as 

pedagogy is inherently Indigenous and the relationships involved are diverse and extend 

far beyond relationships between people (Battiste, 2013; Bishop, Ladwig & Berryman, 

2014; Hart, 2010; Simpson, 2014).  It is outside the scope and intent of this research 

(and indeed, it is beyond my current understanding), to provide a comprehensive 

overview of the ways in which Indigenous knowledge, learning and teaching are 

relational. Similarly, it is not my intention to declare that what I am proposing to do is to 

apply Indigenous learning in all its diversity of meanings and expressions to this 

research. Instead, I wish to propose that the conception of relationship as pedagogy is 

capable of embracing and meeting Settlers “where they are at” in their understanding of 

reconciliation (personal communication with Liz Stone, September 2, 2017). This is 

because, in part, relationship as pedagogy in the context of a teacher-student 

relationship, requires that the teacher, the mentor or the education facilitator is in-

relation with the learner and, if not in a deeply personal way, at least to the extent that 

she or he is observing, listening and reflecting on what the learner is communicating. 

Relationship as pedagogy prioritizes knowing and supporting the learner, sharing and 

modelling one’s acquired knowledge (in the context of Indigenous knowledge, this 

means “lived” and “experiential” knowledge) and ultimately investing time in the 
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teacher/mentor-learner relationship (Simpson, 2014) over covering curriculum content. 

As such, relationship as pedagogy teaching is a fluid, responsive, respectful and 

ultimately personal and relational undertaking. 

  It is, I would argue, that presumption to educate outside the context of 

relationship that obstructs the learning process.  In the public school system, 

standardized curriculum, for example, presumes to provide education to students 

regardless of their interests, their prior knowledge or their lived and living experiences.  

Although teaching pedagogies exist that aim to consider and even activate such 

connections, the process of trying to connect standardized learning to the students after 

the fact (i.e., curriculum first, connection to learners, second), betrays the inherently 

content-driven nature of formal education as it is currently manifested in most 

elementary and secondary schools and most undergraduate programs in Canada. In 

writing about the relationship of art and reconciliation, Lederach warns against trying to 

obligate people to think or act linearly about reconciliation or imposing chronological 

thinking to reconciliation (2005, pp. 159-160). In my lived experience of teaching in the 

public school system of Ontario, such thinking seems to be the natural outcome of 

curriculum-as-content driven education. By combining my experiential learning (as a 

teacher) with the insights of Lederach and the multiple articulations of the relational 

nature of both reconciliation and learning/knowledge as described by Indigenous 

writers and scholars (and through them, the teachings of elders are often conveyed), 

what is evident is that reconciliation learning cannot be content driven. In its essence, it 

must be relational. 



53 
 

 

Thus far, I have outlined how relationship as pedagogy refers to the relationship 

between the teacher/mentor/facilitator (in describing my role in this research, I would 

say, “facilitator”) and the learner42. In subsequent chapters, I describe my relationships 

with the participants in greater detail.  Relationship as pedagogy however, goes beyond 

the interpersonal human relationships. In the context of this research, it also included 

self-in-relation (as described by Métis/Cree activist and scholar Fyre Jean Graveline, 

1998) and relationship with emerging knowledge relationships. Self-in-relation refers 

knowing oneself and her/his “family line, tribal nation and responsibilities to all 

relations” (Graveline, 1998, p. 57). For Settlers, considering our roots, how we came to 

be in Canada and how we benefit from our presence here are important reflections 

which help us awaken to the concept of self-in-relation. So too, is the process of 

exploring our individual personal responses – emotional, mental, spiritual and physical – 

to the learning we are undertaking. These four ways of knowing are common to various 

Indigenous knowledge traditions but are not typically included in western learning 

systems. My reference and engagement with them draw from Anishinaabe-Cree 

Medicine Wheel/Circle Teachings in general (Graveline, 1998) and from the teachings 

that were shared with me by Nicole Bell (Anishnaabe, Kitigan Zibi First Nation Bear 

Clan), in particular. By exploring personal thoughts, feelings and reactions that extend 

beyond the logic and mental constraints of Western norms of thinking, we develop a 

                                                           
42 Several scholars note the fluid nature of the teacher-learner relationship and describe how this 
relationship often switches such that the “teacher” likewise learns from the “learner”. See for example, 
Battiste (2013), Lederach (2005) and Freire (1971). I would describe my role in this research (and perhaps 
this is always the case in educational research) as being unequivocally “fluid”.  
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more holistic way of understanding what it is that we are learning. We acknowledge our 

personal engagement with the learning because we acknowledge that we do feel, we do 

react emotionally, physically and perhaps even spiritually to that which we are learning. 

This in turn fosters a different and a very personal relationship with the emerging 

knowledge/understandings. This holistic engagement with the learning process counters 

western academic norms that generally permit or encourage primarily rational 

engagements with learning. Furthermore, in the context of reconciliation learning, it 

fosters an understanding of reconciliation as relationship in that relationships, like 

reconciliation learning, are inevitably fraught with questions of the heart, spirit, body 

and mind.  

The prioritizing of relationship in this research also creates space for what I hope 

will be a harkening back to the original vision of relationship – treaty – between 

Indigenous peoples and Settlers in Canada. Simpson (2008) describes Indigenous treaty-

making as “sacred” and “governed by the common Indigenous ethics of justice, peace, 

respect, reciprocity, and accountability” (p. 29). Furthermore,  

Indigenous peoples understood these agreements in terms of relationship, and 

renewal processes were paramount in maintaining these international 

agreements. They also viewed treaties in terms of both rights and 

responsibilities, and they took their responsibilities in maintaining treaty 

relations seriously. (Simpson, 2008, p. 29) 

There were various pre-Confederation treaties between Indigenous peoples and 

European Settlers in what was to become Canada that indicated the equal and 
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sovereign nature of the relationships understood in the treaties. Two such treaties 

include the Two Row Wampum between the Haudenosaunee and Dutch Settlers in 1613 

and the later Silver Chain Covenant between the Haudenosaunee and their allies. The 

Two Row Wampum symbolizes the treaty as follows: 

There is a bed of white wampum which symbolizes the purity of the agreement. 

There are two rows of purple, and those two rows have the spirit of your 

ancestors and mine. There are three beads of wampum separating the two rows 

and they symbolize peace, friendship and respect. 

These two rows will symbolize two paths or two vessels, travelling down the 

same river together. One, a birch bark canoe, will be for the Indian people, their 

laws, their customs and their ways. The other, a ship, will be for the white people 

and their laws, their customs and their ways. We shall each travel the river 

together, side by side, but in our own boat. Neither of us will try to steer the 

other's vessel. (Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, 1996, p. 116).  

This description indicates both respect for each other’s self-determination and 

an ongoing relationship of peace, friendship and respect. 

The Silver Chain Covenant symbolizes the ongoing nature of the treaty 

relationship. The wampum  

shows two figures, one dark and one white, joined by a strand of purple shells on 

a white ground. The colonists and Indians are said to be joined by a silver 

covenant chain that is sturdy and does not rust but requires periodic ‘polishing’ 
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to remove tarnish and restore its original brightness. (Royal Commission on 

Aboriginal Peoples, 1996, p. 116)   

In 1763, King George III issued what was to be known as the Royal Proclamation 

of 1763 which specifies, among other things, the legal and constitutional rights as he 

saw them at the time for Indigenous peoples in Canada. The following year, over 2000 

Indigenous leaders from diverse nations came and ratified the proclamation through 

traditional Indigenous law and protocol (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). As 

with previous treaties, they understood the reciprocal and ongoing nature of treaty as 

well as the agreement that all parties remain free and self-determining.  

It is undeniable that in the years since, Settlers have “forgotten”, denied or 

otherwise betrayed and dishonoured these treaties and covenants. In revisiting these 

pre-Confederation treaties, we are reminded of the spirit, heart and intent of treaties in 

Canada. And, we are called to re-establish our original commitment to be in a peaceful, 

friendly and respectful relationship with the self-determining Indigenous peoples upon 

whose land we have settled. 

Emerging Teaching Strategies for Settler Reconciliation Education 

Teaching strategies are emerging to guide Setters and educators toward 

meaningful reconciliation learning, teaching and action.  Iseke-Barnes (2008) describes 

how Settlers are able to confront Canada’s colonial reality through activities that require 

them to recognize and then interrogate their internalized knowledge about oppression – 

knowledge gained from an awareness of our colonial Canadian oppression of Indigenous 

peoples. Alternatively, Nakata, Nakata, Keech, and Bolt (2012) argue that what is 
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needed is teaching that equips learners with the language and skills to deepen their 

understanding of the complexities of decolonization thereby cultivating more critical 

decolonial engagement and action. Regan (2010) and Smith (2006) speak to the power 

of language and place-name pedagogies to unsettle Settler complicity.  Dion (2009) used 

a “File of (Un)Certainties” strategy in which students created their own files in order to 

recognize their preconceptions, question these “truths” and ultimately create new 

understandings of Indigenous peoples and their relations with them.  O’Donnell and 

Perley (2016) propose activities that require Settlers to juxtapose their conflicting 

desires (e.g., for continued land ownership on Indigenous lands versus a desire for just 

and equal relations with Indigenous peoples in Canada). Cannon proposes beginning 

from a foundation of common ground and working toward “self-(and Other-) 

interrogations” (2012, p. 33).  Tuck (2009) advocates a shift from damage-centred 

research to desire-based inquiry – a transformative reframing of the aims of research.   

Regardless, of the strategy employed in the learning process – because obviously 

not all of these strategies can be put into practice in the three educational workshops 

developed for this research -- in all cases, Settler honesty is required. Writing about 

reconciliation, Lederach notes, “Reconciliation that is framed as an intellectually 

complex process will too often create so much noise and distraction that the essence is 

missed. The key is to find the essence.” (2005, p. 160). This essence, he proposes, is 

honesty. When it comes to reconciliation, we need to “Be honest early. Be honest often. 

In healing, there is no replacement for straight honesty, even when it hurts.” (Lederach, 

2005, p. 160)  
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR RECONCILIATION 

RESEARCH 

This research aims to both research reconciliation education for Settlers and at 

the same time exemplify a reconciliatory approach to research43. In creating the 

methodology for this research I draw from established decolonizing, Indigenous and 

critical ethnographic methodologies.  

Imagining a Reconciliation Methodology 

In his book, The Moral Imagination: The Art and Soul of Building Peace, John Paul 

Lederach (2005) implores us to develop and practice “a moral imagination” when 

responding to conflict. Lederach describes this “moral imagination” as “the capacity to 

imagine something rooted in the challenges of the real world yet capable of giving birth 

to that which does not yet exist” (2005, p. ix).  Even as he calls us to such imagining, he 

also writes of the “inherent risk required to break violence and to venture on unknown 

paths that build constructive change” (2005, p. 29). Lederach’s words are both helpful 

and inspiring as I consider what a reconciliation methodology might be. 

In attempting to embody a reconciliation methodology I have endeavoured to 

design the research in a way that honours the relationship at the core of reconciliation 

(namely the relationship between Settlers and Indigenous peoples) and that is also 

mindful of and responsive to critiques of Western research methodologies by 

                                                           
43 After carrying out the research, I read Lana Ray’s (2005) dissertation in which she writes, “Within a 

research context, for the Anishinaabek as well as other Indigenous peoples, there is no differentiation 
between what one would term research methodology and pedagogy” (p. 4). Reading this was deeply 
affirming in that I strongly feel that to research reconciliation using detached western research 
methodologies would be inherently incongruous and ironic. Miigwetch. 
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Indigenous scholars and writers. I do so with the understanding that reconciliation is a 

relationship and it necessarily requires that a distorted, unjust relationship be restored 

to respect and harmony. And, as with other person-to-person relationships, despite this 

attempt, I am likely to make mistakes, overlook something that is obvious to someone 

else (but not to me at this time) or otherwise blunder. Nonetheless, the possibility of a 

reconciliation methodology calls to me with such compelling force that I am willing to 

take this risk publicly.  This first attempt of mine at developing and using a reconciliation 

methodology is then, my humble attempt at discerning a “moral imagination”. 

Reconciliation methodology aspires to be a methodology that seeks to cultivate 

more respectful relationships between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples, 

between researcher and the researched and between those who are learning and the 

knowledge that is being created – conceptions which very clearly emerge from 

Indigenous perspectives and paradigms. By respectful I mean relationships that are 

more honest, that involve listening and learning from multiple perspectives, sharing our 

perspectives, questions, concerns and needs44 and which ultimately deepen our sense of 

connection. The conception of a reconciliation methodology arises as much from a 

desire to be holistic in my engagement in reconciliation as a relationship in this research, 

as from the desire to learn from Indigenous critiques of western research norms and 

shape my methodology so as to try to avoid replicating these offenses. 

                                                           
44 The sharing of our “needs” was recommended by Liz. It was a rather surprising proposal for some of us 
as we had not necessarily articulated these needs. As I describe in greater detail later, the process of 
sharing these needs can play an important role in keeping the reconciliation relationship honest. 
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In Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples, Linda Tuhiwai 

Smith (2006) writes that, “‘research’ is probably one of the dirtiest words in the 

Indigenous world’s vocabulary” (2006, p. 1). There is then, an inevitable tension as I try 

to use research to deepen my/our understanding of reconciliation. Western research 

traditions have exemplified some of the most offensive and inhumane western relations 

with Indigenous peoples (Smith, 2006). Formal research into reconciliation education 

risks reproducing these offensive relations – a scenario which I clearly want to avoid. It 

has been imperative then, as the methodology for this research was developed, to 

prioritize Indigenous voice in this research both in terms of theory and research 

methodology.  Prioritizing Indigenous voice is a response to Len Findlay’s (2000) call to 

“Always Indigenize” – to indigenize research if you will, so that the self-appointed 

master’s tools can be used “to dismantle the master’s house” (Audre Lorde as quoted in 

Findlay, 2000, p. 310). In this case, not only can Indigenous voice in research be used as 

a tool to deconstruct western colonial norms and academic arrogance and oversights, it 

is my hope and intent that it serves as a tool to at least mitigate the all-too-common 

scenario whereby I, as a Settler researcher, analyse to ensure settler futurity (as per the 

writings of Tuck and Yang, 2012 and Tuck and Gatzambide-Fernández, 2013) rather than 

reconciliation. As previously mentioned, prioritizing Indigenous voice inserts a “Settler’s 

mirror” (Barker, 2003) into the research so that I am compelled to acknowledge and 

respond to the impacts of Settler actions and presumptions including in the realm of 

academia.  As a Settler researcher, I already bring a western colonial mind to the 

process. The prioritization of Indigenous perspective in this research is precisely what 
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brings a reconciliation relationship to the research (albeit still limited) 45.  Without 

prioritized Indigenous voice, there is no reconciliation because there is no relationship in 

the research – no reciprocal process of listening to and learning from. To this end, 

research methodologies that have emerged from Indigenous critiques of western 

academic norms and as part of Indigenous resurgence are prioritized in this research as 

they provide the specific and relevant considerations for imagining a reconciliation 

methodology.   

The irony and limits of being a Settler aiming to indigenize research do not 

escape my notice. Tuck and Gatzambide-Fernández (2013) describe the many ways that 

predominantly-white, Settler scholars undermine attempts to decolonize education to 

ensure settler futurity. A primary way for doing so is to “replace” the contributions of 

“non-white, non-settler” scholars with an apparently similar contribution but this time 

one that comes from a white, Settler scholar (2013, p. 79). Through replacement, the 

contributions of non-white, non-Settler scholars are co-opted to restore the (usually 

white) Settler scholar to the centre of the academic undertaking while concurrently 

having the contribution sufficiently changed to fit with white, Settler ideals and norms.  

In attempting to create a reconciliation methodology for my research by drawing from 

Indigenous scholars, I am in no way advocating for the de-centring of their 

contributions. Existing decolonizing and Indigenous/Indigenist methodologies contribute 

significantly to the research methodology ultimately used in this research. However, for 

                                                           
45I say “still limited” because with the exception of Liz Stone, the input from other Indigenous peoples is 
from their public writings and statements – not from being directly in-relation with them. 
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reasons that I will outline shortly, neither methodology is an exact fit with what I 

imagine as a reconciliation methodology.  

Decolonizing Research Frameworks 

As the name suggests, decolonizing methodologies seek to counter the 

Eurocentric assumptions that permeate traditional academic research. Linda Tuhiwai 

Smith (2006) describes in great detail the historical, political, cultural and inevitably 

colonial context that has set the stage for demands to decolonize research.  As Smith 

puts it, “The ways in which scientific research is implicated in the worst excesses of 

colonialism remains a powerful remembered history for many of the world’s colonized 

peoples. It is a history that still offends the deepest sense of our humanity” (2006, p. 1). 

The hegemonic and oppressive nature of traditional research not only venerates 

what Willie Ermine of the Sturgeon Lake First Nation in Saskatchewan (1995) calls, “a 

fragmentary self world-view” but it embodies a presumed and deeply-entrenched 

rejection of Indigenous paradigms in academia. Decolonizing frameworks seek to 

counter the elements of traditional research that have resulted in the exclusion and 

oppression of all that is not considered valuable by colonial norms.  A preliminary list of 

these colonially conceived research norms as derived from Smith (2006) includes: 

➢ “othering” or “problematizing” the Indigenous  

➢ assuming to be a universal centre from which all else and others 

are evaluated/compared (from an Indigenous paradigm, the Western goal and 

presumption of objectivity is discredited – all accounts and observations are 

relational) 
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➢ privileging written documentation over lived experiences and oral 

accounts 

➢ beginning from a Eurocentric foundation (e.g., Eurocentric 

histories that mark the beginning of history in colonized places because the 

Indigenous historical memory has been deemed unreliable) 

➢ viewing the passage of time as progressing to a Western-

perceived aim (e.g., development) 

➢ presuming to know what is best for “others” 

➢ assuming language and categories to be neutral. 

In developing the research methodology, methods, content and analysis of this 

research, I have tried to be mindful of the need to constantly and purposefully reject 

these colonial norms. However, Cora Weber-Pillwax (2001) and Shawn Wilson (2001; 

2003) clearly state that decolonizing the research process is insufficient from an 

Indigenous perspective if the aim is to acknowledge, respect and draw from Indigenous 

epistemologies and worldviews.  This is because decolonizing methodologies do not 

necessarily lead to the valuing and use of Indigenous knowledge systems and protocols.  

In order to address this shortcoming and more fully honour and embrace Indigenous 

worldviews, values and knowledge, Indigenous Research Methodologies have been 

articulated and put into practice. 

Indigenous/Indigenist Research Methodologies 

In research literature “Indigenist Methodology” is sometimes used as a synonym 

to “Indigenous Methodology”, as in Martin and Booran (2003).  Other scholars, such as 
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Marie Battiste (2013), assign the term “Indigenous” to the methodology and 

“Indigenist” to the research paradigm.  Whereas “Indigenous” corresponds to that 

which is original to a place, “Indigenist” relates to the activity of intentionally promoting 

and prioritizing that which is Indigenous (Battiste, 2013; Peters, 2013, Rigney, 2006). It is 

this definition of “Indigenist” that I use in this paper and as outlined earlier, this 

research aims to be firmly Indigenist.  

In keeping with Battiste’s use of the term, Indigenous Research methodologies 

honour and include Indigenous “cultural protocols, values and behaviours as an integral 

part of methodology” (Smith, 2006, p. 15). This is in stark contrast with traditional 

western research methodologies which viewed such norms as “barriers to research” or 

“exotic customs with which researchers need to be familiar in order to carry out their 

work without causing offence” (Smith, p. 15). 

Several Indigenous scholars have articulated the primacy of the 4 Rs in 

Indigenous values, knowledge and methodology (Bell, 2013). These are variously 

identified as respect, responsibility, reciprocity and relevance (Kirkness & Barnhardt, 

1991); reverence (Archibald, 2008); relationship (Bell, 2013a).46  These 4 Rs can be 

understood as principles for conceptualizing Indigenous research methodology 

(Archibald, 2008). Inherent in this conception of Indigenous research methodology is 

that the researcher and the research are “in relation” with the Indigenous community 

connected to the research (Hart, 2010; Kovach, 2005; Weber-Pillwax, 2001; Wilson, 

                                                           
46 All three scholars use respect, responsibility and reciprocity. The citations provided indicate how they 
each focus on a different fourth “R”. 
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2001; 2003). This literally means that the researcher enters into meaningful 

relationships with the Indigenous community that extend beyond the functional 

interactions in order to complete the research. Furthermore, the research necessarily 

emerges from the norms, needs and interests of the Indigenous community. It is holistic 

in design and in the understandings it considers and in this way differs significantly from 

the western research methodologies that often limit their attention to specific variables 

and predetermined streamlined procedures. Relationship in research can also be 

understood as including the self in-relation and as such, research is an inevitably and 

purposefully personal undertaking (Graveline, 2000; personal communication with Liz 

Stone, September 13, 2017; Wilson, 2001).  The principle of reciprocity further requires 

that Indigenous research be of benefit to the Indigenous community. This latter point is 

particularly pertinent as it intentionally responds to the observation that Indigenous 

peoples have been extensively “researched” but have not reaped the benefits of this 

research (Smith, 2006; Steinhauer, 2002).  

 In Indigenous research methodologies, there is no illusion of the objective 

outsider doing research for the greater good of humanity (Smith, 2006; Weber-Pillwax, 

2001).  The research is personal. The research is humble and transparent (Smith, 2006). 

The research and the knowledge created are inevitably and intentionally relational and 

explicitly acknowledged as such. 

Indigenous Methodologies and Settler-Focused Reconciliation Research 

Indigenous methodologies as currently conceived include an inherent 

assumption that the research being done focuses on that which is “Indigenous” … on an 
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unanswered question that directly links to an Indigenous community for example.  In 

the case of exploring the reconciliatory impact of educational workshops on Canadian 

Settlers however, the lens is clearly and intentionally centred on the Settler with 

Indigenous contributions being woven into the research development, analysis and 

conclusions. As previously explained, this is intentional and serves to both avoid 

“problematizing the Indigenous” and to also turn the research lens on the 

Western/Settler self as advocated (or at least, implied in my reading of their work) by 

scholars and critics of reconciliation efforts (Alfred, 2005; 2009; Barker, 2003; Cannon, 

2012; Davis, 2017; Napolean, 2004; Regan, 2010), western research norms (Ermine, 

2007; Smith, 2006) and educational efforts to transform Settler consciousness and 

understanding of Indigenous peoples and perspectives (Dion, 2009; Regan, 2010). This is 

done, not to place ourselves as the centre of what Regan refers to as “epistemic 

privilege” (2010, p. 33) but to begin to dismantle the privilege of presuming to always do 

the research but never be the researched. 

Applying an Indigenous research methodology to Settler participants is 

unfamiliar territory. Originally I conceived of trying to do just this – using an Indigenous 

research methodology on Settler participants with guidance from Indigenous mentors as 

needed. My intention in doing so was to honour Indigenous perspectives and protocols 

but at the same time I was aware of the incongruity of being a Settler using Indigenous 

methodologies on Settler participants.   

Interesting questions arose very early in the research process as I contemplated 

the possibility of using Indigenous methodologies in this context. For example, the 
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notion of the research being “of service or benefit” to the immediate Indigenous 

community is an interesting question.  Some might propose that any understanding of 

how to better cultivate reconciliation in Canada is beneficial to Indigenous communities.  

This is a particularly compelling perspective in that the Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission of Canada, headed by three commissioners – two of whom are Indigenous, 

explicitly states that such understanding is needed. Others might view Settler 

reconciliation to be the work of Settlers, period – no Indigenous methodology required.  

Still others might argue that the very presumption to engage in Indigenous methodology 

with a pre-determined research goal that emerged not from an Indigenous community’s 

articulated need but from a governmental commission and academia is evidence of 

completely misunderstanding the very aims of Indigenous methodology. Other 

questions that I considered include: What might the role of ceremony be in research 

that is guided by an Indigenous mentor and informed by Indigenous methodologies but 

carried out by a Settler researcher with Settler participants? And with regard to the 

participants, if Indigenous methodology requires the researcher to be in-relation with 

the presumed Indigenous participants – is it likewise necessary to be in-relation with the 

Settler participants? In fact, should the research question be changed to explore the 

process or impact of a Settler researcher trying to use Indigenous methodologies on 

Settler participants (if such a proposal was ever embraced by an Indigenous mentor and 

community as Indigenous methodologies typically require)? It seems to me that there is 

much we could learn from this but even the suggestion of doing so might be seen as 

inappropriate and colonial (L. Ray, personal communication, April 1, 2018). 
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 More questions (and critiques) of the proposal to use Indigenous methodologies 

for research focussed on Settler participants exist. Rather than attempt an exhaustive 

list of the possible questions and concerns around using an Indigenous methodology for 

this research, I ultimately found it more valuable to consider what elements of 

Indigenous methodologies can advise or guide a reconciliation methodology and what 

are the essential shifts in thinking about research that come from this process. These 

will be explored later in this chapter. 

It is worth noting, that some Indigenous scholars question the very ability of non-

Indigenous researchers to engage in an Indigenous research methodology as we may 

lack the Indigenous knowledge and paradigm that is required (Steinhauer, 2002; Wilson, 

2001). Hart (2010) on the other hand acknowledges that similarities in worldviews can 

sometimes be greater for individuals from different cultural groups than for individuals 

within a culture. Alternatively, Battiste (2002; 2015) identifies the disconnect from 

Indigenous knowledge and worldviews as a problem for Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

educators and scholars alike due to our shared experience of colonial education.  

Battiste (2013) calls for trans-systemic pedagogies and methodologies that acknowledge 

the value of both Indigenous and Western systems, weaving elements of both in a 

respectful and holistic manner. To some degree, this research attempts to respond to 

Battiste’s call.  

A Brief Note about Research “Norms” from Multiple Indigenous Perspectives 

The challenges of incorporating Indigenous knowledges, paradigms and 

methodologies into Western institutions are well known (Battiste, 2002; Kurtz, 2013; 



69 
 

 

Lavallee, 2009: Smith, 2006). Although this research has been carried out in accordance 

with the expectations of Western academia (as per the Thesis or Research Essay 

Proposal Guidelines - Trent University), it seems fitting to me, to include Indigenous 

critiques that are pertinent to this process. Firstly, Battiste (2002) notes the limitations 

of literature reviews as a source of information about Indigenous knowledge systems 

which are oral, symbolic and the culmination of lived Indigenous experiences. It 

represents a knowledge system in its own right and written Western documentation of 

it is inherently limited in terms of its ability to meaningfully convey the breadth, depth 

and complexity of Indigenous knowledge (Battiste, 2002). As a Settler with minimal 

connection to these oral, symbolic and lived experience knowledges and wisdom, my 

access to, grasp of, and ability to respectfully articulate, the depth of Indigenous 

epistemologies is minimal and at this time I want to duly note it as such. The Indigenous 

voices prioritized in this research are those of the Indigenous mentor to this research, 

Liz Stone, and the Indigenous voices that are available as a matter of public record.  As 

much as it is my desire to prioritize Indigenous knowledge in this research, at best, what 

I am providing is preliminary Indigenous comment and Indigenous perspectives.   

Secondly, Métis educator and researcher, Donna Kurtz (2013) describes how the 

requirements of academia – described as “hierarchal and linear” and using language 

that requires “high literacy”-- make the use of Indigenous methodologies and work with 

people in the community particularly challenging in that they impede Indigenous 

methodologies (owing to the disconnect between Eurocentric and Indigenous 

paradigms) and frustrate community participants (p. 226). In this research, the actual 

https://www.trentu.ca/english/sites/trentu.ca.english/files/thesis%20or%20research%20essay%20proposal%20guidelines.doc
https://www.trentu.ca/english/sites/trentu.ca.english/files/thesis%20or%20research%20essay%20proposal%20guidelines.doc
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research participants were Settler Canadians familiar with the aforementioned 

hierarchal, linear and high literacy thinking. Nonetheless, the influence of this manner of 

engaging with knowledge creation and understanding was noted during the research 

process and I will expand on this in subsequent chapters.   

Finally, with regard to research design, Wilson (2001) argues that Indigenous 

methodology is not about validity and reliability but about fulfilling one’s role in a 

relationship.  The researcher is to ask herself/himself – “How am I fulfilling my 

obligations to this relationship?” … “What are my obligations?” (Wilson, 2001, p. 178). 

Whereas Western academia prioritizes adherence to specified research protocols and 

processes, Indigenous methodologies put relationships first.  It is my opinion that any 

research that aims to be not just about reconciliation but also reconciliatory in nature, 

must similarly put relationship first.  

A Preliminary Reconciliation Research Methodology 

The methodology used for this research aims to embody the spirit and theory of 

reconciliation. As such, it aspires to foster respectful and caring relations within the 

research context (e.g., between and among the Indigenous mentor to the research, the 

researcher, the participants and the learning) and beyond (e.g., in reconciliation efforts). 

Accordingly, it draws primarily on Indigenous, Indigenist and decolonizing 

methodologies. Furthermore, as the research involves observing and writing about a 

defined cultural group – Settlers with an interest in reconciliation – and challenging the 

status quo problematic relations between Settlers and Indigenous peoples in Canada, it 

contains elements of critical ethnographic methodology.  
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The primary decolonizing methodological considerations included in this 

research were drawn from Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s (2006) Decolonizing Methodologies: 

Research and Indigenous Peoples. They are summarized in Table 1: Decolonizing 

Methodological Considerations. 

Table 1: Decolonizing Methodological Considerations 

 

COLONIAL RESEARCH 

NORM 

 

DECOLONIZING METHODOLOGICAL 

RESPONSE 

Researching the “other" 

– Assuming that as a Western, 

colonially educated researcher 

that I do not need to explain or 

analyze my position even as I 

presume to research the 

Indigenous “other” (Smith, 2006, 

p. 32, p. 92) 

Cultural Self-Analysis – In this case the 

methodology and pedagogy of this research aims 

to learn about our Settler selves by aspiring to 

learn from Indigenous perspectives (i.e., by asking 

ourselves about how Indigenous perspectives 

compare to our existing Settler perspectives and 

knowledge; considering the reason for differences 

in our thinking, our experiences and perspectives; 

reflecting on who benefits from our ignorance) 

Academic disciplines as a 

means of insulating or absolving 

oneself of responsibility (p. 67) 

Be personal throughout the research 

process – hence the inclusion of autoethnographic 

methodological elements in this research. My 

thoughts and feelings are included in this thesis 

and throughout the research process I have tried 
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to be explicit about my responsibility to the 

research and the people involved in this research. 

“Authorities and outside 

experts are often called in to 

verify, comment upon, and give 

judgments about the validity of 

indigenous claims to cultural 

beliefs, values, ways of knowing 

and historical accounts” (p. 72) 

Prioritize Indigenous voice. Indigenous 

perspectives have been sought and prioritized 

throughout this research process. Non-Indigenous 

voices are included when they have an important 

and relevant contribution to the research but not 

for the purpose of confirming or disavowing 

Indigenous input. 

Use of colonial or 

Western terms and names in 

place of Indigenous terms and 

names. (p. 81, p. 157) 

 

When I am aware of an Indigenous term 

that relates to this research, it is used. For 

Indigenous scholars I have endeavoured to identify 

them using the names and relational identities 

that they use for themselves rather than impose 

colonial terms. 

“The Indian Problem” -- 

“The Indian Question” (p. 91, p. 

153)  

This research was intentionally reframed to 

focus on the “Settler problem”. 

Years of research have 

frequently failed to improve the 

conditions of the people who 

are researched (p. 176) 

This remains a possibility in any research 

but the Indigenous methodologies that emerged 

after the publication of Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s book 

have reciprocity and the aim of benefitting or 
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being of service to those who are researched as 

part of their make-up. Similarly, this research 

explicitly aims to be of benefit to those directly 

involved in the research and hopefully to others 

with an interest in reconciliation and the broader 

struggle against colonialism in Canada.  

 

PROPOSED 

DECOLONIZING STRATEGY 

 

APPLICATION TO THIS RESEARCH 

“The Indian Solution” (p. 

91, p. 153) – Focus on holism 

and existing and proposed 

answers. Avoid problem-based 

and “crisis” research. 

This research does problematize Settler 

learning about reconciliation but it also includes 

proposed answers in both the workshop pedagogy 

and in the research methodology.  

Recognize the influence 

one’s position and experience 

has in creating knowledge and 

assumptions; learn about 

epistemologies and world 

philosophies. (p. 166-168) 

As part of situating myself, I articulate my 

conceptions regarding what knowledge is and how 

it is created. I call this paradigm declaration and I 

do it to explicitly (albeit rather simplistically) 

acknowledge my pre-existing perspectives on what 

knowledge is and how it is created. Furthermore, 

this research explores the transformative potential 

for Settlers in reframing reconciliation as 
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relationship and relationship as pedagogy – both 

of which are Indigenous conceptions. 

Graham Smith’s 4 models 

for doing culturally appropriate 

research as a non-Indigenous 

researcher (p. 177) – i) Mentor 

to guide and sponsor research, 

ii) Adoption into a community, 

iii) Power-sharing, iv) 

Empowering outcomes 

This is now commonly included as part of 

Indigenous research methodologies. For this 

research, an Indigenous mentor was involved in 

guiding and advising the research. Adoption into 

an Indigenous community was not immediately 

relevant to this research in so far as Indigenous 

peoples are not the focus of the research. That 

said, my relationship with Liz Stone includes 

elements of the intent of adoption in so far as we 

are in-relation beyond the functional needs of this 

research. Priority was also placed on seeking and 

valuing diverse Indigenous voices in this research. 

There have been minimal questions related to 

power-sharing (again, at all times, Liz’s input was 

sought and prioritized and in several cases, the 

research participants also influenced research 

decisions). In terms of empowering outcomes, it is 

hoped that these will benefit the research 

participants, Liz Stone and others involved in 

and/or interested in reconciliation. 
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Furthermore, in response to the shifting but consistently colonial presumption to 

define Indigenous peoples in relation to colonial/Settler perspectives (Alfred, 2005; 

Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & T’lakwadzi, 2009; Ray, 2015), I 

endeavour to review, interrogate and, as necessary, re-position my own thinking during 

this research. In practice what this means is that I need to pay attention to the language 

I use when thinking, speaking and writing in a context that positions Indigenous peoples. 

Of course, the very premise of this research includes distinguishing Indigenous peoples 

from Settlers as previously discussed. Beyond this however, other positionings have 

developed including the apparently supportive positioning of Settler-Indigenous 

relations as oppressor-oppressed. While not denying the veracity or utility of this latter 

characterization, the point is that these positionings not only presume Settler 

presence/relation as essential to Indigenous identity, they detract from perspectives 

and initiatives that draw from the inherent value and strength of Indigenous cultures 

and worldviews (Alfred, 2005; Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & 

T’lakwadzi, 2009; Ray, 2015). As I try to decolonize my research, I inevitably need to try 

to decolonize my own thinking to avoid -- or perhaps more realistically, minimize47 -- 

replicating colonial norms and positionings. 

In terms of how the methodology used in this research emerges from Indigenous 

methodologies, the short answer is found in the emphasis on relationship in this 

research. Relationship is woven into all aspects of this research:  

                                                           
47 I say minimize in acknowledgement that as a newcomer to decolonization, I have a lot to learn. 
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• relationship as the starting point of the research (i.e., the desire to create 

better relations between Settler Canadians and Indigenous peoples);  

• relationship between myself and Liz Stone;  

• relationship between myself and the research participants;  

• relationship between what we bring to the learning process and the 

knowledge that is thus created -- both collectively with the research 

participants, Liz Stone and myself, and personally in terms of my own 

feelings and learning. 

• relationship as the primary framework for our understanding of 

reconciliation (i.e., reconciliation as relationship)  

• explicitly aiming to reflect on the relationship between ourselves and the 

knowledge that we bring to reconciliation learning and the insights and 

knowledge gained by the Indigenist action of prioritizing and reflecting on 

diverse Indigenous perspectives; 

• as a researcher, co-creating the research in such a way that the research 

explicitly includes the Indigenous conceptions of respect, responsibility, 

reciprocity, relevance and reverence as previously described (Bell, 2013a; 

Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991; Archibald, 2008). 

Further descriptions of how these relationships were woven into the fabric of 

this research are found throughout the final chapters of this thesis. 

Finally, this study has inherently ethnographic characteristics in so far as I am 

studying and writing about a particular group of people. Specifically, in this research, I 
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examine the thinking of Settler participants with an interest in reconciliation. In 

ethnographic terms, they form the “culture-sharing” (Creswell, 2012) or “ethnically, 

culturally or socially-defined” (Madden, 2017) group. I am seeking to understand their 

thinking particularly in response to three reconciliation workshops. Their thinking 

represents the “cultural concept” of this research as described by Creswell. Observing 

the participants during these workshops constitutes ethnographic field work – an 

opportunity to observe the participants in a natural setting (Creswell, 2012; Madden, 

2017; Madison, 2005). It seems pertinent to mention that during the workshops, I am 

simultaneously positioned as the workshop facilitator, an observer and a participant. 

The ethnographic researcher as observer-participant is not unusual (Madden, 2017). 

From an ethnographic perspective, my further role as educational facilitator meant that 

I had to be particularly careful not to distort the natural setting (the learning 

environment) or to influence participant behaviour (Madden, 2017). This latter 

requirement is particularly tricky. As the educational facilitator, I am sharing ideas and 

materials with the participants. As a researcher, I am seeking to observe their natural 

response to these ideas and materials. In keeping with Madden’s description of the 

ethnographer, “I do not want to control” what happens in the workshops (2017, p.16). 

This may seem contradictory in that I am assessing the impact of the workshops on the 

participant’s thinking. However, my research priority is not to necessarily get it right 

when it comes to reconciliation education, but to figure out what does seem to work 

and what doesn’t. As such, I am far more interested in genuine responses to the 
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learning process than to a demonstration that specific learning has occurred. 48  Finally, 

in keeping with contemporary norms in ethnographic research, I reflect on my role in 

this study and in its analysis and conclusions (Creswell, 2012; Madison, 2005). 

There are various types of ethnographies. My research is most closely aligned 

with critical ethnography particularly in terms of its value orientation as opposed to its 

epistemology.  Phil Carspecken summarizes this value orientation as follows, “Criticalists 

find contemporary society to be unfair, unequal, and both subtly and overtly oppressive 

for many people. We do not like it and we want to change it.” (1996, p. 7) This obviously 

resonates with the aims of this research. Furthermore, critical ethnography, as an 

intentionally personal and relational foundation for knowledge, also constitutes a 

challenge to the western academic assumption of knowledge being “neutral” or 

otherwise independent of relationship (Carspecken, 1996; Madison, 2005). However, in 

terms of specific epistemology, critical ethnography understands thought and 

knowledge to be fundamentally mediated through socially and historically created 

power relations and capitalist conceptions of production and consumption (Carspecken, 

1996; Madison, 2005). As stated by Kelly (2000),  

                                                           
48After completing my research and writing this thesis, Lana Ray introduced me to the Anishinaabe 
process of Kinoo’amaadawaad Megwaa Doodamawaad – They are learning with each other as they are 
doing. Ray and Cormier (2012) describe how people, circumstances, environmental forces and Indigenous 
theory come together in this learning process. They also articulate that the role of the researcher is “not 
to simply confirm assumptions and seek to prove our hypothesis, but to consider the spiritual nature of 
knowledge and its interconnections” (p. 172). Researchers are also called “to facilitate and create in a 
selfless manner, doing [our] best to understand that [we] do not own knowledge. It is a gift from the 
Creator and thus belongs to all peoples” (p. 172). To me, this process is a more apt description of what I 
aspired to do in this research (albeit in a Settler context) than the ethnographic methodology I describe.  
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Critical ethnography seeks to make the implicit nature of power relations more 

explicit. … Critical ethnography can be used as a tool for critiquing the status quo 

by uncovering the many layers of cultural and social oppression that individuals 

confront. As “transformative intellectuals,” critical ethnographers tend to 

question those cultural beliefs and social practice that normally go 

unquestioned.” (2000, p. 16)  

Whereas I acknowledge and am concerned about power relations and the 

contemporary assumption of capitalist conceptions in thought and knowledge creation 

– at times I endeavor to counter these in my research – I feel compelled to state that my 

purpose for doing so is based more firmly in decolonizing and Indigenous paradigms 

than in critical epistemology thus defined.  

As Carspecken (1996) and Madison (2005) clearly articulate, critical ethnography 

seeks to change the unjust power relations it observes in the world. It does this by 

changing the way research is done (it aims to avoid the oppressive tendencies of 

traditional western research practices) and by focusing on situations (topics) of 

oppression in its diverse manifestations.  I think that it is apparent how my research 

does both of these.  

Again, it is important to note that there are several overlaps between the aims of 

critical ethnography and decolonizing and Indigenous methodologies. This makes sense 

in that all three have acted as a counter to traditional western research. That said, 

decolonizing and Indigenous methodologies are founded on epistemologies and value 

orientations that differ from critical ethnography. Decolonizing frameworks prioritize 
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decolonial values and epistemologies. They naturally address questions of power 

because decolonizing frameworks are an intentional response to colonial power.  

Indigenous methodologies prioritize relational values and epistemologies and include 

relational concepts such as respect, reciprocity, relevance and responsibility. As such, 

they act as a natural counter to hegemonic colonial power. However, this is not the 

raison d’être of Indigenous methodologies. 49 Indigenous methodologies exist 

independent of whether or not they are applied to questions of power. They emerge 

from Indigenous worldviews and do not need unfair power relations to exist. My point 

in articulating this is to firmly state that despite apparent congruence with critical 

ethnographic intentions and theory, my research is more intrinsically related to 

Indigenous and decolonizing theories and methodologies. I borrow concepts and 

practices from critical ethnography primarily for practical purposes. This research is not 

intended to be an outstanding example of critical ethnographic practice. The heart of 

this research is first and foremost reconciliatory and for this I draw upon Indigenous, 

Indigenist and decolonizing paradigms and methodologies. 

In imagining a reconciliation methodology, the existing decolonizing and 

Indigenous research methodologies have been invaluable and there are clear 

connections to them in what I have described above. However, as noted earlier, 

decolonizing methodologies do not necessarily prioritize Indigenous perspectives – 

something that reconciliation, particularly in the context of Settler education and 

                                                           
49 For a deeper consideration of this topic see Lana Ray’s (2012) article, Deciphering the “Indigenous” in 
Indigenous Methodologies. 
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research -- requires. And, while the final methodology is intimately inspired by 

Indigenous methodology, it is also altered by being carried out by and on Settler 

Canadian(s). The difficulty in naming it unequivocally stems from the awareness of my 

identity as a Settler (Am I, as a Settler, the best person to determine if this methodology 

is “Indigenous”?) and the tensions created by the somewhat incongruous and circular 

desires to: 

• acknowledge the inspiration for the methodology (i.e., decolonizing and 

Indigenous methodologies),  

• acknowledge that what I have done is different from the original intent of 

Indigenous methodologies and consequently not wanting to presume to apply 

Indigenous methodologies inappropriately, 

• not simply “replace” Indigenous methodologies with a Settler-crafted 

“reconciliation methodology” (as per Tuck and Gatzambide-Fernánde’s 2013 

critique), 

• prioritize the cultivation of better relations between Indigenous peoples 

and Settler Canadians as a key element of the methodology, 

• prioritize Indigenous voice as this is key to cultivating the aforementioned 

better relations … which brings me back to Indigenous methodologies ... 

In the end, I have chosen to call this a preliminary attempt at a reconciliation 

methodology. In the process of discerning suitable methodologies for this research, I 

have come to picture the emergence of the research methodologies as a river with my 
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researcher self in a canoe paddling down the river50. Where the river begins is not so 

critical to me as how it curves along its journey and how, at times, it branches off in a 

new, less travelled direction. The curves represent crucial changes in research 

methodologies and paradigms – from decolonizing frameworks to Indigenous 

methodologies and paradigms in their multiple forms. The places where the river 

branches off is where something new is tried – like, perhaps, a reconciliation 

methodology – a methodology that is clearly related to Indigenous methodologies but 

that aims to go in a somewhat different direction. 

Research Methods: Relationship, The Sacred and Data Collection and Analysis 

Indigenous research understands relationships to be more than a methodology 

and certainly more than a practical method or tool for collecting data. Relationships 

create knowledge and are knowledge. Relationships are the foundation of Indigenous 

worldviews and Indigenist research (Bell, 2013a; Weber-Pillwax, 2001; Wilson, 2001; 

2003). Shared vision and co-creation of the research goals, methodologies and methods 

with Indigenous counsel are vital (Kovach, 2005; Kurtz, 2013; Smith, 2006; Wilson, 

2003). Thus, relationships are necessarily the starting point (relationships with people 

and communities and place), the process (co-creation of methods and procedures) and 

                                                           
50 This metaphor was inspired by an actual canoe trip with my family along Nogies Creek near 
Bobcaygeon, Ontario around the time that I was researching these methodologies. We entered the river, 
not at its source and we exited it before we came to its end. What was important for me was not so much 
where the river began or where it ultimately goes, but the conception of natural curves – sites of change 
and around which one could not see until arriving at the curve. Also, although the creek has a clear “main” 
path to follow when canoeing, it also diverges off at times – going to less explored, less well-known 
places. … According to Elder Gitiga Migizi (Doug Williams), Nogies Creek is named for Curve Lake First 
Nation’s last hereditary chief – Peter Nogee. The name Nogee is believed to derive from the Anishinaabe 
word, “naagan” which means dish. This in turn, is believed to be a reference to the “Dish with One Spoon” 
wampum made between the Anishinaabe and Haudenosaunee people (Williams & Kapyrka, 2015).  
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the ending point (the interpretation of the findings) of this research. It is for this reason, 

that relationships are considered under this “Methods” heading. 

My research involves being in relation with Liz and with Settler workshop 

participants. Following the example of Indigenous methodologies, priority has been 

given to cultivating relationships of care, trust and reciprocity. The relationships 

themselves have been entered into sincerely with an open and listening heart and mind.  

As described in the next chapter, I did know some of the participants prior to the 

research though in all but one case I did not know them well. Flexibility in research 

timing and location, the sharing of food, drinks and thoughts and accessible 

communication beyond the programmed research gathering are three examples of how 

relationships with the participants were prioritized. Most of these relationships now 

extend beyond the functional research relationship being more social than pragmatic. 

This is, I think, a natural outcome of learning and sharing together, particularly when the 

topic is close to our hearts, and it is in keeping with the teachings of Hart (2010), Kovach 

(2005), Smith (2006) and Weber-Pillwax (2001).   

A key difference between typical western academic research and Indigenous 

research is the space that is created or permitted for that which is sacred. Whereas 

western traditions typically view overtly sacred teachings and ceremony as the subject 

of research, Indigenous research, at least in the Canadian context, typically incorporates 

the sacred as in inherent and natural feature of research. The extent to which the sacred 

is explicitly and intentionally involved in research inevitably varies. In this research, 
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engaging with the sacred is part of both the research process and my own personal 

learning journey.  

Prior to this research, I was familiar with the Anishinaabe protocol of offering 

tobacco before making a petition. However, I had never actually made such a formal 

request for help or guidance from a person before. Furthermore, the use of “tobacco 

ties” was new to me though this was the process by which I would communicate my 

intent and formalize the research relationship with Liz, as per Anishinaabe custom51. In 

the process of creating the tobacco tie for Liz, I had to overcome my own insecurities. 

The primary concern was that in my ignorance I would inadvertently dishonour the 

sacred act of speaking to and offering tobacco. However, truth be told, I was also 

concerned with offending Indigenous peoples who might disapprove of my engaging in a 

sacred Indigenous custom. Although I present these as my insecurities and doubts, I 

suspect that other non-Indigenous people similarly experience tensions when trying to 

determine how to honour and learn from Indigenous ways respectfully and humbly 

without presuming that we have the right to engage in them simply because we want 

to.  

In addition to the tobacco ties, the sacred was also included in regular offerings 

of tobacco and smudging prior to reading articles and reviewing and analyzing input 

from the participants and Liz and writing this research. This is, of course, a simplified 

summary of some of the ways that the sacred is woven into this research. My focus here 

                                                           
51 For a brief overview of the use tobacco ties in research, I suggest reading Wilson and Restoule’s (2010), 
Tobacco Ties: The Relationship of the Sacred to Research. 
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is not to fully consider how to include the sacred in research nor to articulate how doing 

so shapes the knowledge created and my understandings and perspectives as the 

researcher … though I think that such an analysis would be insightful and probably 

transformative.  I mention these actions and intentions here in acknowledgement of 

what was done in this research and in recognition that learning and research need not 

exclude that which is sacred. In fact, the exclusion of the sacred prioritizes a detached 

worldview disconnected from relationship – the antithesis of Indigenous worldviews – 

and therefore simply creates different knowledge and understandings. As Debby Danard 

Wilson (2010) states, “Allowing space for the sacred [in research] ensures that it 

continues to expand rather than vanish in an environment that does not readily accept 

or acknowledge the spiritual significance of Aboriginal worldview and ways of knowing” 

(Wilson & Restoule, 2010, p. 43).  

In keeping with Smith’s (2006) and Wilson’s (2003), description of Indigenous 

research methodologies, Liz’s counsel was sought at all stages of the research. This 

ranged from the initial discussions with Liz and the specific design of data collection to 

the journey of planning new workshops, collecting data, analysing and understanding it 

and summarizing the findings. Whereas the details of my research methods changed, 

the seeking and honouring of Indigenous counsel did not. These are key to Indigenous 

research in general and to this reconciliation research in particular.  

In this research, Liz Stone has generously shared her perspectives and 

suggestions providing an Indigenous lens/mirror to our Settler thoughts, questions and 

responses.  She is patient and insightful and she says what needs to be said.  In turn, I 
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have endeavoured in sincere ways to reciprocate and be respectful. Indigenous 

methodologies require that this relationship extend beyond the practical requirements 

of the research itself. This is both inherently Indigenous and inherently counter to the 

norms of earlier Western research. It is precisely for these reasons that I write about it 

here.  That said, it feels crass and disrespectful to our relationship to outline here acts of 

reciprocity; as though the primary motivation for such acts is to fulfill an academic 

obligation rather than because of a genuine commitment to the relationship. Instead, I 

will state that I have enjoyed getting to know Liz and her family and community and I 

look forward to deepening our friendship and continuing to work together. 

The goal, of course, is that Settlers will be responsible for our own learning even 

as we acknowledge that there is much to be learned from Indigenous peoples. There is a 

distinction to be made between seeking and honouring Indigenous input and counsel 

and requesting concrete answers to the thorny challenges of how to engage in 

reconciliation. This is one of the many lessons learned directly from Liz (personal 

communication with Liz Stone, September 16, 2017). As I describe later, this 

understanding also emerges naturally from the conception of reconciliation as 

relationship. 

In addition to Liz’s direct input, the thoughts, questions and reflections that 

emerged from the research participants were also considered in light of perspectives 

and ideas published by a variety of Indigenous peoples. This was done in recognition of 

the obvious reality that Indigenous peoples are diverse and that perspectives vary. 

Relevant input from Settler writers was also included when it offered supplemental 
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explanation (e.g., Regan’s, 2010, explanation of the “benevolent peacekeeper myth”) 

and/or research direction (Davis et al.’s, 2017, call for a deeper understanding of how to 

transform Settler consciousness).  

Critical Ethnographic and Indigenous Data Collection Methods 

With regards to the western sense of data collection, qualitative data collection 

methods are used in this research. Specifically, data was collected using pre and post 

workshop surveys, Sharing Circle insights and workshop journals. Permission to use 

these methods and to record the Sharing Circle sessions in an audio format was 

obtained through Trent University’s Research Ethics Board, the Aboriginal Education 

Council at Trent, Liz Stone, and of, course, the research participants.  A summary of the 

data collection methods and their rationale can be found in Table 2. 

The purpose of the pre-workshop survey was to assess a baseline for each Settler 

participant in terms of her/his knowledge, perceptions and expectations with respect to 

colonialism in Canada, Indigenous Peoples in Canada and the process of reconciliation. A 

copy of the pre-workshop survey can be found in Appendix B. An annotated version of 

the survey is found in Appendix C. The survey format was primarily structured 

statements to which the participants responded with Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, 

Strongly Disagree or Don’t Know (a.k.a., Likert items). The statements were designed to 

either reflect or counter the commonly observed problematic thinking of Settlers who 

might identify as being interested in reconciliation as outlined in chapter three. In order 

to embody the contradictory or disconnected thinking that has been observed, some of 

the statements included “double-barrelled” statements. Double-barrelled statements 
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Table 2: Data Collection Methods and Rationale Summary 

 Data 

Collection 

Method 

Source When How Analytical Purpose (i.e., Why) 

 

Pre-

Workshop 

Survey 

 

All 

consenting 

workshop 

participants. 

Pre-

Workshop 

Gathering 

Paper Survey -To assess baseline of knowledge, 

perspectives and expectations 

related to reconciliation in order to 

create workshops that “meet 

participants where they are at” 

(i.e., that introduce relevant 

learning opportunities, that 

respond to Indigenous 

perspectives and that encourage 

deep, personal thinking about 

reconciliation as relationship). 

 

Sharing 

Circle 1 

 

All 

consenting 

workshop 

participants. 

End of First 

Workshop 

Sharing Circle 

(audio 

recording 

and 

subsequent 

written 

transcription) 

-To observe participant “take-

aways” from the workshop.  

-To observe indications of 

underlying assumptions. 

-To determine what participants 

deem worthy of further discussion. 

-To identify emerging themes, 

questions and tensions. 

-To identify difficulties with the 

workshop content or process 

Workshop 

journals 

Researcher 

(myself) 

Following 

first 

workshop 

Written 

notes 

-To record observations of 

participants from the workshops. 

-To identify emerging themes, 

questions and tensions. 

-To record my personal responses 

as experienced during and 

following the workshops (e.g., 

mental, emotional, spiritual and 

physical). 

 

Sharing 

Circle 2 

All 

consenting 

End of 

Second 

Workshop 

Sharing Circle  As per Sharing Circle 1. 
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 workshop 

participants. 

Workshop 

journals 

Researcher 

(myself) 

Following 

second 

workshop 

Written 

notes 

As outlined for Workshop journals 

above. 

 

Sharing 

Circle 3 

 

All 

consenting 

workshop 

participants. 

End of Third 

Workshop 

Sharing Circle As per Sharing Circle 1. 

Workshop 

journals 

Researcher 

(myself) 

Following 

third 

workshop 

Written 

notes 

As outlined for Workshop journals 

above. 

Post-

Workshop 

Survey 

All 

consenting 

workshop 

participants. 

Post-

Workshop 

Gathering 

Paper Survey 

 

-To assess if participants’ 

understanding and commitment to 

reconciliation has shifted and if so, 

how.  

-To discern emerging questions, 

tensions, etc. 

-To obtain participant feedback on 

the workshops in part to assess the 

degree to which their learning 

and/or shift (or lack thereof) is 

related to workshop content 

and/or process. 

Workshop 

journals 

Researcher 

(myself) 

Following 

Post-

Workshop 

Gathering 

Written 

notes 

As outlined for Workshop journals 

above but in the context of the 

Post-Workshop Gathering. 

 

are statements that include two distinct ideas. These are normally considered 

problematic because the respondent may have different responses to the different parts 

of the statement (i.e., agree with one part but disagree with the other part) and thus 

she or he may be unable to answer the question. In this research however, participants 

were encouraged to write notes in the margins of the survey if they encountered a 

statement that they had difficulty responding to. This was intended to provide an 
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opportunity for acknowledgement that such statements can be problematic. They were 

also encouraged to ask me for clarification if they weren’t sure what a statement meant. 

Furthermore, space was provided on the survey for additional comments providing 

participants with another unstructured opportunity to share their thoughts, questions 

or responses.  

The pre-workshop survey took place during the Pre-Workshop Gathering. The 

purpose of this first gathering was to introduce the research participants to the 

proposed research goals, methodology and methods; answer questions; to ensure 

informed consent; complete the survey; set dates for the subsequent gatherings and to 

create an environment of trust and relation through open communication and, of 

course, the sharing of food and refreshments.  

The three Sharing Circles took place at the conclusion of each of the workshops.  

Sharing Circles are  an established research method for Indigenous research (Kovach, 

2010; Kurtz, 2013; Wilson, 2001) – though only when used integrally with the other 

aspects of Indigenous methodology (Kovach, 2005; Smith, 2012).  As described by 

Kovach (2010), in Sharing Circles, participants are given the opportunity to say what 

they want to say or respond to an open-ended question and the researcher may or may 

not join in and share her/his story or perspective. Opportunity is provided for 

participants to reflect on what they are learning and how it affects them emotionally, 

spiritually, physically (including moves toward action) and mentally. This is in keeping 

with the Anishinaabe conception of the Medicine Wheel or Four Directions teaching 

process (Bell, 2013a). Given the emphasis on relationship, I chose to participate in these 
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circles. This was done not to steer participant toward a desired end but to genuinely 

share in the process of deepening our understanding of reconciliation through dialogue, 

reflection and questioning. These Sharing Circles were recorded and subsequently 

transcribed into a written format for analytic purposes.52  

Following each workshop, I spent at least an hour journaling, describing 

observations, questions and thoughts arising from the workshop both in terms of what I 

observed of the participants as well as my own responses. Prior to each workshop, I 

reviewed the transcriptions and my workshop journals for emerging themes, questions, 

and tensions. These were then used to determine the focus of the workshops which I 

then reviewed with Liz, making changes as per her suggestions. This process is intended 

to provide relevant and responsive learning opportunities as well as to embody the 

relational nature of the pedagogy and the research. 

Very early in the research process, Liz recommended that I include and analyze 

my personal thoughts, actions and feelings during the research.  I do so in 

acknowledgement that this research is not a detached academic effort but rather a 

relationship and as such, a journey in personal learning (personal communication, 

September 13, 2017). There are other compelling reasons to include my personal 

                                                           
52 From my perspective, the western academic expectation that oral accounts be transcribed into written 

formats seems to me to be symbolic of the high regard in Western academia for written records over oral 
accounts (as per Linda Smith’s (2006) critique in Decolonizing methodologies: Research and Indigenous 
peoples). I did the transcriptions because it is an academic expectation and norm. Transcriptions obviously 
lend themselves readily to visual methods of lean-coding (e.g., highlighting in a different colour for 
distinct themes). In this context, transcribing the oral word is essentially a first step in a powerful 
organizational strategy. However, for me, the exercise of listening to the recordings repeatedly is how I 
first discerned these themes. I wonder about how our reliance on text affects our motivation to 
concentrate on absorbing and retaining what is actually being said and what the themes actually are. On 
the one hand, text stores the coding and themes. On the other hand, precisely because it preserves these 
ideas, we (in our memory) don’t have to. 
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perspectives as part of the research process. Firstly, in the context of reconciliation as 

relationship, the inclusion of my personal thoughts, reactions and feelings stands in 

contrast to the Settler silence that serves as “acts of violence, subtle and symbolic ... an 

act of power ...  a major barrier to transforming conflicts” (Regan, 2010, p. 37). Lederach 

observes that relationships are both the context in which violence occurs and the 

“generative energy” for the transcendence of such violence (2005, p. 34). Settler silence 

contains and limits our knowledge of Indigenous-Settler relations to what we, as 

Settlers, think we already know about the “other” and excludes Settler truth-telling. 

Thus, an exploration of our personal thoughts and reactions in the context of 

reconciliation as relationship, particularly as we consider Indigenous perspectives and 

confront Settler truths, begins to dismantle these normalized limits. It provides a degree 

of balance in terms of whose actions and perspectives are analysed, which truths are 

considered, and as such, constitutes a move toward power-sharing and the creation of 

space for transforming conflicts. To quote Regan, “(b)y describing and reflecting upon 

my own unsettling experiences of transformation and decolonization, I “walk the talk” 

by learning to listen, think and act in new ways not unilaterally, but in relationship with 

the circle of people, Indigenous and Settlers, who inhabit my world” (2006, p. 40).  

Finally, the post-workshop survey provided information about our thinking about 

reconciliation after the workshops. A copy of the post-workshop survey is found in 

Appendix D. This information was used to assess how our thinking about reconciliation 

had changed (or not) and to illuminate new considerations regarding Settler 

engagement in reconciliation as assessed by Liz and in light of the perspectives of the 
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other Indigenous thinkers. It also provided participant perspectives regarding different 

elements of the workshop design.  The post-workshop survey was completed at the 

Post-Workshop Gathering. In addition to completing the post-workshop survey (after 

having had time to more fully reflect on all three workshops), the purpose of the 

gathering was to share our thoughts informally as a group and to maintain the 

relationships formed over the course of the workshops through discussion and, of 

course, the sharing of refreshments.  

 Analysis of the data consisted of lean coding as described by Creswell (2012). 

Lean coding was applied both individually (i.e., the data for individual participants over 

the course of the research was lean coded) and collectively (i.e., the data for the group 

as a whole was lean coded). Whereas the individual data provides information about 

individual responses to the workshops, the collective data is useful for discerning 

emerging themes. Preliminary analysis of the data was completed throughout the 

research in order to shape and inform subsequent workshops as well as the post-

workshop survey. Hence, the data collection and analysis serve to both shape the 

research (in terms of workshop content to ensure relevance for participants) and to 

provide the initial observations from which the knowledge created in this research 

emerges. Further information regarding the analytic function of the data collection is 

found in Table 2. 

The findings from these analysis, were summarized and “member-checked” (as 

described in Creswell, 2012) throughout the research (i.e., at subsequent workshops, 

the final gathering and as I wrote this thesis report). Workshop participants were asked 
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to comment on the accuracy of the emerging themes and tensions as well as of the final 

thesis report including quotations (verbatim or paraphrased). Changes were made as 

necessary.  Throughout this process, I consulted with Liz regularly to share my thoughts 

and include her perspectives. 

The final presentation of the research findings were shared first with Liz and 

then with the participants before final submission to Trent University.  This is done not 

only to ensure accuracy but out of respect for their contribution to this research and 

their involvement in this reconciliation relationship. Only after they had had an 

opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback was the thesis formally submitted. 

Ethical Considerations 

First and foremost I am committed to the reconciliation methodology as 

described above which includes prioritizing relationship and Indigenous perspectives 

throughout the research. In my opinion this is the ethical standard to which my research 

aspires and to which it should be beholden. Given the nature and intent of this research, 

not to do so would be, in my opinion, unethical. 

Other important ethical considerations for this research include: 

• Transparent and continuous communication with Liz Stone, the research 

participants and Trent University regarding what the research proposes 

to do, development of methodology and methods, and use of data.  

• Voluntary participation in the research. 
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• Full and informed consent of the Indigenous mentor to this research, Liz 

Stone (see Appendix E). Note: In recognition of her guiding contribution 

to this research, Liz agreed to be identified. 

• Full and informed consent of the Settler workshop participants allowing 

for their ideas and actions to serve as the data for this research and for 

these to be recorded in audio and written formats (see Appendix F). 

• To the greatest extent possible, provisions for privacy (e.g., absence of 

identifying information for participants in written report). 

• Submissions and resubmissions to Trent University’s Research Ethics 

Board and the Aboriginal Education Council were made prior to 

beginning the research and as needed. 

• In keeping with Indigenous Methodology practice, results would only be 

made public after the review and consent of those involved, namely Liz 

Stone and the research participants.  

Delimitations, Limitations and Validity 

This study has the following delimitations: 

• There is one Indigenous mentor to this research. As previously noted, 

she is Turtle Clan, Anishinaabe from Aamjiwnaang First Nation and has 

extensive experience in healing and reconciliation, working for the past 

15 years in and around Peterborough, Ontario53. 

                                                           
53 As a Settler researcher in the traditional territory of the Michi Saagiig Nishinaabeg, I also endeavoured 
to have an Indigenous mentor from one of the local First Nations communities. Initially I had hoped to 
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• The input from other Indigenous thinkers is drawn from the public 

record. While an attempt has been made to include a wide range of 

voices, some Indigenous perspectives were inevitably left out. 

• Sampling focuses on self-identified Settlers interested in the process of 

reconciliation in Canada. 

• Participants are drawn from one small, rural community. 

• Only participants who were able to make the required time commitment 

(2 informal gatherings and 3 workshops) were included. 

• The research was limited to 7 participants, in part due to the small 

population of the community from which participants were drawn and in 

part due to the time commitment required to participate.  

• Workshops were done once with one group of participants.  There is no 

repetition. 

This study also has the following limitations: 

• Given the delimitations of the participants, generalization to other similar 

contexts may be limited, though it should offer resonance to others doing 

related work. 

                                                           
have multiple Indigenous mentors to this research in order to have diverse perspectives. However, I was 
unable to find another mentor who was able to take on the role at the time. I state this primarily to 
acknowledge that Indigenous perspectives vary and that if others had been involved some of the 
outcomes and discussion of this research would differ from what I present here. 
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• As participants were “willing” Settlers with an interest and ultimately 

experience, in reconciliation, generalization to a broader community of 

participants is very limited. 

• The involvement of an Indigenous mentor in this research may result in 

self-editing as some participants may be reluctant to express their 

opinions, understandings and questions (e.g., for fear of offending, 

because they may feel embarrassed, etc.).  

• Additionally, some participants may be uncomfortable sharing their 

thoughts publicly. 

• The possibility of response effect is also a limitation of this research. 

Response effect is when participants provide answers to questions or say 

things during discussion that they think the researcher wants to hear. 

I have tried to mitigate these limitations in multiple ways. Research validity and 

reliability are to be checked through triangulation.  This research includes data 

triangulation both in terms of participant responses and in terms of determining the 

reconciliatory impact from an Indigenous perspective. Participant responses are 

triangulated as information is collected from multiple workshop participants; through 

the use of various data collection methods (including written options to add more 

information in the surveys) and member checks. According to western research norms, 

data from multiple workshop participants is desired in order to observe variability in the 

data and to validate the findings by collecting data from multiple individuals (Creswell, 

2012). Throughout the research I emphasized that the honest sharing of our thoughts 
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and questions was far more important to this research than an apparently “positive” 

response to the workshops themselves (i.e., “reconciliatory shift”). This was done in an 

attempt to counter potential response effects.  

Determination of reconciliatory impact from an Indigenous perspective is 

triangulated through seeking and honouring counsel from multiple Indigenous peoples. 

Although Liz’s contribution is prioritized owing to her direct involvement in this 

research, perspectives were also drawn from Indigenous literature. Again, in terms of 

western research perceptions, including multiple Indigenous perspectives increases 

confidence in the validity of the research results (Creswell, 2012) as Indigenous 

perspective is crucial to both the methodology and the assessment of reconciliatory 

effect of the workshops.  

Finally, in terms of including my own responses to the workshops and the 

research process in this thesis, ethnographic research, in this case, critical ethnography, 

has been acknowledged as a suitable means of demonstrating the credibility and validity 

required to distinguish academic research/knowledge from personal opinion 

(Carspecken, 1996; Madden, 2017; Madison, 2005; Regan, 2010). To quote Mertens 

(2015), “Researchers … can enhance the validity of their results by engaging in critical 

self-reflection that not only examines their own personal biases and assumptions but 

also their relationship to the community’” (p. 106). 

At this point, I think it is pertinent to again distinguish between the western 

concept of research validity and Indigenous ideas about validity. In western research, 

validity is often derived from measures that limit or eliminate external bias in the 
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research design and process (Mertens, 2015). While I see this as an important element 

of research, I also think it betrays an assumption that there is a universal knowledge to 

be found – one that is uncontaminated by human influence … a knowledge that exists 

outside relation to the knower. Such an approach has produced unexpected and 

powerful postulates and theories in western academic disciplines. However, it can also 

act as a censor when it is declared the only valid measure of validity54. In Indigenous 

research, what makes the research valid is the fulfillment of one’s role in the 

relationships from which the knowledge is created (Wilson, 2001). I want this research 

to be useful and informative to others beyond the direct relationships forged in this 

research. To that end, I have attempted to meet a number of the requirements of both 

western and Indigenous conceptions of research validity. I have been committed to the 

relationships in this research. I have aimed to be honest, respectful and responsible in 

these relations.  In my opinion, research validity does not have to be an “either-or” 

process. Varying conceptions can find a way to be reconciled. That is what I have aimed 

to do here.  

CHAPTER 5: THE WORKSHOPS: “ALWAYS GO BACK TO RELATION”55 

For reconciliation we need to establish relationship as foundational. We need to 

understand each other first. There is no hierarchy to the learning and there is no end 

goal. Liz Stone (personal communication with Liz Stone, September 2, 2017) 

                                                           
54 To be clear, this is not always the case in western research. Mertens (2015) writes extensively of the use 
of relationship with oneself and with the research participants as a means of enhancing research validity. 
55 “Always go back to relation” is a quote from Liz Stone (personal communication with Liz Stone, 
September 2, 2017). It is a concept she would redirect me to over and over again as the workshops were 
developed. 



100 
 

 

Introduction 

The workshops for this research took place in Bobcaygeon, Ontario. Bobcaygeon 

is my home town and it is a community where I knew there were Settlers interested in 

reconciliation. My original research proposal had planned to target Settlers with an 

interest in reconciliation but who were relatively new to the process.  This was primarily 

because they formed the population that seemed most likely to present the “common 

oversights, missteps and shortcomings” in reconciliation engagement identified in 

chapter three. In response to these problematic responses that Alfred (2005; 2009), 

Barker (2003); Corntassel (2012), de Costa (2009), Nagy (2012), Regan (2010), Tuck and 

Yang (2012) and others have identified, I had created community workshops that aimed 

to be experiential, decolonizing, reconciliatory and ultimately transformative for 

participants (lofty aspirations I realize).  My original research proposal was to determine 

if these workshops effectively countered or reproduced these concerning responses.  

Invitations to participate in the research were sent to approximately 50 people 

via the TRC Bobcaygeon group email in August 2017. All of the research was to be 

completed in the month of September 2017. In the end, seven people were interested 

in and able to participate in the research. Of the seven research participants, five were 

members of the TRC Bobcaygeon group and two were connected to the group through 

family or friends. As a member of the TRC Bobcaygeon group myself, this means that I 

knew many of the participants prior to the research, though in most cases I didn’t know 

them very well. I did know two of the participants prior to joining TRC Bobcaygeon – one 

socially and one because we share common interests and passions and so we often saw 
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each other in the community (Bobcaygeon is, after all, a small town). Given some of the 

discussion that arose during the workshops, I feel that it is pertinent to mention that all 

participants identify as “white”, as do I. 

The pre-workshop gathering was held at the Bobcaygeon Public Library/Boyd 

Museum. Initially this was to be the location for the workshops and post-survey 

gathering but this was immediately changed to accommodate participant schedules.  In 

the end, the workshops and post-workshop gathering were held in Bobcaygeon at one 

of the participant’s home.  

The results of the pre-workshop survey indicated that the research participants 

did not readily exhibit the thinking that was commonly critiqued by Indigenous and even 

Settler scholars. This meant that my original plan to select three workshops from the 

eight decolonizing workshops I had created for an earlier course was no longer prudent. 

The initial workshops were designed for a more naïve, “newer to reconciliation” cohort. 

Proceeding with those workshops would have been somewhat akin to “preaching to the 

converted,” insofar as the main content of the workshops would have already been 

familiar to them. Using the original workshops would have resulted in less insightful 

data and worse still, a less worthwhile experience for the participants. Given their 

essential role in this research, it was extremely important to me to try to ensure that the 

workshops were meaningful to the participants. Thus, the original workshops were 

mostly set aside as I endeavoured to create new workshops that still honoured and 

responded to the perspectives of Liz and other Indigenous thinkers as well as Canada’s 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission and Settler scholars while aiming to truly “meet” 
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the research participants “where they were at”. And so it was that my first real 

engagement with relationship as pedagogy in the context of this research began.   

Preliminary Survey Results 

The pre-workshop survey was designed to assess the baseline perceptions of the 

participants, particularly in terms of their adherence (or not) to the problematic thinking 

and actions described in chapter three. The pre-workshop survey and an annotated pre-

workshop survey summarizing the relevance and thinking behind each question are 

found in Appendices C and B respectively. While the survey obviously does not provide a 

full picture of their knowledge, attitudes and expectations of reconciliation, it does 

provide a snapshot of their thinking. As such, it was useful in determining what to focus 

on in the workshops. A summary of the pre-workshop survey results is found in 

Appendix G. 

In addition to the computational nature of the Likert statements (Strongly Agree, 

Agree, Disagree, etc.) on the survey, all participants wrote additional comments. These 

comments generally fall into one of three categories: 

i) Clarification of or expansion of their thinking in response to specific  

survey statements; 

ii) Thoughts regarding the survey statements or the research proposal in  

general; 

iii) Thoughts about the complexities and challenges of engaging in  

reconciliation, generally and personally. 
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These comments and the questions participants asked while completing the 

survey lent a sense of conversation to the survey data – the beginnings of a research 

relationship between the participants and myself.  

The pre-workshop data was analysed using lean coding to discern individual and 

group themes. In this chapter, only the comments related to participant thoughts about 

reconciliation or the specific statements are considered. This serves to reveal an overall 

sense of what the participants are thinking about truth and reconciliation as they enter 

into the research. This, in turn, is used to determine what to focus on during the 

workshops. Input regarding the survey itself or the research structure are included in 

the analytical portion of this thesis found in chapter seven.  

From this process, the following general observations regarding “where the 

participants were at” can be made. Firstly, participant knowledge of historical and 

contemporary relations between Indigenous Peoples and Settler Canadians indicates 

consistent and wide-ranging familiarity with past and present injustices.  There is little 

illusion of Canada having been or being particularly noble in its dealings with Indigenous 

peoples. Participants are familiar with the history of residential schools and the reality 

of human rights abuses in Canada. In some cases, the precision of the statement 

impeded the ability of participants to confidently respond. In fact, three participants 

specifically commented that several statements may have been more detailed than 

necessary. As one participant wrote, “Some of these questions may be too precise to 

gauge understanding. I don’t even remember exact dates of anything so can’t “strongly 

agree” on an exact date I guess, but within a decade I can recall events that occurred.” 
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Another participant wrote, “No matter how many times I am “taught” dates & numbers 

I do not retain these pieces of data therefore I could not say specific number of people 

in residential school.” Occasionally, participants added notes to further indicate their 

background knowledge. For example, in response to the statement -- Approximately 1% 

of the students at Indian residential schools died – one participant wrote “many more.” 

For the purposes of this survey, I am more interested in gauging the familiarity of 

participants with the event/history referenced in the statement than with their 

knowledge of precise numbers and dates. Overall, participants were quite aware of 

these events/histories. The conversational nature of the survey (i.e., that they could add 

comments or talk to me about it) helped avoid the creation of data that misrepresents 

this awareness.  My overly-specific statements and the responses of the participants to 

these taught me of the need to be clearer about what information I am seeking from the 

survey and to question the ability of each element (e.g., statement) of the survey to 

adequately determine this information. 

In contrast to the observation that some Settlers avoid difficult truths because 

they are “too painful”, participants acknowledged both the pain and the need to hear or 

know these truths. In response to the statement, I can’t bear to listen to the stories of 

how Indigenous Peoples in Canada have been mistreated because it is too painful, one 

participant chose “agree” but then wrote, “I bear it because it is important, not because 

I diminish it.” Everyone else wrote disagree or strongly disagree and some wrote 

comments concurring with the participant above. 
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Participants do not limit injustices to the past. For example, everyone disagreed 

or strongly disagreed with the following statement: I believe that on the whole, the 

Canadian government’s current relations with Indigenous peoples are just.    

Participants consider these injustices to involve Settler society in general – they 

are not to be excused as the acts of individuals. There is consensus that reconciliation 

requires a deep examination of the Settler culture that has contributed to unjust 

relations. Fittingly, the survey was used as an example of how the relation is and can be 

distorted. To quote one participant: 

Many of the questions presume a homogeneous and static basic culture in both 

settler and Indigenous communities. The intersection of cultures has meant the 

dominant Euroculture has attempted to obliterate the Indigenous. Makes 

answering question difficult e.g., reconciliation when “Indigenous” on the same 

footing as “settlers”. There are often two diametrically opposed cultures so 

posing question in this way tends to favour the settler culture e.g., attitudes to 

land/private property/the environment vs. development. 

Participants acknowledge that they are beneficiaries of the unjust relations 

between Settlers and Indigenous peoples in Canada. At the same time, they do feel that 

they are also negatively impacted by colonization. All participants agreed (two strongly 

agreed) with the statement: I feel that I am also a victim of Canada’s colonial history.  

Several participants clarified their response by adding comments such as: 

• “I don’t like being an oppressor.” 
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• “In the sense of the pain I feel about how Indigenous people and nations 

have been treated & suffered.” 

• “This is a whole topic in itself – I don’t like the term “victim” – I am a product 

of colonial history but I have not had to suffer the same oppression …” 

Most participants (6/7) struggle to reconcile their impression of Canada as a 

peaceful and tolerant nation with the reality of Settler- Indigenous relations. That said, 

two participants agree with the statement: The history of relations between Indigenous 

Peoples and Settlers is better in Canada than in the United States because early 

Canadian Settlers tended to be more peaceful and tolerant than early American Settlers. 

This statement was included to flag a few possible perceptions that Canadians have that 

are relevant to our self-concept as Canadians and to reconciliation.56  

All participants were familiar with the terms: Colonial, Decolonizing, Eurocentric, 

Privilege and Residential schools. Most were familiar with Doctrine of Discovery, In-

relation, Indian Act, Medicine Wheel, Othering, Paradigm/Worldview, Restitution, Self-

determination/Autonomy, Settler and Terra Nullius. Results for the other terms varied.  

Participants reported that they seek information about issues connected to 

Indigenous and Settler relations from diverse sources. For most this has included 

                                                           
56 These perceptions include the notion that we are a peaceful and tolerant nation -- which doesn’t stand 
up to scrutiny if relations with Indigenous peoples are included. They also include the conception that, if 
our historical relations are deemed to be better, it is because we are kinder people (as opposed to lacking 
the economic resources to militarily subdue Indigenous peoples as the TRC’s Summary Report suggests 
[Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015, p. 56]). On the other hand, if our historical 
relations are not better but we hold this thought, then it may indicate a lack of historical knowledge about 
the deadly consequences of Settler actions such as the murder of Indigenous peoples (e.g., the Beothuk), 
forced removals and the withholding of rations from starving Indigenous peoples.  
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Indigenous sources ranging from personal relationships to reading books by Indigenous 

authors, following Indigenous people on social media and taking online courses on 

Indigenous issues or culture. All participants indicated a strong desire to learn from 

Indigenous peoples. Despite efforts to seek Indigenous voices and alternative 

perspectives, most participants expect that their understanding remains limited or 

biased. Participants added side-notes to their surveys such as: 

• “I wonder how much I am unaware of what I don’t know” 

• “I am constantly learning” 

• “I must constantly question my bias.” 

Perhaps not surprising then is the finding that participants reject the narrative of 

Indigenous peoples as irreparably “broken.” There are “many examples of resistance” 

wrote one participant. Another noted, “I agree lots (most?) Indigenous people have 

experienced trauma as a result of colonization. I do not agree that the problem is 

unfixable.”  

Participants expressed a desire to support Indigenous peoples but most do not 

presume to do so using common Settler notions of progress and development. In 

response to the statement: I want to help Indigenous peoples in Canada progress and 

benefit from modern development, four participants chose “don’t know”, one strongly 

agreed, one agreed and one participant disagreed. Participants wrote that the 

statement “seems condescending” and a “value discrepancy” was noted. Another 

participant asked, “what does progress mean, what does help mean?” Yet another 

participant remarked, “Good question. # 30 is difficult to answer because my 
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perspective of ‘progress’ and ‘benefits of modern dev.’ are not clear in my mind. What 

do I value?”  

In terms of conceptions of reconciliation, all participants agreed (most “strongly 

agreed”) with the statement: Reconciliation means respecting and actively supporting 

the will of Indigenous Peoples in Canada. Participants indicated support for power-

sharing models (e.g., Indigenous self-government and autonomy) sometimes with the 

qualifier -- “If that is what is desired by the communities.” Healing was acknowledged as 

an element of reconciliation in Canada as was restitution. In fact, one participant linked 

the two, writing, “may need to address this (restitution) first for healing.” With specific 

reference to land restitution for Indigenous peoples, all participants agree that this is 

realistic in modern times. Generally speaking, reconciliation is not viewed by 

participants as “closure”. As one participant articulated, “It [reconciliation] is like getting 

over the death of a loved one. There is no “closure” but there can be some healing.” 

This involves personal or individual healing and healing the relationship between 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples in Canada. 

Participants agree that they have a personal responsibility to work toward 

reconciliation. In response to the idea that reconciliation is the government’s job, one 

participant wrote, “There has to be collective responsibility, too.” All participants 

expressed a willingness to take action for reconciliation with a few sharing the following 

comments: 

• “Agree but not 100% what that looks like.” 
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• “as long as I know the action is supported by a majority of Indigenous 

people.” 

• “I hope I am willing to give up some of my privilege.” 

Increased confidence and ability to speak to other Settlers (particularly Settlers 

who are disinterested in or defensive when it comes to reconciliation) was identified as 

a need by some participants who commented: 

• “I don’t speak out as much as I would like to” 

• “… I am reluctant to speak up sometimes when a situation presents itself.  Or 

I do speak up & find myself “shaking.” Would be nice to have confidence to 

speak clearly, strongly & with a sense of moving towards peace – 

reconciliation often it feels like I am picking up a heavy tree limb & I am 

swinging it at people who do not want to hear. Humour would be helpful.” 

All participants expect that reconciliation is likely to challenge them to risk or 

give up something that seems important to them at this time. 

Overall, participant responses indicate a sensitivity to and awareness of 

Indigenous-Settler relations that is often lacking in the Settler population described in 

most of the critiques in chapter three.  This may be explained in part by the fact that the 

above summary is based on participant “self-reporting” -- no proof was demanded for 

their responses. However, it is reasonable to expect that given the experiences and 

interests of the participants (e.g., their involvement or affiliation with a grassroots TRC 

group), and their willingness to commit to this research, that the survey results 

represent a relatively accurate account of their thinking. If so, then the participants 
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represent a Settler community that has been less extensively studied and critiqued57; 

namely, Settlers who have begun the work of relearning more honest truths about 

Canada’s relations with Indigenous peoples and who have worked past many (though 

not necessarily all) of the obvious psycho-social impediments to reconciliation58. As 

such, the research now becomes an opportunity to explore the thinking of Settlers who 

are committed to reconciliation and to reflect on it in light of Indigenous perspectives. It 

is also an opportunity to engage with or respond to their thinking (e.g., through 

cultural/self-analysis and by learning from Indigenous peoples), and to potentially 

discern, or at least articulate, new challenges to Settler engagement in reconciliation. 

Workshop Design and Considerations 

As previously stated, the focus of the workshops was ultimately changed in an 

effort to ensure that the workshops were meaningful to the participants. This is a 

necessary and natural outcome of using relationship as pedagogy. The learning 

experience needs to aspire to be relevant and of benefit to the learners. As the 

workshop facilitator, it was my job to use the information gleaned from the pre-

workshop survey to determine a suitable focus for the workshop. As a researcher using 

                                                           
57 I state this based on the research I have done. As for why minimal research has been conducted with 
these Settlers, perhaps it is because of the urgency of addressing the more distressing responses of the 
other Settlers who have been critiqued. Or, it may be because reconciliation is a relatively new process in 
Canada, and it has taken time for enough Settlers to reach this depth of engagement in reconciliation and 
thereby attract the attention of reconciliation scholars.  
58 By psycho-social impediments to reconciliation, I mean the diverse psychological defense mechanisms 
articulated by Dion (2009), Cohen (in Regan, 2010) and Tuck and Yang (2012) as well as limiting 
assumptions about reconciliation that Settler new-comers to reconciliation often make (e.g., that it is 
someone else’s responsibility).  
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a reconciliation methodology with explicit links to Indigenous methodologies, I also 

needed to prioritize the following criteria in developing the workshops: 

• the focus of the workshop must be connected to an Indigenous call for 

Settler learning/transformation in this area and it must be related to Indigenous 

perceptions of reconciliation; 

• Liz’s counsel must be sought and respected prior to each workshop; 

• although the workshop content may at times be challenging, the 

workshop environment and relational interactions need to be caring and 

supportive – genuine relationship and the well-being of participants is 

paramount. 

The first two points served as a means to provide focus for the workshops (otherwise 

the possible content or strategies would be innumerable) in a way that intentionally 

sought to listen to Indigenous voices … to hear their words and to respond accordingly. 

As a whole, the intent of these criteria is to honour Indigenous perspectives and 

methodologies (which prioritize relationships of care and responsibility) in the 

workshops. 

Other practical considerations for the workshop design included: 

• inclusion of a means of assessing participant thinking and psycho-social 

responses to the learning presented in the workshop; 

• consideration of how the workshop (or at least the shared learning 

journey) impacts participant thinking about reconciliation needs to be built into 

the workshop and/or post-workshop survey design. 



112 
 

 

A challenge in creating the workshops was determining whether or not to use 

Indigenous teaching pedagogies (beyond relationship as pedagogy) in the workshops, 

and if so which ones.  On the one hand, I wanted to use them in acknowledgement of 

and because of their ability to disrupt colonial norms. For example, even an introductory 

use of Medicine Wheel/Circle teachings in which mental, emotional, spiritual and 

physical reactions are actively considered stands in contrast to the western norm of 

focussing on intellectual responses to learning. On the other hand, I didn’t want to 

appropriate such teachings and I didn’t want to use them disrespectfully. This is, I 

expect, a common challenge for Settler educators who are involved in education with or 

about Indigenous peoples. How do we honour Indigenous teachings? How do we engage 

with Indigenous teachings without “messing it up”, without appropriating and without 

offending? An easy and even respectful response is to invite an Indigenous elder or 

Knowledge Keeper to share her/his teachings. At the same time, we acknowledge that it 

is a lot to ask Indigenous people to always be available to support our learning and our 

desire to understand. We, Settlers need to figure out and actively do some of the work 

of Settler reconciliation and education ourselves – not outside of relationship – but 

without always relying on Indigenous guidance. To some extent, I presume to engage 

with Indigenous teachings because to not do so, would seem akin to those who say that 

listening to Indigenous perspectives on history (or the present) is “too hard”. It’s an easy 

way out of the challenge of truly engaging with the learning. It would also, in my mind, 

entail ignoring the significant insights that such teachings offer.  
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Fortunately, I was able to share my questions with Liz. I haven’t said this yet but 

it needs to be said, Liz is a very supportive and patient person. She listened as I spoke in 

circles about the benefits of Indigenous pedagogies even as I presented rebuttals to the 

very idea of using them.  Liz’s response was simple and straightforward, yes, teachings 

such as the basic core Medicine Wheel/Circle teachings can be used so long as I use 

them respectfully. At minimum, respectful use means being explicit about the intentions 

behind using them, using them as I have been taught to use them and acknowledging 

who has shared these teachings with me.   

Another consideration that stems from my experiences as a student and a 

teacher is the desire to provide choice in terms of content and in terms of how to 

engage with the content.  In my experience, choice allows different learners to select 

the topic or format that best meets their needs. One participant explicitly wrote about 

her learning style on the survey stating, “As an ENFP on the Myers Briggs my MBTI 

preference for big picture and disinterest in details is in full effect. I’m not sure it is a 

settler issue.59”  In other words, choice can be used to enhance the likelihood that the 

workshop experience will be relevant and meaningful to the participant. However, a 

corresponding effect of including choice in the workshop programming is that it reduces 

“efficiency” (a very western ideal, I realize) as time is taken to decide which topic or 

activity to focus on. Even as I acknowledge the value of slow, deep engagement with 

                                                           
59 According to the Myers Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), someone who is an ENFP is imaginative, 
enthusiastic and tends to make connections quickly based on patterns. The point here is that people have 
different learning styles and one’s learning style will impact their ability to answer questions. Certain 
learning styles favour precise or detailed questions whereas others favour big picture understandings, 
etc.. 
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learning (this might be viewed as efficacy over efficiency), I am also the product of a 

frenetic culture. This means I consciously but inevitably provide more options than is 

generally necessary or even doable when I plan lessons or workshops. As I will discuss 

later, this research was no exception. 

Creating the Workshops 

In my initial assessment of the pre-workshop survey data, I identified the 

following areas of reconciliation theory as worth pursuing in the workshops: 

 

 These topics all readily met the first two criteria for the workshop (relevance to 

participants and responding to Indigenous perspectives that such Settler learning is 

necessary for reconciliation).  Given the brief turn around between the pre-workshop 

gathering and the first workshop (less than one week), I busied myself with planning the 

workshops.  Liz and I would talk before the first workshop but until we could do so, I 

•From willingness to act to 
action. What actions have 
we taken? What actions 
should we take?  How do we 
decide?

•How do we continue to                       
learn more truths?

•How do we speak these 
truths to others -- especially 
those who are disinterested, 
reluctant and/or resistant?

•Introduction to the 
various defence 
mechanisms observed in 
Settlers engaging in 
reconciliation work; 
How might they apply to

• us?

• •What am I doing to

•i    improve Settler 

• relations with

• Indigenous peoples?

•Exploration of Canadian Settler 
culture and epistemologies 
relative to Indigenous cultures 
and epistemologies

•What are the myths we                     
believe about being                  
Canadian? What effect                 
might they have on             
reconciliation?

Cultural 
Self-

Analysis

Personal 
Self-

Analysis

ActionTruth



115 
 

 

endeavoured to incorporate as many of the ideas I’d gleaned from the surveys and the 

research readings as I could into a useful and viable plan. Although participants largely 

shared familiarity with the baseline knowledge and ideas presented in the survey, I 

suspected that the depth and breadth of their understanding and experience with the 

topics related to Truth and Reconciliation still varied. It was important to me to try to 

provide an opportunity to learn something meaningful. This might be learning 

something new or it might be learning about something more intimately or in a different 

way. In an effort to avoid having nothing to offer to participants who already knew a lot 

about reconciliation, I decided to provide a wide selection of materials to choose from.   

The initial result was a graphic organizer entitled, Lenses for Thinking about and 

Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation. This graphic organizer actually came in three 

formats – annotated (Figure 1), guiding (Figure 2) and a blank template (Figure 3). As 

explained in the annotated version, the term “lenses” was chosen in acknowledgement 

of the multiples truths and the multiples perspectives of the relationship between 

Settlers and Indigenous peoples. Whereas western, “Eurocentric” thinking is described 

as seeking a universal, detached truth, these lenses can be used to disrupt that way of 

thinking as we actively practice seeing things in different, often unfamiliar ways.  My 

proposal was that after an introductory check-in to share questions about reconciliation, 

I would use the Lenses handouts as a platform for sharing and discussing concepts 

related to Indigenous perspectives and truths, cultural self-analysis and eventually, 

reconciliation action. The annotated version had the added advantage of being a way to 

share references and ideas that we couldn’t possibly cover in the three workshops.  
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Furthermore, I had Medicine Wheel handouts for participants to refer to. The first 

Medicine Wheel (Figure 4) was used with permission from Nicole Bell. Nicole created 

this particular Medicine Wheel graphic and she is also the person who most directly 

shared her knowledge about its use in teaching and learning with me. The second 

Medicine Wheel graphic (Figure 5) was available to be used in actually recording one’s 

thoughts in writing, as desired. The expectation was that these handouts could act as a 

sort of anchor for the workshops – a framework for considering new ideas and trying 

out new ways of thinking deeply about our learning. 

 In the end these handouts were used, but not in the full depth I had imagined. 

Instead, Liz humbly refocused my thinking on relationship as pedagogy and 

reconciliation as relationship. In fact, she kindly embodied this concept and steered the 

entire group in this direction by joining us at the first workshop. As a result, 

reconciliation as relationship became the true framework for thinking about and 

engaging in reconciliation and we referred to this conception frequently during the 

workshops. In retrospect, for all my efforts to ensure that I had something meaningful to 

offer the participants, I was missing the most important element of reconciliation60 – 

relationship. 

  

                                                           
60 In a later discussion with Liz, she commented on how I “went into it [the workshops] like a teacher” 
(personal communication with Liz Stone, January 18th, 2018). I knew immediately what she meant by this. 
Among other things, she meant that I had too many resources and activities for the time available -- every 
moment was planned. In chapter six I share some of my thoughts on what I learned from this experience. 
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Figure 1: Lenses for Thinking About & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation – Annotated 

Version 

LENSESi FOR THINKING ABOUT & ENGAGING IN  

TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
____________________________________ 
 The term lenses is chosen, in recognition of the multiplicity of truths understood in holistic knowledge 
systems such as Indigenous knowledge (Battiste, 2009; 2015; Bell, 2013a; Dockstator, 2016; Graham, 

Holistic Truthsii Personal Reflectionsvii 

o What is my initial response to this 

learning?viii 

o Considering MEDICINE WHEEL 

teachings, how do I engage with this 

learning emotionally, mentally, 

physically and spiritually?viii 

o Do I see defense mechanisms coming 

into play? viii 

o What can I learn from this?ix 

o What questions do I still have?ix 

 

o Whose Indigenous voice is being 

heard?iii 

o What other perspectives connect 

to this learning?iv 

o How might this connect to being 

in-relation?v 

o How does this learning relate to 

Truth & Reconciliation?vi 

Taking Actionxiii Cultural Self-Analysisx 

o Can I transform this learning 

into meaningful action? If so, 

how? xiii 

o If I have questions, how will I try 

to answer them? xiii 

o How might this action relate to 

Truth & Reconciliation? xiii 

o What will I commit to doing with 

this information? xiii 

 

 

o Can I link this to concepts that are 

associated with Canadian Settler 

culture (e.g., Eurocentricism, 

cognitive imperialism, linearity , 

hegemony, assumed universalism; 

concrete or “right” answers; 

neutrality; benevolence, etc)?xi 

o What insights does this give me 

about my culture?xi 

o What aspects of Canadian Settler 

culture might be challenged by 

this?xii 
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2002; Graveline, 2000; Hart, 2010; Steinhauer, 2002; Wilson, 2003), and in honour of Etuaptmum, the 
Mi'kmaw word for Two-Eyed Seeing) as conceived by Mi'kmaw Elder Albert Marshall whereby through 
one eye we see with the strengths of Indigenous knowledges and ways of knowing and through the other 
we see with the strengths of Western knowledges and ways of knowing – for the benefit of all. 
(http://www.integrativescience.ca/Principles/TwoEyedSeeing/ 
 
ii Holistic truths remind us that there is no “one” truth – one right or correct way to know or perceive as 
outlined in the previous endnote. 
 
iii Responds to stated need for Indigenous voice to be both heard (Truth & Reconciliation Commission, 
2015) and prioritized (Tuck & Yang, 2012). 
 
vi Multiple perspectives represent the “truths” that exist (Dockstator, 2016) 
 
v In addition to relating to Elder Albert Marshall’s concept of Etuaptmum, this consideration is an attempt 
to move beyond “knowing about” to “knowing/learning from” or understanding Indigenous 
knowledge/worldviews. Battiste (2009; 2015) for example, calls for transystemic education that combines 
Indigenous and Eurocentric learning and knowledge. Dion (2009) encourages us to “learn from” not “learn 
about” Indigenous experiences in Canada. I am extending this to learning from Indigenous paradigms. This 
is, of course, an initial, imperfect attempt to experience and cultivate a sense of being “in-relation” ... it is 
start -- not a final process or product. 
 
vi The Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada explores many truths about Canadian both 
historical and current. As we attempt to engage in the reconciliation process, I believe there is value in 
trying to link whatever it is that we are learning – a story, a concept, a critique, ... – to what has been 
articulated by the TRC. It is an attempt to ground us in Truth and Reconciliation so that we don’t lose our 
way. 
 
vi Personal reflections are included so that we actively relate what we are learning to ourselves (as 
opposed to assuming it to relate to others and not ourselves). In this way we also avoid perpetuating the 
Western assumption of neutrality or objectivity (Battiste, 2015; Smith, 2009). 
 
vii This is an opportunity to be honest with ourselves and to be on the look out for Settler Defense 
Mechanisms (Dion, 2009; 2016, Tuck & Yang, 2012). 
 
viii This is an opportunity to apply an Indigenous learning model (in this case an Anishinabeg Medicine 
Wheel) to consider our own personal multiple truths (Bell, 2013a). We may wish to ask ourselves how 
similar or different this learning model is from the learning we experienced in school – which might then 
connect to Cultural Self-Analysis). 
 
ix This again relates to Dion’s (2009) proposal to “learn from” rather than “learn about”. 
 
x Reconciling Settlers must be willing not only to critique our role as beneficiaries of colonialism but risk it 

as well. This requires that we analyse our perceptions and relationships with Indigenous peoples – that we 
turn the lens inward as it were -- instead of focusing on the Indigenous “other” (Regan, 2006; Smith, 2006; 
Taiaiake Alfred, n.d). In Canada, this specifically requires that we interrogate not just our history but our 
mythical identity as the “benevolent peacekeeper” (McKinley, 2014; Regan, 2006) as well as the related 
colonial perceptions of “progress”, “development” and “aid” – all of which impose colonial concepts 
rather than honour and value Indigenous norms (Regan, 2006; Smith, 2006; Taiaiake Alfred, n.d). Note: 
McKinley and Regan are Settler scholars. 
 

http://www.integrativescience.ca/People/Elders/#AlbertMarshall
http://www.integrativescience.ca/Principles/TwoEyedSeeing/
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xi Several Indigenous scholars, such as Marie Battiste, Willie Ermine, Gerald Taiaiake Alfred and Linda 
Tuhiwai Smith identify and write about the norms of Eurocentric or Western culture and the challenges 
people within Western culture have in even seeing these norms let alone understanding how they restrict 
our understanding of peoples with differing worldviews. In my opinion, it is also difficult to do as Susan 
Dion advocates and “learn from” our history without understanding the culture that made it happen.  
 
xii This is a constant reminder to watch for those Settler Defense Mechanisms (Dion 2009, 2016; Tuck & 
Yang, 2012) 
 
xiii The TRC put forth 94 Calls to Action. Gerald Taiaiake Alfred and Eve Tuck state that Settlers who are 
serious about decolonization and/or “re-righting” history (a term coined by Linda Tuhiwai Smith) need to 
take meaningful action toward land restitution. Without action, we need to question if we are truly 
engaged in reconciliation. 
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Figure 2: Lenses for Thinking About & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation – Guiding 

Version 

 

LENSES FOR THINKING ABOUT & ENGAGING IN  

TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Holistic Truths Personal Reflections 

Cultural Self-Analysis 
Taking Action 

o Whose Indigenous voice is being 

heard? 

o What other perspectives connect 

to this learning? 

o How might this connect to being 

in-relation? 

o How does this learning relate to 

Truth & Reconciliation? 

o What is my initial response to 

this learning? 

o Considering MEDICINE 

WHEEL teachings, how do I 

engage with this learning 

emotionally, mentally, 

physically and spiritually? 

o What can I learn from this? 

o What questions do I still have 

about this? 

 

o What insights does this give me 

about my culture? 

o Can I link  this to concepts that are 

associated with Canadian Settler 

culture (e.g., Eurocentricism, 

cognitive imperialism, linearity , 

hegemony, assumed universalism; 

concrete or “right” answers; 

neutrality; benevolence, etc). 

o What aspects of Canadian Settler 

culture might be challenged by 

this? 

 

o Can I transform this learning 

into meaningful action? If so, 

how? 

o If I have questions, how will I 

try to answer them? 

o How might this action relate to 

Truth & Reconciliation? 

o What will I commit to doing 

with this information? 
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Figure 3: Lenses for Thinking About & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation – Blank 

Template 
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Figure 4: Medicine Wheel Teachings 

 

 

 

MEDICINE WHEEL TEACHINGS 

 

 

 

By Nicole Bell, Anishnaabe, Kitigan Zibi First Nation Bear Clan, retrieved from 

http://blog.cpco.on.ca/460-2 
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Figure 5: Medicine Wheel Teachings Template 

RECONCILIATION -- _____________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From the teachings of Nicole Bell, Anishnaabe, Kitigan Zibi First Nation Bear Clan, Trent University 

 

EMOTIONAL MENTAL 

PHYSICAL SPIRITUAL 
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Workshop Resources 

 Figures 6, 7 and 8 illustrate the workshop agendas. Two articles from 

www.cbc.new.ca – The Canadian Press’ (2017), Spend time honouring Indigenous heroes 

rather than debating MacDonald: Murray Sinclair and Tori Cress’ (2017), Removing 

MacDonald’s name from Ontario schools is a giant leap towards Reconciliation -- were 

used in the second workshop to stimulate thinking and conversation as we applied the 

“lenses” to the perspectives in each article. Figures 9 and 10 are handouts used in  

workshop 3 for those who opted to deepen and even personalize their understanding of 

Settler Defense Mechanisms.  

Finally, the following articles were made available to participants: 

• Tuck and Yang’s (2012), Decolonization is not a Metaphor, 

• Migwan’s (2017), Spirited Reflection: Using National Aboriginal Day to 

Think through White Settler Christian Claims to Innocence.  

These articles provided further explanation of the concept of Claims to Innocence 

beyond our discussion as a group61.  

The way these resources were ultimately used varied among participants as 

described in the next section. 

 

 

                                                           
61 Whereas the Tuck and Yang (2012) article allowed participants to review the concept of Moves to 
Innocence as originally articulated, the Kairos article was an easier (less academic) read. The Kairos article 
was also immediately relevant to some of the participants who identify as Christian and who are familiar 
with Kairos. The materials were presented as optional (re: choice in the workshops). In this way, I felt 
comfortable including a resource that I hoped would be personally relevant to some participants without 
imposing its perspective on others. 

http://www.cbc.new.ca/
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Figure 6: Agenda for Reconciliation Workshop #1 

 

Reconciliation Workshop #1 

 

AGENDA 

Welcome & Introduction of Liz Stone (10 minutes) 

Minds On – Personal questions about RECONCILIATION (15 minutes) 

Lenses for Thinking about & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation (45 minutes) 

• Introduce the Lenses for Thinking about & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation 

handout  

• Describe how it was developed – see annotated version 

• Begin to unpack what the questions are asking, what the words mean, what 

issues can arise as we might try to apply these lenses 

• How might we try to use these lenses when we hear, read or otherwise learn 

new information or about new concepts that can pertain to reconciliation? 

(Note: Use of the actual Lenses template isn’t necessary – other options for 

apply it such as drawing will be shared) 

• Extension Activity (if there’s extra time ☺ ) – Begin to apply the Lenses to a 

relevant topic/teaching. 

Sharing Circle (40 minutes) 

 

Wrap-up & Thank-you (10 minutes) 

Personal 
Questions 

about 
Reconciliation

Lenses for 
Thinking About 
& Engaging in 

Truth and 
Reconciliation

Sharing Circle

Wrap-up & 
Thank-you

Welcome & 
Introductions

Reconciliation 
Workshop #1 

Agenda 
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Figure 7: Agenda for Reconciliation Workshop #2 

 

Reconciliation Workshop #2 

 

AGENDA 

Welcome (5 minutes) 

Minds On – Recapping “Take-Aways” & lingering questions from workshop #1 (10 

minutes) 

Lenses for Thinking about & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation (45 minutes) 

• Review annotated version of the Lenses for Thinking about & Engaging in Truth 

and Reconciliation handout  

• Collaboratively create an exemplar of how it can be used to reflect on new 

teachings/concepts/information/events – in this case the discussion around 

removing John A. MacDonald’s name from schools (using 2 different opinions 

to inform the reflection) 

• Continue to unpack what the questions are asking, what the words mean, what 

issues can arise as we might try to apply these lenses ... being mindful of the 

take-aways from the first workshop. 

Break (5-10 minutes) 

Sharing Circle (40 minutes)Wrap-up & Thank-you (5-10 minutes) 

 

 

Take-Aways or 
questions from 

our last workshop

Colloaborative 
Application of 

Lenses for 
Thinking About & 
Engaging in Truth 
and Reconciliation

Break

Sharing Circle

Welcome/Thank-
you & Wrap Up

Reconciliation 
Workshop #2 

Agenda 
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Figure 8: Agenda for Reconciliation Workshop #3 

 

Reconciliation Workshop #3 

 

 

AGENDA 

Welcome & Review of Agenda (5 minutes) 

Minds On – How will our descendants ... ? (from Jeff Corntassel’s question: “How will 
your ancestors and future generations recognize you as Indigenous?”  (20 minutes) 
 
Activity: Action for Reconciliation (1 hour) 

• Action in Relationship – Seen & Unseen, Direct and Indirect 

• Reconciliation Road  -- Dealing with seemingly incompatible directions ... return 

to relationship 

• Relationship in Action – What’s next? (opportunity to think/write/draw ... then 

to share ... continue to ask – what do I need? Perhaps continue to consider 

lenses, defense mechanisms, ...) 

Sharing Circle (30 minutes) 

 

Wrap-up & Thank-you (5 minutes) 

  

How will our 
descendants 

...?

Action for 
Reconciliation

Sharing Circle

Wrap-up & 
Thank-you

Welcome & 
Review Agenda

Reconciliation 
Workshop #3 

Agenda 



129 
 

 

Figure 9: Workshop 3 A – Settler Defense Mechanisms 

Settler Defense Mechanisms 

“Refuse-to-Know” mechanisms – When it comes to learning about Indigenous 
experiences in Canada, Settlers often filter what is heard through a distinct cultural or 
psychological lens (Dion, 2009; Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2006). Dion describes the disconnect 
that occurs at the “intersection of speaking and hearing across difference” – in this case, 
the difference between Indigenous reality and history in Canada and Settler 
expectations – and the “Refuse to Know” mechanisms that we, Settlers, use to preserve 
our self/cultural concept (p. 56). These “Refuse to Know Mechanisms” are: 

• CHALLENGING THE RELEVANCE OF THE NARRATIVE/HISTORY TO ONE’S LIFE TODAY 
• LOCKING THE EVENTS IN THE PAST AND FEELING/DECLARING THAT THEY HAVE NO CONNECTION TO 

THE PRESENT 
• DEHUMANIZING INDIGENOUS PEOPLES – may be conscious but can be done 

unconsciously as well 
• CLAIMING THAT “THERE IS NOTHING I CAN DO SO I DON’T HAVE TO LISTEN, LEARN, ACCEPT THIS 

HISTORY 
• DECLARING THAT THE HISTORY IS TOO HARD TO LISTEN TO (AND IT IS HARD) AND SO REMOVING 

ONESELF FROM THE LEARNING PROCESS (Dion, 2009, p. 56) 

 
 
Phases of Perpetrator Recognition of Role – Dion (2016) declares that not only must 
we be aware of these emotions and reactions, we must work through them, we must 
interrogate our “discomfort” and we must reflect on the “significance of not knowing” 
and whose interests are served by this ignorance (p.  470). 

In order to move past these obstacles to understanding and reconciliation, Settlers 
must acknowledge our role in these difficult colonial realities (Dion, 2009; McKinley, 
2014; Regan, 2006). Regan (2006) proposes that Settlers need to explicitly contend with 
Stanley Cohen’s, “Phases of Perpetrator Recognition of Role”. These phases, as 
described by Regan (2006, p. 177) are: 
 i) SELF-KNOWLEDGE – The critical reflection that comes from facing truths 
 II) MORAL WITNESS – The bystander actively witnesses either unjust acts or victim  

testimonies 
 III) WHISTLE-BLOWING – Wherein one reveals the “Open Secret” 

IV) LIVING OUTSIDE THE LIE – Saying what one really thinks according to one’s 
conscience – the refusal and inability to return to former passivity and complacency. 

 
 Teaching strategies are emerging to guide Setters and educators toward 
meaningful reconciliation learning, teaching and action.  Iseke-Barnes (2008) describes 
how Settlers are able to confront Canada’s colonial reality through activities that require 
them to recognize and then interrogate their internalized knowledge about oppression – 
knowledge gained from an awareness of our colonial Canadian oppression of Indigenous 
peoples. Regan (2006) and Smith (2006) speak to the power of language and place-
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name pedagogies to unsettle Settler complicity.  O’Donnell and Perley (2016) propose 
activities that require Settlers to juxtapose their conflicting desires (e.g., for continued 
land ownership on Indigenous lands versus a desire for just and equal relations with 
Indigenous peoples in Canada). Tuck (2009) advocates a shift from damage-centred 
research to desire-based inquiry – a transformative reframing of the aims of research.  
As research in this field continues, more pedagogies and strategies will emerge. 

 
Moves to Innocence  – In “Decolonization is not a Metaphor”, Tuck and Yang (2012) 
describe common strategies that Settlers undertake to reconcile Settler guilt and 
complicity while finding means to maintain our comfortable Settler existence. They call 
these strategies “Moves to Innocence”. These Moves to Innocence include:  

• CLAIMS TO NATIVE ANCESTRY OR ADOPTION (which absolves us of guilt and any 
corresponding need to act or change);  

• COLONIAL EQUIVOCATION (homogenizing all forms of colonial oppression 
resulting in the absorption and potential loss of the Indigenous colonial 
experience);  

• CONSCIENTIZATION (decolonizing one’s mind -- becoming critically conscious 
without specifically honouring Indigenous rights or territories);  

• AT RISK-ING / ASTERISK-ING INDIGENOUS peoples (identifying Indigenous peoples 
as “at risk” (of extinction, of ceasing to exist as Indigenous peoples) or 
including them only minimally in public policy considerations – 
exemplified as an asterisk * in the footnotes sometimes because the 
population size of Indigenous peoples is viewed as negligible relative to 
other populations);  

• RE-OCCUPATION OF LANDS (with the aim of “fair” wealth redistribution for all 
– without regard for the fact that these are Indigenous lands).  
 

REFERENCES 
Dion, S. D. (2009). Braiding histories: Learning from Aboriginal peoples’ experiences and 

perspectives. UBC Press. 
Dion, S. D. (2016). Mediating the space between: Voices of Indigenous youth and voices of 

educators in service of reconciliation. Canadian Review of Sociology/Revue canadienne 
de sociologie, 53(4), 468-473. 

Iseke-Barnes, J. M. (2008). Pedagogies for decolonizing. Canadian Journal of Native 
Education, 31(1), 123. 

Nagy, R. (2012). Truth, reconciliation and settler denial: specifying the Canada–South Africa 
analogy. Human Rights Review, 13(3), 349-367. 

O’Donnell, S. & Perley D. (2016). Toward a sociology of the reconciliation of conflicting desires. 
Canadian Review of Sociology 53(4), 474-481. 

Regan, P. (2006). Unsettling the settler within: Indian residential schools, truth telling, and 
reconciliation in Canada. UBC Press. 

Smith, L. T. (2006). Decolonizing methodologies: Research and Indigenous peoples. Zed books. 
http ://www.nzlii.org/nz/journals/NZYbkNZJur/1997/7.html 

Tuck, E., & Yang, K. W. (2012). Decolonization is not a metaphor. Decolonization: Indigeneity, 
Education & Society, 1(1). 

http://www.nzlii.org/nz/journals/NZYbkNZJur/1997/7.html
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Figure 10: Workshop 3 B –Settler Defense Mechanisms Self-Assessment 

DEFENSE MECHANISMS RELEVANT TO SETTLER ENGAGEMENT IN TRUTH & 

RECONCILIATION: SELF-ASSESSMENT 

 

Reflect on which of the following may apply to you.  Feel free to strike out those that don’t and 

highlight those that do. 

REFUSE-TO-KNOW MECHANISMS (Susan Dion, 2009) 

o CHALLENGING THE RELEVANCE OF THE NARRATIVE/HISTORY TO ONE’S LIFE TODAY 
o LOCKING THE EVENTS IN THE PAST AND FEELING/DECLARING THAT THEY HAVE NO CONNECTION TO THE 

PRESENT 
o DEHUMANIZING INDIGENOUS PEOPLES – may be done consciously or unconsciously 
o CLAIMING THAT “THERE IS NOTHING I CAN DO SO I DON’T HAVE TO LISTEN, LEARN, ACCEPT THIS HISTORY 
o DECLARING THAT THE HISTORY IS TOO HARD TO LISTEN TO (AND IT IS HARD) AND SO REMOVING ONESELF 

FROM THE LEARNING PROCESS  
 
PHASES OF PERPETRATOR RECOGNITION OF ROLE (Susan Dion, 2016) 

o SELF-KNOWLEDGE – The critical reflection that comes from facing truths 
o MORAL WITNESS – The bystander actively witnesses either unjust acts or victim 

testimonies 
o WHISTLE-BLOWING – Wherein one reveals the “Open Secret” 
o LIVING OUTSIDE THE LIE – Saying what one really thinks according to one’s conscience – the 

refusal and inability to return to former passivity and complacency 
 
MOVES TO INNOCENCE (Tuck & Yang, 2012)  

o CLAIMS TO NATIVE ANCESTRY OR ADOPTION (which absolves us of guilt and any corresponding 
need to act or change) 

o COLONIAL EQUIVOCATION (homogenizing all forms of colonial oppression resulting in the 
absorption and potential loss of the Indigenous colonial experience) 

o CONSCIENTIZATION (decolonizing one’s mind -- becoming critically conscious without 
specifically honouring Indigenous rights or territories) 

o AT RISK-ING / ASTERISK-ING INDIGENOUS peoples (identifying Indigenous peoples as “at risk” 
(of extinction, of ceasing to exist as Indigenous peoples) or including them only 
minimally in public policy considerations – exemplified as an asterisk * in the footnotes 
sometimes because the population size of Indigenous peoples is viewed as negligible 
relative to other populations)  

o RE-OCCUPATION OF LANDS (with the aim of “fair” wealth redistribution for all – without 
regard for the fact that these are Indigenous lands) 

 
QUESTION: EVEN AS WE ATTEMPT TO ENGAGE IN RECONCILATION IN CANADA, WHAT DEFENSES 

MIGHT WE HAVE THAT INTERFERE WITH THE JOURNEY?   

 
REFERENCES 
Dion, S. D. (2009). Braiding histories: Learning from Aboriginal peoples’ experiences and perspectives. UBC Press. 
Dion, S. D. (2016). Mediating the space between: Voices of Indigenous youth and voices of educators in service of 

reconciliation. Canadian Review of Sociology/Revue canadienne de sociologie, 53(4), 468-473. 
Tuck, E. & Yang, K. W. (2012). Decolonization is not a metaphor. Decolonization: Indigeneity, Education & Society, 1(1). 
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The Workshops 

Workshop #1: Reconciliation as Relationship with a Significant Other 

 “Think of reconciliation as a relationship with a significant other.”  

With this off-the-cuff remark, Liz laid down what was to become the foundational 

metaphor for our (the research participants and myself) thinking about reconciliation.  

Spoken at the first workshop62, the metaphor captured not just the attention of the 

participants but the complexities and personal nature of reconciliation. Liz said it as we 

were reviewing the “Lenses for Thinking About and Engaging in Truth and 

Reconciliation” – about half-way through the workshop. This was after Liz and the 

participants were introduced and after participants had shared questions about 

reconciliation and in some cases shared thoughts about what they “need” in the 

reconciliation relationship – the latter being in response to Liz asking us a question 

about this63. It was said, in part, to help us “make it [reconciliation … the quadrants and 

the questions on the “Lenses” handout] personal.”64 It was also said because Liz wanted 

to emphasize that reconciliation as relationship should be a loving and kind relationship. 

As Liz observed, it’s common for Settlers involved in reconciliation to speak of “we” – 

what “we” have done (that is shameful) and what “we” have to do and change. As she 

                                                           
62 Liz attended the first workshop but not the other two. In this way Liz, and her contribution to this 
research were acknowledged and she and the participants were able to meet which I believe was 
important. If she had been present at all of the workshops I suspect it would have been too easy for all of 
us, myself included, to look to her for constant guidance instead of wrestling ourselves with the 
challenges of reconciliation as relationship.  
63 One participant explicitly stated a personal desire or need for “guidance” in the reconciliation 
relationship. Others spoke more generally about a need for non-Indigenous peoples to learn from 
Indigenous teachings and priorities. 
64 As stated by Liz Stone at this first workshop. 
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said, “it’s not easy and there’s things we don’t like but we work through it. We all have 

roles and responsibilities in the relationship. In relationship, we need to accept our 

humanity.” 

As adults ranging in age from 30-something to 70-something, we laughed at 

some of Liz’s analogies but we were all able to grasp the significance of reconciliation as 

relationship with a significant other. Viewed as such, reconciliation as relationship 

means we are going to have to work hard to keep the relationship strong.  And to 

paraphrase Liz, “you can’t always expect your partner to tell you what to do in the 

relationship. Sometimes you just have to figure it out.65” 

Workshop #2: Lenses for Thinking about & Engaging in Truth and Reconciliation 

 The focus of this workshop was to share “take-aways” from the first workshop 

and to practice using the “Lenses” and/or Medicine Wheel frameworks to think about 

new learning/issues. Specifically, we examined the issue of removing John A. 

MacDonald’s name from public schools. Working in partners, participants reviewed one 

of two perspectives and practiced considering the perspectives through the lens of 

either holistic truths, personal reflections, cultural self-analysis or taking action. Use of 

the Medicine Wheel framework was explicitly included in the personal reflections lens 

but was also used by some of the participants considering the issue using a different 

lens. The purpose was to try to approach issues from different perspectives (i.e., one of 

the four quadrants), with each perspective corresponding/responding to observations 

or critiques made by Indigenous peoples about Settler engagement in reconciliation. 

                                                           
65 Also said by Liz at this first workshop. 
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Participants had 45 minutes for this activity and so this was simply an opportunity to 

approach learning or thinking about a topic/issue in a different way.  

Workshop #3: ReconciliAction and Going Back to Relation 

 The final workshop explored the nature of action in our reconciliation 

relationships. In preparation for this workshop, I analysed the transcriptions and my 

workshop journals from the first two workshops. From these, I discerned several 

apparent tensions related to reconciliation and action. After discussing these with Liz, I 

shared my observations and her responses with the group using the contrasting 

metaphors of Reconciliation Road (this emerges frequently in the language participants 

and myself use when we talk about reconciliation) and Reconciliation as Relationship (as 

per Liz’s reminder to “always go back to relation”). Figures 11 and 12 illustrate these 

metaphors as they were visually presented during the workshop.  

In responding to the questions and tensions I observed around reconciliation and 

action, Liz noted that there are many types of actions in relationships and that these 

actions can be thought of as: 

• “seen” (e.g., public events put on by the TRC Bobcaygeon group), 

• “unseen” (e.g., reading, practicing using the “lenses” or “medicine wheel 

teachings”), 

• “direct” (e.g., writing to government officials, joining the Water Walks or 

otherwise being present, donating funds), and/or, 

• “indirect” (unpacking our personal baggage, engaging in dialogue with others)  

(personal communication with Liz Stone, September 18, 2017).  
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Figure 11: Reconciliation Road 

 

 

   

Must act Must get 
action "right"

Need for 
relationship Desire to act even in 

the absence of 
relationship

What we SAY (e.g., 
land restitution, 
nation-to-nation 

relations, ...)
What we DO (e.g., land 
restitution, nation-to-

nation relations, ...)

Engaging in 
dialogue with 

others, sharing, ...
Uncertainty about 

how to do so 
effectively

Awareness of our 
Settler privilege Uncertainty about what 

to do about/with this 
privilege
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Figure 12: Reconciliation as Relationship 

  

Is there baggage I 
need to unpack? 

 
Is the disconnect 

between my words 

and actions a “move 

to innocence”? 

 
What action will I 

commit to 
today? 

Can I relate this to 
other difficult 
situations? For 

important 
relationships, I 
need to push 

through. 
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I shared Liz’s thinking with the group.  

After this, participants had an opportunity to self-select how to spend the 

time remaining before our closing Sharing Circle. Some chose to explore Settler 

Defense Mechanisms – particularly Tuck and Yang’s Moves to Innocence. Others 

reflected on the actions they could take to support reconciliation – or reconciliAction 

as one participant put it. For some this included reflecting on what gets in the way of 

taking action – “unpacking some baggage” as Liz would say. Another channeled her 

energy into drawings which she later shared with us. In so far as the workshops 

aspired to “meet participants where they are at”, this final workshop aimed to give 

them an opportunity to think about this for themselves and respond accordingly.  

CHAPTER 6: RESEARCH FINDINGS 

 The research findings are presented here using a relationship framework. The 

essentiality of relationship for reconciliation has emerged as the key learning for the 

participants (and for myself) in this research. The relationships outlined in this chapter 

emerged from the data collected from the surveys, the Sharing Circles and my field 

notes. In this chapter the focus is on presenting the findings as articulated by the 

participants and from my observations. The discussion regarding the effectiveness of the 

workshops in terms of reconciliation from Indigenous perspectives is found in the next 

chapter. 

As I deepen my understanding that relationship is the means by which 

knowledge is created and understood, I am also coming to view the intentional 

prioritization of a relational framework as essential to my attempts to decolonize my 
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thinking and by extension, this research. The use of relationship as the framework for 

presenting the findings (simplistic as it is in the form that I present it here), also feels 

respectful to the participants, to Liz and to the knowledge we are collectively creating in 

that it acknowledges the intimacy of the shared research experience.  

 Over the course of this research several metaphors were also shared. For me, 

the beauty of these metaphors is in the resonance of their poetic expression of a 

personal perspective. I present them here to introduce the different relationships66 and 

to simply share them beyond the confines of our research group.  

Reconciliation as Dance: Self in-relation 

Reconciliation is a dance, right relations is the music. We are called to dance 

even though we may unwittingly step on toes. Participant 

 “What do you need in the reconciliation relationship?” With this simple 

question, Liz challenged our Settler research group to make our engagement with 

reconciliation personal. Reconciliation as relationship means that all involved bring their 

needs, their hopes, their insecurities and their ideas to reconciliation. For several 

participants, the question, particularly since it came from Liz,67 felt like permission to 

think about ourselves. For most participants, this was the first time they had explicitly 

considered their own needs. Some found this to be a liberating opportunity to express 

the uncomfortable reality of being associated with the oppressor and of constantly 

                                                           
66 The metaphors are not intended to be a perfect match with the relationship they introduce though in 
some cases there is clearly a connection. They are included primarily for their poetic insights into the 
thinking of this research group. 
67 At this point, I simply note that Liz’s involvement “as an Indigenous person” lent a sense of validity and 
permission to the question. Our Settler desire for such validation and permission is discussed later. 
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questioning the legitimacy of our presence here “at home”. The reluctance to voice this 

discomfort often connects to our sense that whatever our feelings, the consequences of 

the relationships between Indigenous peoples and Settlers in Canada has been and 

remains  far worse for Indigenous peoples … and so who are we to express our 

challenges … our needs?  In the post-workshop survey, one participant wrote, “I now 

understand that I am also part of the relationship and that my needs have validity too 

(although I still feel guilty about voicing those needs!)”.  

 In terms of what those “needs” are, the desire to be in right-relation, to learn 

from Indigenous peoples and a desire for guidance were expressed. The latter two 

needs were sometimes communicated as stemming from deep felt concerns that the 

values of mainstream Settler culture are superficial and destructive and that we need to 

embrace a deeper, more meaningful and more in-relation way to be in the world. 

Although some participants referred to Settler relations with Indigenous peoples as 

shameful (and deplorable), shame was not identified as a motive for engaging in 

reconciliation. 

Having framed reconciliation as relationship (thanks to Liz), a question that 

remains for some participants is, “why don’t we push for more relation [with 

neighbouring Indigenous communities and people]?” What’s getting in the way? 

Prioritizing action over relationship was identified as a reason by some participants. One 

participant wrote, 

I need to constantly reflect, not just act in solidarity, but reflect on the reasons 

behind my actions (or non-actions) and reflect on how to build better 



140 
 

 

relationships with the Indigenous communities in our area. I need to constantly 

question whether I am doing enough to make change happen.  

Uncertainty about how to initiate such relations and/or discomfort about 

intentionally seeking these relations (e.g., because we know we shouldn’t expect 

Indigenous people to “help” us and because we don’t want our needs to be the main 

motivation for the relationship) were other obstacles for some participants.  

Introspection around what prevents some of us from taking more direct action, 

particularly with Settlers, yielded similarly personal responses. One participant shared 

that a fear of not being liked, wanting to be respectful of others, prior training to listen 

to other without judgment and fear of aggression based on life/work experiences were 

impediments to speaking out and taking action.  Furthermore, three participants 

expressed uncertainty about how to effectively respond to people who don’t care about 

or who are actively resistant to reconciliation. In the post-workshop survey, these 

participants listed the following as ongoing challenges and questions with respect to 

reconciliation: 

• “engaging Indigenous folk & Settlers who have no interest in 

reconciliation, no desire for understanding or relationship with the other” 

• “I do not know when to just give up when I am talking to a friend, family 

or associate who does not want to know about First Nations. They are not 

interested in being in relationship. They just want them and me to be 

quiet. My anger/dismay can be overwhelming.” 
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• “How can I talk with people resistant to reconciliation (& asshole bigots) 

to have broader perspective or new ways of thinking?” 

These represent both actions and deeply personal challenges for these 

participants. It also represents, I think, an important focus for future reconciliation 

education. 

 Other opportunities to explore our relationship with self in this research included 

preliminary consideration68 of Medicine Wheel teachings (in particular, recognizing that 

our responses and reflections can be emotional, spiritual and physical in addition to 

mental), and the Settler Defence Mechanisms. As participants had some choice in terms 

of where to focus their attention, their input (data) about these is inherently diverse.  

Three participants expressed a sense of affirmation in response to the 

opportunity to include emotional and spiritual “thinking” in their engagement with 

reconciliation. Two participants specifically wrote that compared to before the 

workshops, their responses to the aspects of reconciliation that are difficult, 

uncomfortable or otherwise challenging are more “emotional/spiritual” including 

“checking in on my spiritual self more – which I rarely did”.   

Of those who examined Settler Defence Mechanisms, all identified Tuck and 

Yang’s (2012) Moves to Innocence as being the most challenging and relevant to where 

they are currently “at” and requiring further consideration. On the post-workshop 

survey one participant wrote that he was left with the question, “How am I engaged in 

                                                           
68 In three workshops, with participants engaging in different activities and different foci, our engagement 
with these processes and frameworks is inevitably “preliminary”.  
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Moves to Innocence? I have been adopted [into an Indigenous community], am I doing 

enough – owning my responsibilities?”  Another reflecting on the aspects of 

reconciliation that are affirming, inspiring and/or encouraging wrote,  

the process is inspiring and encouraging and moves people to question why we 

are involved and ask are we making a difference? But it is also jarring – taking us 

out of our comfort zone – a positive thing! The move to innocence was 

interesting – we cannot just throw up our hands and say, “I am not guilty!” if we 

are not daily, constantly questioning our role in colonization. We are all 

colonized but how do we decolonize and restore lands, dignity, share wealth, 

etc.? 69 

Embracing the unsettling nature of our relationships to reconciliation (e.g., with self, 

others, land, knowledge and action), even as it causes us discomfort, was a common 

response in this research. The following quote from a post-workshop survey reflects this 

and also demonstrates the interconnectedness of these relationships: 

almost all of the reconciliation learning process was challenging and made me 

uncomfortable at times. But that is fine with me – and only deepened my 

commitment and resolve. Trying to understand Indigenous ways of seeing, 

learning, looking with different lenses, the medicine wheel, other teachings. 

These challenge my western, Settler view of learning, [of] seeing the world. 

                                                           
69 Lest this sound like Tuck and Yang’s (2012) colonial equivocation, this same participant also stated, 
“these Moves to Innocence were interesting to look at for me today and I think a few of us were 
discussing that the tension we’ve had, you know, we’ve been fighting all oppressions elsewhere in the 
world, in the country, within our workplaces but, you know, we have to recognize the uniqueness of the 
Indigenous colonial experience even though we’re looking at all colonial oppressions and I think that’s, 
that’s a good point to come back to.”   
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So even as the research findings are divided into five relationship categories for this 

thesis, in actuality, they are not mutually exclusive but rather intrinsically linked.  

Whether inspired by Tuck and Yang’s article or the workshop conversations, 

several participants noted the need to reflect further on our privileged status as white 

Settlers and how our culture and upbringing affects our thinking and expectations. This 

includes asking ourselves, “How am I going to determine and monitor intention behind 

any action or interaction? Is this motivated by ego – by needing to be seen, appreciated, 

acknowledged for being on the “right” side, etc.?” It also includes “becoming aware of 

how I am colonized, how my ancestors (and I) have been impacted by colonization and 

how I am perpetrating this.” Some participants extended this questioning process to the 

very act of considering their own needs in reconciliation identifying the tension it can 

create. As one participant stated,  

… when Liz put out the invitation to make it personal, I was like okay – 

but I still have this conflict – everybody in this room, we have privilege. 

So we can afford to think in “I” and if anything comes up about – you 

know, about what happened – we can default to “well, I didn’t have 

anything to do with it” ... there’s something about the systemic aspect of 

what’s happening here so we need to keep in mind the “I” and the “we” 

… I think a lot of what’s keeping it in place is the “we”. 

In reflecting on the questions we have about reconciliation after the workshops 

(in comparison to before the workshops), the following quote captures the essence of 

what several participants wrote, “perhaps [I have the] same questions but I am thinking 
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differently – much more reflective, [I am] constantly questioning my own motives, 

actions, relationships, etc..”  

Finally, one participant noted, reconciliation is complex – it requires reflection 

and action in multiple spheres and in diverse areas. That said, it does not need to be 

complicated; we need to resist the paralysing view that reconciliation is unduly 

problematic and difficult. While a different participant wrote that the “workshops 

reinforced the complexity of the issues”, another participant, in response to the 

question about what elements of reconciliation remain “difficult, uncomfortable or 

otherwise challenging”, wrote, 

[that] there is no “there” to get to – no way of determining progress. What lays 

before us is complex not complicated. You cannot pull on one thread and 

untangle the ball of string – knots may happen and the thread you are pulling 

may make other threads get involved70. 

Whereas the challenges of reconciliation can seem overwhelming, the reframing 

of reconciliation “to make things more personal, to take it back to relationship, to ask 

myself about my own motivations and what I needed from the relationship”, is, as this 

same participant wrote, “the continuous dance of relationship – Perhaps an antidote to 

complexity.” 

 

 

                                                           
70 In talking with the participant further she shared that this quote references ideas from an article by Will 
Allen, Complicated or Complex – Knowing the Difference is Important, which can be found at 
http://learningforsustainability.net/post/complicated-complex/. 
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Two Tipped Canoes: Relationship with other People 

I’ve come to see reconciliation like this – there’re are two groups of people 

and our canoes have tipped over … and we need to work together to figure 

out how to put them upright again. Participant 

 In the context of reconciliation, relationship between Indigenous peoples and 

Settlers is perhaps an obvious requirement. The participants in this research have 

varying degrees of relationship and connection to Indigenous peoples ranging from 

adoption into a First Nations community to close friendships to emerging relationships 

that are directly connected to local reconciliation efforts. Some of the obstacles to these 

person-to-person relationships are outlined above. For those with minimal direct 

relations there is a “tension around acknowledging the work we need to do on our own 

without expectation from local Indigenous peoples to guide us ... but also fostering 

meaningful relationships.” In response to uncertainty about how to foster these 

relationships if they don’t already exist, Liz reminded us that it’s a simple as coming 

together on things we have in common – we just need to put ourselves out there 

sincerely and the rest will follow. One participant identified this as a new or unexpected 

take-away from the workshops – “that it is up to me to start building relationships with 

Indigenous people …”. For participants with existing connections to Indigenous peoples 

and communities, the centrality of relationship to reconciliation was specifically 

identified as affirming, in part, as one participant wrote, “because I have invested in 

many relationships.” 
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 In addition to these very personal relationships, there is a sense that respectful 

relations with Indigenous peoples in the national context requires active support for 

Indigenous governance in its various manifestations including nation-to-nation 

governance. The question of how to support Indigenous governance as Settlers remains 

as an area for further personal and collective consideration and action. 

 Almost half of the participants at some point during the research articulated that 

their thinking of reconciliation had shifted from being about “righting wrongs” to 

“reconciliation as relationship.” Righting wrongs is still an important part of 

reconciliation. However, when it comes to righting wrongs, questions of where to start, 

how to effect change in the thinking of others and the sheer multitude and magnitude 

of wrongs to be righted can be overwhelming. Reconciliation as relationship reframes 

the challenge. As Liz said at the first workshop, reconciliation as relationship isn’t 

necessarily about the participants making relations “right” but about making them 

“better.” In response to the reframing of reconciliation as relationship, one participant 

shared that in relationship, you “can work through some differences that are pretty 

heart wrenching.” Another participant wrote, “Before the workshop I did not have the 

commitment involved that comes with thinking about my relationship with Indigenous 

persons or nations as that of a ‘significant other.’ … I would have liked a ‘fix’ -- e.g., 

restitution of money or land that would have resolved all issues. Now I see it as a long 

process that needs commitment and involvement by everyone with no ‘end’ in sight.”  
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 Another key finding of this research is the value of coming together as a group to 

share our ideas, our feelings and our hopes. Almost all participants expressed that they 

drew strength and energy from this group experience as the following quotes, illustrate: 

• “… it requires effort to build all these relationships. That’s one thing that I’ve 

come up against. That’s maybe one of the uncomfortable things that’s come up 

through these workshops or just going to the pow wow on the weekend uhm, it 

requires effort and sometimes it’s just easier to say that my life is just rolling 

along just fine. I can just roll over in bed. I’m comfortable. I’ll just forget about all 

this you know, ... but it’s harder to do that with the knowledge I have now but it’s 

also easier to do it when there is some support.” 

• “I just want to say how grateful I am to be part of this group. Particularly helping 

us ... and also for the feeling [of being] in a really safe environment where you 

can actually reveal some of your innermost thoughts.” 

• “I now have a group of like-minded people I can consult if I am in a difficult 

situation; I have people I can go with to a March, a sunrise service or speaker 

event; so an ongoing support group via TRC is very important.” 

• “[My] questions [about reconciliation are] different [now] because I have 

changed. And because I have been loved and supported by this group. I feel 

respected speaking. I feel great respect for the people in this group. There has 

been real sharing.” 

• “The issues are so serious and painful that to deal with it on your own is 

paralysing. I think this has given me hope. My creative fire has been rekindled.” 
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Whereas self in-relation requires that we value our feelings even as we work 

through difficult and unsettling questions about ourselves and our culture, our 

relationships with other people give us direction and the energy and courage to keep 

going. 

A Radical Kernel: Relationship with the Land 

So when I started doing my drawing, I think that’s where I started, this 

sort of kernel of, of hatred – and what is that?... to me it’s like this little 

hurt, this painful thing and that we all have, I think, and that it seeps out 

into destructive behaviour when we are not sharing. Participant 

 Relationship with the land (and by extension, waters and nature) was a 

consistent theme throughout the research. Sharing of thoughts about land generally 

related to one of the following three streams: i) the connection between land ownership 

and racism, ii) personal relationship with land, and iii) repatriation of lands. 

 The relationship between private land ownership and racism emerged primarily 

from the Sharing Circle discussions. Two participants in particular regularly spoke about 

how racism is based on the theft of lands. Another shared the “kernel” metaphor above.  

As is often the case, the opportunity for one person to share his or her thoughts 

becomes an opportunity for others to listen and learn.  One participant shared his 

experience of learning about the connection between racism and land from a visiting 

doctor who spoke at a conference several years ago,  

she helped me up in Canada, made the point that if racism was simply 

peoples’ attitudes we could eliminate it in one generation.  But it’s 



149 
 

 

systemic. It’s based on the theft of land on two continents ... and so 

there is this thing that runs really, really deep in our culture. 

Later he connected early immigration to Canada to the loss of common lands in Europe 

acknowledging that there are “so many issues that really go back to land ownership.” 

The connection between Settler desire for land (past and present) and the unfair and 

inhumane ways that Settlers and their governments have been in relation with 

Indigenous peoples in Canada is an understanding that most participants were aware of 

coming into the research. What was new for some is the understanding that by 

extension, the desire for land is at the root of racism against Indigenous peoples in 

Canada … making our relationship with land in Canada, as Settlers, even more complex. 

Partly in response to this, one participant remarked, “I think it’s really good to keep 

questioning ourselves around that ... the private ownership of land – where does it take 

us?” These insights and questions about land are pertinent as we consider how to 

engage with other Settlers for reconciliation and what actions to prioritize. 

 A desire and need for better relationship with the land/nature was expressed by 

most participants. For some, this is viewed as a deeply personal relationship. For others 

it is a response to the widespread violence and disregard for nature they observe in 

modern times. As noted by one participant in the post-workshop survey, “relationship 

goes beyond person-to-person.” It entails a “sustainable relationship of humanity to 

nature.” Whether emphasis is placed on capitalism’s greed or the common western 

perception that humans exist outside Earth’s web of ecological relationships (both views 

were expressed in the workshops), the desire to create a better, deeper relationship 



150 
 

 

with the land emerges from a recognition that status quo relations with land/Earth are 

destructive. It also grows out of a sense that traditional Indigenous relations with the 

land are more respectful and sustainable. In reflecting on reconciliation and these 

differing cultural relationships to land, one participant wrote in the post-workshop 

survey, 

Boundaries are still an issue for me and I think [they are] for 

reconciliation as well. History is Settlers claimed land, First Nations did 

not have same “lens”. Land was not about boundaries. Relationship to 

land was not about control/power over. 

Finally, all participants acknowledged the importance of land repatriation as a 

key concept in their understanding of reconciliation. In response to the following post-

workshop survey question: 

Q. 59 from pre-workshop survey -- I expect that reconciliation will challenge me to 

risk or be willing to give up something that seems important to me at this time.  3 

weeks later – Do you have any inkling as to what this might be?  

One participant wrote, “Land, land, land.” 

Others identified questions such as “How can we possibly have Reconciliation 

when we are living on stolen lands?”, “What does restitution look like?”, “How do we 

begin repatriating lands?” as questions they are left with after the workshops, 

occasionally expanding on this to ask, “How can I personally help make it happen? Yet 

another participant wrote,  
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the “notion that ‘systemic racism is tied to theft of lands’ lends to 

questions about returning lands – this has also been an “awakening” 

[and it] gives a deeper sense about possibility of land like [the] “Boyd 

property71” or to speak with significant other about what their priorities 

would be. 

Of course, identifying land restitution as a key concept doesn’t necessarily lead to actual 

land restitution. As one participant identified,  

I think we might be moving to innocence if we just say, well, it’s up to the 

governments to restore Indigenous lands or it’s up to those you know, 

who are, who are fighting those battles right now – what are we 

prepared to do personally? 

Furthermore, although land restitution is deemed important, for some, the 

question is “How do we begin to look at restitution?” not necessarily, how do we do it.  

As one participant shared, “… I’m not in that radical position and, I don’t know – to give 

it all back, to give the lake back, I just don’t see that. So restitution of land is certainly a 

big challenge.”  

 

                                                           
71 The “Boyd property” is located in the heart of Bobcaygeon. It is thought to been a mishkodeh (clearing 
or meadow) created by Anishinaabe prior to the arrival of European Settlers (Burns, 2016). After 
settlement, entrepreneur, Mossom Boyd, constructed a substantial estate on the land. The Boyd mansion 
was eventually destroyed in a fire and subsequently demolished. The land, though still privately owned, is 
once again a meadow. In addition to this land, there is also an island that for generations was known as 
“Boyd Island” (and undoubtedly as Chiminis long before that). Its last private owner donated 95% of the 
island to the Kawartha Land Trust. Community members and supporters raised one million dollars to 
maintain the land in its natural state in perpetuity. There has been discussion by some of the research 
participants about exploring the possibility of repatriating these lands to local First Nations. 
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A Grain of Manoomin: Relationship with Knowledge  

So I was helping with the wild rice harvest – a grain of rice fell into the canoe 

– I was going to chew on it – but it went down the wrong way and I ended up 

choking on it – so it was quite an experience – kinda spoke to me about the 

respect that needs to happen in all this ...  Participant 

In terms of relationship with knowledge, three themes emerged from the 

Sharing Circles and surveys.  The first theme, articulated variously by all participants at 

one time or another can be summed up in the expression, “We don’t know what we 

don’t know”. This was expressed both as an acknowledgement that we know that we 

have much to learn and as a critique of what we are not learning in the public sphere. It 

belies a sense of vastness to what we don’t know and uncertainty about what the 

learning will entail. Furthermore, in our conversations some participants spoke of an 

awareness of how our culture’s knowledge is sanctioning destruction and violence, both 

of peoples and of nature. In all cases, participants expressed a willingness and desire to 

continue to learn -- again, even when it makes us uncomfortable. In addition to the 

obvious need to continue to deepen our knowledge and understanding of Canadian 

history, participants included the need to continue to learn more about Indigenous 

understandings and teachings and to view our Settler cultures from different 

perspectives. For most participants, these are not novel ideas. Instead, new learning was 

simply in the details of the shared resources and references – particularly Indigenous 

sources -- both formally as with the workshop handouts and informally through the 

conversations among participants. When the workshops drew to an end, several 
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participants identified continuing to seek out diverse Indigenous voices as an internal 

responsibility – an action they need to undertake in the reconciliation relationship. One 

participant commented,  

I also think that expecting “help” from an Indigenous person to explain things to 

me or educate me [is] unfair. I can do this and come to the table informed, 

having reflected and then listen. I also think that when consultation is 

appropriate, it should happen, be respected and be incorporated – there is a 

time and a place. 

For other participants, the need to seek out information was also about expanding, 

deepening and even challenging their thinking. As one participant wrote, “I need to 

constantly read and re-read many of the Indigenous writers and readings we have 

looked at in these workshops – not one truth but many truths.” 

Questioning of what is meant by “truth” or “truths” is a theme that emerged at 

various times in the research. Several participants identified the conception of “holistic”, 

“multiple” and/or “personal” truths as being very important – not only for the 

perspectives they contain but in their power to challenge the common Eurocentric 

assumption that there is one truth. In the context of considering varying perspectives 

during the second workshop, one participant commented that, “It feels good -- feels 

more truthful to include more perspectives.” Four participants specifically identified 

multiple truths as being a new or unexpected take-away from the workshops. These 

participants wrote about “looking through different lenses”, “two-eyed seeing”, “the 

value of understanding the many truths of something, seeing the inter-connectedness of 
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things”, and the “duality/polarizations [of Western thought] versus wholistic72, 

traditional perspectives.” The awareness of multiple truths even within the diverse 

community of Indigenous peoples challenges us to listen, learn and then respond in 

relationship. This is no easy task. As one participant wrote, “Since there are many voices 

from both various political, cultural parties and from many individuals in many 

Indigenous communities, groups, nations – how do I navigate? How do I listen? How do I 

make sense of all of these?” Although these are the words of one participant, they 

reflect the thoughts of several participants. They represent where some of us are “at” in 

our relationship with knowledge; we acknowledge the need to learn more, to consider 

multiple truths and perspectives and to question the style of thinking we have been 

accustomed to most of our lives – we just aren’t sure what to do next.  

 The final theme that was voiced consistently throughout the research, in terms 

of our relationship with knowledge, was a growing awareness of how we may 

unconsciously perpetuate colonial and Eurocentric hegemony through our thinking and 

language. Several examples of such thinking were identified during this research. One 

example is Settler society’s adherence to capitalist norms in which, as one participant 

observed, “economics trumps everything else – why doesn’t happiness, our health, our 

wellbeing or a healthy environment trump? Why [are they] not valued?” Another 

participant wrote, “reconciliation within capitalist system is/will be extremely difficult if 

                                                           
72 Whereas I have written “holistic” at various times in this thesis, “wholistic” is used here as it is a direct 
quote from one of the post-workshop surveys. 
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not impossible.”73 Indeed, it is precisely capitalism’s intrusion into the terms and 

metaphors that we use without thought that was concerning to some participants. Liz 

commented on this at the first workshop, on  

being conscious of the words that [we] use … breaking down the language and 

unpacking that baggage and even when I say, ‘the work that I do’ – what do we 

associate work with? – something we have to do, something that we are 

obligated to do …. 

During the workshops, we would sometimes pause to either carefully select words or to 

rephrase what we had just said. “Buying into” an idea was sometimes replaced with the 

more thought-out, direct and honest wording, “agreeing with”. The loaded language of 

reconciliation “work” was replaced with “a calling that is part of my personhood”.  The 

unconscious replicating of capitalist norms in the language we use is but one example of 

the relationship between language and thinking and the knowledge that is created from 

the interaction of the two74.  In consciously reframing reconciliation as relationship, we 

are challenged to shift our thinking about reconciliation as well as our language and 

expectations and inevitably our knowledge and understanding of reconciliation. During 

the research there was sometimes talk about figuring out what “the” best action to take 

might be, questions about “how to possibly do all the work necessary” and what the 

                                                           
73 For further reading on the topic of capitalism and the Canadian Settler state’s framing of reconciliation 
as “economic investment” by the Canadian Settler state, see Robyn Green’s (2015) The Economics of 
Reconciliation: Tracing Investment in Indigenous-Settler Relations. 
74 Perceived scarcity of time is another example. Expressions such as “there isn’t enough time” and “out of 
time” both reflect and reinforce the capitalist conception that time is limited and therefore needs to be 
measured and managed in order to maximize production. I think this relates to the western ideal of 
efficiency. Ironically, I also think that the desire to be efficient in teaching can create inefficiencies when 
we consider the breadth of teaching undertaken in schools relative to how much students actually retain. 
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“end goal” of reconciliation is. When we think about reconciliation as relationship, 

instead of something we need to do or achieve, then the incongruence of these habits 

of mind becomes apparent. In a relationship, there is no one “best” or “one” right action 

to take. In a relationship one person can’t do “all the work necessary”. And in 

relationship there is no “end goal.” What there is in relationship though, is commitment, 

dialogue and thoughtful caring action. Or as Anishinaabe scholar, Lana Ray describes it, 

“an ongoing goal that is constantly renewed by relationships of living together in 

respectful and peaceful co-existence” (personal communication, April 1, 2018). 

ReconciliAction Art: Reconciliation, Relationship and Action 

Taking action for reconciliation is kinda like a painting – you can’t paint 

for a buyer. You just have to paint – put it out there and if only a few 

people understand it, that’s a start … Participant 

 All participants very clearly stated their desire to take meaningful action for 

reconciliation. Furthermore, all participants had taken some kind of action related to 

reconciliation prior to the workshops (e.g., attending Water Walks, attending or 

organizing a vigil for Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls in Bobcaygeon, 

being part of the TRC Bobcaygeon group, etc.) and had plans to continue to be actively 

involved in reconciliation in the future. The findings presented here however, are not 

based on their actual actions but on their thoughts about action as shared during this 

research.    

In the previous chapter I briefly referred to tensions that emerged during the 

first two workshops regarding reconciliation and action. These tensions arise when, in 
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the context of action, uncertainty, a disconnect between intentions and action and lack 

of direct relationship with Indigenous peoples are examined.  By tension I simply mean a 

feeling of being pulled in different directions resulting in a sense of inconsistency or 

discrepancy. Figure 13 illustrates these tensions in the order I discuss them here (which, 

for reasons of logical flow, differ from the order they were originally presented to the 

participants for discussion during the final workshop). 

 The first tension is between the desire to take action for reconciliation and the 

sense that we need to get the action “right.” For some this meant that there are right  

actions and wrong actions and we want to be sure that we don’t mistakenly do a 

“wrong” action. As one participant shared early in the research,  

I think that my reluctance to get involved is that I don’t have the kind of strategy 

that is both personal and something that is going to move the process forward so 

that I don’t mess it up for the people that are actually struggling to get ahead 

and to get change and social justice out of this country. 

At times, there was also a sense of there being “a” right action -- one action that truly 

makes a difference; one action that is the key to transforming relations and to bringing  

about reconciliation.  Ironically, these notions of right action(s) – particularly the 

conception of one right action – can keep us stuck in inaction (or at least limited action) 

as we try to determine what they or it might be. In response to this Liz directed us back 

to our relationship with ourselves and the baggage we need to unpack about ourselves. 

As she said, we just need to relate this to other difficult things in life where it is 

important to push through. Yes, we will make mistakes. And we will learn from them  
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Figure 13: Reconciliation Road Revised 
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and get past them. If the relationship is important we need to go for it and put ourselves 

out there (personal communication with Liz Stone, September 18, 2017). Here again, 

reframing our thinking to reconciliation as a relationship with a significant other restores 

perspective. Imagine if we never acted in a relationship for fear of not getting it right! 

Thoughtful action is required as is listening and communicating. 

 Recognizing the imperative to talk about reconciliation with others – with family, 

friends, acquaintances and even people we don’t know – and uncertainty about how to 

do so effectively is another tension. Effective communication as discussed in these 

workshops is communication that is heard or taken in – even if only as a seed of an idea 

at first. A significant part of the challenge of communicating effectively is our own 

emotional response during these sometimes-difficult conversations. At various times 

about half of the participants talked about how conversations with Settlers who have no 

interest in reconciling or who are openly racist left them feeling angry and frustrated75. 

While these encounters are discouraging and stressful, the predominant response from 

the participants is that they will continue to engage in dialogue. As one participant 

wrote, “speaking the truth even when it is uncomfortable in ‘Settler’ settings” is a key 

element of her role in the reconciliation relationship. Still, there is a desire for guidance 

on how to do so more effectively. “I would like to explore ways to counter racist or 

colonial attitudes in the people I meet in my community without alienating them and 

further entrenching them in their views,” wrote one participant on the final survey.  In 

                                                           
75 In sharing these feelings, participants acknowledged that they are obviously not alone in feeling this 
way, commenting at times on how painful and provoking it must be for Indigenous people engaged in 
these discussions. 
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response to this challenge, Liz reminds us that it’s “just talking” and that “we have to be 

willing to talk – any conversation is good – take all opportunities!” Whereas the difficult 

and emotional conversations stick with us, we are reminded that we have the 

opportunity to plant the seed of reconciliation in all of our conversations – even in the 

brief conversations and even in the easy ones.  Nonetheless, effective communication 

remains a challenge for at least three participants (as discussed above) who at the end 

of the research identified learning strategies for effectively engaging in reconciliation 

(and related) discussions as something they want to pursue.  

 A third tension identified during the workshops was the tension the exists 

between recognizing that as Settlers, particularly white Settlers, we have privilege – that 

life is easier for us than for many others in our society – and our not knowing what to do 

about or with this privilege. For some there was a sense that if we are not risking our 

privilege then perhaps we aren’t doing enough. Maybe we are only taking actions that 

come easy to us, betraying a lack of deep commitment. Liz’s answer was short and to 

the point, “Use your privilege as your superpower!” (personal communication with Liz 

Stone, September 18, 2017). Liz reminded us that our voice is heard so we absolutely 

must use it76.  This further reinforces the importance of being out there talking about 

reconciliation, about Indigenous resurgence and about the related topics that some 

Settlers are not yet aware of and that others may be resistant to. Accompaniment and 

presence is another way to use our privilege. One participant who has been assisting 

with the local manoomin harvest shared that one of the Indigenous people he was 

                                                           
76 In writing this, I am not justifying our privilege – just acknowledging it for what it is.  
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harvesting with “spoke about how allies being present does change the dynamic with 

people launching their boats and neighbours talking on either side.77” As Settlers, 

perhaps we cannot easily risk or shed our privilege but we can put ourselves out there 

and try to use it for something meaningful. 

Thus far, a desire to get our actions “right” and uncertainty about how to act 

have been identified as sources of tension. A possibly related yet distinct tension is one 

that becomes evident when a disconnect is observed between what we say and what 

we do. Whereas all participants voiced support for restitution (and for most this 

included land repatriation) and for nation-to-nation relations between Indigenous 

peoples and Canada, there were few examples of direct actions that had been taken to 

try to make these a reality. As with the previously identified tensions, the purpose of 

explicitly considering this tension is to first become aware of it – to “name” it. In doing 

so, we are then faced with the task of figuring out what it means -- or if not its meaning, 

then figuring out what to do about it. In the limited time of our workshops, we did not 

delve deeply into its meaning. For most participants who responded to this tension, the 

focus was on rectifying it; beginning to think about how to take action for restitution, 

land repatriation, increased Indigenous autonomy, etc.. Overall participants recognized 

that saying we support something is not the same as actively working toward making it a 

reality. There was a strong sense that we need to take action in the areas of restitution, 

repatriation and governance. At the same time, most participants indicated a need for 

                                                           
77 The harvesting and seeding of manoomin (wild rice) by some Indigenous people has become a 
contentious issue in recent years – particularly for some Settlers with homes or cottages in these areas.  
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more information first. For example, six of the seven participants specifically identified 

learning more about and/or taking action for land repatriation as something they need 

to do. Three participants also wrote about the need to talk with local First Nations 

communities to determine their perspectives and priorities regarding restitution, land 

and/or Indigenous governance.  The desire for more information is, I think, different 

than the uncertainty that was manifested in the previous tensions which were more 

personal in nature (i.e., the questions were directed inward – How can I talk effectively? 

What do I do with my privilege). Nor was there a sense in these conversations that 

participants were focussed on getting an action “right.” Instead, having acknowledged 

the lack of action in these areas that have been identified as essential for improving 

relations between Indigenous peoples and Settlers in Canada by several Indigenous 

scholars78 most participants expressed a desire for more information precisely so that 

they can take action. 

The final tension that was observed and addressed during the workshops was 

the recognition that although direct relationship with Indigenous peoples is key to 

reconciliation,79 many of us are taking action even though we don’t have these 

relationships. As previously discussed, the reasons for this range from a life history of 

involvement in solidarities movements which focus more on action than relationships to 

uncertainty or reluctance with respect to initiating such relationships. Understandable 

as these are, it is precisely the intimate connection – the relationship – the friendship – 

                                                           
78 For example, Alfred (2005; 2009), Corntassel, Chaw-win-is & T’lakwadzi (2009), Rice and Snyder (2008), 
Simpson (2014) and Waziyatawin (2009). 
79 Again, this was an early teaching from Liz. 
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between Indigenous peoples and Settlers – that has the power to be transformative in a 

deeply personal way. Personal relationship diminishes the distance that keeps 

Indigenous peoples and Settlers as respective “others”. As it turned out, the research 

was carried out at the same time as the local manoomin (wild rice) harvest was taking 

place. In the Kawarthas this is an Indigenous tradition. The workshops also took place 

before and after the annual Curve Lake First Nation pow-wow. Although this was not 

intentional, it did have the effect of reinforcing the importance of relationships and for 

some of us, challenging or inspiring us to “put ourselves out there.” 

 At the post-workshop gathering and in the final survey, participants reflected on 

where they are at in their thinking about action. Some participants continue to struggle 

with the vastness of action to be taken as the following quotes illustrate: 

• “How do I reconcile the actions of my ancestors ... my own inaction at times 

with the legacy that I want to leave my future generations?”  

• How can we possibly do all the work necessary in the education system, in 

particular to awaken students (especially non-Indigenous learners), to what the 

truths exposed and now the reconciliation process necessary and the 

responsibilities we have personally to act to make social change happen? 

Others are still trying to find their way into direct relationships with Indigenous  

people: “Where/When are we welcome to participate/show up at events to act as 

Allies? How do I add energy to the movement to change the injustices between Settlers 

and First Nations?” And others still, are comfortable with their role in the reconciliation 

relationship or as one person called it, “reconciliAction.” 
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Regardless of “where they are at” in the comfort level with action, all 

participants expressed a commitment to continued learning and action. I feel confident 

in saying that their commitment to learning and action is not an outcome of this 

research. The participants came to this research with a commitment to reconciliation. 

However, for those who were feeling overwhelmed by the “reconciliation work” to be 

done, the reframing of this to “reconciliation relationship” has been extremely helpful if 

not transformative. Included in reconciliation as relationship, is the revitalizing and 

energizing effect of the relationships developed during this research. “I don’t feel frozen 

anymore,” said one participant during the final workshop. That, I think, is the power of 

reconciliation as relationship.  

Manoomin, The Kawarthas and Reconciliation 

In the Kawartha Lakes where the research participants live (for at least part of 

the year), manoomin, or wild rice, once filled several of the lakes for which the area is 

named. Harvesting it, curing it, roasting it, dancing it and winnowing it before finally 

storing or eating it was a process many Indigenous peoples in the area undertook 

annually. This was before the Trent Canal waterway changed the water levels making 

the lakes less hospitable for manoomin. Just over half a century ago, wild rice was 

abundant where we live and it helped nourish and sustain innumerable peoples. These 

days, many inhabitants and cottagers here use the lakes for swimming, fishing, boating 

and jet skiing. In my experience, most people could canoe right past manoomin without 

knowing what it is. For others, there is living memory of a different ecosystem and for a 
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smaller group still, harvesting wild rice, in the pockets where it is still found, remains an 

annual undertaking.  

One might ask how this relates to reconciliation research or to relationship with 

knowledge. The possible answers are vast and varied. Harvesting manoomin is an act of 

relationship with food and nature and knowledge. In the Kawarthas where it has 

undeniably Indigenous roots, this knowledge is being shared with all who wish to learn 

and some of the research participants have embraced this learning. Furthermore, the 

TRC Bobcaygeon group (recall that 5 of the research participants are members of this 

group) is actively trying to encourage respectful and caring dialogue around the seeding 

and harvesting of manoomin locally. This is because, as mentioned in the second 

chapter, efforts to restore manoomin in the Kawarthas have been met with resistance 

and in some cases outrage by some people who feel that its return threatens to disrupt 

the lifestyle they have become accustomed to here80. Given the differing perspectives, 

an understanding that knowledge is relational, that in addition to more than one 

perspective there can be more than one “truth”, might be helpful as we work through 

these challenges.  

“Know that you don’t know”, one participant wrote on the post-workshop 

survey. It’s a humble reminder to listen and learn, even – no, especially – when it’s hard. 

Manoomin again reminds us of the respect that has to happen in all this. 

                                                           
80Although the strong emotional response to threats to disrupt one’s cottage life lifestyle are clearly 
ironic, recent history teaches us that strong Settler emotions have the potential to erupt into aggression 
or degenerate into racist backlash. This doesn’t have to happen. For more information about this issue see 
Ryan McMahon’s wild rice podcast at https://www.redmanlaughing.com/listen/2017/5/red-man-
laughing-the-wild-rice-wars . 

https://www.redmanlaughing.com/listen/2017/5/red-man-laughing-the-wild-rice-wars
https://www.redmanlaughing.com/listen/2017/5/red-man-laughing-the-wild-rice-wars
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Reconciliation Pedagogy: Relationship and Learning 

If you want your children to appreciate music, you offer them multiple 

opportunities to be exposed to it over time. They listen to it. They learn 

about different instruments and maybe about parts of the instruments, 

how to hold the instruments, ... they need the opportunity to learn about 

them in different ways. It’s the same with reconciliation. Liz Stone 

(personal communication, September 2nd, 2017) 

 In this section I summarize the pedagogical elements of the workshops that the 

participants identified as most important to their reconciliation learning. I also include 

suggestions for improvement based on their input and my observations.  

Table 3 was a chart included in the post-workshop survey that asked participants 

to indicate which pedagogical elements or strategies used in the workshops “worked 

for” them. Table 4 summarizes the open-ended input (as opposed to a list provided by 

me) from participants that was solicited with “the aim of improving the effectiveness of 

reconciliation education” from their perspectives. Some suggestions were very specific 

to the interests and needs of individual participants whereas others were shared by 

multiple participants. The recommendations are included in their entirety out of respect 

for the participants and with the thought that this information may be useful to others 

engaged in reconciliation education.  

From the collective perspectives of participants, the most important pedagogical 

elements and strategies were: 1) The involvement of an Indigenous mentor in general   
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Table 3: Participant Views on the Effectiveness of Pedagogical Elements of 

Workshops 

 

Element/Strategy Very 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Not very 

effective 

Not at all 

effective 
Comment/Suggestion 

Involvement of an 

Indigenous Counsellor 

(in general, not 

specifically Liz) 

7    -her perspective opened new ways 

of thinking 

 

Participants having 

similar depths of 

understanding of truth 

& reconciliation 

5 2   -nice, but not completely necessary 

– although big differences in 

starting points might be difficult 

-economic analysis from labour 

people social activism – interesting 

perspectives 

-allowed us to learn from each 

other and move forward together 

Content tailored to 

participants 

7    -liked timely use of John A. issue 

-material amended to suit, flexible 

within workshop 

Sharing materials from 

multiple Indigenous 

sources 

5 1   - not enough time 

– I didn’t follow up with additional 

material 

-showed there is not just one First 

Nation viewpoint 

Lenses for Engaging … 

framework (handout) 

3 4   -not enough time to explore 

significance 

Lenses for Engaging … 

framework 

(examination of and 

use of it) 

2 5   -not enough time to explore 

significance 

-this could have used more time – 

it is quite academic and needs lot 

of time to absorb and then apply to 

a situation 

Contemporary Issues 

(e.g., renaming 

schools) 

6 1   - not enough time 

-liked this – don’t know 

-good debate, useful and practical 

for our work 

Comparative Readings 

– differing opinions 

5 1 1  -just too much for such a short 

period (re: not very effective) 
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Theoretical thinking 

(e.g., holistic truths, 

two-eyed seeing, …) 

3 4   -interesting, thought-provoking 

Opportunity to analyse 

one’s culture 

5 2   -could be more of this 

-not enough time to do it 

adequately 

Opportunity to self-

reflect  

 

6     

Visuals (handouts, 

sign-post drawing, etc) 

5 2    

Having scheduled time 

to reflect 

3 3    

Facilitated reflection 

(e.g., having a 

facilitator identify 

common themes) 

7     

Group/Partner 

dialogue and input 

4 3    

Sharing Circles 

 

7     -1 person identified this as the 

second most important element of 

the workshops 

Liz’s contributions  

 

7    -1 identified this as most important 

element 

-Another person stated that it was 

the most enlightening element 

 

and Liz’s involvement in particular, 2) the use of Sharing Circles, 3) content that was 

tailored to the participants in terms of “where they are at” in reconciliation and 4) 

facilitated reflection to identify emerging themes such as unanswered questions and 

tensions. These were closely followed by: 5) providing time for self-reflection and 6) 

focussing on contemporary issues.  

In terms of impediments to reconciliation learning in the context of these 

workshops, the most consistent issue, as identified by five of the seven participants was 
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Table 4: “Start, Stop, Continue” Suggestions for Effective Reconciliation 

Education 

 

Start Doing Stop Doing Continue Doing 

• Ask people to detail 
past experience with 
solidarity/community 
work at the 
beginning then move 
into the “I” – what 
we need 

• More learning from 
Elders of traditional 
values, stories 

• Explore more deeply 
– we are all treaty 
people 

• Being confident that 
the process is 
working 

• Using bigger post-
its® 

• Provide only markers 
for group writing 
(not pens) 

• Print bigger on 
materials 

• Not enough time to 
delve into all of the 
concepts presented 
in 3 workshops 

 
 

• Overly 
academic or 
theoretical 
concepts unless 
requested 

• Apologizing for 
too much 
content nor 
enough time or 
for explaining 
the process 

• Having a survey 
this long 
 

• The workshops were 
extremely worthwhile – 
keep doing the reflective 
thinking, challenging, etc. 

• Sharing circle 

• Using Indigenous 
forms/concepts of learning 
including the Medicine 
Wheel81 

• Reassuring people that their 
perspective is okay – you are 
where you are 

• Speak up 

• Continue to share own 
successes and struggles – 
open heart 

• Assess on the fly 

• Change according to 
situation 

• Consolidating input from 
participants 

• Including an Indigenous 
mentor 

• Medicine wheel adaptations 

• References for further 
readings 

• Everyone having an 
opportunity to speak & 
share 

• Small groups 

• Quiet, comfortable setting 

• Making banana bread, 

coffee and tea 😊 

• Ending with ceremony 

                                                           
81 As the Medicine Wheel teachings were not used by all participants, it was not listed on the chart in 
Table 3. For those that opted to use it, it was identified as a powerful and insightful process for thinking 
deeply and differently about issues and about reconciliation. 
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not enough time in the workshops to fully engage with the materials and processes. 

From my perspective, this is primarily the result of my providing too much material and 

choice for the time available in the three workshops. There is also a connection to the 

tension that exists between the desire to be respectful of the time commitments of the 

participants (i.e., the workshops were two hours long) and the desire to free ourselves 

of the restrictions imposed by prioritizing timelines over actually feeling as though we 

have worked through what we need to work through in order to be “done”. Throughout 

this research, I prioritized timelines because this was the agreement and commitment 

made prior to consenting to participating in the research. However, being “dictated by 

the clock,” as one participant wrote, restricted the reconciliation learning process. In 

terms of what might be better, she wrote, “I think one of the workshops in a more 

Indigenous way where the time was open ended … so we could continue the sharing 

circle until people shared all there was to share at that time.” This in itself might be a 

powerful pedagogical experience for people who have never engaged in Sharing Circles 

or conversation outside of the limitations and western norm of time lines.  

Similarly, the Lenses for Engaging and Thinking about Truth and Reconciliation 

exposed the tension between the desire to go deeply and the desire to cover a vast 

array of topics in the limited time available to us. In reference to the use of the Lenses, 

one participant said, “I want to say a very western thing – it was very efficient. Like if we 

try to get as many thoughts out going around it would have taken us all day.” Reaction 

to the Lenses framework and our one focussed opportunity to engage with it during the 

second workshop was mixed.  For some, it was a useful tool and even a reminder for 



171 
 

 

considering truths and reactions beyond what immediately come to mind, as the 

following quotes indicate: 

• “I also think it’s really useful to use the different lenses … I also really 

want to start from action ... but it is really, really important to think about 

the holistic truths and personal reflections and I think particularly people 

who come from movement building, we’ve kinda shied away from the 

personal reflection side of things and I think it does have real value.” 

• “I think it’s very valuable and I don’t think it’s completely western in 

terms of the linear, I think because especially with us we considered the 

medicine wheel – under personal reflections so its there – the holistic 

truths, it’s all interconnected, I think it’s just a different way of showing it 

here but I think the experience or the way we are considering it, 

especially the listening … the listening to each other … I think it works 

well” 

• “I wanted to say something about the final thing – about taking action. I 

think that is the most useful thing, to go through the rest of it82 … I think 

starting in this kinda of a way you develop a tactical sense about where 

people’s heads are at. It’s not a question about just leaping it on 

somebody as we are prone to do when someone disagrees with us but 

rather understanding where their heads are at and why their heads are 

the way they are. So I’m really comfortable with this process.” 

                                                           
82 i.e., consider the other three quadrants (“types of truths) before taking action. 
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This latter point was affirmed by another group member who similarly suggested that 

the value of the Lenses framework is in considering the holistic truths, personal 

reflection and cultural self-analysis before taking action. This way we avoid being 

“impulsive” and jumping to action without a deeper consideration for what is wanted 

and what is needed. 

Although one participant spoke of feeling “energized and uplifted” after the 

Lenses framework activity, the density of the Lenses framework as it was presented in 

the confined time of the workshops was an obstacle for participants. One participant 

stated,  

[it] seems a bit cumbersome and imposed but I do see the value of it and ... it’s 

just ah, in entering into it and owning it, that’s just the feeling, but I do see the 

value in a short time in bringing in all those pieces. 

Another added, “I think that doing this with more time and in a group would be helpful 

– I don’t know that I could have the rigour to do this myself.” Finally, for one participant, 

the Lenses framework seemed too theoretical and the process for using it during the 

workshop was unnecessarily restrictive.  

I find the whole set up here a little academic and the language and everything. I 

have trouble with the term holistic truths and ... I enjoy the breaking up, talking 

to [other participant’s name] was great. But I think we touched on everything. I 

mean, I don’t think we stuck to holistic truths because we ended up talking 

about cultural self-analysis and personal reflections and even taking action – I’m 

having trouble staying in a box. I think everything that came out of this is really 
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useful. What I’m learning is perspectives by hearing everyone else. That’s making 

the most impact on me rather than the language or the structure that is laid out 

here.  

Her final point – that the most important or compelling element of the 

workshops is the sharing of perspectives – is born out in the data above as well.  All 

participants ranked the Sharing Circles and Liz’s input above the Lenses framework in 

terms of effectiveness. As another participant wrote, “I find the “sharing” by listening to 

each other in circle has been key.” This brings us back to relationship as pedagogy. The 

elements of learning that the participants most consistently commented on and for 

which there was broad agreement, were precisely the pedagogical elements related to 

relationship. For example, participants cited the importance of feeling secure as we 

tackled difficult and sometimes unsettling learning. The following quote from the post-

workshop survey captures the perspectives shared by various participants, “the sharing 

with others in a safe environment were very important elements of the learning 

experience. It inspired hopefulness and optimism.” As another participant described it, 

“I felt able to be myself.”  

Our relationships with others are vital to reconciliation learning. In the context of 

this research, this includes the relationships between participants, between myself as 

the workshop facilitator and the participants, between Liz and the participants and even 

Liz and myself. The previous quotes capture the feelings of safety and respect in the 

relationships among participants and with myself. They also demonstrate the value of 

these relationships as we reflect on our responsibilities in the reconciliation relationship. 
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In the final survey, five out of the seven participants specifically commented on the 

strength they have received from the others involved in the research. In response to 

what has been inspiring or encouraging from this reconciliation process, one person 

wrote, “being with other like-minded people, having the sharing circles, having the 

support [and] affirmation of the group when I shared the physical/emotional impact of 

confronting prejudice in a coffee shop.” Through these relationships we learn, we share 

and we work through new and sometimes uncomfortable learning … and it is easier to 

keep doing so because we have a support base.  

In addition to affirmation and support, these relationships can act to clarify our 

thinking. As illustrated in Table 3, all participants viewed having a facilitator listen and 

discern common themes and tensions for further reflection as “very effective”. This is 

part of the educator’s or facilitator’s role in relationship as pedagogy – listen, reflect, 

discern and share. In this way, the facilitator gets to know “where the participants are 

at” and she or he can also reflect this back to the participants. With a group where 

participants are committed to the reconciliation relationship, we can even tackle what 

might be considered confrontational tensions such as the disconnect between words 

and actions and the applicability of Settler Defense Mechanisms to ourselves.  

In this research, I was fortunate enough to be able to share first with Liz and then 

with the group. This meant that I could also share Liz’s perspectives and input. Although 

participants acknowledge that seeking out and learning about Indigenous perspectives is 

our internal responsibility as Settlers, all participants valued Liz’s contribution to our 

learning. Her role was described by two of the participants as “the most important” 
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element of the workshops and “the most enlightening” element. Another participant 

wrote, 

I still benefited from the challenges Liz gave us all. It created a deeper learning 

experience for all of us as we examined why we were there and how we were 

expecting to act in a relationship with each other and with First Nations 

members in our community and First Nations in general. … her challenges in 

particular reminded us that the relationships are crucial and they are not equal 

so we must daily challenge the way we act. 

Finally, yet another participant wrote that in addition to Liz’s sharing of herself, she 

appreciated, her role in “taking things out of the conceptual, mental realm – bringing in 

words that I later realized were traditional teachings” to foster “a manageable, real 

human person-to-person framework.”  

This “real human person-to-person framework” was Liz’s general framing of 

Reconciliation as Relationship and her specific description of “reconciliation as a 

relationship with a significant other.” These conceptions were immediately embraced by 

participants and by me. Although we “tried out” the Lenses for Engaging and Thinking 

about Truth and Reconciliation, the Reconciliation as Relationship framework had 

several advantages over the lenses. Firstly, it is Indigenous in origin -- as such it is 

personal and relational. The latter point is perhaps obvious given the metaphor. 

However, it is precisely because it stands in contrasts to the western tendency to 

introduce distance through theoretical rather than relational frameworks, that it is 

effective and potentially transformative.  The Lenses framework intended to expose 
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participants to more diverse understandings of truth and the activity in the second 

workshop aimed to have them try engaging with these ways of thinking. However, it was 

inherently theoretical in the way it was presented, and it required more time to use 

genuinely. Relative to the somewhat “cumbersome” and “academic” Lenses framework, 

Reconciliation as Relationship is easier to remember and easier to use; we simply direct 

ourselves back to considering our needs and roles in important relationships and try to 

apply these to reconciliation.  

The observation that it is easier to remember and use in no way diminishes its 

utility nor the depth to which it can take us. Firstly, rather than include personal and 

emotional perspectives, Reconciliation as Relationship in this research, started with the 

personal and emotional – our needs in the reconciliation relationship. In the context of 

relationship with a significant other, the fact that perspectives will differ at times (for 

lots of reasons, not just personal and cultural), that historical challenges impact the 

present, that emotions run high and that actions speak louder than words (though 

words have their place) are obvious to all who have persevered past the high of early 

relationship passion.  

With relationship always close to our mind and hearts, the unsettling 

considerations that Settler Defence Mechanisms might apply to us, that we might be 

involved in Moves to Innocence or that we might not be as engaged or active in the 

reconciliation relationship as we think we are or want to be – are easier. Not necessarily 

easy … but easier. When we approach reconciliation from perspectives that are outside 

of relationship such as righting wrongs, closure, etc. – all of which can be seen as 
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impersonal or unrelated to “me” – the unsettling personal challenges that emerge can 

come as a complete surprise and they are, I think, easier to resist. In relationship 

though, self-examination is expected. We don’t need to be convinced of the necessity 

for self-reflection in relationship. And in relationship, we have support as we wrestle 

with uncomfortable ideas and observations. In our workshops, we supported each other 

by listening and by sharing. In these ways, reconciliation as relationship makes difficult 

and uncomfortable learning easier. To me, Reconciliation as Relationship inherently 

embodies Lederach’s notions of personal responsibility and acknowledging relational 

mutuality (2005, p. 35). I state this here not because Reconciliation as Relationship 

requires external (Western) validation. Instead, just as there are many ways to learn 

about and experience reconciliation (as per Liz’s quote at the beginning of this section), 

so too, there are many ways to conceptualize reconciliation.   

As previously stated, the main impact of the workshops in terms of participant 

thinking and connection to reconciliation was a shift for most participants to embracing 

reconciliation as relationship. With this comes notions of personal responsibility and 

“the need for more reflection on my own role in these relationships”. As one participant 

wrote, “My thinking is becoming more specific – for example, using ‘I’ and thinking of 

specific instances. [I]nstead of, ‘What can we do to help’ – [I am] asking/thinking about 

repatriating the island.” 

Furthermore, all participants reported either having a deeper understanding of 

concepts that they were previously familiar with or having found new truths or ideas to 

consider. For example, while some key words for participants changed, -- most notably 
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the addition or emphasis of the word “relationship” but also personal “lens” and “two-

eyed perspective” -- most stayed the same – “restitution”, “decolonization”, 

“acknowledging pain”, “healing”, “truth”, “learning”, “education”, “right relations”. 

However, participants reported “a deeper meaning and appreciation” of some of these 

same terms after the workshops.  

With respect to questions about reconciliation before and after the workshops, 

as was the case throughout the research, participant responses reflected where they 

were at. One person shared, “perhaps [I have the] same questions but I am thinking 

differently – much more reflective, constantly questioning my own motives, actions, 

relationships, etc.”. Another wrote that she had the, “same questions as before but I 

now understand better that restitution is a key concept in reconciliation.” In fact, 

emerging questions around land repatriation were shared by four of the seven 

participants. Similarly, the question, “How can I look at issues through an Indigenous 

lens so that I can understand if new policies, etc. aren’t merely another 

‘recolonization’?” was voiced in various ways by different participants. In describing the 

general nature of these questions around reconciliation, one participant encapsulated 

the thinking of several participants when she wrote, 

[It’s] hard to answer this question. I am more confused now because the 

questions are deeper. I might even know more in my bones. I am actually ok to a 

certain extent because it feels like fertile ground – maybe a spring time 

metaphor – turning the earth, mixing it up so seeds can germinate. 
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At the end of the workshops, participants were left with various “growing edges” 

– ideas and concepts requiring further consideration. As the participants themselves 

identified, these growing edges included using the concept of Moves to Innocence in 

“self-examination”, “recognizing [that] the lens I use to view the world is connected to 

my place of privilege”, the “need to speak truth even when it is uncomfortable” and the 

need to keep learning and keep redirecting our thinking about reconciliation back to 

relationship. Returning to Liz’s metaphors of reconciliation as relationship and 

reconciliation learning being akin to learning music the outcome of these workshops is 

that our understanding of reconciliation and our commitment to reconciliation are not 

so much altered (though again, reconciliation as relationship was a significant shift for 

most participants and myself) as they are affirmed, deepened and more complex than 

before.  

Personal Reflections as the Researcher 

The “findings” presented above summarize observations of and input from 

participants. At times I include myself in the frame of reference writing about “us”, “we” 

and “our”. However, early on in this thesis I write about Lederach’s call for honesty and 

“personal responsibility.” Later, I include Liz’s question about “our” Settler needs in the 

reconciliation relationship. Yet thus far, I haven’t included my own honest response to 

Liz’s question and I haven’t articulated my personal responsibility to reconciliation. (My) 

truth be told though, it is easier to write about others than to put my own thoughts out 

there. When I write about others I can distance myself from being personally 

responsible for the findings; after all, I am just the observer … However, commitment to 
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relationship requires a willingness to be vulnerable and to take responsibility. And so it 

is, that I share some of my own thoughts now. 

When Liz asked about our needs in the reconciliation relationship, my first 

thought was “acceptance”. I wanted to be accepted by Indigenous people. This may be a 

Move to Innocence but it was an honest response just the same. As I thought more 

deeply about the question though, my response became clearer. What I actually need, 

from reconciliation (and other relationships) is for people and all life in the world to be 

treated with respect and in a way that honours their dignity and inherent right83 to be 

themselves. It harms me – and I think it harms most people who are willing to 

acknowledge it – that humans are inflicting so much injustice and suffering. What I 

would like from reconciliation is ubiquitous love, care and harmony. In terms of a 

relationship with Indigenous peoples, what I think I want is affirmation. And if not 

affirmation, then guidance. Like several participants, I reject the popular western culture 

that presumes to represent Settler Canada and increasingly people throughout the 

world. I know that I am living on Indigenous lands and that Indigenous people have been 

murdered, harmed, oppressed, ignored and denied justice so that Settlers can control 

these lands. My primary motivation for reconciliation stems from a desire to set things 

right – to return what was taken and to begin to undo the harms inflicted, past and 

present. At the same time, I am appalled by the persistent disregard and violation of 

nature and life that has been evident for centuries due to the exploitive norms of 

                                                           
83 “Right” is not exactly the word I want but I’m not sure what to use in its place. In my opinion, unless 
there is significant harm to others, people and life should be left to be as they are without imposition and 
disruption from others. 
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colonial and now predominantly capitalist culture. The culture I have been born into 

does not represent my values. In reconciling with Indigenous peoples, we are also more 

likely to be reconciled with each other (across cultures), with other life forms on Earth 

and indeed, with our home planet. When I read about and listen to Indigenous peoples’ 

conceptions of how to be in this world and when I observe the actions Indigenous 

peoples have taken in defence of themselves, their lands and waters and of our home 

planet, I feel affirmed. There are entire peoples/cultures who live according to values 

that I sense but that my culture does not generally uphold. However, an ongoing 

challenge as a Settler is, as one participant wrote, “not knowing when my colonial 

upbringing clouds my thinking and action”. For example, in my culture there is much talk 

and indeed desire to “do good” – to help others. This has been a foundational 

framework in my life; I have had a lifetime thus far of feeling affirmed for “doing good.” 

So I was struck when during my M. Ed. Studies, I came across the following quote from 

Derek Rasmussen. In reference to the Buddha’s directive to “Cease to do evil, learn to 

do good,” and in the context of Qallunaat84 relations with Inuit, Rasmussen writes, “It 

seems as if our habit is to rush to do good without first ceasing to do evil. I think that’s 

because the ceasing part doesn’t let us maintain the fiction that we are the good guys” 

(as cited in Lupinacci, 2013). I would add that I think that most of us also don’t have the 

commitment it takes to cease to do evil. Our culture/society is directly involved in harms 

                                                           
84 Qallunaat is the Inuit term for Euro-Americans or for behaviour that is typical of Euro-Americans from 
Inuit perspectives (Rasmussen, 2002). For a humorous yet bittersweet (and for some, unsettling) account 
of Qallunaat from an Inuit point of view, I recommend watching, Qallunaat – Why White People are 
Funny. It can be viewed through the National Film Board of Canada and YouTube.  
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to others through the exploitation of humans and nature to feed capitalism and provide 

people with “goods.”85 Denial of this is as willful as the denial of the injustices in Settler 

relations with Indigenous peoples in Canada. Furthermore, ceasing evil is hard (in part 

because it is easier to consume than to create) and so doing good seems relatively easy. 

I want to try to actively do no harm instead of passively benefiting from harms past and 

present and from trying to “do good”. And so, maybe what I need is guidance not 

affirmation; perhaps what I am thinking and doing doesn’t merit affirmation. 

Reconciliation as relationship will, I think, make this clearer. 

Prior to the first research workshop, Liz reminded me that, “before going deeper 

with others, we need to go deeper with ourselves” (personal communication with Liz 

Stone, September 2, 2017). By the time this thesis is done, it will have been two years 

since I first began researching reconciliation in the Canadian context. During this time, I 

have been delving into reconciliation; immersing myself in readings and public discourse 

on reconciliation and extending myself through new relations and renewed 

commitment to action. It has been and continues to be an inspiring relationship with 

reconciliation. It is a relationship that has challenged me emotionally and awakened me 

spiritually; stimulated me intellectually and reminded me of the need to physically 

embody priorities through presence and action. As I consciously try to articulate the 

process of “going deeper with myself,” one thought that recurs is that what was new to 

me two years ago, is familiar to me now. What once challenged me, now seems 

innocuous. For example, when I first read about Tuck and Yang’s (2012) Moves to 

                                                           
85 The ironic use of this term is quite intentional. 
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Innocence, I was uncomfortable – Paulette Regan might say, “unsettled” – because I 

recognized myself in their writing. It was perhaps the first time I saw myself in the 

Settler’s mirror. Prior to this experience, because of what I felt in my heart and because 

of my small actions against status quo and often racist policies and thinking, I had 

always unconsciously assumed that critiques of non-Indigenous peoples in the Americas 

applied to other people, not me. Tuck and Yang (2012) and later Alfred (2009) 

challenged this perception. For me, their perspectives have been helpful reflections of 

the many truths of who I am.  

This research has been an opportunity to go deeper still – this time with the 

other participants and with guidance from Liz. My original sense of personal 

responsibility to reconciliation in this research was to be respectful to the perspectives 

of the Indigenous people whose voices I heard and read in my earlier research and to 

endeavour to create a meaningful learning experience for the participants. As the 

research progressed, I also had a personal responsibility to reflect on the process and 

learn from it.  Whereas above I present the “participant” findings, here I present some 

of my personal findings. I write “some” because over the course of this research I find 

myself continuously heading off in different directions – like a plant spreading out 

runners, starting new roots and all the time, growing. These “growing edges” seem too 

numerable to include here and so instead I will focus on what currently feels like the 

most significant insights. They are, of course, my insights – the meanings that I have 

created from this research experience. As Madison (2005), Creswell (2012) and others 

are mindful to point out, my perspective holds no privileged authority or status as 
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independent truth. That said, it is my hope that others find resonance with what I am 

writing here and that by sharing my thoughts I contribute in my small way to deepening 

our understanding of reconciliation.  

 Relationship is at the heart, the root and growing edges of reconciliation … and 

of everything that actually matters to me. This is the most significant personal insight 

emerging from this research. As much as this has been an affirmation of what I knew in 

terms of my priorities with my family, the relevance and inherent effectiveness of 

becoming aware of and prioritizing relationship for reconciliation, for learning and 

teaching and for living well have been an awakening for me.  In the context of this 

research, “always returning to relationship” has transformed my thinking about 

reconciliation education and research.  

How we frame observations and our thinking matters. In developing the Lenses 

framework for these workshops, my goal was to normalize an understanding that there 

are many truths and many ways to seek, create and engage with these truths. This 

understanding is in direct contrast with the Eurocentric presumption of western 

universalism. However, as I came to understand during the workshops, even the 

conception that we understand by seeing through lenses betrays an assumption that 

knowledge is “out there in the physical world” and that through our seeing the world is 

to be understood. While it is obvious that this approach to understanding has been 

extremely successful in science (i.e., the scientific method), it is not the only way to 
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perceive knowledge and create understanding.86 Lenses can be thought of as something 

we use to see more clearly; they can help us see what is usually blurry or invisible to us – 

things that are too distant, too small or beyond our innate or trained vision (e.g. 

electromagnetic rays outside the “visible light spectrum”). They can even be used to 

allow us to see how other’s see. This ability to observe what was difficult to see before is 

more in keeping with my original conception of lenses. However, as I have come to 

understand, not only is reconciliation as relationship a more inherently transforming 

framework for reconciliation, relationship as pedagogy can mean so much more than I 

originally realized.  

When I wrote earlier about relationship as pedagogy, I did so in a limited way. I 

perceived it as the learning that occurs when we care about one another, when we 

respect and are responsive to one another’s needs, interests and contributions so that 

learning can occur. What I didn’t realize is the extent to which we would learn from one 

another through our sharing of personal thoughts, emotions, experiences and insights. I 

knew that Sharing Circles are powerful spaces for learning. But I didn’t trust relationship 

to suffice as the main “activity” of the workshops. As an educator trained in western 

traditions for the public school system in Canada, I’m used to over-planning and micro-

scheduling lessons. Even as I aimed to be relational in these workshops, I held on to the 

idea that I had to provide something for the participants to learn – new material … 

unfamiliar or unexpected insights from Indigenous perspectives. In reflecting on the 

                                                           
86 I do realize that I’ve stated this before. I include it again because I really am impressed with the power 
of the scientific method, I just also feel compelled to acknowledge its limits. 
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workshops, what is clear is that most of the learning came from sharing what we had 

already learned, what we thought, what we were wondering about and how we felt. In 

Sharing Circles, participants naturally ask questions; they naturally listen (or at least they 

did in this research, newcomers to circles might need some direction on this); they 

naturally paraphrase and; they naturally personalize the learning. Having taught 

secondary school “Learning Strategies classes” – these are learning skills that don’t 

necessarily emerge naturally in Western schools but they are viewed as key to creating 

meaning, learning and remembering. The energy during the Sharing Circles felt alive – 

we were excited. Not only that, we were respectful as we listened to and considered 

each others’ thoughts. We shared as much as we received; the learning was reciprocal. 

It was relevant. And all participants had a role, a responsibility in the learning process. 

As I now understand it -- that’s relationship as pedagogy.  

Several times during the workshops I was tempted to throw away the plan – the 

main activity if you will – and have a two-hour Sharing Circle. I didn’t throw away the 

plan though – because I was concerned that participants might not “learn anything new” 

… and because I feared I’d have no “data” for my research. (This is me being honest.) So, 

although I aimed to be fluid and responsive as the “educator/facilitator”, there were 

limits. I’m not saying that doing it over, I would just show up without a plan. Nor am I 

saying that what we did in the workshops wasn’t worthwhile. However, knowing what I 

know now, if I were to do it over, I’d simplify. I’d start with where we are at, what our 

questions about reconciliation are and I’d share Liz’s reconciliation as relationship 

teaching. In fact – this is how we did start. After that we’d delve deeper into the 



187 
 

 

radical87 (for Settlers) implications of reconciliation as relationship and go from there. 

Almost all of our time would be spent listening and sharing. I might share a related story 

or teaching about the power of relationship … or I might ask others if they have 

something similar to share. I wouldn’t have dense handouts. I would still listen and try to 

discern threads, tensions … baggage. And I would still share these back with the group 

for further discussion. If I needed to, I would still ask Liz for her thoughts because her 

insights have been so helpful.  

Relationship as pedagogy as I now understand it means we literally learn through 

our shared time and conversations with others. In relationship as pedagogy, relationship 

is prioritized over content (which I initially thought I was doing but would now say I 

didn’t do as fully as I could have). Relationship as pedagogy takes the pressure out of the 

learning process because it is not so bound to pre-determined learning outcomes. Again, 

I thought I was doing this because I didn’t have specific outcomes in mind. However, I 

did stick with planned content when the opportunity to embrace relationship as 

pedagogy more fully, arose. I think that this is because relationship as pedagogy requires 

trust. It requires that we trust that we’ll learn from each other by sharing. What I’m not 

sure about yet, is if I think that relationship as pedagogy is most effective for people 

such as the participants in this research – all of whom have experience with 

reconciliation. We all came to the research with a lot to talk about. I don’t know if 

                                                           
87 My intention is to use “radical” in its many senses – as a part of a seed, to plant the idea of 
reconciliation as relationship; as being profound, in the depths this conception can take us to, and; as 
being revolutionary, in how relationship can transform our understanding of reconciliation in diverse 
ways. 
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relationship as pedagogy as I’m now conceiving of it, would work as well with the 

newcomers to reconciliation that I was originally expecting to engage with88.   

As I have already said, from what I saw and felt in the workshops, and from the 

responses on the final survey, the deepest and most effective learning (in terms of being 

memorable and meaningful to the participants) happened during the Sharing Circles. 

This alone, does not make relationship as pedagogy transformative. Lederach (2005) 

reminds us that linear thinking and action are not conducive to reconciliation yet in our 

workshops, we seemed to be inclined to viewing reconciliation linearly as in the 

conception of reconciliation as a journey. I even characterized it as “Reconciliation 

Road” at times. Liz, of course, brought us back to relationship and in doing so 

transformed our thinking. In my opinion, relationship as pedagogy is effective, and 

carries the potential to be transformative, precisely it steers us away from the 

hierarchical, linear thinking that we, as graduates of western education, are accustomed 

to. Relationship as pedagogy means we don’t have to learn A before we learn B. We 

don’t have to exclude content that is not in the curriculum. We can trust that through 

relationship, knowledge will be created and understanding will deepen.  

For example, actively embracing the concept of self in-relation – exploring and 

reflecting on our emotional, spiritual, mental and physical needs and habits – is not only 

an exercise in knowing ourselves better. Several participants noted a shift in their 

thinking about reconciliation as primarily the “righting of wrongs” to viewing 

                                                           
88 Interestingly, one of the participants commented after reading this thesis that she thinks Sharing Circles 
are ideal for all learners because they so effectively “meet people where they are at.” 
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reconciliation as deeply personal and relationship-based. The righting of wrongs is still 

present, but it exists as a natural element of relationship not the primary focus. From 

my perspective, consideration of self in-relation introduces a balance to the 

reconciliation relationship. Focussing on righting wrongs in the absence of relationship, 

even when one is motivated by a desire for justice and a sense of responsibility, lends 

itself to a sense of “helping the other”. As I mentioned earlier, this sense of “helping the 

other” and of “doing good” can be problematic. 

Relationship as pedagogy feels transformative to me because it is a radical 

rethinking of how to “educate”. Relationship as pedagogy also feels respectful because 

all involved are given equal opportunity to express and share and be listened to. From 

my partial experience of it in this research, relationship as pedagogy seems to embody 

Kirkness and Barnhardt’s (1991), Archibald’s (2008) and Bell’s (2013a) 4Rs of Indigenous 

methodology; it is intrinsically respectful, responsible, reciprocal and 

relevant/relationship-based for those involved and to the aspirations of reconciliation89. 

This makes sense given that Sharing Circles are used in Indigenous traditions as a way to 

learn, teach and understand (Graveline, 1998: Kurtz, 2013). I am not claiming to have 

                                                           
89 I am still considering the ways in which reverence is involved in this research. Kirkness and Barnhardt 
(1991) write about reverence for spiritual knowledge and one’s spiritual being in research. In the context 
of this research, the methodology aims to be reverent, respectful and responsible to one’s spirit and to 
the spiritual through engagement in sacred relations/acts and by considering one’s spiritual thoughts and 
intuitions. Relationship as pedagogy as it unfolded in this research was less intentional in terms of 
reverence. Consideration of our spiritual responses is included in the workshops but inclusion should not 
be equated with reverence. Reverence, in my opinion, requires a more intentional honouring of the 
spiritual as we learn than what I offered. That said, I sometimes find it tricky to separate the pedagogy 
from the methodology in this research … and I wonder if I really need to do so or if such categorizing is 
simply an academic habit I have picked up over the years. 
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created anything new in relationship as pedagogy. I’m simply sharing my thinking about 

it and its possibilities to transform Settler understandings.  

Early in this thesis I wrote about the well documented observation that “the 

process of learning and transformation can be painful and difficult as long-held beliefs 

and truths are challenged” and that “although transformative pedagogy is required for 

reconciliation, Settlers are generally not expecting to engage in a metamorphic process” 

(chapter three). What this research taught me is that when relationship is prioritized, 

the process doesn’t seem so agonizing. It’s still challenging and uncomfortable at times 

(as some participants expressed), but it’s not unbearable because we are not alone. I 

wrote above about the comfort that comes with exposure to new or radical ideas over 

time – like my present comfort with Tuck and Yang’s (2012) Moves to Innocence and the 

growing call for land repatriation as a prerequisite for reconciliation. Through this 

research I wanted to share some of these unsettling perspectives with participants. This 

was motivated in part by the relevance of these perspectives to Settler engagement in 

reconciliation but also by my experience of being challenged by these ideas and the 

growth I feel I’ve experienced because of it. Based on my experience and what I 

observed and heard in the workshops, the ability to consider unsettling perspectives 

collectively is helpful because we can share our reactions and thoughts and feel 

supported even if we struggle. 

Having gone through the experience of this research I am more comfortable with 

trusting that learning will happen in relationship. In addition to modifying the pedagogy, 

I would also modify the methods. I would shorten the surveys (which looked and felt like 
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school exams – an uncomfortable experience for some participants and definitely for me 

because that was not my intention) and I would prioritize the Sharing Circles. I now 

know that Sharing Circles will provide as much, and possibly more, insights into research 

as typical Western methods. This is one example of what I would call a mis-step in my 

dance with reconciliation education and research; and it is an opportunity to learn. 

Finally, one of the outcomes of sitting with initially unsettling ideas is that over 

time they become familiar, comfortable, “normalized”. There is, I think, a need to 

normalize Settler support for the challenging aspects of reconciliation which currently 

seem to be restitution, land repatriation and authentically respectful and meaningful 

Indigenous governance (even though this is a declared right through UNDRIP).90 For me, 

an added advantage of ongoing relationship with people and with ideas is that I become 

more confident. With this confidence, it is easier to speak, to act and to accept my mis-

steps; to see them as opportunities to learn. We aren’t perfect in relationships and so I 

won’t be perfect in reconciliation. But I will sincerely, honestly and actively keep trying 

to figure out what is needed. 

CHAPTER 7: RESEARCH DISCUSSION  

The premise of this research was to explore the effectiveness of the three 

workshops in terms of reconciliation as assessed or viewed from Indigenous 

perspectives.  Specifically, the original research questions were: 

                                                           
90 There is, of course, much more to do but I am limiting myself to what is immediately relevant to this 
research. 
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iv) To what extent do the workshops move the perspectives of the Canadian 

Settler participants toward meaningful reconciliation as evaluated from 

multiple Indigenous perspectives? 

v) To what extent do the workshops perpetuate colonial perspectives as 

evaluated from multiple Indigenous perspectives? 

vi) What characteristics of the learning/workshop design seem to promote 

or interfere with reconciliation? 

In this chapter, I respond to these questions. I do so firstly, with direct input from Liz and 

secondly, by connecting the research findings to perspectives shared publicly by other 

Indigenous thinkers. There will inevitably be other perspectives that could have been 

included but are not found here. I do not purport to write a definitive analysis of the 

reconciliatory impact of these workshops from Indigenous perspectives.91 Instead, my 

intention is to consider the research findings in light of some of the observations and 

critiques shared by Indigenous peoples and referenced in the third chapter of this thesis.  

Liz’s Perspective 

Liz and I met to discuss the findings of the research in January 2018. It was 3 ½ 

months after the workshops and shortly after I had shared the first 6 chapters92 of my 

                                                           
91 Not only do I acknowledge that it is not for me to undertake such an ambitious analysis, especially 
without direct input from Indigenous persons themselves, I also don’t think that a complete and 
conclusive analysis from Indigenous perspectives (or any specified perspective) is possible because 
opinions are as diverse as the people who share them. Perhaps we can aim to be more inclusive or even 
holistic in our analysis but definitive – which refers to being “done or reached decisively and with 
authority” and stems from the Latin “definit – to set within limits” 
(https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/definitive) again betrays the Western assumption that 
authoritative knowledge is desired, that it must be decisive and that it must have limits. This stands in 
contrast to Indigenous knowledge which aims to be inclusive and holistic but not absolute.  
92 Except chapter two as I had not yet written it. 

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/definitive
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thesis draft with her. We had been in communication during those months but this was 

our first chance to actually see each other since the workshops finished.93 The ideas 

expressed here are from this conversation on January 18, 2018. 

One of the first items addressed was not the answer to the above questions but 

suggestions for rewording them. Firstly, the “To what extent” part suggests that there is 

a measure that can be applied to this research such as “significantly”, “minimally”, etc.. 

While this could arguably be done, it is not my intention to do so. Also, as the research 

comes to a close, the idea that the workshops “move the perspectives of the Canadian 

Settler participants toward meaningful reconciliation” no longer felt apt. For me, the 

wording seems to imply an unintentional linearity or dichotomy in my initial thinking. 

While it is true that mis-steps have been identified in Settler engagement with 

reconciliation, reconciliation as relationship suggests that there isn’t so much a path to 

follow in order to “move toward meaningful reconciliation” – as there is a need to 

“make meaningful space” for reconciliation (personal communication with Liz Stone, 

January 18th, 2018). So the question might be restated as: Do the workshops help 

Canadian Settler participants create meaningful space for reconciliation – for example, 

by expanding our understanding, thinking and conception of reconciliation -- as 

considered from multiple Indigenous perspectives? This wording maintains the original 

spirit of the question without the same built-in Western/linear assumptions. 

                                                           
93I left October 3rd, 2017 to meet up with my partner and daughters in Chiapas, Mexico. We spent the 
next 3 ½ months with family and friends there … and of course, writing my thesis. My growing 
understanding of the essentiality of relationship in my research extended beyond the writing of the thesis. 
When opportunities arose to not only share time with family and friends but to partake in community 
celebrations, we embraced them. Valuing and strengthening relationships became our priority. 
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In response to this, Liz noted that people “tend to start off in reconciliation with 

the question – What do I need to do to make things right? What action do I need to 

take?” This belies our assumption that there is something we can do to “fix” the 

situation or relationship – to make it right, once and for all. From her perspective, every 

time the participants and I “went back to relationship – every time [we] identified 

relationship as important, as essential --  that’s meaningful, that’s a broadening.” That is 

creating meaningful space for reconciliation. As described in the findings, there is 

certainly evidence of this new understanding, thinking and conception of reconciliation 

as relationship for most participants and for myself. 

According to Liz, prioritizing relationship is crucial in part because it is non-

colonial; it is an Indigenous approach. Woven into this approach is the understanding 

that the space we make for reconciliation needs to be “personally meaningful.” The goal 

is not to simply accept other people’s conceptions of meaningful reconciliation – other 

people’s “fixes” -- but to create our own. This is not to say that we can’t learn from 

others. However, finding personal relevance and meaning is fundamental. Insofar as we 

(the participants and myself), wrestled personally with our needs, questions and hopes 

in reconciliation as relationship, we were making meaningful space for reconciliation. 

Furthermore, when we took personal responsibility for our role in reconciliation as 

relationship, we were making space for reconciliation. However, as Liz views it, while 

personal responsibility is needed, we don’t need to take responsibility “for injustices 

that are not [ours].” In her words, “individuals are trying to take responsibility for things 

that are “way up here” but we can’t. We want to shoot for stars, that’s not bad but … .” 
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To be clear, this is not an excuse to ignore systemic issues nor does it permit 

complacency when others (such as elected officials or even corporations) abuse their 

power. Instead we have a personal responsibility to be aware of and to respond to these 

injustices. In essence, she reminds us to take personal responsibility for what we are or 

are not personally doing in the relationship today but not for the actions of others.94  

In terms of perpetuating colonial perspectives during the workshops, the main 

observations that Liz made is that whenever we seek definitive answers from someone 

else and whenever we look for acts to single-handedly bring about reconciliation, we are 

perpetuating colonial thinking. In response to the first observation, Liz and I discussed 

how the seeking of answers and wisdom from external sources instead of from within is 

a fundamental feature of Western education. We are conditioned to seek information 

and insights from others (e.g., teachers, texts, “experts”) and we quickly learn to distrust 

ourselves (our thoughts, our feelings, our experiences) as a primary source for learning 

and understanding. Furthermore, in Western cultures we typically focus on what we 

believe we know (as evidenced by our report cards, certificates and diplomas), who we 

know and what we have done. Traditional Indigenous learning is centred around what 

and who we don’t know and what we haven’t done. Even as we look inward to make 

sense and meaning from our learning, we also attribute and acknowledge when the 

                                                           
94 In reflecting on this later (because I struggle with the elements of this related to land), I took the notion 
of personal responsibility back to relationship with a significant other. In doing so, my personal 
responsibilities became clearer and I likened trying to take personal responsibility for the actions of others 
to trying to take personal responsibility for the abusive or rude actions of a family member. His or her 
actions are not my personal responsibility. However, it is my personal responsibility to respond to this 
behaviour rather than just letting it continue and to try to understand how this behaviour has impacted 
my partner and possibly even our relationship. 
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knowledge we carry was shared with us by someone else. Personal meaning emerges 

not from passive acceptance of teachings but from mindful and heartfelt personal 

reflection on received teachings in union with one’s prior knowledge and lived 

experiences, thoughts and feelings. As I’ll discuss shortly, this probably speaks to why 

Sharing Circles are so effective for learning in general and perhaps for reconciliation 

learning in particular.  

Returning to the observation that seeking definitive answers about reconciliation 

from others is a colonial approach, we are again reminded to reframe reconciliation as 

relationship. Although in relationships we may seek answers from others, we know that 

we will get diverse answers because no one answer exists. No one perspective exists. As 

stated much earlier in this thesis (and again, the original source was Liz), when it comes 

to our role and understanding of reconciliation, we just have to figure it out ourselves. 

Be in-relation – yes; listen to others – yes; but we also need to take personal 

responsibility for our learning, our engagement and our actions as we do so. 

Similarly, the notion of one act, such as a workshop per se, to “make it all better” 

is as misguided in reconciliation as it is in a relationship with a significant other. At my 

stage in life, I certainly don’t entertain the view that there is one act that would suffice 

in a relationship forever. I think that the “one right act” idea stems from viewing 

reconciliation as something we need to do rather than as a relationship we are in. 

During the workshops we addressed various tensions around actions. Although we are 

aware that the concept of there being one right action is misguided, Liz suggested that 

we need to be vigilant. Some ideas and actions can be more shine than substance if 
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embraced without dialogue and forethought around the systemic and relational effects 

of the action. Yet their shine is alluring and we are drawn to them. Land repatriation is 

an example of this. Land repatriation is arguably an essential element of reconciliation. 

However, Liz suggests that land repatriation should not be viewed as a personal 

responsibility for Settlers. We do not personally need to hand over the lands in our 

possession. Not only do we not “need” to hand over lands, we should be aware that if 

we do so, we may end up causing more headaches and work for the Indigenous 

community the land is given to as they are forced to engage with government 

bureaucracies to acquire the lands. Hence, the need for Settlers to be in relationship 

with Indigenous peoples to find out what their desires and needs are. What are the 

visions and possibilities they might have regarding land use and land repatriation. Hence 

the need to ask ourselves what the systemic (in terms of Canada) and relational (in 

terms of relations between local Settler and Indigenous communities) impacts of the 

action are expected to be. If it is a short-term action that does little to change things 

systemically or to improve relations in the long term, then it is probably not the 

significant act we might envision it to be95. Reconciliation is not, as Liz puts it, “about 

one big fix”. It is a relationship and if we are truly committed, then we need to be in it 

                                                           
95 I am still processing this. I understand the position and obviously nobody wants to create more work or 
frustration for Indigenous peoples. However, as a land owner benefitting from the dispossession of 
Indigenous peoples from these lands it seems that land-based action is required. As previously 
mentioned, this includes supporting Indigenous efforts to reclaim lands, to limit further privatization of 
lands, as well as rethinking the presumption of private land ownership. Also, there are examples of 
individual Settler Canadians returning lands to Indigenous peoples which some Indigenous people have 
seen as “giving substance” to the Truth and Reconciliation process (CBC Radio, 2017). Clearly, I have more 
listening and heartfelt and mindful learning about land ahead of me. 
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for the long haul – learning, reflecting and actively engaging – just like in a relationship 

with a significant other. 

In response to the question about which elements of the workshop promote or 

interfere with reconciliation, Liz identified that the times we “got outside the colonial 

framework” in the workshops promoted or encouraged reconciliation. As Liz explains, 

“the colonial way of doing things doesn’t give such rich results … we need to understand 

things differently and we need to ask ourselves how can we do things differently.” For 

example, colonial approaches to learning ask questions such as “What does ____ 

mean”? (e.g., What does reconciliation mean? What does being in-relation mean?). 

Although the terms may be connected to Indigenous peoples, the teaching strategy 

isn’t. A more traditional Indigenous strategy would be to ask, “What does ___ mean to 

me?” – What does reconciliation mean to me? What does being in-relation mean to me? 

In addition to looking externally for answers, we also turn inward. Yes, we consider the 

teachings of others and acknowledge the roles others have played in our learning, but it 

is up to us to create personal meaning. As Liz sees it, 

at the beginning [of the workshops] it was pulling other stuff – terms, processes, 

etc. – in and claiming them but now it’s kinda flipped on its side. Now I’m 

identifying this about me and this about me … this is personal and where does it 

fit. 

By asking ourselves “what _______ means to me” we are explicitly acknowledging that 

there is a connection – a relationship – between what it is that we are learning and 

ourselves.  What does the term Moves to Innocence mean to me? What does Settler 
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privilege … white privilege … mean to me? It’s not just about what the words and 

concepts mean – but how I am related to them.96 

We also spent time, “questioning ourselves and not the other or others.” This 

was the case even though we were also purposely trying to listen to Indigenous voices 

and perspectives. Such listening is necessary. It is part of the reconciliation relationship. 

Liz reminds us though, that as we listen to the ideas of others, we need to determine 

what they mean to us. For example, observations regarding the Western tendency to 

prioritize seemingly neutral universal truths and Tuck and Yang’s (2012) Moves to 

Innocence were two ideas we considered in the workshops. Learning about these 

concepts in terms of what they mean might be viewed as a Western objective.  

However, reflecting their relevance to us as we engage in the reconciliation relationship 

and how to respond to any new insights is vital. This is at once, the process of creating 

new knowledge and personal meaning and of developing the ability and confidence to 

respond to problematic thinking or reactions. As a pedagogical strategy for doing so, Liz 

agrees that Sharing Circles are very useful. It is precisely the Indigenous nature of 

Sharing Circles and their intrinsic prioritization of listening, self-reflection and the 

creation of personal meaning that make them such an effective strategy for 

reconciliation education. 

                                                           
96 The process of turning inward and finding personal meaning is not meant to imply that Indigenous 
knowledge systems are “absolutely subjective” or devoid of external truths such as natural law. In the 
context of this research, turning inward is about personalizing learning and knowledge and becoming 
aware of the relationships between what we are learning and ourselves. 
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Finally, it is also clear that Liz’s role in this research was helpful for me, for 

participants and to the aim of promoting reconciliation in so far as we were steered 

away from typically colonial frameworks and processes. However, her participation in 

this research served yet another key purpose. As Liz said, “Let’s just name it!” Her 

involvement served to “validate both [me] and the research itself”. At this point in time, 

Liz remarked, Settlers in reconciliation “get validation through Indigenous presence.” 

When I asked her about this and about the tension between needing to be in-relation 

but also the need to “figure things out for ourselves”, Liz responded by comparing the 

current Settler need for Indigenous involvement to the value of Settlers standing with or 

behind Indigenous peoples in their times of need. Relationships are reciprocal and we all 

have responsibilities. The more we understand this, the more space we make for 

reconciliation.  

CONSIDERATIONS FROM OTHER INDIGENOUS PERSPECTIVES 

In this section I aim to relate the thoughts and learning emerging from this 

research to some of the ideas and observations about reconciliation articulated by 

Indigenous thinkers and referenced in the third chapter of this thesis. The thoughts 

shared here are my interpretation of how the findings relate to their perspectives. 

Although I wonder what their perspectives of what we have done here would be, I do 

not presume to speak for them.  

In a keynote address to the Alaskan Confederation of Natives convention in 

2003, Graham Hinagangaroa Smith presented a transformative praxis that reconfigured 

the popular Western representation of transformative action: 
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Conscientization  Resistance  Transformative action 
 

 into a Maori representation of transformative praxis: 

 

 

                             Conscientization  

 Resistance 

 

    Transformative 

           Action 

 

Smith states that “all of the above components are important; all need to be held 

simultaneously; all stand in equal relation to each other” (Smith, 2003). Furthermore, as 

stated in chapter three, we can enter this transformative cycle from any position. Unlike 

the Western model, the Maori model does not presume or observe linearity or 

“progress” as we are transformed. We all have a place. There is no ranking or “stages”. 

From my observations of Settlers interested in or engaged in reconciliation, within and 

beyond this research, we, too, have a place in Smith’s transformative cycle. Some of us 

are seeking more information. Some are resisting injustice or a system/culture that 

doesn’t represent our beliefs or values. For others still, the desire to act draws us to 

reconciliation. As Smith notes, these positions are not necessarily stagnant; there is 

movement. Furthermore, we are not limited to one position.  We can be simultaneously 
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located in multiple locations. Smith’s model is pertinent to reconciliation education and 

learning, too.  For me, it serves as a reminder that there is no one end goal to the 

learning we do in relationships and in reconciliation. Whereas my original approach to 

creating workshop content and activity was linear, most of the learning that came out of 

the workshops was not from my plans but from the interconnecting web of dialogue in 

our Sharing Circles. Smith’s model provides a means for understanding our learning and 

engagement with reconciliation outside of the linear western notions of “making 

progress” in much the same way as Liz’s notion of reconciliation as relationship did. 

While I’m not advocating that we throw out Western paradigms and models of thinking, 

I am definitely saying we need to not only “make space” for Indigenous paradigms and 

models, we need to embrace them.  

Additionally, given what I have observed, I’d like to make what I think is an 

important distinction between transformative action that is directed outward and 

transformative action that is directed inward. In Settler culture, we are often eager to 

help transform others – for example, other Settlers in the context of reconciliation. Our 

action is directed outward. Supporting this transformation, perhaps through those 

difficult conversations we’ve talked about, is part of reconciliation. However, I think that 

transformative actions that change us – that are directed inward – are vital. I don’t 

mean conscientization per se whereby our understanding of power relations or social 

consciousness is honed. I mean actual actions that transform us. I propose (and I’m sure 

I’m not the first), that engaging in and awakening to a relational worldview is one such 

action.  
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The reverent omnipresence of relationship in Indigenous worldviews cannot be 

overstated. In “Decolonizing Education: A Building Block for Reconciliation,” William 

Mussell (2008) writes,  

Relationship is a key value in Aboriginal cultures; one must at all times 

recognize the value of the other and demonstrate respect and a willingness to 

discover and honour uniqueness in a relationship, whether it is with people, 

land, creatures, or the Creator. One is called upon to be open to learning and 

to become changed for the better by the other; everyone and everything is a 

potential teacher in the ongoing journey to wholeness. In relationship, one must 

be willing to take responsibility for the impact of one’s behaviour toward the 

other, as well as responsibility for managing and learning from one’s responses 

to the other’s behaviour. Each party in the relationship is equal in worth to the 

other, regardless of differences in age, knowledge levels, insight, or personal 

authority. (p. 336) 

This could have been the guiding pedagogy for this research. Instead, through the 

experience of this research, we learned what Mussell and other Indigenous peoples 

already know – that relationship is at the heart of learning.  

Dion (2009) and Tuck & Gatzmabide-Fernández (2013) observe that Settlers 

often expect comfort in their learning. No doubt this is the case for many Settlers. 

However, if the participants of this research are representative of other Settlers who 

have done the initial work of familiarizing themselves with the need for reconciliation, 

then there are Settlers willing and even seeking opportunities to be unsettled. 
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Nonetheless, in terms of pedagogical strategies, Sharing Circles promoted a sense of 

safety and care for participants as we shared and wrestled with challenging ideas; as we 

began to discuss our needs in relationship and to interrogate our assumptions (Battiste, 

2013), and our discomfort (Dion, 2009). This speaks to the observed difference between 

Eurocentric and Indigenous pedagogies. Whereas Western pedagogies typically 

encourage competition, argument and linear thinking, Indigenous pedagogies prioritize 

the webs of relationships. Leanne Simpson is a Michi Saagig Nishnaabeg writer, scholar 

and artist from Alderville First Nation. She describes how Settler understandings and 

teachings promote “a hyperindividualism that negates relationality” (2014, p. 9). Sharing 

Circles, as an example of one of countless Indigenous methods for learning, embody the 

understanding that meaning “is derived not through content or data, or even theory in a 

western context, which by nature is decontextualized knowledge, but through a 

compassionate web of interdependent relationship that are different and valuable 

because of that difference” (Simpson, 2014, p. 11). Writing in the context of Indigenous 

education, Mussell writes of the transformative potential of culturally grounded 

curriculum and teaching methods. He adds that “talking circles and storytelling proved 

to be effective methods for fostering quality teaching/learning processes” (Mussell, 

2008, p. 336). This research demonstrates that this “truth” extends to Settlers using 

Indigenous pedagogies as well. Although we may not share the direct cultural 

connection to these approaches to learning, in my experience, we do feel a disconnect 

with modern education (just ask students, peers or consider your own experience) and 

the participants in this study clearly valued and learned from the Sharing Circles. In my 
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opinion, if we truly want meaningful and transformative education, we all need to have 

the opportunities to learn and think in non-colonial or non-Western ways, regardless of 

our cultural inheritance. Indigenous pedagogies are one way to do so. Relationship as 

pedagogy and reconciliation as relationship interrupt colonial thought systems without 

us, (those with colonial habits of mind), even having to consciously think about it. It is 

not just that relationship inherently restores context and meaning to learning and 

knowledge (as opposed to the Western tradition of decontextualized education). It is 

also that we learn to trust ourselves and all that is around us – people, nature, 

experiences and so forth – to share and create knowledge. In this way our connections – 

our relationships – are perceived … acknowledged … and hopefully appreciated, 

honoured and reciprocated.  

During the workshops, participants went beyond superficial engagement with 

the learning on their own. Still, encouraging personal and critical engagement with the 

learning is an important role for the educator/facilitator (Dion, 2009). In this research, 

this was encouraged by cultivating a respectful and supportive learning environment, by 

modelling uncertainty and vulnerability and by reflecting on participant input to 

determine common themes or tensions for more intentional consideration.  

Undoubtedly, a key reason these Sharing Circles were so immediately effective is 

because of the consent of all involved. Simpson states that “[c]oming to know also 

requires complex, committed, consensual engagement … the informed (honest) consent 

– of all beings involved” (2014, p. 15). The significance of this is not merely in its 

adeptness in fostering effective learning. Indeed, the implications of the normalized lack 
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of consent in public education should be quite alarming. As Simpson observes, “if 

children learn to normalize dominance and non-consent within the context of 

education, then non-consent becomes a normalized part of the ‘tool kit’ of those who 

have and wield power” (2014, p. 15). That’s a feature of the colonial or colonized habit 

of mind. 

Given that we endeavoured to “always return to relationship” in this research, it 

might be said by some Indigenous thinkers that we have begun to “create meaningful 

space” for reconciliation. Liz Stone, Martin Cannon (2012), Susan Dion (2016b), Fyre 

Jean Graveline (1998), William Mussell (2008) and Richard Wagamese (2009) are 

examples of Indigenous thinkers that prioritize(d) relationship. Or, using my original 

wording, it might be said that the perspectives of those of us involved in the research 

have moved toward meaningful reconciliation.  

Martin Cannon (2012) writes, 

It seems appropriate to conclude by asking: what does it mean to be an ally of 

Indigenous education? I want to re-state here that it starts, not in thinking about 

colonialism as an exclusively Indigenous problem or struggle, but rather, in 

recognizing that every non-Indigenous person has a stake in colonial dominance 

and reparations. It starts by thinking about, and working to disrupt, the binary of 

self/Other that keeps us from acknowledging our differences and connections, 

making us incapable of facilitating any real change or restitution for colonial 

grievances. Change must start by troubling, and teaching others to trouble, the 
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interpersonal and institutional normalcy of things—the tendency to not name, 

know, or otherwise mark settler privilege. (p. 33) 

Insofar as we have tried to do these things in the context of this research and with the 

framework of reconciliation as relationship, we have, I think, created meaningful space 

for reconciliation. We have shifted ourselves in a meaningful way in the reconciliation 

relationship. 

Other elements of the findings seem less clear to me. Our thoughts around land 

are, I think encouraging. Although land repatriation is not a stand-alone act to right the 

many wrongs of the relationship between Settlers and Indigenous peoples, the fact that 

there are Settlers – and possibly a growing number of Settlers – seeking to support land 

repatriation is, to me, hopeful. Nationally, Alfred (2005; 2009) is a strong voice in the call 

for land repatriation. Tuck and Yang (2012) are also clear in their view that 

decolonization and reconciliation require the restitution of Indigenous lands. For me 

personally, I attended a gathering in Bobcaygeon where Gidigaa Migizi, (Doug Williams), 

a Washkigaamagki (Curve Lake First Nation) Elder and knowledge holder, drew the 

evening to a close by asking those of us present to begin thinking about returning the 

lands97. Of course, saying that we support land repatriation and taking action toward it 

are not the same. Even as Settlers try to take action, we are constantly challenged by 

our desire for immediate and visible actions. As mentioned above, personal land 

repatriation has its appeal. It’s immediate. It could easily happen in my lifetime and it 

                                                           
97 Note: I spoke to Gidigaa Migizi and obtained his permission before including his name in this context in 
this thesis. 
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feels like it could be a start in rethinking our attachment to notions of private land 

ownership and improving local relations.  It’s not enough though. As already noted, 

there is not one action that makes everything right – one action that equates to 

reconciliation. When Alfred (2005) calls for the restitution of lands he isn’t advocating 

for individual Settlers to simply return their lands. He is talking about the fundamental 

right of Indigenous peoples to be self-determining on, over and with their lands. This 

inherent Indigenous right is actively denied over and over again by Canadian Settler 

governments. In addition to the shine of individual land restitution, we need to take on 

the less shiny commitment to counter, in relationship with Indigenous peoples, the 

current government practices that seek to extinguish Indigenous rights and limit 

Indigenous land bases through “negotiated self-government” (Manuel, 2017). 

This again speaks to why reconciliation as relationship is essential for Settlers. 

We need to hear and listen to Indigenous perspectives and then live and act in relation 

with them. I recently came across a new article by Taiaiake Alfred. It’s called, “The Great 

Unlearning.” In it he writes that, 

Tinkering with or reforming existing institutions and relationships are useless. 

What we need is a fundamental shift away from a conquest mentality to a frame 

of mind that places human beings in real and lasting relationships with each 

other and the natural environment. (Alfred, 2017)  

This sounds like a natural fit with Liz’s teachings and our recent understanding of the 

centrality of relationships (with others and with the land), to reconciliation. So, in this 

there is some resonance between this research and Alfred’s views.  However, illusions of 
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transforming education sound less promising from Alfred’s perspective – and I, too, 

share this view though I try to retain a sense of critical hope … because it has to change. 

Alfred maintains his perspective that reconciliation is not what we might hope it to be. 

In his words, “reconciliation is actually recolonization because it is all about 

consolidating the territorial gains of previous generations of settler crimes, and it has 

nothing to do with transformation or even change” (Alfred, 2017). I respect Alfred’s 

work but in this case, I truly hope he is wrong. In this research, we are trying to counter 

the easy and superficial notions of reconciliation that perpetuate colonialism with 

something more substantive and real – relationship. Similarly, the focus on relationships 

should mean that we are less prone to entrapment in the politics of distraction that 

interfere with meaningful change; a concern that Corntassel (2012) specifically linked to 

reconciliation efforts. Relationships don’t require government funding. In the end, 

whether the term reconciliation is embraced or not is insignificant. What matters is 

relationship.  

CHAPTER 8: NEXT STEPS 

In this research I have aimed to respond to the TRC’s call to advance our 

understanding of reconciliation, specifically regarding reconciliation learning and 

teaching for Settlers who already identify as wanting to be actively involved in 

reconciliation in Canada. Although there are more insights that can be gleaned from the 

data, for myself, the most significant insight is the transformative potential of using 

Indigenous frameworks and pedagogies respectfully in reconciliation education; 

reconciliation as relationship and relationship as pedagogy. Unlike many Western 
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approaches that might teach about the importance of relationship, Indigenous 

frameworks and pedagogies are experiential opportunities to engage, learn and 

understand through relationship. For those of us who haven’t grown up with a relational 

framework, using it has the potential to change our understanding of how to be in the 

world. Relationships are everywhere. We receive from these relationships and we have 

responsibilities to these relationships. Awakening to this “truth” is exciting and 

enlivening. This might be considered an unexpected example of learning from 

Indigenous peoples instead of about.98 For several participants and myself, this was an 

invaluable, serendipitous insight that took us out of our Western habits of mind (be they 

justice-oriented, intellectually-oriented or otherwise) and personalized and humanized 

reconciliation.  

It needs to be stated that the concept of reconciliation as relationship would not 

have entered into this research were it not for Liz’s mentorship. I think that the 

experience of meeting and talking with her in person in a comfortable environment 

contributed significantly to our ability to hear her message about relationship; a 

message that so many others have stated before but that is not always understood or 

embraced.  Also, her analogy of reconciliation being like a relationship with a significant 

other, is easy to remember and easy to apply. It’s not that we can’t persevere with 

                                                           
98 The original context of learning from instead of about refers to questioning Settler and Indigenous 
actions, motives and narratives in the context of historical and ongoing relations between Indigenous 
peoples and Settlers in Canada (Dion, 2009; 2016a; Lederach, 1998; Regan, 2010; Rice & Snyder, 2008; 
Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015). I use similar wording here as a play on those words and to 
emphasize the difference in frameworks and pedagogies typically used by Settlers and Indigenous 
peoples. Learning about relational approaches is a typically Western educational approach. Actually trying 
to experience (albeit in a very preliminary way) relational approaches is an Indigenous approach. The 
learning from experience seems more inherently transformative.  
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conceptual directives regarding reconciliation, but her metaphor brought a sense of 

clarity and grounding to reconciliation. Without actually meaning to be playful with 

words, we could relate to what it meant and what it entailed. Undoubtedly there is 

much more to be learned and so the need for direct respectful and reciprocal relations 

between Settlers and Indigenous peoples is fundamental to reconciliation and to 

reconciliation education. 

In terms of how this research might inform public education, I think it mostly 

adds to the multitude of voices (Battiste, 2013 and Mussell, 2008 for example), calling 

for education in Canada to be decolonized. In my opinion, Indigenous knowledge and 

ways of learning need to be intrinsic to education in Canada; not an add-on but as 

foundational to education as the Western ideal of the 3 Rs99. Efforts are underway. 

Where I work, sharing circles are encouraged and for years educators have been 

directed to focus on the “big ideas” in the curriculum as opposed to discrete facts or 

details. Still, schools themselves are colonial systems and colonial structures and 

thinking are not easily changed. Decolonizing education requires a rethinking of all 

aspects of education – the why, the how, the who and even the where and the when. 

Furthermore, modern Western education seems to be as prone to fads as fashion and 

so reconciliation in schools runs the risk of being viewed by educators as just that – a 

fad. Educators100 who, like the participants in this research, are already interested and 

                                                           
99 I’d like to do a sharing circle around the implications of prioritizing reading, (w)riting and (a)rithmetic in 
education over learning through relationship. I don’t think of it as “either or” however the effect of 
prioritizing the end goal over the process seems important.  
100 Educators includes education administrators, teachers and educational assistants and their 
equivalents. 
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committed to reconciliation, can be expected to eagerly embrace reconciliation 

education. However as this research indicates, we will need opportunities to support 

each other, to learn from Indigenous mentors and understandings, to learn to be in-

relation and to even unlearn some of what we think we know as Western educators. A 

pressing question for effective reconciliation education in schools continues to be, how 

to reach the educators who are overwhelmed or disinterested. And as Battiste observes, 

all educators need to interrogate their own assumptions and location (2013, p. 106). 

Mere compliance with education policy is not enough. Reconciliation education needs 

and deserves more. And so, I repeat the need to decolonize education; to create schools 

and other educational alternatives where relationship is prioritized over industrial 

models of efficiency (i.e., content-driven curriculum, defined, linear routes to 

graduation, learning schedules “dictated by the clock”, artificial environments, …), 

where educators have done or are doing the challenging work of interrogating their 

cultural habits of mind and where Battiste’s trans-systemic education, which brings 

together the best of Indigenous and Western knowledges and teachings, has a viable 

opportunity to flourish101.  

I also feel compelled to call for new visions of education that take us beyond our 

reliance on government institutions. Yes, schools need to change but they don’t need to 

                                                           
101My call for this stems not only from a desire for reconciliation. Education in its current manifestation – 
that schooling equals learning and that one basic model – schools, grades, curriculum and credits fits all -- 
is limited. It is also limiting for many of its students. While I and innumerable students and educators have 
sensed this, people like Ivan Illich (Deschooling Society, 1971), Vine Deloria Jr. and Daniel Wildcat (Power 
and Place: Indian Education in America, 2001), Marie Battiste (Decolonizing Education: Nourishing the 
Learning Spirit, 2013) and Nicole Bell (Just Do It: Anishinaabe Culture-Based Education, 2013b) have been 
writing about it, proposing real alternatives and in some cases, “just doing it.”. 
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be the only patron of learning.  Alternative conceptions exist.102 So the question then is 

what other possibilities exist? How do we take them out of the realm of the theoretical? 

Or, how do we grow them here, at home? We need to “just do it” in the same way that 

Nicole Bell created an Anishnaabe Culture-Based school in Burleigh Falls, ON – half an 

hour from Bobcaygeon (Bell, 2013b) and in the same spirit as Alfred (2005), Alfred and 

Corntassel (2005) and Leanne Simpson (2014) and others are just doing Indigenous 

resurgence and land as pedagogy. We need to just do it because it is essential to the 

transformation of relations in Canada. We need to just do it because if we wait for the 

government, or the education system or someone else to do it, another 50 years will 

pass and there will be little change.103 Transformative reconciliation education is a 

Settler responsibility. Not exclusively – it is after all a relationship – but undeniably; it is 

a role we need to take on. 

This research also demonstrates that there are Settlers who crave to deepen 

their understanding of reconciliation – even when the learning is unsettling and 

challenges their assumptions about Canada and about themselves. It affirms the 

perhaps obvious value of creating safer and more caring learning environments for 

reconciliation to encourage sharing and learning and to provide support for when we 

feel discouraged or overwhelmed by the challenges of reconciliation in Canada. It also 

provides some insight into the kinds of learning some Settlers are seeking: more 

opportunities to learn about their culture from unfamiliar perspectives (i.e., “cultural 

                                                           
102 See previous footnote. 
103 Re: It has been almost 50 years since the federal government of Canada agreed to Indian Control of 
Indian Education and it’s still being discussed and still not the “norm.” 
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self-analysis”), strategies for talking about reconciliation with uninterested or resistant 

Settlers and for addressing racism effectively, and more opportunities to be in relation 

with and to learn from and alongside Indigenous peoples.  

This research was also an attempt at creating and using a reconciliation research 

methodology. If others find the methodology or its intent helpful, then I hope they will 

reflect on it, make suggestions about it and find a way to create a methodology that 

meets them where they are at. 

As this thesis draws to a close, I’m left with many questions seeking answers. For 

me, I wonder for example, how reconciliation as relationship can or is being used for 

those difficult conversations with reluctant, resistant and/or racist family, friends or 

community members. How do we create conversation instead of conflict with these 

peers? I wonder, too, about what might be a radical reconciliation idea to me now …  or 

to others (or to you the reader). I ponder this because I recognize the value of being 

unsettled by thoughts that challenge me to think or to see myself or my culture 

differently. It’s like a cleanse for the colonized. In my mind, it relates to Manuel and 

Posluns, 

The colonial system is always a way of gaining control over another people 

for the sake of what the colonial power has determined to be ‘the common 

good.’ People can only become convinced of the common good when their 

own capacity to imagine ways in which they can govern themselves has been 

destroyed (1974, p. 60). 
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I feel compelled to interrogate my existing conceptions of what is for “the common 

good” (Whose common good?, What do we mean by “good”?, …) and ask if I can’t 

imagine something better.  In terms of pedagogy, this might be the quote that begins a 

two hour Sharing Circle … or however long it takes to share what needs to be shared. 

Familiarity with these ideas and with taking actions lends to our becoming more 

confident and more comfortable with them. In this way, we normalize reconciliation. 

Normalizing meaningful reconciliation is, I think, another one of our key responsibilities 

in reconciliation as relationship. 

These questions about how to talk with others and about normalizing 

reconciliation are pressing to me. This is primarily because I want relationships in 

Canada to be better – fairer, more respectful, more reciprocal and more caring. I’m also 

aware that in Australia, official recognition of Settler violence appeared to coincide with 

the “return of neo-conservatism and a relegitimation of anti-Indigenous sentiment” 

(Henderson & Wakeman, 2009, p. 22). I don’t want this to happen in Canada. Yet I know 

people who share those perspectives and so either way, skills for patient and thoughtful 

dialogue are needed. 

As a final thought, I return to questions about the power of language and its 

relationship to knowledge and to our understanding of the world. I wonder if I haven’t 

actually been saying things wrong all along. Perhaps it isn’t the passive reconciliation as 

relationship; relationship as pedagogy. I think that what I should have noticed and what 

I should have said is this: Reconciliation is relationship. Relationship is pedagogy. 
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APPENDIX A: Truth and Reconciliation Commission CALLS TO ACTION requiring Settler 
Education 

 
 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission CALLS TO ACTION requiring Settler Education 

 

The Honouring the Truth, Reconciling for the Future: Summary of the Final Report of the 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of 

Canada, 2015) lists 94 Calls to Action in order to advance the process of reconciliation in Canada. 

Call to Action 65 specifically calls for reconciliation research: 

 

65) We call upon the federal government, through the Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council, and in collaboration with Aboriginal peoples, post-secondary 

institutions and educators, and the National Centre for Truth and Reconciliation and its 

partner institutions, to establish a national research program with multi-year funding to 

advance understanding of reconciliation (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 2015, p. 

293). 

 

The following is a selection of the Calls to Action that require Settler education explicitly 

or implicitly (e.g., in order to carry out the Call to Action). 

 

CALLS TO ACTION 

 

1) We call upon the federal, provincial, territorial, and Aboriginal governments to commit to 

reducing the number of Aboriginal children in care by: 

… 

iii. Ensuring that social workers and others who conduct child-welfare investigations are 

properly educated and trained about the history and impacts of residential schools. 

iv. Ensuring that social workers and others who conduct child-welfare investigations are 

properly educated and trained about the potential for Aboriginal communities and families to 

provide more appropriate solutions to family healing. 

v. Requiring that all child-welfare decision makers consider the impact of the residential 

school experience on children and their caregivers. 
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24) We call upon medical and nursing schools in Canada to require all students to take a course 

dealing with Aboriginal health issues, including the history and legacy of residential schools, the 

United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, Treaties and Aboriginal rights, 

and Indigenous teachings and practices. This will require skills-based training in intercultural 

competency, conflict resolution, human rights, and anti-racism. 

 

45) We call upon the Government of Canada, on behalf of all Canadians, to jointly develop with 

Aboriginal peoples a Royal Proclamation of Reconciliation to be issued by the Crown. The 

proclamation would build on the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and the Treaty of Niagara of 1764, 

and reaffirm the nation-to-nation relationship between Aboriginal peoples and the Crown. The 

proclamation would include, but not be limited to, the following commitments: 

i. Repudiate concepts used to justify European sovereignty over Indigenous lands and peoples 

such as the Doctrine of Discovery and terra nullius. 

ii. Adopt and implement the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

as the framework for reconciliation. 

iii. Renew or establish Treaty relationships based on principles of mutual recognition, mutual 

respect, and shared responsibility for maintaining those relationships into the future. 

iv. Reconcile Aboriginal and Crown constitutional and legal orders to ensure that Aboriginal 

peoples are full partners in Confederation, including the recognition and integration of 

Indigenous laws and legal traditions in negotiation and implementation processes involving 

Treaties, land claims, and other constructive agreements. 

 

47) We call upon federal, provincial, territorial, and municipal governments to repudiate 

concepts used to justify European sovereignty over Indigenous peoples and lands, such as the 

Doctrine of Discovery and terra nullius, and to reform those laws, government policies, and 

litigation strategies that continue to rely on such concepts. 

 

53) We call upon the Parliament of Canada, in consultation and collaboration with Aboriginal 

peoples, to enact legislation to establish a National Council for Reconciliation. The legislation 

would establish the council as an independent, national, oversight body with membership jointly 

appointed by the Government of Canada and national Aboriginal organizations, and consisting 
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of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal members. Its mandate would include, but not be limited to, the 

following: 

i. Monitor, evaluate, and report annually to Parliament and the people of Canada on the 

Government of Canada’s post-apology progress on reconciliation to ensure that government 

accountability for reconciling the relationship between Aboriginal peoples and the Crown is 

maintained in the coming years. 

ii. Monitor, evaluate, and report to Parliament and the people of Canada on reconciliation 

progress across all levels and sectors of Canadian society, including the implementation of the 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada’s Calls to Action. 

iii. Develop and implement a multi-year National Action Plan for Reconciliation, which 

includes research and policy development, public education programs, and resources. 

iv. Promote public dialogue, public/private partnerships, and public initiatives for 

reconciliation. 

 

57) We call upon federal, provincial, territorial, and municipal governments to provide 

education to public servants on the history of Aboriginal peoples, including the history and 

legacy of residential schools, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples, Treaties and Aboriginal rights, Indigenous law, and Aboriginal–Crown relations. This will 

require skills based training in intercultural competency, conflict resolution, human rights, and 

anti-racism. 

 

59) We call upon church parties to the Settlement Agreement to develop ongoing education 

strategies to ensure that their respective congregations learn about their church’s role in 

colonization, the history and legacy of residential schools, and why apologies to former 

residential school students, their families, and communities were necessary. 

 

60) We call upon leaders of the church parties to the Settlement Agreement and all other faiths, 

in collaboration with Indigenous spiritual leaders, Survivors, schools of theology, seminaries, and 

other religious training centres, to develop and teach curriculum for all student clergy, and all 

clergy and staff who work in Aboriginal communities, on the need to respect Indigenous 

spirituality in its own right, the history and legacy of residential schools and the roles of the 

church parties in that system, the history and legacy of religious conflict in Aboriginal families 
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and communities, and the responsibility that churches have to mitigate such conflicts and 

prevent spiritual violence. 

 

62) We call upon the federal, provincial, and territorial governments, in consultation and 

collaboration with Survivors, Aboriginal peoples, and educators, to:  

i. Make age-appropriate curriculum on residential schools, Treaties, and Aboriginal peoples’ 

historical and contemporary contributions to Canada a mandatory education requirement for 

Kindergarten to Grade Twelve students.  

ii. Provide the necessary funding to post-secondary institutions to educate teachers on how to 

integrate Indigenous knowledge and teaching methods into classrooms.  

… 

 

66) We call upon the federal government to establish multi-year funding for community-based 

youth organizations to deliver programs on reconciliation, and establish a national network to 

share information and best practices. 

 

86) We call upon Canadian journalism programs and media schools to require education for all 

students on the history of Aboriginal peoples, including the history and legacy of residential 

schools, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, Treaties and 

Aboriginal rights, Indigenous law, and Aboriginal–Crown relations. 

 

90) We call upon the federal government to ensure that national sports policies, programs, and 

initiatives are inclusive of Aboriginal peoples, including, but not limited to, establishing: 

… 

iii. Programs for coaches, trainers, and sports officials that are culturally relevant for 

Aboriginal peoples. 

iv. Anti-racism awareness and training programs. 

 

Reference 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada. (2015). Honouring the truth, reconciling for the 
future: Summary of the final report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of 
Canada. Retrieved from the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada website 
http://nctr.ca/assets/reports/Final%20Reports/Executive_Summary_English_Web.pdf 

http://nctr.ca/assets/reports/Final%20Reports/Executive_Summary_English_Web.pdf
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APPENDIX B: Annotated Pre-Workshop Survey 

 

The Reconciliatory Impact of Community-Based Workshops for Canadian Settlers 

Preliminary Pre-Workshop Survey 

(Annotated Version) 

 

INTRODUCTION:  This is annotated version of the pre-workshop survey for my research into 

“The Reconciliatory Impact of Community-Based Workshops for Canadian Settlers. This 

annotated version of the survey intends to give insight into the purpose and intent of each 

question. The actual survey completed by the participants does not include annotation. 

SURVEY PURPOSE:  The purpose of the pre-workshop survey is to assess a baseline for each 

Settler participant in terms of her/his knowledge, assumptions, perceptions and expectations 

with respect to colonialism in Canada, Indigenous Peoples in Canada and the process of 

reconciliation. It also aims to provide data that can be used to indicate reconciliatory shift as 

determined from an Indigenous perspective.  In addition to being a tool for accessing learning 

and reconciliatory shift, the survey also serves as a pre-learning educational strategy as it 

introduces participants to topics that will be explored in the workshops and provides me with 

information about the background knowledge of participants as self-assessed by them. 

SURVEY QUESTIONS – CONTENT:  The content of each survey question connects to one or more 

of the observations, critiques and/or proposed steps toward reconciliation outlined in the 

research proposal Literature Review. For clarity, these considerations have been grouped into 

five categories. Each category is meant to embody a key consideration for reconciliation. Each 

question links to one or more category. The five categories are: 

a) Participant knowledge of historical and contemporary relations between Indigenous 

Peoples and Settler Canadians. Of the 94 Calls to Action outlined by Canada’s Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission, at least 14104 speak to the imperative that Canadians know 

about the history of Indigenous Peoples in Canada and about the Indian Residential 

Schools in particular.  This will require that many of us “re-learn” our nation’s history 

from a less biased perspective. Furthermore, several scholars of decolonization and 

reconciliation have clearly stated that considering past injustices without concern for 

current problematic relations is insufficient, and arguably, self-serving (Alfred, 2009.; 

Barker, 2003; Regan, 2006; Smith, 2006; Tuck & Yang, 2012). 

b) Participant assumptions about what reconciliation is and how to engage in it. 

Assumptions that merit interrogation or interruption include:  

• that the past is past (Alfred, 2009; Smith, 2006) 

                                                           
104 Calls to Action # 1, 24, 27, 28, 57, 59, 60, 62, 63, 79, 84, 86, 92 and 93 (TRC, 2015). 



231 
 

 

• that historical injustices were the acts of individuals (James, 2012; 
Nagy, 2012; Regan, 2006) 

• that fundamentally we need to learn about “the Indigenous Other” 

rather than ourselves (Alfred, 2009; Regan, 2006; Smith, 2006) 

• that feeling badly about this topic is enough. (Alfred, 2009; de Costa, 
2009; Regan, 2006; Tuck & Yang, 2012)  

• that we, Settlers, need to or should help “the Indigenous Other” 

(Alfred, 2009; De Costa, 2009; Regan, 2010; Tuck and Yang, 2012) 

• that we are disconnected to past and present injustices related to 

Indigenous-Settler relations in Canada when in fact we are beneficiaries 

(Alfred, 2009; de Costa, 2009; James, 2012; McKinley, 2014; Nagy, 

2012; Regan, 2006; Snelgrove, Dhamoon & Corntassel, 2014; Tuck and 

Yang, 2012) 

• that reconciliation is closure (McKinley, 2014; Nagy, 2012) 

 
 

c) Participant Cultural-Self Analysis. Alfred (2009), Regan (2006) and Smith (2006) among 
others advocate that Settler Canadians engaging in reconciliation work need to 
interrogate not just our history but also our cultural norms and perceptions (such as our 
conceptions of development and progress -- Alfred, 2009; Regan, 2006; Smith, 2006 and 
the “othering” or “problematizing” of that which is Indigenous – Smith, 2006), our 
paradigms (Ermine, 2007; Smith, 2006) and our cultural-self concepts (for example 
“Canada the benevolent”; “the peacekeeper” – de Costa, 2009; McKinley, 2014; Regan, 
2006).  
 

d) Common self-concept preservation tactics that challenge Settlers trying to engage in 
reconciliation. Settlers have been observed to use strategies that distance themselves 
from taking responsibility for past and present colonial wrong-doings. These include the 
“Refuse to Know Mechanisms” described by Dion (2009) and Tuck and Yang’s (2012) 
“Moves to Innocence”. It has been proposed that as we try to disentangle ourselves 
from these trappings, we will need to explicitly contend with Stanley Cohen’s, “Phases 
of Perpetrator Recognition of Role”. (Regan, 2006) 
 

e) Next steps. Meaningful reconciliation requires concrete action toward authentic 

restitution and right relations with Indigenous peoples (Alfred, 2009; de Costa, 2009; 

Nagy, 2012; O’Donnell & Perley, 2016; Regan, 2006 Tuck & Yang, 2012). Tuck (2009) 

recommends using a desire-based inquiry framework. O’Donnell and Perley (2016) 

propose activities that require Settlers to juxtapose their conflicting desires (e.g., for 

continued land ownership on Indigenous lands versus a desire for just and equal 

relations with Indigenous peoples in Canada). A fundamental challenge for Settlers who 

want to engage in meaningful reconciliation is to risk their roles as bystanders and as 

beneficiaries.  

In the annotated survey that follows, the superscript letter(s) attached to each question 

indicates which of the above considerations the question corresponds to (e.g., a indicates 
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that the question relates to the background knowledge of the participant regarding how 

Settler Canadians and Indigenous Peoples in Canada have been and are in-relation). 

SURVEY QUESTION FORMAT: The survey questions consist of a combination of statements 

to which participants are asked to respond with “strongly agree”, “agree”, “disagree”, 

“strongly disagree” or “don’t know” and a checklist of terms that are key to engaging in 

reconciliation in Canada.  

Most of the statements have been designed in such a way as to try to connect the 

participant to the topic and avoid the illusion of the neutrality or separation. I-statements 

(e.g., I want …) are obvious examples of this as are the statements that include reference to 

the participant (e.g., My knowledge …). Some statements are of a more factual nature (e.g., 

most of the statements in Part 2: History). The answer to the factual statements as well as 

the “Don’t Know” option are expected to serve as discussion points linked to Dion’s (2009) 

question about who is served by our not knowing? (see research proposal for more 

information).  

The checklist is included to assess the background knowledge of the participants about 

Canada’s colonial history in a manner that is quick and non-threatening (proof of knowing 

the terms is not requested). 

Finally, the survey includes opportunities for individual input from the participants (e.g., for 

commentary, reflection, …). This is done both because it allows the process of data 

collection to be more relational (because the participant can express her/his thoughts 

instead of being confined to a static survey) and because it may provide further insight and 

information for the research process (which is relational) and/or data. 

POST-WORKSHOP SURVEY:  As stated in my research proposal, the post-workshop survey 

serves to provide evidence of a shift (or not) toward reconciliation as outlined previously 

and as assessed from the perspective of the Knowledge Keepers. The post-workshop survey 

will be completed at a Post-Workshop Gathering which will take place within a month 

following the final workshop thus allowing participants time to reflect on all three 

workshops.  For the post-workshops survey, after completing the post-workshop survey, 

participants will be given the opportunity to review their initial responses and maintain, 

change comment on and/or add to their initial responses. They will also be asked to self-

assess and comment on their reconciliation journey.  
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Name: __________________________________  

  

RECONCILIATION WORKSHOPS 2017 

PRE-WORKSHOP SURVEY 

 

__________________________________ (leave blank) Date: ____________________________ 

 

Signed consent form? (please circle response)   Yes   No   

This survey consists of two sections. In section one you are asked to respond to 60 different 

statements with either “agree”, “disagree” or “don’t know”. In section two you are asked to 

indicate your familiarity with a list of terms. 

Please note the following: 

➢ This survey was designed for workshop participants who identify primarily as Settler 

Canadians. 

➢ This survey is not about right or wrong answers. It is about your knowledge and 

perspective at this moment in time. 

➢ If you are uncertain about what the statement means, please ask. 

➢ Your input is valued. If you have questions, thoughts or otherwise wish to add a 

comment to the survey, please do so either in the margins or at the end of the survey. 

➢ The results of the survey will only be used in the research with your informed and 

written consent (as per the forms reviewed prior to receiving this survey). 

 

SECTION 1: STRONGLY AGREE / AGREE / DISAGREE / STRONGLY DISAGREE / DON’T KNOW 

Please respond to the following statements by circling if you STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, 

DISAGREE, STRONGLY DISAGREE or DON’T KNOW. If you are “uncertain”, please select the 

answer that seems to be the best fit. 

PART 1: SELF 
 

1. The majority of my ancestors are non-Indigenous to Canada and have come from a different country 
sometime in the past 600 years. plus criteria for participation, d  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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2. I identify myself as a Settler Canadian. plus criteria for participation, d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
3. I have or think I have Indigenous ancestors or family. d     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

4. I often wish I was Indigenous or part of an Indigenous community. d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
5. I consider myself to be a supporter of Indigenous people in Canada. d    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

6. Canada’s history of dealing with Indigenous peoples is painful, shameful and wrong. d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

7. I can’t bear to listen to the stories of how Indigenous Peoples in Canada have been mistreated because it is 
too painful. b, d    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

8. I question the value of learning about the history of Settler and Indigenous relations in Canada because we 
can’t change it. b, d      

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

9. Indigenous people in Canada are a broken people because of traumas such as the residential school system 
and there doesn’t seem to be any way to fix them. b, c, d     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

10. I have benefitted and am benefitting from Canada’s colonial history. b, d    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
11. I want to learn more about reconciliation in Canada as it relates to Indigenous and non-Indigenous people in 

Canada. b   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
12. I want to be part of the reconciliation process in Canada. b, d, e     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

13. I believe that I have a fairly complete understanding of the history of relations between Indigenous and 
Non-Indigenous peoples in Canada. a, b, c    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

14. I believe that I have an unbiased understanding of the history of relations between Indigenous and Non-
Indigenous peoples in Canada. a, b, c    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

15. With the exception of the Indian Residential School system, I believe that on the whole, the Canadian 
government’s historical relations with Indigenous peoples have been just. a, b, c, d    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

16. The past is past and it’s not really relevant to today’s issues. a, b, d    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
17. I believe that on the whole, the Canadian government’s current relations with Indigenous peoples are just. a, 

b, c, d    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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18. I believe that the Truth and Reconciliation process starts with me as much as it starts with any other person 
in Canada. b, d, e   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

19. We need to examine our own Settler culture in Canada and change it if we really want Canada to be 
reconciled. b, c, d    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 
20. I have a good understanding of my own Settler culture’s worldview (how we create knowledge, our norms, 

assumptions and values) and how they differ from Indigenous worldviews (generally speaking). c   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
21. The way that governments in Canada have been in-relation with Indigenous Peoples in the past and even 

today has nothing to do with me. b, c, d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
22. The injustices and abuse endured by Indigenous People in Canada were and are the acts of individuals; they 

are not a reflection of Canadians in general. a, b, c, d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
23. People talk about times being “different” in the past and that’s why Settler relations with Indigenous 

peoples have been so one-sided and unfair but I don’t think that this is an adequate excuse for or 
explanation of what has happened in Canada. d   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

24. I often make other Settlers uncomfortable because I am so outspoken about how we (as a nation) have 
oppressed Indigenous Peoples in Canada. d 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

25. I think that it is more important for me to learn about Indigenous Peoples than for me to learn about my 
own culture if I want to be part of the reconciliation process. b, c, d    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

26. My knowledge of Indigenous Peoples in Canada is influenced by mainstream media and education. a, c 
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
27. My knowledge and understanding of Indigenous Peoples is the result of person-to-person interactions with 

Indigenous people. a, c    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
28. I feel that I am also a victim of Canada’s colonial history. d   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

29. I wish that conditions for Indigenous Peoples in Canada as a whole were better. a, b, d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
30. I want to help Indigenous peoples in Canada progress and benefits from modern development.b, c 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

31. It sometimes seems that Indigenous People in Canada have unrealistic demands for modern times.a, b,c,d   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
32. I want to learn from Indigenous peoples. b, e      

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

33. I find it difficult to reconcile my impression of Canada as a tolerant and peaceful nation with the reality of 
how Settlers have related to Indigenous Peoples here. a, c, d   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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34. I am aware of and understand the Indigenous concept of being “in relation”.c 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

35. I am ready to take action for reconciliation – even if I’m not sure what action needs to be taken.b,e 
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
 

 
COMMENTS 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PART 2: HISTORY & CONTEMPORARY TIMES 

36. The history of relations between Indigenous Peoples and Settlers is better in Canada than in the United 
States because early Canadian Settlers tended to be more peaceful and tolerant than early American 
Settlers. a, b  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

 
37. First Nations were conquered by the British which is why they are subject to the Indian Act of 1876. a 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

38. Although there were obvious abuses that took place, the original intention of the Indian residential schools 
was to meet the learning needs of Indigenous Canadians particularly in terms of literacy. a, c 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

39. Approximately 10 000 First Nations, Metis and Inuit students attended residential schools in Canada. a  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
40. Approximately 1% of the students at Indian residential schools died. a  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

41. Of the almost 38 000 claims of sexual and serious physical abuses at Canada’s Indian Residential schools, 
only 10% have been prosecuted. a, c   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

42. The last Indian Residential School closed in 1967. a   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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43. First Nations were “granted” the right to vote in federal elections in 1920, two years after Canadian women. 

a   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
44. Until 1951 it was illegal for First Nations people to hire a lawyer to defend their rights and it was illegal to 

organize, participate in or associate with the organizers of an Indigenous ceremony or pow wow. a   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
45. 9 out of 15 recommendations from the United Nations 2015 Human Rights report on Canada related to 

Indigenous Peoples in Canada. a, c   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
46. The term “genocide” has been used to describe the Canadian government’s dealings with Indigenous 

Peoples in Canada. a, c     
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
47. Today Indigenous Peoples in Canada have control over their lands (use and title), finances (budgeting, 

management, revenue) and social agencies (education, health care, etc.) without federal, provincial or 

territorial government restrictions.a 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

COMMENTS 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PART 3: RECONCILIATION 

48. Although mistakes have been made, overall, Canada’s history is one of peace, tolerance and compassion. a, c  

  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

49. I think that reconciliation in Canada is more about healing the current relationship between Indigenous and 
Settler peoples than about righting past wrongs or restitution (the returning of or recompense for what has 
been taken) b, e    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

50. I want to put past wrongs “right” but I am concerned about how it might affect me or my family. d  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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51. The main reason Indigenous peoples continue to struggle in Canada is because they make up such a small 

portion of Canadian society. a, b, c, d         

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

52. The restitution of lands (return or compensation for Indigenous lands) to Indigenous communities is 
unrealistic in modern times. b, c, d    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

53. Reconciliation is about closure – about getting beyond the need to examine past wounds related to 

residential schools. b    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

54. Reconciliation will have happened when Indigenous people in Canada have opportunities to progress and 

develop in the same way that Settlers have. b, c    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

55. Indigenous peoples in Canada should have the right to live autonomously in Canada in accordance with 
their cultural values, practices and aspirations. b, e   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

 
56. I support Indigenous self-government and self-determination with powers and authority similar to 

municipal, provincial or territorial governments. b, e    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

57. I support Indigenous self-government and self-determination in a form that is equal in power and authority 
to the federal government in Canada. b, e      

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

58. I am willing to take action to support the demands or requests of Indigenous Peoples in Canada including 
ones that require compensation or restitution from the Canadian government.. b, d, e  

Agree      Disagree   Don’t Know 
 

59. I expect that reconciliation will challenge me to risk or be willing to give up something that seems important 
to me at this time. b, d   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

60. Reconciliation means respecting and actively supporting the will of Indigenous Peoples in Canada. b, d, e 
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 

 

COMMENTS 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

SECTION 2: THE LANGUAGE OF RECONCILIATION 

Please place a checkmark in front of the terms that are familiar to you (that you think you could 

describe to a friend or family member including their relevance to reconciliation in Canada). 

o Cognitive Imperialism 

o Colonial 

o Decolonizing 

o Doctrine of Discovery 

o Eurocentric 

o Hegemony 

o In Relation 

o Indian Act 

o Medicine Wheel  

o Othering 

o Paradigm/Worldview 

o Privilege 

o “Real” Native People 

o Residential Schools 

o Restitution 

o Royal Proclamation of 1763 

o Self-Determination/Autonomy 

o Settler 

o Terra Nullius 

o Williams Treaty 

o Treaty of Niagara 

o The Vanished/Vanishing/Dead Indian 

 

COMMENTS 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

REFERENCES – Please see Thesis Committee Proposal Reference List 
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APPENDIX C: Pre-Workshop Survey 

 

Name: __________________________________  

  

Date: ___________________________________ 

 

RECONCILIATION WORKSHOPS 2017 

PRE-WORKSHOP SURVEY 

 

Signed consent form? (please circle response)   Yes   No   

This survey consists of two sections. In section one you are asked to respond to 60 different 

statements with either “strongly agree”, “agree”, “disagree”, “strongly disagree” or “don’t 

know”. In section two you are asked to indicate your familiarity with a list of terms. 

Please note the following: 

➢ This survey was designed for workshop participants who identify primarily as Settler 

Canadians. 

➢ This survey is not about right or wrong answers. It is about your knowledge and 

perspective at this moment in time. 

➢ If you are uncertain about what the statement means, please ask. 

➢ Your input is valued. If you have questions, thoughts or otherwise wish to add a 

comment to the survey, please do so either in the margins or at the end of the survey. 

➢ The results of the survey will only be used in the research with your informed and 

written consent (as per the forms reviewed prior to receiving this survey). 

 

SECTION 1: STATEMENTS 

Please respond to the following statements by circling if you STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, 

DISAGREE, STRONGLY DISAGREE or DON’T KNOW. If you are “uncertain”, please select the 

answer that seems to be the best fit. 

PART 1: SELF 
 

1. The majority of my ancestors are non-Indigenous to Canada and have come from a different country 
sometime in the past 600 years.   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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2. I identify myself as a Settler Canadian.  
Strongly Agree      Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
3. I have or think I have Indigenous ancestors or family.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

4. I often wish I was Indigenous or part of an Indigenous community.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
5. I consider myself to be a supporter of Indigenous people in Canada.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

6. I consider Canada’s history of dealing with Indigenous peoples to be painful, shameful and wrong.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

7. I can’t bear to listen to the stories of how Indigenous Peoples in Canada have been mistreated because it is 
too painful.  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

8. I question the value of learning about the history of Settler and Indigenous relations in Canada because we 
can’t change it.       

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

9. In my opinion, Indigenous people in Canada are a broken people because of traumas such as the residential 
school system and there doesn’t seem to be any way to fix them.      

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

10. I have benefitted and am benefitting from Canada’s colonial history.     
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
11. I want to learn more about reconciliation in Canada as it relates to Indigenous and non-Indigenous people in 

Canada.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
12. I want to be part of the reconciliation process in Canada.      

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

13. I believe that I have a fairly complete understanding of the history of relations between Indigenous and 
Non-Indigenous peoples in Canada.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

14. I believe that I have an unbiased understanding of the history of relations between Indigenous and Non-
Indigenous peoples in Canada.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

15. With the exception of the Indian Residential School system, I believe that on the whole, the Canadian 
government’s historical relations with Indigenous peoples have been just.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

16. The past is past and although it may be tragic, it’s not really relevant to today’s issues.     
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
17. I believe that on the whole, the Canadian government’s current relations with Indigenous peoples are just.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

18. I believe that the Truth and Reconciliation process starts with me as much as it starts with any other person 
in Canada.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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19. We need to examine our own Settler culture in Canada and change it if we really want Canada to be 

reconciled.     
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
20. I have a good understanding of my own Settler culture’s worldview (how we create knowledge, our norms, 

assumptions and values) and how they differ from Indigenous worldviews (generally speaking).  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
21. The way that governments in Canada have been in-relation with Indigenous Peoples in the past and even 

today has nothing to do with me.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
22. The injustices and abuse endured by Indigenous People in Canada were and are the acts of individuals; they 

are not a reflection of Canadians in general.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
23. People talk about times being “different” in the past and that’s why Settler relations with Indigenous 

peoples have been so one-sided and unfair but I don’t think that this is an adequate excuse for or 
explanation of what has happened in Canada.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

24. I often make other Settlers uncomfortable because I am so outspoken about how we (as a nation) have 
oppressed Indigenous Peoples in Canada.  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

25. I think that it is more important for me to learn about Indigenous Peoples than for me to learn about my 
own culture if I want to be part of the reconciliation process.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

26. My knowledge of Indigenous Peoples in Canada is influenced by mainstream media and education.  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
27. My knowledge and understanding of Indigenous Peoples is the result of person-to-person interactions with 

Indigenous people.   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
28. I feel that I am also a victim of Canada’s colonial history.   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 
 

29. I wish that conditions for Indigenous Peoples in Canada as a whole were better.   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
30. I want to help Indigenous peoples in Canada progress and benefit from modern development. 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

31. It sometimes seems that Indigenous People in Canada have unrealistic demands for modern times. 
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
32. I want to learn from Indigenous peoples.      

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

33. I find it difficult to reconcile my impression of Canada as a tolerant and peaceful nation with the reality of 
how Settlers have related to Indigenous Peoples here.   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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34. I am aware of and understand the Indigenous concept of being “in relation”. 
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

35. I am ready to take action for reconciliation – even if I’m not sure what action needs to be taken. 
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
 

 
COMMENTS 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PART 2: HISTORY & CONTEMPORARY TIMES 

36. The history of relations between Indigenous Peoples and Settlers is better in Canada than in the United 
States because early Canadian Settlers tended to be more peaceful and tolerant than early American 
Settlers.  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

37. First Nations were conquered by the British which is why they are subject to the Indian Act of 1876.  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 



244 
 

 

38. Although there were obvious abuses that took place, the original intention of the Indian residential schools 
was to meet the learning needs of Indigenous Canadians particularly in terms of literacy.  

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

39. Approximately 10 000 First Nations, Metis and Inuit students attended residential schools in Canada.   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
40. Approximately 1% of the students at Indian residential schools died.   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

41. Of the almost 38 000 claims of sexual and serious physical abuses at Canada’s Indian Residential schools, 
only 10% have been prosecuted.   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

42. The last Indian Residential School closed in 1967.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
43. First Nations were “granted” the right to vote in federal elections in 1920, two years after Canadian women. 

  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
44. Until 1951 it was illegal for First Nations people to hire a lawyer to defend their rights and it was illegal to 

organize, participate in or associate with the organizers of an Indigenous ceremony or pow wow.    
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
45. 9 out of 15 recommendations from the United Nations 2015 Human Rights report on Canada related to 

Indigenous Peoples in Canada.   
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
46. The term “genocide” has been used to describe the Canadian government’s dealings with Indigenous 

Peoples in Canada.  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 
47. Today Indigenous Peoples in Canada have control over their lands (use and title), finances (budgeting, 

management, revenue) and social agencies (education, health care, etc.) without federal, provincial or 

territorial government restrictions. 

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

COMMENTS 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

PART 3: RECONCILIATION 

48. Reconciliation is about closure – about getting beyond the need to examine past wounds related to 

residential schools.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

49. I think that reconciliation in Canada is more about healing the current relationship between Indigenous and 
Settler peoples than about righting past wrongs or restitution (the returning of or recompense for what has 
been taken)    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

50. I want to put past wrongs “right” but I am concerned about how it might affect me or my family.  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 

51. The main reason Indigenous peoples continue to struggle in Canada is because they make up such a small 

portion of Canadian society and as such, they are not politically powerful.         

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

52. The restitution of lands (return or compensation for Indigenous lands) to Indigenous communities is 
unrealistic in modern times.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

53. When it comes to reconciliation, I think it is more important to focus our energy and attention on the 

present and future we want than to focus on what we don’t want.     

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

54. Reconciliation will have happened when Indigenous people in Canada have opportunities to progress and 

develop in the same way that Settlers have.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
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55. Indigenous peoples in Canada should have the right to live autonomously in Canada in accordance with 
their cultural values, practices and aspirations.   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

56. I support Indigenous self-government and self-determination with powers and authority similar to 
municipal, provincial or territorial governments.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

57. I support Indigenous self-government and self-determination in a form that is equal in power and authority 
to the federal government in Canada.       

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

58. I am willing to take action to support the demands or requests of Indigenous Peoples in Canada including 
ones that require compensation or restitution from the Canadian government..   

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

59. I expect that reconciliation will challenge me to risk or be willing to give up something that seems important 
to me at this time.    

Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 
 

60. Reconciliation means respecting and actively supporting the will of Indigenous Peoples in Canada.  
Strongly Agree     Agree       Disagree   Strongly Disagree    Don’t Know 

 

COMMENTS 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION 2: THE LANGUAGE OF RECONCILIATION 

Please place a checkmark in front of the terms that are familiar to you (that you think you could 

describe to a friend or family member including their relevance to reconciliation in Canada). 

o Cognitive Imperialism 

o Colonial 

o Decolonizing 

o Doctrine of Discovery 

o Eurocentric 

o Hegemony 

o In Relation 

o Indian Act 

o Medicine Wheel  

o Othering 

o Paradigm/Worldview 

o Privilege 

o “Real” Native People 

o Residential Schools 

o Restitution 

o Royal Proclamation of 1763 

o Self-Determination/Autonomy 

o Settler 

o Terra Nullius 

o Williams Treaty 

o Treaty of Niagara 

o The Vanished/Vanishing/Dead 

Indian 

 

COMMENTS 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX D: Post-Workshop Survey 

 

Name: __________________________________  

  

Date: ___________________________________ 

 

RECONCILIATION WORKSHOPS 2017 

POST-WORKSHOP SURVEY 

 

This survey aims to provide some understanding of reconciliation and the undertaking of 

reconciliation education.  Specifically, it aims to gleam insights about reconciliation teaching and 

learning from  your participation in the three Reconciliation workshops carried out as part of this 

research. 

Please note the following: 

➢ This survey is not about right or wrong answers. The most useful responses are those 

that genuinely reflect your perspectives, feelings and thoughts. 

➢ If you are uncertain about the meaning of a question, please ask. 

➢ Your input is valued. If you have questions, thoughts or otherwise wish to add a 

comment to the survey, please do so either in the margins or at the end of the survey. 

➢ The results of the survey will only be used in the research with your informed and 

written consent (as per the consent forms signed prior to partaking in this research). 

 

PART I: RECONCILIATION 

 

1. a) FOR YOU, WHAT ARE THE KEY WORDS OR CONCEPTS YOU ASSOCIATE WITH RECONCILATION?   

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

b) ARE THESE THE SAME KEY WORDS OR CONCEPTS YOU WOULD HAVE IDENTIFIED PRIOR TO 

ENGAGING IN THIS RESEARCH? 

___________________________ 

c) IF YOU HAD DIFFERENT KEY WORDS/CONCEPTS PRIOR TO THE WORKSHOPS, WHAT WERE 

THEY? ARE THEY STILL “KEY” FOR YOU? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. a) WHAT QUESTIONS DO YOU CURRENTLY HAVE ABOUT RECONCILICATION? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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b) HOW DOES YOUR ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION COMPARE TO YOUR THINKING PRIOR TO 

PARTAKING THE WORKSHOPS? (i.e., Are they the same questions or different questions?) 

PLEASE ELABORATE (e.g., If questions are different, what were your previous questions? If 

questions are same or different, can you account for why they are the same or different?) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. a) ARE THERE ELEMENTS OF RECONCILIATION THAT YOU VIEW AS AN “INTERNAL 

RESPONSBILITY”? – SOMETHING THAT YOU NEED TO UNDERTAKE ON YOUR OWN WITHOUT 

DIRECT SUPPORT FROM AN INDIGENOUS PERSON?  PLEASE ELABORATE. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

b) HOW DOES YOUR ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION COMPARE TO YOUR THINKING PRIOR TO 

PARTAKING THE WORKSHOPS? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. a) WERE THERE ELEMENTS OF THE RECONCILIATION LEARNING PROCESS/WORKSHOPS THAT 

YOU FOUND OR STILL FIND AFFIRMING, INSPIRING OR OTHERWISE ENCOURAGING?  IF SO, 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BRIEFLY HERE. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

b) WERE THERE ELEMENTS OF THE RECONCILIATION LEARNING PROCESS THAT YOU FOUND OR 

STILL FIND DIFFICULT OR UNCOMFORTABLE OR OTHERWISE CHALLENGING?  IF SO, PLEASE 

DESCRIBE THEM BRIEFLY HERE. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

c) HOW WILL YOU APPROACH THE PROCESSES OF RECONCILIATION THAT ARE DIFFICULT, 

UNCOMFORTALE OR OTHERWISE CHALLENGING? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

d) HOW DOES YOUR ANSWER TO THE PREVIOUS 3 QUESTIONS COMPARE TO YOUR THINKING 

PRIOR TO PARTAKING THE WORKSHOPS? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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5. a) WERE THERE ANY NEW OR UNEXPECTED TAKE-AWAYS FROM THE WORKSHOPS/LEARNING 

PROCESS? IF SO, PLEASE ELABORATE. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

b) ARE THERE “TAKE-AWAYS” FROM THE WORKSHOPS YOU ANTICIPATE USING OR EXPLORING 

FURTHER IN THE FUTURE? IF SO, PLEASE DESCRIBE. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

BONUS/OPTIONAL:  Q. 59 from pre-workshop survey:  

I expect that reconciliation will challenge me to risk or be willing to give up something 

that seems important to me at this time.  3 weeks later – Do you have any inkling as to 

what this might be? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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PART II: THE WORKSHOPS/LEARNING EXPERIENCE 

1. a) In your opinion, what elements of the learning process/workshops “worked” for you? 

Check-off the appropriate column. Add a comment or suggestion if you wish. 

 
Element/Strategy Very 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Not very 

effective 

Not at all 

effective 

Comment/Suggestion 

Involvement of an 

Indigenous Counsellor (in 

general, not specifically 

Liz) 

     

Participants having 

similar depths of 

understanding of truth & 

reconciliation 

     

Content tailored to 

participants 

     

Sharing materials from 

multiple Indigenous 

sources 

     

Lenses for Engaging … 

framework (handout) 

     

Lenses for Engaging … 

framework (examination 

of and use of it) 

     

Contemporary Issues 

(e.g., renaming schools) 

     

Comparative Readings – 

differing opinions 

     

Theoretical thinking (e.g., 

holistic truths, two-eyed 

seeing, …) 

     

Opportunity to analyse 

one’s culture 

     

Opportunity to self-

reflect  

 

     

Visuals (handouts, sign-

post drawing, etc) 

     

Having scheduled time to 

reflect 

     

Facilitated reflection 

(e.g., having a facilitator 

identify common 

themes) 

     

Group/Partner dialogue 

and input 

     

Sharing Circles 

 

     

Liz’s contributions  
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b) Please list any elements of the workshops you found helpful or useful that are not listed 

above. 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

     c) Please list any elements or structures of the workshops that seemed to restrict or 

otherwise interfere with the reconciliation learning process that are not listed above. 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. With the aim of improving the effectiveness of reconciliation education, what do you 

recommend the workshop facilitator: 

Start Doing Stop Doing Continue Doing 
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3. If there is anything else you’d like to share about the reconciliation learning 

process/workshops, please do so here – by writing, drawing – in the inspired format of your 

choice. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHI MIIGWECH – THANKS SO MUCH! 
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Appendix E: Informed Consent for Indigenous Counsellor to the Research 

INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM for Indigenous Counsellor for the research project entitled: 

The Reconciliatory Impact of Community-Based Workshops for Canadian Settlers 

 
Consent: 

• I understand that this research aims to determine the effectiveness of three Truth and 
Reconciliation workshops on Settler participants as viewed from the perspective of myself as an 
Indigenous counsellors/Knowledge Keeper with further consideration being drawn from the 
published works of Indigenous scholars. 

 

• I understand that my advisory role in the research project is voluntary. 
 

• I understand that due to the nature of reconciliation work, my participation in this research may 
provoke emotionally, spiritually, mentally and possibly physically challenging responses in me. 

 

• I understand that I may withdraw from the project without negative consequences of any sort. I 
may withdraw any time up until and including the day that the draft thesis is shared with me. 

 

• I understand that by agreeing to provide my insight for this research, my counsel will be sought 
regularly from August 2017 until as late as July 2018.  
 

• I understand that the anticipated time commitment over the duration of this research is 20-25 
hours (details on attached table).  
 

• I also understand that if I wish to do so, I am welcome to attend the workshops and/or debriefing 
sessions which would further add to the time commitment of this research (up to a total of an 
additional 10.5 hours). 

 

• I understand that as per Indigenous Methodology protocol, my input will be honoured, 
considered and otherwise included throughout the research process including during the 
research design, interpretation of data and final thesis check. 
 

• As per my request, I understand that reciprocity/compensation for my role in this research will 
take the form of a tobacco tie. Furthermore, I will be contributing to the Truth and Reconciliation 
process in Canada and the body of knowledge regarding how to engage in this work effectively – 
work that is inherently important to me.  
 

• I understand that the extent to which my participation is public knowledge is my decision. I give 
consent for the following degree of anonymity (check all that apply): 
o Completely anonymous throughout the research project and thereafter. All input I provide 

will be kept confidential and in encrypted formats only. Any identifying information about 
me will be destroyed upon successful defense of this thesis. 

 

mailto:sherrytelford@trentu.ca
mailto:kpendletonjimenez@trentu.ca
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o I can be identified by name only throughout the research project and in the final research 
products and subsequent public forums as outlined below. 

 
o I can be identified as in the previous point by my community position and location. 

 
o Other: ________________________________________________________________ 

 
___________________________________________________________________ 

 
___________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

• I understand that publications resulting from this project will be in the form of a Masters of 
Educational Studies thesis and possibly journal articles, book chapters, books, conference 
contributions and/or electronic media.  

 

• I also understand that results from the project may be presented at educational conferences or 
workshops where promising practices for Truth and Reconciliation work and related teaching and 
learning strategies and topics may be shared. This may include, but is not limited to school, 
cultural and community environments. 
 

• I understand that the researcher reserves the right to discontinue my role in this research only in 
consultation with myself and with her thesis committee. 
 

 

• I understand that this consent form has been approved by Trent University’s Research Ethics 
Board. 
 

 
 
Name of Indigenous Counsellor: __________________________________ 
 
Please check: 
 

o I have been fully informed of the project and I freely agree to act as Indigenous counsel to this 
research. 

 
o I have received a signed copy of this consent form.  Yes_____   No_____ 

 
 
Signature of Counsellor: _____________________________ Date: ___________________ 
 
Signature of the Researcher: ___________________________ Date: ___________________ 
  

mailto:sherrytelford@trentu.ca
mailto:kpendletonjimenez@trentu.ca
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TIME COMMITMENT 

Indigenous Counsellor 

Time Commitment -- Tasks Time Commitment 

Review, discuss and modify as needed research aims, methodology, data collection methods 

and workshop content prior to meeting with Settler participants. 

3 hours 

Review the results of the pre-workshop survey (preliminary interpretation of this data) and 

finalize the agenda for the first workshop (meet in person or discuss via telephone or email 

as per counsellor’s preference). 

2-3 hours 

Review the outcome of the first workshop (e.g., talking circle transcript, individual 

communications from participants and field notes) and finalize the agenda for the next 

workshop (meet in person or discuss via telephone or email as per counsellor’s preference). 

2-3 hours 

Review the outcome of the second workshop (e.g., talking circle transcript, individual 
communications from participants and field notes) and finalize the agenda for the next 
workshop (meet in person or discuss via telephone or email as per counsellor’s preference).  
 

2-3 hours 

Review the outcome of the final workshop (e.g., talking circle transcript, individual 

communications from participants and field notes) and finalize the post-workshop survey 

(meet in person or discuss via telephone or email as per counsellor’s preference). 

2-3 hours 

Review the outcome of the Post-Workshop Session and the post-workshop survey. 
Preliminary interpretation of data. (meet in person or discuss via telephone or email as per 
counsellor’s preference)  
 

 

2-3 hours 

Subsequent communication as needed to finalize data interpretation and thesis report. 
(meet in person or discuss via telephone or email as per counsellor’s preference)  

5 hours 

Thesis check with counsellor prior to submission. 2 hours 

TOTAL 20-25 hours 

 

Settler Participants (optional for Indigenous Counsellor) 

Time Commitment -- Activity Time Commitment 

Pre-Workshop Information Session 1.5 hours 

Workshop #1 2 hours 

Workshop #2 2 hours 

Workshop #3 2 hours 

Post-Workshop Information Session 1.5 hours 

Research Information Sharing Session 1.5 hours 

  

TOTAL 10.5 hours 

 

mailto:sherrytelford@trentu.ca
mailto:kpendletonjimenez@trentu.ca
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Appendix F: Research Participant Consent Form 

 

 

 

INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM for participation in the project entitled: 

The Reconciliatory Impact of Community-Based Workshops for Canadian 

Settlers 

 
Consent: 

• I understand that this research aims to determine the effectiveness of three Truth 
and Reconciliation workshops on Settler participants as viewed from the direct 
perspective of an Indigenous counsellor and as analysed in consideration of critiques 
and observations from Indigenous and Non-Indigenous reconciliation scholars. 

 

• I understand that participation in this research requires the following time 
commitments: 
 

Time Commitment -- Activity Time Commitment 

  

Pre-Workshop Information Session 1.5 hours 

Workshop #1 2 hours 

Workshop #2 2 hours 

Workshop #3 2 hours 

Post-Workshop Information Session 1.5 hours 

Research Information Sharing Session 1.5 hours 

  

TOTAL 10.5 hours 

 
 

• I understand that my participation in the research project is voluntary and no 
evaluative judgments will be made about me should I decline to participate. 
 

• I understand that the benefits of participating in this research project include, but 
are not limited to, the following:  

i) I am contributing to the Truth and Reconciliation process in Canada 
locally, 

ii) I am contributing to the growing and invaluable body of knowledge 
regarding how to effectively engage in reconciliation as per the Truth 

mailto:sherrytelford@trentu.ca
mailto:kpendletonjimenez@trentu.ca
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and Reconciliation Commission of Canada’s call to advance the 
understanding of reconciliation.  

 

• I understand that due to the nature of reconciliation work, my participation in this 
research may provoke emotionally, spiritually, mentally and possibly physically 
challenging responses in me. 

 

• I understand that I may withdraw from the project without negative consequences 
of any sort. I may withdraw any time up until and including the day that the draft 
research findings are shared with me. 

 

• I understand that the data collected through this research, in the form of written 
responses, audio recordings, and field notes, will be kept confidential and that I will 
not be identified in any academic or otherwise public or private communications 
about the research. To protect confidentiality, the data will be encrypted and upon 
successful completion of the research any data linking my contribution to the 
research in an identifiable form (e.g., my name, my voice recording), will be 
destroyed.  

 

• I understand that publications resulting from this project will be in the form of a 
Masters of Educational Studies thesis and possibly journal articles, book chapters, 
books, conference contributions and/or electronic media.  

 

• I also understand that results from the project may be presented at educational 
conferences or workshops where promising practices for Truth and Reconciliation 
work and related teaching and learning strategies and topics may be shared. This 
may include, but is not limited to school, cultural and community environments. 

 

• I understand that this consent form has been approved by Trent University’s 
Research Ethics Board. 

 

 
 
Participant’s name: _________________________________________  (please print) 
 
Please check: 
 

o I have been fully informed of the project and I freely agree to participate in the 
research. 

 

o I have received a signed copy of this consent form.  Yes_____   No_____ 
 

 
Signature of Participant: ___________________________ Date: ___________________ 
 
Signature of the Researcher: ________________________ Date: ___________________ 

mailto:sherrytelford@trentu.ca
mailto:kpendletonjimenez@trentu.ca
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Appendix G: Pre-Workshop Survey Results 

 

RESPONSE TO STATEMENTS 

Question Category Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know 

1 d A E F G H C D    

2 d A C E F G D H    

3 d  D G H A F C E 

4 d  D A C E F  G H 

5 d A C D E F G H    

6 d A C D E F G 
H 

    

7 b, d  A H C D E F G  

8 b, d    A C D E F G 
H 

 

9 b, c, d   F A C D E G H  

10 b, d A C D E F G H    

11 b A C D E F G 
H 

    

12 b, d, e A C D E F G 
H 

    

13 a, b, c  C D F A E H G 

14 a, b, c   A C E F H D G 

15 a, b, c, d    A C D E F G 
H 

 

16 a, b, d    A C D E F G 
H 

 

17 a, b, c, d   A F C D E G H  

18 b, d, e A D E F G H C    

19 b, c, d A D E F G H C    

20 c  C D E A H  F G 

21 b, c, d   A C H D E F G  

22 a, b, c, d   A C E D F G H  

23 d A C D E F H    * 

24 d A D E C H G  F 

25 b, c, d  D H A C F  E G 

26 a, c  A H C F D E G   

27 a, c   A C D E G 
H 

F   

28 d F G A C D E H    

29 a, b, d A C D E F G 
H 
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30 b, c D C E  A F G H 

31 a, b, c, d   A C H D F E G  

32 b, e A C D E F G 
H 

    

33 a, c, d A D E F G H  C   

34 c  A C D F H   E G 

35 b, e D E F A C H   G 

36 a, b  C D A F H E G  

37 a   A C E H D F G  

38 a, c F   A C D E G H  

39 a   E H C D F G A 

40 a   E H C D F G A 

41 a, c   E D H C F A G 

42 a  A E G H C D F  

43 a  A E H C D F G  

44 a F G A C D E   H 

45 a, c  D C  A E F G H 

46 a, c C E F G A D H    

47 a   A C D E F G H  

48 a, c   A G D E F H C 

49 b, e  A E C H D F G  

50 d  C H A G D E F  

51 a, b, c, d   C G H D E F A 

52 b, c, d   A F H C D E G  

53 b  A F H C E E G * 

54 b, c  A D E C E H  G * 

55 b, e D E F A C H   G 

56 b, e D  A C H
  

E F G  

57 b, e D E G C F H   A 

58 b, d, e C D E G A F H    

59 b, d C D E G A F H    

60 b, d, e C D E F G H A    

*G didn’t answer question 23, D didn’t answer Q. 53– has a note, F didn’t answer 54 

 

THE LANGUAGE OF RECONCILIATION 

Please place a checkmark in front of the terms that are familiar to you (that you think you could 

describe to a friend or family member including their relevance to reconciliation in Canada). 

o Cognitive Imperialism – 2/7 

o Colonial- 7/7 

o Decolonizing -7/7 

o Doctrine of Discovery – 5/7 

o Eurocentric – 7/7 

o Hegemony – 3/7 
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o In Relation – 5/7 

o Indian Act – 5.5/7 

o Medicine Wheel – 6/7 

o Othering -- 5/7 

o Paradigm/Worldview – 6/7 

o Privilege -- 7/7 

o “Real” Native People – 0/7 – 1/7 

o Residential Schools – 7/7 

o Restitution – 5/7 

o Royal Proclamation of 1763 – 

4/7 

o Self-Determination/Autonomy – 

6/7 

o Settler – 6/7 

o Terra Nullius – 5/7 

o Williams Treaty – 4/7 

o Treaty of Niagara – 1/7 

o The Vanished/Vanishing/Dead 

Indian3/7-4/7 

 

COMMENTS FROM PARTICIPANTS 

 

A –  7. “I bear it bc it is important, not bc I diminish it.” 

 13. “I wonder how much I am unaware of what I don’t know.” 

 20. “Big place of learning that I wish to do.” 

 __. “Tough question. I would answer this differently in __ than in the Kawarthas.” 

 25. “Both!” 

 26. “But I follow Indigenous leaders on social media and take courses on Indigenous issues 

online.” 

 28. “I don’t like being an oppressor.” 

 30. “Seems condescending.” 

 

At end of History statements 

 

“No matter how many times I am “taught” dates & numbers I do not retain these pieces of data therefore 

I could not say specific number of people in residential school.” 

 

“Every on-line course I take I get stalled bc Treaty dates, etc halt my forward momentum. Same with 

legislation and Bill #s affecting say Status of women. First Nations people have to deal with this all the 

time … so depressing!” 

 

 48. “It is like getting over the death of a loved one. There is no “closure” but there can be some 

healing.” 

 

 49. “But both are needed.” 

 

 50. “Yes to the first part of the sentence.” 

 

 51. “Is that really why?” 

 

 52. “There have been cases in BC I believe where this has happened.” 
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 57. “I don’t understand the implications enough.” (re: power equal to federal government) 

 

 58. “Agree but not 100% what that looks like.” 

 

After Terms 

 

“The same thing applies to historical dates numbers etc applied here. As an ENFP on the Myers Briggs my 

MBTI preference for big picture and disinterest in details is in full effect. I’m not sure it is a settler issue.”   

 

End 

 

“One thing that I was thinking about the piece of having your data viewed “through the lens of an 

Indigenous perspective” is how differing perspectives can be. I follow Pam Palmeter, John Fox, Cindy 

Blackstock, Vicky Grant, Roseanna Deerchild, Kaaren Dannenman and others on social media. Some voices 

are harsh and some are heart-centred. I wonder about having more than 1 voice looking at this material 

…” 

 

 

C –  30. “I personally don’t presume to be more “technology savy” than Indigenous peoples, but 

would do whatever I could to ensure communities continue o get good access to latest technology.” 

  

 48. “Isn’t for me”  ie Reconciliation does not equate to closure for this participant. 

 

 49. “may need to address this (restitution) first for healing…” 

 

 51. “are a decent size group” 

 

 54. “this is one part, others are needed” 

 

Terms – acknowledges that “Real” Native Person and the “Vanished/Vanishing/Dead Indian” are a 

perception some ppl have 

 

 

 

D –  7. “It is too painful, but it is necessary for reconciliation.” 

 

 27. “Paritally – also reading, stories & studying” 

 

 28. “In the sense of the pain I feel about how Indigenous people and nations have been treated & 

suffered.” 

 

Positive comments about the nature of the statements. 

 

36. “Somewhat – in that there were fewer massacres, wars, forced removals and resulting 

deaths.” 
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 38. “quotes form PM MacDonald come to mind!” 

 

 40. “many more” 

 

 41. “less than 10%” 

 

 42. “in 1990s” 

 

 43. “a few decades later” 

 

 44. “sometime in the 1950s or 1960s” 

 

 

Comments after history – “Some of these questions may be too precise to gauge understanding. I don’t 

even remember exact dates of anything so can’t “strongly agree” on an exact date I guess, but within a 

decade I can recall events that occurred.” 

 

 48. “also about righting wrongs” 

 

 50. “it has to been done regardless” 

 

 51. “not the main reasons. But it is hopeful that it is the fastest growing part of Canadian 

population.” 

 

 52. “has to be part of reconciliation” 

 

 53. “can’t move forward without dealing with past, but present & future are the goal” 

 

 56. “but not limited to recognition of nations” 

 

 57. “yes, that’s what I meant” 

 

 58. “including direct action” 

 

 

 

 

E --  4. “But sometimes I wish I had the benefit of the teachings of the elders, etc. which I would have 

had.” 

  

 6. “Yes, it was genocide!” 

 

 7. “I want to hear it even though it is painful” 

 

 9. “There are many examples of resistance.” 
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 13. “I am constantly learning.” 

 

 14. “I must constantly question my bias.” 

 

 17. “Disgust and disappoint with current Trudeau government.” 

 

 22. “There has to be collective responsibility, too.” 

 

 25. “Both are important as we don’t know enough about those who have been oppressed in our  

own culture.” 

 

 27. “as well as union education programs, etc.” 

 

 28. “This is a whole topic in itself – I don’t like the term “victim” – I am a product of colonial  

history but I have not had to suffer the same oppression …” 

 

 30. “I would prefer to act in solidarity.” 

 

 46. “At least in the TRC report.” 

 

 49. “But we must also right some past wrongs.” 

 

 53. “Need to do both – must make sure we don’t make same mistakes.” 

 

 54. “Too much to say here. Capitalism prevents us all from developing in ways which benefit all  

equally.” 

 

 56. “If that is what is desired by the communities.” 

 

 56. and 57. “Difficult because I want to see a nation to nation relationship.” 

 

 

 

F –  9.” I agree lots (most?) Indigenous people have experienced trauma as a result of colonization. I 

do not agree that the problem is unfixable.” 

 

 17. “vastly improved from Harper but not right yet” 

 

 24. “I don’t speak out as much as I would like to” 

 

 25. “learning about both cultures is important”  

 

 26. AGREE = in past; STRONGLY DISAGREE = now, as I do my own research 

 

 30. “I would like to see Indigenous people benefit from advances in medicine, new technologies 

for example, but not where environment is ruined e.g., oil sands, deforestation.” 
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 49. “I know there were recommendations related to Canada – I don’t know exact #” 

 

 51. “I agree. They do make up a small percentage of population but I believe they can be 

politically powerful.” 

 

 52. “I agree restitution should happen – I don’t know what it means or what it will look like.” 

 

 58. “as long as I know the action is supported by a majority of Indigenous people.” 

 

 

 

G – After Self 

 

“Indigenous people have different demands e.g., Question 31 What constitutes “modern development” 

Question 30 action for reconciliation without knowing what Indigenous people expect. Murdered & 

Missing W&G Assembly has/had differing tactics.  

Piplelines – differing approaches to “modern developments” 

 

In general support T&R actions in a broad way but development within Indigenous community & settler 

community and interaction very fluid.” 

 

At End 

 

“Many of the questions presume a homogeneous and static basic culture in both settler and Indigenous 

communities. The intersection of cultures has meant the dominant Euroculture has attempted to 

obliterate the Indigenous. 

 

Makes answering question difficult e.g., reconciliation when “Indigenous” on the same footing as 

“settlers”. There are often two diametrically opposed cultures so posing question in this way tends to 

favour the settler culture e.g., attitudes to land/private property/the environment vs. development.” 

 

 

 

 

H –  7. “It is difficult but necessary so I can bear it.” 

  

 24. “sort of” outspoken ... “not that often” 

 

 25. “seeing perspective” 

 

 27. “some of” ... knowledge of Indigenous comes from person-to-person interactions. 

 

 30. “what does progress mean, what does help mean” 
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After Self 

 

“Good question. # 30 is difficult to answer because my perspective of “progress” and “benefits of modern 

dev.” are not clear in my mind. What do I value? This reminds me of my questions I had about “progress” 

in Gr 9 history class. We were talking about apartheid.” 

 

 37. “They were not conquered me thinks.” 

 

 39. more 

 

 40. more 

 

 41. less 

 

 42. later 

 

 43. think it was much later—60s 

 

 44. Right date? Later? 

 

After History 

 

“These facts really drive the injustices home and my lack of knowledge about dates. I want to forget/deny 

or did. I do not now, although I am reluctant to speak up sometimes when a situation presents itself.  Or I 

do speak up & find myself “shaking.” Would be nice to have confidence to speak clearly, strongly & with a 

sense of moving towards peace – reconciliation often it feels like I am picking up a heavy tree limb & I am 

swinging it at people who do not want to hear. Humour would be helpful.” 

 

 48. re: closure  “process of being open, drawing boundaries, not giving a ___ “shit” *** note 

sure of the word in the blank 

 

 49. healing vs restititution – “need both, acknowledgement” , “e.g., land repatriation” 

 

 51. “fastest growing pop.” 

 

 54. “value discrepancy” (ie between Settler and Ind’s values) 

 

 58. “I hope I am willing to give up some of my privilege.” 

 

At End 

 

“What I would like is to build energy within our TRC Bob group so we can be effective. This is a good step.  

Often people will say, “You are wasting your time because your workshops, events are speaking to the 

converted.” 

However I feel this is building a positive ground swell of like minded people. If we have to stop at every 

event to catch someone up it is tiring for us, the core group.”  


