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ABSTRACT 
 
  
For many musčim (citizens) of Huu-ay-aht First Nations, a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview informs 
their individual identities and responsibilities to the world around them as Huu-ay-aht. Three 
sacred principles guide Huu-ay-aht relationships to each other, to other Nuu-chah-nulth, and all 
spiritual and physical lifeforms in their ḥahuułi (homelands): hišuk c̕awak (everything is one, 
connected), ʔiisaak (respect with caring), and ʔuuʔałuk (caring for present and future 
generations). 

 
This worldview was challenged by setter contact in the late 18th century. Contact became a 
collision in which a European worldview drove colonial settlement across what is now Canada. 
Historic treaties were negotiated across much of Canada between the 18th and 19th century. 
However, this was not the case in British Columbia, where settlement occurred largely on the 
unceded territories of Indigenous Peoples. By the 20th century, Provincial and Federal 
governments halted the treaty process, and instead shifted toward a forced assimilative approach 
that worked to criminalize and suppress Indigenous ways of life. This continued until 1973 when 
the Supreme Court ruled that the Canadian government had the fiduciary duty to negotiate 
treaties under a modern process. This research explores the extent to which worldview shapes the 
relationship between Huu-ay-aht First Nations, the Government of Canada, and the Province of 
British Columbia in modern treaty negotiations. 

 
This thesis is the result of a community-based participatory research project with Huu-ay-aht 
First Nations. The research is primarily archival in nature, in which I trace Huu-ay-aht First 
Nations’ 18-year journey to the Maa-nulth Treaty. However, my analysis has also been 
supplemented by community engagement sessions and time spent in the community attending 
speaking with citizens about their memories of treaty negotiations and their experience with its 
implementation. By centering Huu-ay-aht voices throughout the research process, this work 
produces new insights into how one First Nation successfully managed to negotiate a modern 
treaty. These findings offer recommendations to Provincial and Federal negotiators to improve 
the modern treaty process. As well, this community-focused perspective offers insights into the 
strengths and challenges of the modern treaty process for First Nations considering, or who are 
currently participating in, modern treaty negotiations. 
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NOMENCLATURE (TERMINOLOGY) 

I use the term ‘Indigenous’ in this thesis to references to the peoples whose ancestral territories 
make up what is now the nation-state of Canada. These Indigenous Peoples include First 
Nations, Inuit, and Métis Nations and communities. However, since the colonial imposition of 
the Indian Act in 1876, ‘Aboriginal’ become a legal definition for these groups as well. Thus, 
Indigenous is used when I am speaking to Indigenous peoples in Canada outside of the confines 
of the Indian Act. If I use the term ‘Aboriginal’, it is in reference to the legal connotations that 
come with the term as per the Indian Act and Canada’s Constitution. ‘First Nations’ is in 
reference to those peoples specifically, particularly in instances where I discuss treaty 
negotiations with First Nations in British Columbia.  
 
I capitalize Indigenous Peoples out of respect of formal title, which would—should—be 
recognized on a Nation-to-Nation level. Settler, however, is not capitalized as it does not refer to 
a formally recognized Nation, group, or community. as a whole, while First Nations is in 
reference to those Peoples only. 
 
I use the word ‘settler’ in this work to refer to people of European descent who contributed to the 
expansion of colonial settlement across Canada. Given the historical nature of this work, I am 
largely referencing white, European settlers, and as such, do not engage with the multiplicities of 
settler forms (recent immigrant settlers, settlers of colour, refugee settlers etc.). However, when I 
refer to ‘all of us at treaty people’, this is in reference to all settlers and peoples whom live on the 
traditional territories of Indigenous Peoples.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



	 xiv 

GLOSSARY 
 
Ḥa’w̓iiḥ................. Hereditary Chiefs of Huu-ay-aht under their hereditary system of governance 
 
Ḥahuułi....................................................................... Huu-ay-aht homelands or Chiefly territories 
 
Hishuk c’awak.............Huu-ay-aht worldview loosely meaning ‘everything is one and connected’ 
 
Mamaałni...................................................................‘White person’ or ‘settler’ in Nuu-chah-nulth 
  
Musčim................................... Huu-ay-aht citizen under the Maa-nulth Treaty’s ‘Citizenship Act’ 
  
Nuučaan̓uł................................................................ Nuu-chah-nulth spelling for ‘Nuu-chah-nulth’  
 
Nuu-chah-nulth-aht.................................................................................. A Nuu-chah-nulth person 
 
Tayii Ḥaw̓ił.......Head Hereditary Chief of Huu-ay-aht under the hereditary system of governance 
  
ʔiisaak.............................................. Huu-ay-aht worldview loosely meaning ‘respect with caring’ 
 
ʔuuʔałuk................Huu-ay-aht worldview loosely meaning ‘taking care of for future generations’
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1.0 CHAPTER ONE | Introduction 
 
 

1.1 Introduction 

In the spring of 1778, two Mowachaht Keesta (Chiefs), Tsaxawasip (Maquinna) and 

Nanaimis on the Pacific Northwest Coast (of what is now known as Vancouver Island) saw on 

the horizon the tops of three sticks rising up, which grew larger and rose from the water. 

Mowachaht Chief George supposedly gave this account to historians Scholefield and Howay in 

the early twentieth century: 

 
At first they thought it was an island appearing…the ship was going quickly and making 
great waves. Then it was thought that it must be the work of Haietlik, or the lightning-snake, 
making it move so quickly, and that the snake was working under water; but others thought 
it must be the work of Quaots (The supreme deity of the [Nuu-chah-nulth]…As the vessel 
came nearer all the men and women grew very much afraid. Some of them thought that it 
was magic, and some thought that it was a salmon that had been changed by magic. But the 
two chiefs of the [Mowachaht] thought that it must be the work of Quaots. A courageous 
man named Towik, a warrior who had killed at least ten men, said that it would be well to 
conceal all the people and to segregate the women for at least ten months. He also 
recommended that all their property should at once be put out of sight. A woman doctor 
named Hahatsaik, who had power over all kinds of salmon, appeared with a whalebone rattle 
in each hand; she put on her red cedar bark cap and apron and sang, saying that it must be a 
salmon turned into a boat…Hahatsaik hailed the ship and called out “Hello you, you spring 
salmon, hello you dog salmon, hello coho salmon”…Nanaimis, taking two fine beaver skins 
out of his storage chest, put off to the ship in his canoe with ten strong men. Captain Cook 
hailed the canoe and asked the name of the chief, who replied, ‘My name is Nanaimis; what 
is your name?”. Captain Cook then went into his cabin and came out with blankets under his 
arm and asked Nanaimis to come into his ship. But Nanaimis declined…Whereupon Cook 
asked him to shake hands and offered him two black blankets as a free gift. Then Nanaimis 
saw that Cook was not an enchanted salmon, but only a man (Scholefield & Howay 1914: 
81-82). 
 

While the literal accuracy of this story has been questioned, Reid (2015) refers to this story as an 

account “that summarizes several Nuu-chah-nulth encounters with Spanish and British vessels” 

(291).1 While it seems likely that the story, like much of Vancouver Island’s history  

																																																								
1 As Reid states, “I find it unlikely that they [Tsaxawasip (Maquinna) and Nanaimis] mistook the Resolution and 
Discovery for transformed salmon…It is not uncommon for Indigenous oral histories to collapse periods of time into 
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(Clayton 2000), has been fashioned to tell the tale of the colonial encounter in a particular light, 

it provides insights regardless of its factuality. On one hand, it offers us a partial glimpse into 

how encounters between Nuu-chah-nulth-aht and colonial explorers were explained or 

understood2. On the other hand, though, and perhaps more significantly, the story paints a vivid 

image of two worldviews in collision (Little Bear 2000). Even before the moment of face-to-face 

contact, the Mowachaht Chiefs and Doctors used their understandings of reality—their ontology 

or way of knowing—to make sense of the phenomenon that unfolded in front of their eyes that 

clear spring day. Likewise, Captain Cook and his crew, despite the objectivity presented in his 

writing and subsequent colonial accounts of events (Clayton 2000), came forward with their 

Eurocentric understandings of Indigenous Peoples (Cook 1955; Mozino 1991).  

In this thesis, the worldviews of Huu-ay-aht First Nations and European settlers will be 

discussed in detail, as the importance of worldviews in shaping Indigenous-settler relationships 

and interactions historically and in modern times is central to my work.3 Irrespective of what 

actually happened in those initial moments, contact on what is now Vancouver Island marked the 

beginning of what became a tumultuous 200+ year colonial relationship marked by violence, 

dispossession, and exploitation (Clayton 2000; Harris 2002; Miller 2000; Tennant 1990). The 

																																																								
an event that a non-Native scholar interprets as a single, temporal ‘moment’…Scholefield’s volume on British 
Columbia celebrates that perspective of Captain Cook’s encounter with the peoples of Nootka Sound and the first 
significant encounter. So his pro-Anglo perspective could have contributed to the framing of this particular oral 
history as the Nuu-chah-nulth’s encounter with cook” (2015: 291).  
2 ‘aht’ is Nuučaan̓uł for ‘people’  
3 Throughout this thesis, I refer to the concept ‘worldview’. While I define my use of this concept at length later in 
the thesis, I wish to note that I have opted to use worldview rather than epistemology and/or ontology for two 
reasons. First, I opted to align with the work of Nuu-chah-nulth scholar and philosopher Umeek/Richard Atleo 
(Atleo 2004; Umeek 2011) in my usage of this concept, as it befits Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ discourse over 
epistemology and/or ontology. Second, worldview more accurately reflects the embodiment of Nuu-chah-nulth ways 
of knowing and seeing the world in the daily lives of many Huu-ay-aht musčim. At the same time, I recognize that 
using the term worldview risks diminishing, dismissing, and/or perpetuating settler colonial dismissal of Indigenous 
knowledge systems ‘as lesser than’ western ways of knowing. However, after discussing this tension, Tayii Ḥaw̓ił 
ƛiišin agreed that term worldview better captures the lived experience of Huu-ay-aht First Nations. 
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relationship between Indigenous Peoples and settlers in Canada, though always asymmetrical in 

the balance of power, is a dynamic one. As I will come to discuss throughout this thesis, 

worldview affixes the lens through which we interpret the world and live our lives. More 

specifically, the goal of my research has been to explore the extent to which worldview continues 

to shape the relationship between Huu-ay-aht First Nations, the Government of Canada, and the 

Province of British Columbia through the modern treaty process, which resulted in the 2011 

Maa-nulth Treaty. 

1.1 Chapter Overview 

This chapter begins by introducing the larger research program that my research project 

is associated with, followed by the objectives of my research. Then, I provide a breakdown of the 

structure of my thesis, which includes a brief description of the contents in each chapter. From 

here, I move into a contextual overview that provides insights into Huu-ay-aht First Nations and 

its history on what is now called Vancouver Island. This is followed by a brief review of the 

history of treaty making in Canada, with a specific focus on Vancouver Island. From there, I 

move to contemporary times with a discussion of the modern treaty negotiation process in British 

Columbia. I conclude this chapter with a focus on the Maa-nulth Treaty and offer a detailed 

explanation of the negotiation process Huu-ay-aht engaged in.  

1.2 The Research Project 

My research project is one arm of a larger community-based research program examining 

the modern treaty process in British Columbia. While studies and reports examining this process 

exist, there remains a dearth in the literature in regard to our understanding of the successes and 

pitfalls of the modern treaty process. Dr. Heather Castleden has worked in partnership with Huu-

ay-aht First Nations since 2005, and this program of research, which began in 2013, marks the 
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third phase of their journey together. In line with their past work, a community-based 

participatory research approach was taken up to identify, document, and understand the Huu-ay-

aht journey to negotiating and implementing the Maa-nulth Treaty using semi-structured 

interviews, photovoice, community engagement sessions, participatory observation, and—as 

reported here—archives to gain relevant insights. An Advisory Committee of elected councilors, 

Haw̓ił (chiefs), musčim (citizens), and youth was established for Heather and her team to seek 

guidance throughout the research program. Regularly scheduled meetings helped determine the 

research methods we would use, to make sense of the data we were collecting, agree upon the 

research outcomes, how our findings should be disseminated, as well as assisting in overcoming 

any uncertainties or obstacles in the research process.  

The aim of the research program has been to produce relevant findings about Treaty 

negotiations and implementation that are useful foremost to Huu-ay-aht First Nations, but also to 

other First Nations considering or on the Treaty path to relative self-determination in BC, and 

society at large. This research also stems from Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ desire to document their 

history, that is, their vision for and participation in the making of the Maa-nulth Treaty so future 

generations of Huu-ay-aht musčim have a clear understanding of what guided the choices of their 

Elders in their collective decision to go forward with initiating and concluding the Maa-nulth 

Treaty negotiations. More broadly, the research offers a much-needed ‘on the ground’ 

understanding of the challenges associated with modern treaty negotiations and implementation 

in Canada. This research is relevant to both the First Nations of British Columbia participating in 

this process as they traverse a path of self-determination, as well as for the Provincial and 
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Federal governments as they strive to make the modern treaty process more efficient and 

successful. 4 

1.2.1 Research Objectives  

With this larger research program in mind, and the goal of my research to explore the 

extent to which worldview continues to shape the relationship between Huu-ay-aht First Nations, 

the Government of Canada, and the Province of British Columbia, I have identified five key 

substantive objectives: 

1) Gain a robust understanding of the modern Treaty negotiation process from the documentation 

in Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ archives;  

2) Identify the priorities of Huu-ay-aht First Nations while they negotiated the Maa-nulth Treaty, 

distinguishing any shifts over time. 

3) Use this understanding to reveal the strengths and challenges of the modern Treaty negotiation 

process in British Columbia; 

4) Share these findings with Huu-ay-aht First Nations, as well as other First Nations currently 

amidst, or are considering, modern treaty negotiations; and 

5) Provide recommendations to the British Columbia Treaty Commission (BCTC), the Province 

of British Columbia, and the Government of Canada to improve the modern treaty negotiation 

process. 

A sixth objective was also identified, which relates to my methodological approach: 

6: Document the ways in which a community-based participatory approach to feminist archival 

research has the potential to expand the archivist-scholar’s toolkit. 

																																																								
4 Success is a complicated term. I deploy the word rather shallowly—with hesitancy—in reference to the BCTC 
process, whereby success is defined by the number of treaties negotiated. This does not take into account the various 
other definitions of success in regard treaties that may be held by Indigenous Peoples. 
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 To address these objectives, I have engaged in a qualitative analysis of over 3000 pages 

of documents pertaining to Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ role in the negotiation of the Maa-nulth 

Treaty between 1993-2011. This analysis was augmented by a community-based participatory 

approach to the research that involved spending time in Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ ḥahuułi 

(homelands) engaging with Huu-ay-aht musčim about the treaty negotiation process. I have 

engaged with both community-based participatory research (CBPR) and feminist archival 

research methodologies, both of which have contributed to my research design and data analysis. 

As a primarily archival research endeavor, the project is exploratory and inductive in nature, 

whereby the findings work to produce participant and data-driven understandings (Berg 2000; 

Creswell 2014) of the modern treaty process. The research findings are intended to provide 

insights into the strengths and challenges of the process, as well as how it can be improved upon. 

As a community-based project, the primary aim of this research is to support Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations and other Indigenous Nations (Castleden et al. 2008; 2012; De Leeuw et al. 2012) whom 

are currently amidst, or are considering, treaty negotiations. Further, the findings directly relate 

to the BCTC process, and as such, offer clear recommendations to improve the process. 

1.3 Structure of the Thesis 

My thesis is organized in a ‘manuscript-style’ format, separated into five chapters. As 

noted above, this first chapter introduces the study with an overview of the history of Huu-ay-aht 

First Nations on Vancouver Island. Then, I transition into a literature review of Treaty making in 

British Columbia, and to some extent Canada, from historic Treaties to present day. This broad 

focus then turns to a look at the Maa-nulth Treaty negotiation process. Chapter 2 focuses on the 

conceptual framework that guide the overall thesis; these include key theoretical tools of 

subjectivity, place, and worldview. These concepts are the theoretical scaffolding of this 
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research, which structures my analysis and findings. This chapter also includes a brief methods 

section on research design, data analysis and coding that are related to, but do not directly 

pertain, to the assertions made in my third chapter, the methodology chapter. The third chapter of 

my thesis is the first of two manuscripts intended for academic publication. Chapter 3 provides a 

review of relevant literature on postmodern, feminist, and afrafeminist archival research 

methodologies, as well as a review of CBPR literature. The deployment of these methodologies 

are then contextualized through a reflection on the research project. Chapter 4 is the second of 

the two manuscripts; it details my analytic findings, where I document how Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations successfully negotiated a modern Treaty despite the many challenges that were 

encountered. My fifth and final chapter offer a synthesis of my study, outlines the contributions 

of the research findings to Huu-ay-aht First Nations, other First Nations, Provincial and Nations 

governments, and others doing research on treaty making in Canada, details the limitations of the 

study, and offers concluding comments. Due to the manuscript-style format of this thesis, some 

chapters will have repetitive content. 

1.4 Context: Huu-ay-aht First Nations and their Hahuułi 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations is one of fourteen Nuu-chah-nulth Nations whose ḥahuułi 

(homelands) lines approximately 300 kilometers of the west coast of Vancouver Island (See 

Figure 1.1: The Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations of Vancouver Island). The ḥahuułi of Huu-ay-aht 

First Nations “spans from Brooks Peninsula in the north, to Point-no-Point in the south, along the 

Beaufort mountain range stretching out into the Pacific Ocean as far as the eye can see” (Wišqii 

2016).  
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Figure 1.1: The Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations of Vancouver Island. The ḥahuułi of Huu-ay-aht 
First Nations is highlighted in red. 
Map adapted from www.ncnseafood.ca 

 

The Tayii Ḥaw̓ił (Head Chief) and other Ḥaw̓ił (Chiefs). Ḥaw̓ił have lifelong connections to 

certain chiefly territories, which shapes the responsibilities Haw̓ił have with their ḥahuułi (Atleo 

2004; George 2003; Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2000; Neary & Haggarty 1999). Before colonial 

settlement, “Ḥaw̓ił controlled access to land, ocean, river and lake resources, villages and camps, 

and numerous other rights and privileges”, and with that, “Ḥaw̓ił hold the responsibility for the 

stewardship of the land, rivers, lakes, ocean, and all the resources and living creatures within 

them” (Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2000: 44). Prior to colonial settlement, the authority of the 

Ḥaw̓ił was known and largely respected by musčim (citizens) and other Nuu-chah-nulth First 

Nations (Drucker 1955; Neary & Haggarty 1999). The responsibilities and connection Ḥaw̓ił and 

musčim have to their ḥahuułi is indeed foundational to their identity, governance protocols, 

relationships, livelihoods and place in the world (Atleo 2004; Happynook 2000; Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations 2000; 2016). Together, Ḥaw̓ił and musčim work together as stewards for their ḥahuułi, 
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in turn also working to maintain political and social stability across their ḥahuułi (Atleo 2004; 

Happynook 2000; Huu-ay-aht First Nations 1999; 2017).  

Stability was not always so however, and a history of conflict and warfare between Nuu-

chah-nulth Nations prior to European contact tells of wars that resulted in the merging of some 

Nations and the disappearance of others (Drucker 1955; Neary & Haggarty 1999). Treaty 

agreements and intertribal marriages also reshaped Nations over time, and with that the 

geography of each Nations’ ḥahuułi (Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2000). This rich history has 

shaped and resulted in the fourteen Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations known today (Arima 1983; 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2000).  

It is estimated that the Nuu-chah-nulth population was over 25,000 at the time of Captain 

Cook’s arrival in 1778, with 2790 of those people being Huu-ay-aht (Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

2015). Until the arrival of the maamałni (white settlers), Nuu-chah-nulth flourished as costal 

peoples who hunted and gathered the bounties of their ḥahuułi. The land sustained and provided 

for Nuu-chah-nulth, and in return, Nuu-chah-nulth have lived their lives in a manner that respects 

the environment to ensure the land can continue to thrive and provide. Foodstuffs such as 

salmon, halibut, clams, herring, barnacles, oysters, and other seafoods, were, and continue to be, 

staple resources that feed the physical, spiritual, and cultural needs of Nuu-chah-nulth-aht. 

Berries, cedar, camas, and terrestrial animals such as deer and geese are also staples from the 

land that provide Nuu-chah-nulth, and other First Nations of the pacific northwest, with a wealth 

of foods and materials (Drucker 1955; Mozino 1991). Hunting, fishing, and gathering practices 

were not only performed out of necessity, but rather, each of these constituted the symbiotic 

performance and maintenance of “a relationship between Nuu-chah-nulth peoples and their 

surroundings” (Sloan-Morgan 2012: 33). Indeed, the health of Nuu-chah-nulth-aht are connected 
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to the vitality of the land, and vice versa, the health of the environment is deeply connected to 

that of Nuu-chah-nulth-aht (Atleo 2004). This too is the case for Huu-ay-aht, and as such, the 

significance of this relationship, grounded in a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview, shapes 

understandings of the world for many musčim, and in turn, it influences their care for and 

defense of their ḥahuułi (Castleden 2007; Castleden et al, 2009; Happynook 2000). The tenets of 

this relationship are rooted in the ontological understanding Nuu-chah-nulth-aht have of 

themselves, the place they live, and their connection between the two. Below, I work to unpack 

this understanding to reveal its significance in the modern treaty process.  

1.4.1 Hišuk c̕awak, ʔiisaak, and ʔuuʔałuk: A Nuu-chah-nulth Worldview 

 For Nuu-chah-nulth-aht, an understanding of reality comprehends that “the universe is 

unified, interconnected, and interrelated” (Atleo 2004: xix) through systems of mutual and 

symbiotic relationships that sustain all life forms (Umeek 2011). This reality is reflected in three 

guiding principles central to the Nuu-chah-nulth worldview. The first is the principle of Hišuk 

c̕awak, meaning, at least roughly translated as, everything is one, interconnected, interdependent, 

and thrives on the reciprocal relationship between the people, land, and all other lifeforms. 

ʔiisaak, the second principle, translates to respect with caring, on both personal and collective 

levels, for oneself, the community, its people, traditional knowledge, and both the natural and 

metaphysical world connected to Huu-ay-aht and the rest of the world. ʔuuʔałuk, which means 

taking care of all things, living and non-living, in the context of present and future generations, 

as well as taking care of the land and resources of the natural world, is the third in this trifecta of 

core principles (Atleo 2004; Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2017).  

 These sacred principles underpin the relational foundation of responsibility and 

commitment many Huu-ay-aht musčim have to their ḥahuułi. For many, this relationship is also 
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foundational to their identity and worldview, affecting the way they live their lives. Many of the 

musčim that work for the Nation spoke to us with similar dutifulness and sentiment. However, as 

stated by Castleden et al. (2009), “this is not to say that there is necessarily homogeneity in terms 

of living Hišuk c̕awak throughout the Huu-ay-aht population. However, a certain strength is 

afforded to Hišuk c̕awak in that it has continued to survive/thrive in place despite intentional 

colonial attempts to dismantle it” (799). Indeed, while not all Huu-ay-aht musčim live Hišuk 

c̕awak and a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview in the same manner, the fact that Hišuk c̕awak, ʔiisaak, 

and ʔuuʔałuk have, and continue to, shape Huu-ay-aht identity as a Peoples and Nation gives 

credence to its significance across their Nation. Today, these sacred principles continue to guide 

how Huu-ay-aht musčim live their daily lives, and inform how Huu-ay-aht operates as a Nation 

(Huu-ay-aht First Nations 1999; 2016; 2017). For millennia, Huu-ay-aht and other Nuu-chah-

nulth Nations were able to practice and live by their worldview with relative stability, until that 

fateful day when the Mowachaht keestas laid eyes on the two sticks that rose beyond the horizon. 

In that moment, as two sticks became the ship from which colonial contact and settlement began, 

two worldviews came into collision (Little Bear 2000), initiating a relationship that would 

fundamentally alter how Nuu-chah-nulth live and practice their worldview. 

1.5 History of Colonial Settlement and Treaty Making in Canada 

This section reviews a variety of literature on the history of settlement and treaty making 

in Canada in order to provide contextual insight into the modern treaty process Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations was a part of. Although the principles of Nuu-chah-nulth and Eurocentric worldviews 

will be explained in detail in chapter two, the role of worldview in driving colonialism is a key 

theme underlying this section as well. Then, I move inward to detail the British Columbia Treaty 

Commission (BCTC) treaty process, as well as the structure of the Maa-nulth Treaty 
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negotiations. I conclude this section with a brief look at the position of Huu-ay-aht, Provincial, 

and Federal negotiators going into the treaty process, which will set the stage for my analytic 

findings in Chapter 4.  

1.5.1 Early Settlement and Treaty Making in Canada 

Although records indicate that Europeans began landing on the shores of what is now 

Canada as early as the 10th century, their ‘invasion’ began in earnest in the 17th century 

(Bothwell 2007; Harris & Warkentin 1974; Miller 2000). This settling was fueled by a white, 

European self-righteousness and economic self-interest, which drove colonial conquest and 

expansion (Innis 1999; Miller 2000; Seed 1999). Though bountiful, an unfamiliarity with the 

New World meant that, very quickly, settlers relied on Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and skills 

for survival (Miller 2000; Tennant 1990). Indeed, from the onset, European settlers had engaged 

in negotiations with Indigenous Peoples both for the establishment of trade relationships, and the 

sheer survival. Early east coast Peace and Friendship Treaties between the Mi’kmaq and the 

British are examples of this, and unlike treaties later negotiated on behalf of the British Crown, 

these treaties did not explicitly require Indigenous Peoples to surrender their rights to land and 

resources (INAC 2015; Miller 2009). Rather, these treaties were based on friendships and 

alliances in the early days of settlement as the British and French struggled to assert sovereignty 

(Miller 2009).  

Asch (2002) highlights the role of terra nullius, or ‘empty lands’, as the doctrine that 

justified colonial settlement in Canada through a refusal to acknowledge Indigenous Nations as 

complex, pre-existing political entities. This paved way for the British to assert their sovereignty, 

while denying Indigenous Peoples rights to title under European common law as a result of a 

supposed lack of political sophistication. Notions of European racial and political superiority 
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were inherently premised on the inferiority of Indigenous Peoples. As such, a paternalistic view 

of Indigenous Peoples’ in Canada as ‘subjects’ in which the Crown has the moral responsibility 

to ‘take care of’ is a spectre of othering (Said 1978) that, through policy, worked to undermine 

the rights and autonomy of Indigenous Peoples in Canada (Carins 2011; Miller 2000). Indeed, 

for the colonist, Canada was a savage, untamed landscape ripe for exploitation, and its 

Indigenous inhabitants were nothing more than ‘lazy’, ‘jovial’ peoples, who knew not how to 

improve the land by clearing it for agriculture, and govern themselves in European civility 

(Harris 2002; Tennant 2011).  

The Royal Proclamation of 1763 was the first colonial doctrine to discuss the structure of 

land title and Indigenous Peoples in Canada (Miller 2009). It states that: “any Lands whatever, 

which, not having been ceded to or purchased by Us as aforesaid, are reserved to the said 

Indians, or any of them…and we do further strictly enjoin and require all Persons…upon any 

other Lands which, not having been ceded to or purchased by Us, are still reserved to the said 

Indians as aforesaid” (Royal Proclamation 1763). The Proclamation goes on to forbid the private 

purchase of land, or negotiation of land agreements, without explicit consent from the Crown. 

The Proclamation’s application, however, was, at best, highly inconsistent, and at worst, 

completely disregarded (Harris 2002; Miller 2000; 2009; Tennant 1990). In the early days of 

settlement then, historic treaties were needed to legally secured lands for settlement, and with 

that, each treaty outlined and granted distinct conditions as per the nature of the relationship and 

agreement held between settlers and Indigenous nations (Miller 2009; Wood & Rossiter 2011). 

Treaties that encompass much of central and western Canada are known as the historic 

‘Numbered’ Treaties negotiated from 1850 to 1920 (Miller 2009). Despite the asymmetrical and 

unclear terms upon which many of these treaties were negotiated, the fact that Treaties were 
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negotiated at all inherently acknowledges Indigenous title (Borrows 1997; Miller 2009; Tennant 

2011). While treaties of peace, friendship, and land cession negotiations may have begun on 

reciprocal terms, the dynamic shifted as waves of incoming settlers required evermore land and 

lucrative economic opportunities (Harris 2002; Miller 2000; Tennant 1990).  

1.5.2 Fractured Sounds: Colonialism on Vancouver Island 

 As noted in the Introduction, British Explorer, Captain James Cook, arrived by ship to the 

Barclay Sound on the west coast of what is now known as Vancouver Island in 1778, which 

marked the beginning of what would become over 200 years of colonial violence unto 

Indigenous Peoples, their lands, political structures, and cultures (Clayton 2000; Harris 2002; 

Tennant 1990). In 1849, the Oregon Treaty awarded Vancouver Island to the British, who then 

granted proprietary rights of ownership to the Hudson’s Bay Company that same year (Miller 

2009). Bestowed with the duty to colonize and settle the Island, the settler population of British 

Columbia was relatively sparse compared to eastern Canada, and for decades after contact, the 

Colonial Office had little to no formal control over the region (Harris 2002; Miller 2009; 

Tennant 1990). As a result, unlike the rest of Canada where historic treaties were largely 

negotiated, this was not the case for most of what is now known as British Columbia.   

 Having been responsible for the earliest of settlements on Vancouver Island, the 

Company’s chief official, James Douglas, was positioned to exert much more control over the 

Island (Harris 2002; Tennant 1990).  Bestowed with the power to negotiate treaties on behalf of 

the Colonial Office, Douglas nefariously produced fourteen purchase documents between 1851-

1854 with the Songhees First Nation that encompassed Victoria and the surrounding regions near 

the southern tip of the Island (Miller 2009; Tennant 1990).  
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Although the word ‘treaty’ is not used in these purchase agreements, and the exact terms of the 

agreements remain dubious at best, they remain valid treaties to the Canadian courts and Crown 

(Tennant 1990). 

 The Barclay Sound region, roughly 200 kilometers northwest of Victoria, was settled 

shortly after in 1860 by a “party of managers and workers” (Rossiter 2007: 771) instructed by the 

Government Agent for the district, William ‘Eddy’ Banfield. Historical accounts of the 

amicability of settlement vary, but there is no doubt that as settlement grew, so did tensions 

(Harris 2002; Tennant 1990; Rossiter 2007). Beyond this though, settlement and development 

guided by colonial pursuits of resource exploitation and development was changing the 

geography of Vancouver Island, which has adverse effects on the livelihoods of Indigenous 

Peoples (Clayton 2000; Harris 2002). 

 While some early Government Agents supported the rights of Indigenous Peoples, the 

growth of the colony superseded the need to maintain friendly relations with Indigenous Peoples 

(Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). Interpersonal agreements that were formed between early settlers 

and Indigenous Peoples were eventually subsumed by Crown policies and directives that worked 

to increasingly deny Indigenous Peoples their rights to land and resources (Harris 2002; Miller 

2009; Tennant 1990). Once settlers extracted the knowledge they needed to survive and sustain 

their pursuits on the land, the exertion and reinforcement of Crown sovereignty became a 

primary concern (Harris 2002; Miller 2000; Tennant 1990). This process of colonialism was 

greatly enabled by the spread of communicable diseases from the Old World via European 

settlers, which greatly reduced the population of Indigenous Peoples in the province, and indeed 

across Canada (Daschuk 2014; Duff 1969; Harris 2002; Waldram et al. 2006). This had a ripple 

effect across Indigenous governance structures and communities, which ultimately hindered their 
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abilities to resist the incessant spread of colonial settlement. 

 The territorialization and possession of space through exploration and settlement was part 

and parcel of the colonial project and the establishment of British sovereignty and claims to 

ownership over Vancouver Island (Clayton 2000; Harris 2002; Painter 2000; Rossiter 2007; Seed 

1999). Turning land into property is a process of shaping and controlling space (Blomley 2003), 

and its legitimization and enforcement through the rule of law shifted power over lands and 

resources into the hands of settlers (Rossiter 2007). Waves of settlers trickled onto the Island as 

forestry and fishing resources were developed, with the Island increasingly becoming a resource 

hub for the burgeoning growth of British Columbia amidst the booms and busts of gold rushes 

and lucrative economic pursuits abound. However, as the colony grew and time passed, the 

British Crown began to feel the growing pains of expanding colonies and the subsequent demise 

of high imperialism. As a result, the British government was no longer willing to finance any 

further treaty negotiations or land purchases after the Douglas Agreements in 1854 (Tennant 

1990).  

 So, despite various recognitions of Indigenous title through the Royal Proclamation and 

existing treaties across Canada, no further treaties were negotiated on Vancouver Island, and 

instead, starting in 1854, the Douglas administration began to implement a reserve system for 

Indigenous Peoples (Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). In doing so, the colonial government restricted 

what Indigenous Peoples could do as status Indians, while offering these lost rights as incentive 

in exchange for forfeiting Indian status and assimilating (Harris 2002). The reserve system 

specifically worked to limit and control the mobility of Indigenous Peoples, but despite this, 

many refused to surrender their status. Removing and restricting Indigenous Peoples’ ability to 

access much or all of their traditional territories weakened their authority over their lands, while 
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also severely limiting their abilities to pursue the livelihoods they had prior to settlement (Harris 

2002; Tennant 1990).  

 The residential school system was also part and parcel to this, and is directly related to 

the fracturing of Indigenous Nations (Bombay et al. 2013; Grant 1996; Miller 2000; Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission Final Report 2015) Further, the inability to own land and vote, 

alongside the racism perpetuated through settler society, also hindered the ability of Indigenous 

Peoples to participate in the settler economy (Barman 1997; Harris 2002; Miller 2009; Tennant 

1990). This, on top of stripping First Nations’ of the ability to self-govern and practice cultural 

customs, all worked to exert control over and erase Indigenous ways of life (Miller 2000; 

Tennant 1990). Amongst other colonial attempts to assimilate, was the Potlatch ban, which 

imposed restrictions on self-governance and political organizing, alongside physical acts of 

dispossession in which Government Agents seized ceremonial artifacts from Indigenous Peoples 

across the northwest coast of the Island (Bracken 1997). These laws and more were codified in 

the omnibus Indian Act of 1876, which reduced status Indians to wards of the state, while 

inserting Crown control over reserves and Band governments (Miller 2000; Tennant 1990). The 

Indian Act remains in place, albeit with modifications, to this day. 

1.5.3 Indigenous-Settler Relations and Resistance Throughout the 20th Century 

 This brief history of colonialism and settlement is not one sided however, and rather, it 

was a period marked by constant resistance by Indigenous Nations to the aggressively 

assimilationist policies of the state (Miller 2009; Tennant 1990). Growing settlements and the 

bureaucratic institutionalization of colonialism on Vancouver Island began to wear relations thin, 

and as the interests of Indigenous Peoples became increasingly disregarded and ignored, 

resistance mounted (Miller 2000; 2009; Tennant 1990). The ability for local Government Agents 
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and former colonial representatives to exert discretion in decision making was increasingly 

deferred to Federal policy directives, especially after the Province entered the folds of 

confederation in 1871 (Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). Instead, reserve allocations grew smaller and 

more remote over time, with negotiation turning to coercion as the government laid out ‘postage 

stamp’ sized reserve like a mosaic across the Province (Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). 

Prominently, a Nisga’a delegation traveled from the Nass Valley in Northern BC to Victoria in 

1887 to initiate treaty negotiations (Miller 2009). This offer was refused by the Province, and 

instead, the state continued to embrace assimilative policies that worked to strip Indigenous 

Peoples of their lands, increasingly marginalizing them to the fringes of settler society, while 

actively working to fracture and outlaw their ways of life (Harris 2002; Miller 2000).   

 Soon, even the reservation system came to interfere with settlement, and, in 1908, under 

then premier Richard McBride, the administration of British Columbia publicly deemed that 

“reserve lands would be better used by whites” (Tennant 1990: 86). Coupled with the aforesaid 

looming financial pressures of negotiations and firm line drawn by the newfound Federal 

government, land claims were no longer heard. Soon after, no more reserves were laid out, and 

increasingly, the concerns and interests of Indigenous Peoples were ignored (Tennant 1990). 

Instead, assimilation was the order of the day, and the mapping of imperial culture through the 

territorialization of physical space and exertion of legal sovereignty vis-à-vis the Rule of Law 

was critical to ongoing projects of settler possession and exploitation (Clayton 2000; Reill 2005; 

Rossiter 2007; Tennant 1990). 

 ‘The land question’, as it became widely known, loomed over British Columbia for the 

remainder of the 20th century, although it was business-as-usual for the Canadian government, 

whom, by 1920 was focused on, in the words of then Minister of Indian Affairs Duncan 
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Campbell Scott, getting “rid of the Indian problem” (Duncan Campbell Scott in National 

Archives of Canada 1920: 1). This meant an outright refusal of Indigenous rights to title and 

restrictions on advocating for rights not outlined in The Indian Act. Many of these policies 

worked to disarm Indigenous Peoples from organizing politically, while also actively 

reproducing settler ignorance and racism toward Indigenous Peoples in Canada through the 

dominance of anti-Indigenous and anti-treaty sentiments (Godlewska et al. 2010; Miller 2009; 

Sloan-Morgan & Castleden 2014; Tennant 1990).  

However, Indigenous political organizing persisted, with the formation of the Native 

Brotherhood of British Columbia in 1931, the Pacific Coast Native Fisherman’s Association 

(1936), the Indian Association of Alberta (1939) and the Federation of Saskatchewan Indians 

(1944) (Miller 2000). These groups and others, particularly Post World-War II, began to petition 

the government to amend harmful Indian Act policies. This was met with some success, such 

removing the Potlatch ban in 1951. (Miller 2000; 2009). However, an assimilative approach to 

Indigenous relations was still the modus operandi, which mounted with the White Paper of 1969. 

This proposed Federal Act sought to amend The Indian Act sought to sever any legal relationship 

the Canadian Government had in regard to the recognition of or granting of rights to Indigenous 

Peoples (Miller 2009; Warry 2007). The National Indian Council, formed in 1960, evolved into 

the National Indian Brotherhood in 1968, cut its teeth representing status and non-status Indians 

and Métis whom actively resisted the White Paper (Miller 2000; 2009).  Coupled with rising 

civil rights movements of the 1960s, Indigenous Peoples and their settler allies in Canada began 

to put increasing pressure on the state to address aging, ineffective policies, and more 

importantly, the longstanding injustices wrought on Indigenous Peoples and their rights to land, 

natural resources, and self-determination (Miller 2009).  
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By the 1970s, Canada was facing significant political pressure to initiate a renewed treaty 

making process with First Nations that had not been involved in the Numbered treaties (Miller 

2009; Usher 2003). Miller (2009) targets two major events as responsible for this shift; first, 

resistance by the James Bay Cree in response to hydroelectric developments in 1972 led to the 

negotiation of the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement, marking the first treaty 

negotiated by the Canadian government in over 50 years. Second, Frank Arthur Calder, on behalf 

of the Nisga’a First Nations Tribal Council, instituted legal action against the state in 1973, 

arguing that Nisga’a title had not been extinguished. In doing so, the Supreme Court 

acknowledged that Indigenous title to land existed prior to colonization, and thereby a legal right 

enforceable by law (McNeil 1997; Miller 2009; Otis 2014). Indeed, First Nations, Inuit, and 

Métis organizations, activist groups, and finally the Supreme Court of Canada, shifted the 

political climate in this country to such an extent that refusal and repudiation of Indigenous 

Peoples’ claim to land could no longer be cast aside. The rights of Aboriginal Peoples in Canada 

were finally affirmed by the Canadian Constitution in 1982, whereby existing Aboriginal rights, 

stemming either from status or Treaty rights, were recognized and affirmed (Asch 2002; Miller 

2009). 

1.5.4 Shifting Positions 

With the Calder case decided, the Federal government favoured creating an in-house 

pathway to negotiating Aboriginal title and rights with Provinces and First Nations as a means of 

steering clear of the uncertainty of decisions over land claims in court (Alcantara 2008; 

Government of Canada 1995; Miller 2009; Woolford 2005). Although this affirmation was a 

long way from the utter refusal to recognize the inherent treaty rights of Indigenous Peoples, 

these rights were and still are firmly couched within the confines of Canadian state sovereignty 
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(Day & Sadik 2002; Otis 2014; Rynard 2000). Ultimately though, the Federal government could 

no longer ignore their fiduciary duty to negotiate modern Treaties with First Nations it had not 

previously done so, thereby ushering a new era of Treaty making after a 50+ year hiatus 

(Alcantara 2008; McNeil 2009; Miller 2009; Rynard 2000). 

Indeed, negotiating modern treaties with Indigenous Peoples forced Canada to shift its 

policy directives and political attitude toward Indigenous Peoples from an explicitly 

assimilationist strategy to a mandate that encourage the settlement of treaties as a means of 

securing ‘certainty’ over land and resources where Crown title was now uncertain (Alcantara 

2008; BCTC 2017; Blomley 2014; Government of Canada 1995; Indian and Northern Affairs 

Canada 2003; Woolford 2005). Although this process would not disrupt Crown sovereignty—as 

discussed above—uncertainty over land title created risk and uncertainty over land and resource 

development, as an impending land claim could put a halt to any development (Blackburn 2005; 

Day & Sadik 2002; Egan 2012; Government of Canada 1995; Woolford 2005). Thus, legalistic 

tactics that produced certainty and finality through land claims is fundamentally driven by 

economic self-interest that is not so different from that perpetuated by settlers two centuries ago. 

Indeed, the Canadian government had to guarantee that the ongoing project of colonialism—now 

bound up with principles of economic development and national stability—could go unheeded 

by the law, and the uncertainty of litigation was not something the government was willing to lay 

its bets on (McKee 2009; Pasternak & Dafnos 2017; Woolford 2005). 

More broadly, ongoing settlement and development violated the rights of Indigenous 

Peoples, which quickly fell into direct contradiction to the provision of justice and the Rule of 

Law that Canada works to uphold. This is not a newfound realization; Cole Harris (2002) 

confirms that the contradiction of colonialism came to a head early on as settlers and 
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Government Agents realized that their treatment of Indigenous Peoples defied the tenants of 

liberal democracy that the newfound Federal Government was working to instill. As Cole aptly 

described in regard to 19th century land policies, “the claim that the possessory rights of Native 

people were a burden on Crown sovereignty remained in the air, but the Colonial Office no 

longer knew quite what to do with it…officials acknowledged a Native right to land that had to 

be extinguished before colonization could proceed legally” (2002: 15). Here, Eurocentric 

worldviews begin to contradict each other as the territorialization inherent to colonization—the 

creation of bounded territory that the state exerts control over (Painter 2010)—defies liberal 

logics of rights, liberty, and the Rule of Law. It is within this contradiction that settlement in 

British Columbia began, despite the duty to recognize Aboriginal title from the onset. While the 

government could no longer ignore its fiduciary duty, this recognition of Aboriginal title and 

rights, as I will detail, is second still to the stability of the state itself. Here, the tenets of 

Canadian liberalism, rooted in the political thought of the colonial project, work to recognize, yet 

simultaneously limit, the rights of Indigenous Peoples (Coulthard 2014; Otis 2014). 

1.5.5 Modern Treaty Negotiations in Canada, 1973-1993 

The Federal government established the Office of Native Claims (ONC) in 1973 to 

handle and oversee negotiations under the new Comprehensive Land Claims Agreement policy 

(Alcantara 2008; INAC 2015; Miller 2009). Since then, over 100 land claims have been asserted 

across the country through the comprehensive land claims (CLC) process (INAC 2015). While 

the CLC process was responsible for the successful negotiation of the Nunavut Agreement in 

1993 and the Nisga’a Final Agreement in 1999, by and large, the process was inefficient, costly, 

and laden with conflicts of interests (Miller 2009; Specific Claims Tribunal of Canada 2011). For 

instance, under the CLC, the Federal government refused to negotiate more than six claims at a 
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time, refused to accept oral histories as evidence of land tenure, failed to include self-government 

meaningfully in the negotiation process, and upheld a rigid standard of finality in all agreements 

(Miller 2009). As to be expected, no other major treaties were negotiated under the CLC process, 

and rather, the process was critiqued from all sides of the table, which led to a number of reviews 

to improve the process (British Columbia Claims Task Force 1991; Indian and Northern Affairs 

Canada 1982; Miller 2009).  

1.5.6 The British Columbia Treaty Commission 

In British Columbia, the British Columbia Claims Task Force was established in 1990 

“by an agreement between representatives of First Nations in British Columbia, the Government 

of British Columbia, and the Government of Canada” to provide input and recommendations on 

how the three parties should negotiate treaties (British Columbia Claims Task Force 1991: 1). In 

June 1991, the Task Force released their report that detailed what the scope of negotiations 

should include and how the process should proceed. The review called for, among other things, 

an independent facilitator to mediate negotiations between First Nations, Provincial, and Federal 

negotiators in BC. The Task Force also called for a ‘made in BC’ process to address the unique 

circumstances of land claims on unceded territories across the Province (BC Land Claims Task 

Force 1991). Central to the BC Land Claims Task Force was “the establishment of the British 

Columbia Treaty Commission. Its role [would] be to ensure that the process is fair and impartial, 

that all parties have sufficient resources to do the job, and that the parties work effectively to 

reach agreements” (BC Land Claims Task Force 1991: 18). And so, the British Columbia Treaty 

Commission (BCTC) was established and officially began accepting Statements of Intent (SOI) 

from First Nations in the Province in December 1992. 

Today, the Commission “has three roles: facilitation, funding, and public information and 
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education” (British Columbia Treaty Commission 2017: 1). In its mission statement, the BCTC 

states that it “acts independently to: 1) lobby and advocate for improvements to the treaty 

negotiation process, 2) educate and raise knowledge and comprehension levels regarding the 

benefits of treaty making, 3) allocate funding to First Nations to support negotiations, and 4) 

dedicate energy and resources to treaty making through active and effective facilitation of 

government-government-government negotiations.” (British Columbia Treaty Commission 

2017: 1). In conjunction with this mission statement, the BCTC plays a fundamental role in 

overseeing the six-stage process for negotiations (Figure. 1.2: BCTC Six-Stage Treaty 

Negotiation Process). This process is designed to, on one hand, standardize the negotiation 

process, while on the other, leave room to accommodate the particularities of each negotiation. 

As of Fall 2016, “65 First Nations, representing 105 current and former Indian Act Bands out of 

all 200 Indian Act Bands in BC, are participating in, or have completed treaties through, the 

treaty negotiations process (BCTC 2017: 1). Of those involved in the BCTC process, only seven 

First Nations have successfully negotiated three Treaties: the Tla’amin Final Agreement (2014), 

the Tsawwassen Final Agreement (2007), and the Maa-nulth Treaty (2011). This third Treaty 

involved five Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations, one of which was Huu-ay-aht First Nations, 

negotiating together with BC and Canada.5  

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
5 The five Maa-nulth Nations are: Huu-ay-aht First Nations, Ka:’yu:’k’t’h’/Che:k’tles7et’h First Nations; Toquaht 
Nation; Uchucklesaht Tribe; Ucluelet First Nation (Maa-nulth Treaty Society 2017). 
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Stage Number Stage  Action Item Signaled Completion 
One Statement of Intent 

(SOI) 
First Nations signal 
intent to negotiate 

BCTC, provincial, and 
federal governments 
acknowledge SOI 

Two Readiness to Negotiate All Parties agree to 
negotiate 

Once all parties 
indicate their readiness 
to enter negotiations 

Three Negotiation of a 
Framework 
Agreement 

Parties determine an 
outlined agreement 

Parties research a 
consensus on outline 

Four Establishment of 
Agreement in 
Principle (AIP) 

Community 
consultations and First 
Nations vote on AIP 

AIP is voted in favour 
and all parties agree 

Five Negotiation to reach a 
Final Agreement 

Finalize AIP and 
prepare for 
implementation date 

All parties agree on 
Treaty conditions 

Six Treaty Implementation Treaty is implemented Implementation 

 
Table 1.1: BCTC Six-Stage Treaty Negotiation Process (adapted from BCTC 2017). 
 
 

1.5.7 The Maa-nulth Treaty 

As a modern Treaty, the 320 page Maa-nulth Treaty encompasses a wide range of issues 

pertaining to the rights of Indigenous Peoples as individuals, and now, as self-governing Nations. 

Issues are broken into chapters and cover areas such as land title, land and resource use rights 

(water, subsurface resources, forestry, fish, wildlife, land-based resources etc.), self-governance, 

jurisdiction, citizenship, the creation of laws and coexistence with existing Canadian law, among 

others (Maa-nulth First Nations 2011).  

What became the finalized Maa-nulth Treaty, implemented on April 1st 2011, between 

five Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations actually began as talks amongst 13 of the 14 Nuu-chah-nulth 

First Nations of the Nuu-chah-nulth Tribal Council (NTC) in the mid 1980s.6 Many Nuu-chah-

																																																								
6 Ditidaht First Nations did not enter into treaty negotiations alongside the rest of the NTC, despite their membership 
in NTC. 
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nulth, including Huu-ay-aht First Nations, wanted to pursue modern treaty negotiations under the 

CLC system. However, the limitation on the number of claims that could be negotiated at the 

same time resulted in the NTC’s interests in doing so go unacknowledged (Treaty Negotiation 

Meeting Minute Book 1994-1996). When the BCTC process rolled out in December 1992, the 

NTC moved forward with 13 Nuu-chah-nulth Nations to become one of the first to submit their 

SOI under Stage One of the new BCTC process. Stage Two of the process began shortly after 

their SOI was acknowledged in the new year. That summer of 1993, all parties agreed that they 

were ready to move on to Stage Three to negotiate an Agreement in Principle (AIP). These 

negotiations continued into the millennium, and in March 2001, the 12 First Nations still at the 

Table voted on the AIP as negotiated up to this point.7 The vote was split, illuminating the fact 

that the Nations were not in agreement and thus not prepared to move onto Stage Four of the 

negotiation process. Internal negotiations and approval from the BCTC, Provincial, and Federal 

negotiators allowed for negotiations to continue with those Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations whom 

wished to continue pursuing Treaty, while allowing those who did not wish to continue to bow 

out of the process. After further internal discussions regarding how to move forward were 

concluded, the Maa-nulth Treaty Society (MTS) was established in 2005 as a collective of five 

Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations that did indeed want to proceed. Negotiations were renewed 

through the MTS and the Stage 4 AIP was finally agreed upon by all parties in 2007. Final 

negotiations continued into late 2008, and upon the Stage 5 Final Agreement of the terms 

amongst all parties in 2009, the Maa-nulth Nations began preparing for Stage 6: Treaty 

Implementation, with an effective date of April 1st 2011.  

 

																																																								
7 Hupacasath First Nations bowed out from treaty negotiations shortly before the 2001 vote on the AIP. 
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Over the eighteen-year process, negotiation dynamics certainly shifted. For example, 

early on in the NTC negotiations, Federal negotiators were rigid in regard to their terms, and 

issues deemed critical by the NTC, such as self-government, were initially off the table. The 

flexibility of negotiators increased over time and upon a 10-year review of the BCTC process, it 

became clear that a lack of successful negotiations was renewing fears of a(nother) untenable 

negotiation process. With negotiations at a standstill in the wake of the AIP vote split, this stall 

in negotiations closely coincided with the BCTC’s 10-year review of the treaty process. Here, 

Provincial and Federal negotiators stepped back and acknowledged, “we tried to accomplish too 

much too soon” (British Columbia Treaty Commission 2002: 3). As such, federal and provincial 

positions changed in regard to self-government, which was then added to the negotiation table, 

albeit still in a limited sense.  

Overall, it was recommended that the processes be slowed down to give all parties the 

time to discuss each chapter in detail. In the case of the Maa-nulth Treaty, the five First Nations 

were not going to rush the negotiation of something so critical to their worldview and future 

generations of Nuu-chah-nulth, regardless of the political and financial pressures (Treaty 

Committee Meeting Minute Book 2000-2002). As such, Provincial and Federal negotiators had 

to take the time to seriously consider the demands of the five First Nations and increase the 

flexibility of their mandate. All in all, the Canadian government acknowledged that there was a 

need to develop a mandate that would forge ‘new relationships’ that would rectify longstanding 

issues between First Nations and the Canadian government (BCTC 2002; 2016; Egan 2012; 

Government of Canada 1995; McKee 2009; Wood & Rossiter 2011).  
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At the same time, this new relationship could not be a detriment to Canadian sovereignty or 

industry, even if this logic continued to limits the rights of Indigenous Peoples to self-

determination (Blackburn 2005; Borrows 1999; Day & Sadik 2002).  

 These were the terms Huu-ay-aht First Nations was up against when its leaders initiated 

the treaty process in 1993. Despite the process being a fundamentally state-centric and legalistic 

one, and in the face of stubborn colonial bureaucracy, the Maa-nulth Nations still managed to 

successfully negotiate a Treaty with British Columbia and Canada.   

1.6 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, I have provided an introduction to the research project by stating its 

premise and objectives. I have also offered a brief review on Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

connection to the place now known as Vancouver Island, as well as a brief history of colonialism 

and treaty making in British Columbia, and to a lesser extent, Canada. This historical oveview 

provides a backdrop for understanding my research methods, analytic process, and findings. The 

next chapter will discuss the conceptual framework I have used to approach data analysis, offer a 

detailed account of the methods I used to collect and analyze data, and situate myself in relation 

to the study.  
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2.0 CHAPTER TWO | Conceptual Framework, Research Design 

2.1 Introduction 

In the previous chapter, I provided a historical overview of Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

place in the world. I also provided a review of settlement and treaty making on in Canada, 

particularly in the British Columbia. In this chapter, I delve into the conceptual tools that 

underpin my analysis and inform my research findings. This begins with defining worldview and 

examining its relationship to identity and place. From here, I move into a discussion of 

Indigenous and Eurocentric worldviews, with a focus on how ontological realities shape actions 

and decisions surrounding land and resources in the context of treaty making (Castleden et al. 

2009). Then, I move into a discussion of my research design, methods, and approach to analysis. 

I conclude this section with a reflection on my positionality in the research. 

2.2 On Worldview Self, and Place 

A worldview is a conceptualization of the systems and processes that make up our 

surroundings (Castleden et al. 2009; Koltko-Rivera 2004). These understandings are rooted in 

particular ontologies (what we know) and epistemologies (how we know) that have been shaped 

through generations of philosophy, stories, and histories, both oral and written. (Atleo 2004; 

Koltko-Rivera 2004). Indeed, “worldviews are sets of beliefs and assumptions that describe 

reality” (Koltko-Rivera 2004: 3) and frame how we—individually and collectively—come to 

know and understand the world around us. As stated by Castleden et al. (2009), “worldviews are 

operationalized through place” (793) as the canvas upon which reality is experienced and lived. 

Place, as a site of social relations (Cresswell 1996; Malpas 1999), plays a significant role in 

shaping the worldviews (Casey 2001; Larsen & Johnson 2016), that produce and reproduce our 
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realities (Castleden et al. 2009). Place then, is not the only determinant of worldview (Malpas 

1999), and rather, peoples’ experiences with place are shaped by the social, cultural, political, 

and environmental relationships that structure social relations in place (Cresswell 1996; Aitken 

& Valentine 2006). Indeed, place shapes, and is shaped by, particular ontological and 

epistemological understandings of the world.  

In the context of modern treaty making, I will come to detail how the Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview shapes Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ understandings of the lands and resources up for 

negotiation. Likewise, I will explore the Provincial and Federal governments understanding of 

the lands in question, and how a western worldview inherently shapes these understandings. 

Thus, I also examine how worldviews shape the goals and actions that people pursue in response 

to their lived realities, specifically, how worldview drove Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ pursuit of, 

and priorities for inclusions in, the Maa-nulth Treaty.  

In his work ‘Between Geography and Philosophy: What Does it Mean to be in the Place-

World?’, Casey (2001) develops the concept of the “geographical self” (683). He argues that 

human subjects, as bodies in space, play an active role in the constitution and (re)production of 

the place itself. Likewise, place, as “the immediate environment of my lived body” (Casey 2001: 

683) becomes embedded in our selfhoods as we become subjects of place.  Indeed, in Casey’s 

apt words, “there is no place without self and no self without place” (2001: 684). Place then 

becomes a multiplicity of areas of action through which agency is exerted and identity is 

constructed in relation to one’s lived experience in place. In contrast to place, space, for Casey, 

represents a void incapable of holding bodies, experiences, and memories. Landscape then, is the 

“cusp concept” that bridges and “serves to distinguish space and place”, providing “the context 

for places and an attribute of places” (689). Within landscapes are places-worlds that are 
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conceived, perceived, actively lived, and receptively experienced through social, historical, and 

spatial interactions and understandings of human subjects. As we act, experience, remember, and 

ultimately “draw in” the place-worlds we inhabit, places and landscapes actively “draw out” 

(Casey 2001: 690) the same place-world in response to the places and subjects that structure it. 

Although Casey is not the only geographer theorizing of place, space, and self (Cresswell 1996; 

2014; Larsen & Johnson 2012; 2016; Relph 2008; Schatzki 2001; Tuan 2001), I draw on his 

work in particular for the purposes of this research.  

So, in line with this understanding, one’s subjectivity is informed by place, and in turn, 

one’s being in place has an effect on their surroundings. This relationship is mediated and 

contextualized by worldviews that explain phenomenon and produce understandings for the 

reality that unfolds before us. Jeff Maplas’ (1999) theorization of subjectivity and place provides 

useful insights to further this assertion. For him, subjectivity is “a structure whose unity is 

established and articulated in terms of a certain interconnection of thoughts and experience” 

(1999: 90), and rather than focusing on only the mutual constitution of self and place, he goes 

beyond to see how all things play an interconnected role in shaping this dynamic relationship. 

This analytic approach takes a step back to not only see “that we usually experience ourselves, 

and other things, in relation to places and spaces, but that the very structure of the mind is 

intrinsically tied to locality and spatiality” (Malpas 1999: 10). This then becomes a place-based 

endeavor, as “the appearance of things—of objects, of self, and of others—is possible only 

within the all-embracing compass of place. It is, indeed, in and through place that the world 

presents itself” (Maplas 1999: 15). Thus, the relationship between self and place is not merely 

about mutual constitution as Casey suggests; rather, drawing on Malpas, the focus then turns to 

the interconnection between self, place, and all lifeforms. This interconnectedness produces the 
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experiential and relational knowledges of place that then inform our subjectivities, our 

understandings, and ultimately, the worldviews that produce our realities (Casey 2001; Malpas 

1999). Below, I begin to tease out how this understanding of self and place is embodied in 

Indigenous worldviews, specifically, a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview. 

As aptly stated by Leroy Little Bear (2000), “every society has many deep-rooted and 

implicit assumptions about what life and reality are all about. These assumptions are the 

guidelines for interpreting laws, rules, customs, and actions” (83). This quote is from his book 

chapter Worldviews Colliding, and as the title alludes to, the differing understandings held and 

reproduced amongst different societies also produce tension between them in the wake of their 

impact. The philosophical origins of Indigenous and European worldviews differ significantly, 

and this directly influences understandings of relationships to land, nature, and the lifeforms 

within it. Indeed, as I discuss below, one worldview sees humans placed ‘in relation to’, while 

the other sees humans as having the ability to be ‘in control of’ place.  

An understanding of the intrinsic connection between all lifeforms in the physical and 

spirit world have been foundational to many Indigenous ontologies, while European 

enlightenment-era philosophy produces understandings of reality in which people have the 

individual ability to control their destinies and manipulate their surroundings (Reill 2005; 

Withers 2007). Before I unpack Indigenous and Eurocentric worldviews further, I wish to 

broaden my examination of the idea of place shaping worldview and influencing the actions of 

Indigenous Peoples through Larsen and Johnson’s (2016) concept of placework.  A thorough 

understanding of these conceptual tools was critical to my, albeit partial, understanding the Maa-

nulth negotiation process. Specifically, these tools illuminate how differences in worldviews 

came to a head at the negotiation table through opposing interests and priorities.  
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2.3 Placework 

Placework is defined as a way of thinking, acting, and being in response to place (Larsen 

& Johnson 2016). As a result, peoples’ “selfhoods become entangled within and constituted 

through” their relationship to place (Larsen & Johnson 2016: 153). Placework goes beyond 

thinking about the immediate work people do on or with place; rather, placework focuses on the 

“genealogical relationship” (Larsen & Johnson 2016: 153) Indigenous Peoples have with place 

that is directly connected to their existence in place for millennia. Reciprocity is fundamental to 

this relationship, as likened by Larsen and Johnson to that of “youth and elders in Indigenous 

societies. The youth respect, learn from, and care for their elders, and elders teach, help and look 

after the youth. As the apical ancestor, place compels the reciprocal appropriations” (2016: 153). 

As a genealogical relationship, the placework Indigenous Peoples do is intimately bound up with 

the placeworld they inhabit and are connected to through their ancestral relations (Casey 2001; 

Larsen & Johnson 2016).  

For Huu-ay-aht, this ethic deeply informs the role of the “more-than-human” relationship 

many musčim with their hahuułi (Atleo 2004; Happynook 2000; Umeek 2011). As a site of 

social relations, the relationship many Huu-ay-aht have with their hahuułi contextualizes their 

daily actions to defend their hahuułi from ongoing acts of colonialism. An attack on the lands of 

Indigenous Peoples is an attack on the Peoples connected to that place. As any of us would 

defend relationships we hold meaningful, it is only so that the placework of many Huu-ay-aht 

musčim—articulated through their pursuit of treaty—is rooted in a struggle against and 

resistance toward colonization and ongoing attempts to compromise their relationship to their 

lands (Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2016; Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006; 2008-2011; Nuu-

chah-nulth Framework Agreement 1995; Treaty Committee Meeting Minute Book 1996-1998). 
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As mentioned previously, treaty is only one avenue through which Indigenous Peoples 

pursuit self-determination. This struggle is articulated in different ways across Canada, such as 

through activist groups and land defense camps that work to hinder, stall, and disrupt industry, 

alongside others whom work to bring awareness to the relationship Indigenous Peoples have 

with those lands, as well as the environmental issues that—while disproportionally affecting 

Indigenous Peoples—ultimately have an effect on us all (e.g., Defenders of the Land 2011; 

Mother Earth Water Walk 2017; Unist’ot’en Camp 2017). Indeed, the pursuit of self-

determination is closely bound with the relationship Indigenous Peoples have to their lands 

(Alfred 2005; 2009; Alfred & Corntassel 2005; Simpson 2011; 2014). The significance of this 

relationship drives the placework of many Indigenous Peoples across Canada, and this process of 

pursuing action in response to one’s relationship with and through place theoretically informs my 

analysis of Huu-ay-aht First Nations pursuit of Treaty. Since the implementation of Indian 

reservation policies in the middle to late 19th century, Huu-ay-aht First Nations has struggled 

against the Canadian government to regain control of their ḥahuułi. For Huu-ay-aht—and the 

other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations signatories—the modern Treaty process represented a new 

path through which the Nation could pursue relative self-determination free from the obstacle 

that is The Indian Act.  

Reflecting on placework in the context of treaties, the negotiation process is a form of 

placework itself, through which Huu-ay-aht First Nations entangled relationship with 

their ̣hahuułi is revealed, expressed, and upheld by their desire to successfully negotiating a 

treaty that better allows them to live by their worldview. Ultimately, Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ 

viewed the modern treaty process as a means to achieve self-determination unlike any 

opportunity they have had presented to them before. However, in doing so, Huu-ay-aht would 
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not further erode their ability to live by their worldview, and rather, the success of the Maa-nulth 

Treaty relied on the extent to which Huu-ay-aht and the other Maa-nulth First Nations would be 

able to restore power and authority to their worldview by way of self-governance (Maa-nulth 

Internal Meetings 2005-2006). However, the extent to which the Maa-nulth Nations were able to 

do this was hedged by the Eurocentric worldview of settlers that is at odds with the Indigenous 

ontologies, both of which I examine in detail below. 

2.4 Indigenous Perspectives on Land and Nature 

For many Indigenous Peoples across what is now Canada, their worldview and 

understanding of their place is derived from their lived experience in place on the land and land-

based lifestyles (Simpson 2011; 2014). Akin to how place creates, speaks, and teaches (Larsen & 

Johnson 2016), the sacred knowledge, teachings, traditions, customs, and knowledge of different 

Indigenous groups is bestowed by and derived from the land and passed through generations 

(Castellano 2000). As Sarah Hunt (2014) puts it, this knowledge produces culturally nuanced, 

place-based ways of knowing that are founded on the layers of meaning that structure the 

relationship between Indigenous Peoples and their lands. Thus, Indigenous ontologies and 

epistemologies are inherently place-based and connected to all of the living creatures in that 

landscape (Alfred 2005; Battiste & Henderson 2000; Hunt 2014; Moreton-Robinson 2005; 

Simpson 2014). To live by these teachings is to engage with one’s ḥahuułi, other Huu-ay-aht, 

and fulfill the responsibilities bestowed upon one as Huu-ay-aht musčim.  
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In short, the ontological understanding many, if not most, Indigenous Peoples hold is rooted in 

and informed through intergenerational teachings that form the foundations of their origins, 

offering insights into how those people came to be in a particular place, and also how to live 

responsibility and ethically with that place (Atleo 2004; Happynook 2000; McGregor 2004; 

Simpson 2011; 2014; Umeek 2011).  

Keeping with Malpus’ understandings of self and place, I want to avoid favouring or 

prioritizing one concept—self or place—over the other when discussing their mutual 

constitution. Rather, “it is not that any one of these concepts somehow ‘grounds’ the others, but 

rather that they must be understood only in interrelation to each other” (1999: 91). In my 

examination of Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Nuu-chah-nulth worldview as follows, my point is 

that—as I understand it—their worldview is contextualized through intergenerational, 

experiential, tacit and relational knowledges that fundamentally shapes the Huu-ay-aht hahuułi 

and Huu-ay-aht identities as a Peoples.  

Oral histories, stories, and teachings shared amongst Indigenous communities are 

inherently placed-based, and these actively shape and inform the identities and actions of those 

who live in place (Atleo 2004; Kovach 2005; Simpson 2011; 2014). As stated by Margaret 

Kovach (2005), “place gives us identity” (61), and for Huu-ay-aht First Nations, other Nuu-chah-

nulth Nations, many Indigenous Peoples across Canada, and indeed many around the world, land 

is the place that provides, teaches, and fulfills their physical, spiritual, emotional mental 

wellbeing (Alfred 2005; 2009; Atleo 2004; Simpson 2011; 2014; Sunseri 2011). To say that 

Indigenous Peoples in Canada have coexisted with their surroundings in a manner guided by 

Indigenous knowledges is not to say Indigenous Peoples lived some kind of static existence. 

Rather, Indigenous ways of knowing speak and respond to the dynamism of land. For example, 
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for Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations, oral histories about past tsunamis outline nature’s powerful 

ability to alter the landscape in dramatic ways, while stories of conflict amongst Nuu-chah-nulth-

aht (George 2003; Harkin 1998) represent how humans also affect and shape land through their 

actions, which in turn shapes their relationship with it. 

Larsen and Johnson (2016) argue that “in many Indigenous traditions, cosmology is still 

the basis for ontology—not just ontology in the singular, but in the diverse, more-than-human, 

ontologies of the pluraliverse” (151). Indigenous knowledge offers explanations of the universe 

and the origins of peoples and animals and trees and water, everything within it, the sun, the 

moon, and the stars (Borrows in Simpson 2014; McGregor 2004; Moreton-Robinson 2003). 

Indigenous ontological teachings are rooted in story, and often, these are inherently local in 

context and constituted by the place itself (Hunt 2014; Kovach 2005). These teachings are passed 

on through people, whose identities are shaped by place through a symbiosis that produces and 

sustains. In return, “this ontology establishes the sacredness of place” (Larsen & Johnson 2016: 

152), and Indigenous peoples of that land hold a responsibility to ensure that those sacred lands 

are respected and cared for through the knowledge and teachings bestowed by the land itself 

(Atleo 2004; Kovach 2005; Umeek 2011; Simpson 2011; 2014).  This understanding stems from 

a broader ontological understanding amongst many Indigenous worldviews, including Huu-ay-

ahts’, that the significance of place is not predicated on the existence of human subjects and 

agency.  

In contrast to Eurocentric worldviews that interpret land as domesticable, enclosable, and 

controllable (Reill 2005; Withers 2007), many Indigenous ontologies presume that “place has 

agency independent of human embodiment or awareness, and, in face, human embodiment and 

awareness are an extension of the agency of place” (Larsen & Johnson 2016: 151). Larsen & 
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Johnson draw on Indigenous ontologies across varying geographies that hold a like 

understanding that human agency is consequent to the agency of place, and that “the Spirit of 

Place” (2016: 152), through a myriad of ways, produce the personalities, selfhood, and 

embodiment of all things.  

The Nuu-chah-nulth Worldview is rooted in a reality that acknowledges the spirit and 

agency of place. As Atleo (2004) explains, “every life form is of one thli-muhk-sti (spirit), of one 

essence. Contrary to the classical Western view, the Nuu-chah-nulth do not assume that humans 

have one type of life essence spirit and the bear another. Both, in the beginning, were of the same 

essence” (62). Indeed, it is understood that nature has a will of its own, though ones’ relationship 

with nature can have influence over it (Atleo 2004; Umeek 2011). Atleo captures a similar 

understanding in his explanation of protocols between life forms. He reflects on the words of 

Gisday Wa and Delgam Uukw, whom state “the land, the plants, the animals and the people all 

have spirit—they all must be shown respect” as all of these living beings “can influence the 

course of events in terms of their relationship with human beings” (2004: 62). This quote, like 

the previous, reveals the spirit of place, and indeed all lifeforms, and the ethical responsibilities 

that come with it, in a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview.  

2.5 European Perspectives on Land and Nature 

 European conceptions of land and nature are driven by a very different worldview from 

those of Huu-ay-aht First Nations and other Indigenous Peoples in Canada. Dating back to the 

medieval era, feudalism was the dominant system of land tenure in Europe. Unlike modern 

concepts of private property in which land tenure can be bought and sold, tenure was held 

exclusively by the upper classes of ruling empires (Platt 2014). Under feudalism, the power of 

the empire was seen to be bestowed by God, and likewise, the land was held in their trust via a 
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kind of divine relationship, while the commoner was subject to his fate as landless, and subjected 

to working the lands of others for little in return (Platt 2014). As the Middle Ages progressed 

into the renaissance, the gradual decline of the feudal system gave way to the establishment of 

local cities and governments whom exercised control over lands under their jurisdiction. Land 

redistribution policies and the growth of cities across Europe throughout the early modern period 

marked the beginning of a shift in worldview, in which man—through secular, liberal thought—

became the maker of his own being, with a destiny autonomous from any sort of divine 

intervention (Platt 2014; Withers 2007). A shift in worldview then, also marked a shift in ones’ 

relationship to land, whereby land became a common for all man, rather than allocated through 

feudal rule (Locke 1823).8 However, the presence of Christianity—particularly the notions of 

superiority and civility it bestowed—did not fade from the European worldview per se. Rather, 

its role in shaping European subjectivity in relation to land and natural resources shifted amidst 

rising secular philosophical thought that espoused a positivist outlook steeped in assumptions of 

observable, knowable truths (Reill 2005). Thus, while the Eurocentric worldview is inherently 

grounded in Christian thought, and while it was critical in justifying acts of colonialism (Harris 

2002; Moreton-Robinson 2015; Seed 1999), man himself became the maker of his destiny and 

the fate of others, with the power resting in his actions, not the divine.  

 So, as the decline of feudalism led to increasingly independent states, so too did the 

independence of man and civil society (read: white, liberal, able-bodied, European) flourish in 

the name of life, liberty, and property (Locke 1823). For John Locke, property was a cornerstone 

to the liberty of man and civility of society, and was produced vis-à-vis the labour of man. 

																																																								
8 The gendered language used here is in reference to the patriarchal language of the time. This gendered language 
and part and parcel to the European worldview, whereby only men were explorers, colonizers, and settlers who 
worked land held tenure, while womens’ labour went unrecognized, with their bodies were regulated and controlled 
in the home and by the state (Abramovitz 1996). 
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Articulated in his labour theory of property, for Locke unworked land was deemed worthless and 

unowned until man applied his labour to it, from which he had the right to extract maximum 

value from the land he added value to, and thereby privately owned (Vaughn 1978).  

 Under this emerging European worldview, the relationship between self and land was 

entrenched within a broader understanding of nature, labour, and property that commodified and 

viewed each of the former through a theory of value. The assurance of value, in terms of material 

use and exchange values as explained earlier, generates incentive, and both land and labour are 

key to the production of wealth and surplus value vis-a-vis property and natural resource 

extraction. However, as explained by Becky Mansfield (2007), property is also a mechanism of 

discipline, whereby “people will only labor if they are guaranteed to benefit from the labor, and 

this can only be assured through private property…once something is private property, 

individuals will apply their labor to “improve” it (i.e. use it productively) only because they are 

able to profit directly from their efforts” (397). Thus, “property is the outcome of labour, but also 

property rights are the incentive for labour, efficiency, accumulation, and so on. Property rights 

thus serve critical functions in making capitalist markets possible” (Mansfield 2007: 397). 

Indeed, the expansion of global capitalism as we know it today traces its roots back to 

colonialism, which was predicated on, and continues to thrive off of, the commodification of 

land via private property.  
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While this foray into land, labour, and capital may seem tangential, these concepts fundamentally 

underpin the contemporary worldview of settlers, whose social, cultural, political, and historical 

realities are reproduced through capitalism, which thrives on land and labour. Moreover, the 

relationship between settlers and land has direct implications in the modern treaty negotiation 

process, as Provincial and Federal concerns surrounding the certainty of land title are intimately 

bound up with how land is perceived and valued.  

 What then is to be made of the relationship between people and land under a Eurocentric 

worldview? As Lefebvre is translated in Sauer (2012), the process of turning land into a 

commodity via private property required land owners to “overcome [their] personal relationship 

with property” (88). While this relationship is in reference to that of monarchs, lords, and other 

land owners under feudalism, the idea of ‘overcoming’ and ultimately having the ability to 

detach from one’s relationship with land is the point I want to focus on. The idea that mans’ 

relationship is severed through the process of commodification—making any relationship simply 

a market based one—is in fundamental opposition to the more-than-human relationships many 

Indigenous Peoples have to their lands. These opposing understandings of reality produce 

tangible points of tension in modern treaty negotiations, and indeed could be traced throughout 

colonialism. Today, articulations of worldview are asserted in the treaty process by way of the 

firm demand and absolute positions articulated by Federal and Provincial negotiators. Attempts 

to reinforce legalistic and capitalistic values of private property and economic development are a 

mainstay to Provincial and Federal negotiators, thereby establishing the grounds of negotiations 

upon the Eurocentric worldview.  

The state’s vision for treaty is explicitly grounded in legally securing land and resources 

for development and extraction (Borrows 1997; Egan 2013; Government of Canada 1995; 
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Woolford 2005). This mentality neatly aligns with the Eurocentric worldview we can trace back 

for centuries. By negotiating under a mandate that seeks to convert Aboriginal title into fee 

simple title under British common law, the Canadian government is working to establish 

certainty of jurisdiction and control over land vis-a-vis the legal tenants of private property.9  

Thinking back to Locke, land and private property are, and have always been, critical to the 

reproduction of capital (Vaughn 1978; Mansfield 2007). As such, it is in the ongoing economic 

and social interests of nation states to maintain the rule of law through land agreements that 

clearly outline the parameters of jurisdiction, access, and control over land. Indeed, enforcement 

of law and the reinforcement of colonized landscapes is critical to the production of property, 

and thereby the (re)production of capital (Clayton 2000; Blomley 2014; Pasternak & Dafnos 

2017).  

In the words of Nick Blomley (2014), “property is only property to the extent that it is 

stabilized as such through complex assemblages of land titling, jurisprudence, belief, everyday 

practice, maps, hedges, fences, and so on” (1296). Thus, Eurocentric logics of white supremacy, 

Christianity, and later, enlightenment-era philosophy produced understandings of reality that 

justified colonial acts of domination and possession in the new world (Moreton-Robinson 2015; 

Seed 1995). The development of land and extraction of resources continue to drive, indeed 

remains critical, to ongoing colonialism in the era of free market capitalism (Mansfield 2007; 

Pasternak & Dafnos 2017).  

																																																								
9 Aboriginal title and rights in Canada are recognized under Section 35 of the Canadian constitution as sui generis 
rights under Canadian law. As such, lands held for use by Aboriginal Peoples are held in trust by the Canadian 
government. This prevents lands recognized under Aboriginal title from being bought and sold. Fee simple title is 
the highest form of ownership one can have over land under British Common Law and allows property to be bought 
and sold through the transfer of the deed of ownership. For more on sui generis and Aboriginal title in Canada see: 
Borrows 1997; Borrows & Rotman 1997; Godlewska & Webber 2007; Henderson 2002; Ivison 2003; and McNeil 
1997).  
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When one considers the potentially destabilizing power of litigious land claims by 

Indigenous Peoples over large swaths of British Columbia, the mobilization of the Crown to 

neutralize this threat with an in-house process becomes clear. This vulnerability also explains the 

Crown is firm on their position that modern treaties will work to modify Aboriginal title into a 

form of fee simple title, and that this is the first and last time land title will be up for negotiation 

(Blomley 2014; Woolford 2005). Indeed, modern treaties are meant to neutralize this treat 

through legal certainty that forever puts an end to any future land claims over the lands under 

negotiation (Wood & Rossiter 2011). However, this represents a major point of tension for 

Indigenous Peoples, as the collective recognition of Aboriginal sui generis rights are surrendered 

through fee simple, which works to privatize and allocate individual pieces of land for sale 

(Carins 2000; Egan 2013; McNeil 1997). This also means that non-Indigenous Peoples now have 

the right to buy land under fee simple, whereas this is not the case with lands recognized under 

Aboriginal title.  

On a more abstract level, Indigenous Peoples take issue with the idea of fee simple title 

conceptually because it assumes land is an object which can be bought sold, and owned. This 

idea fundamentally contradicts the tenets of a Huu-ay-aht worldview, whereby land is not 

owned, and rather, Huu-ay-aht live in relation to land alongside all other forms of life. This is 

one instance among many that I will highlight in examining the modern Treaty negotiation 

process. Points of tension arose throughout the negotiation of the Maa-nulth Treaty and were not 

easily overcome. The provincial and federal governments’ firm position on fee simple title is 

criticized as one of the major flaws preventing the successful negotiation of more modern treaties 

(Alfred 2000; Day & Sadik 2002; Egan 2012; 2013). Given the vital role private property rights 

play in both the reproduction of capitalism the firmness of this position becomes clear. Indeed, 
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the roots of Provincial and Federal negotiators are firmly secured, stabilized, and legitimized by 

the Eurocentric worldviews that dominate political, legal, economic, social, and cultural 

institutions in Canada.  

2.6 Research Design: Qualitative Inquiry 

At its core, this research is inherently qualitative in nature, as it is about the meanings 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations have attributed to entering into a Treaty with the Province of British 

Columbia and the Government of Canada, and their lived experience of pre- and post-Treaty life. 

Qualitative research is “a non-mathematical process of interpretation” (Strauss et al. 1998: 11) 

through which the researcher attempts to make sense of the meanings and experiences people 

have with a process or phenomenon (Berg 2000; Creswell 2014). The data have been augmented 

through conversations with musčim, attending community events, and forging relationships with 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations leaders and community members on the ground in their ḥahuułi. 

2.6.1 Community-based Archival Research 

I have engaged with two methodological frameworks —community-based participatory 

research (CBPR) and feminist archival research— throughout the research process. I explore 

each of these methodological approaches in depth in Chapter 3. In brief, CBPR is the 

methodological and philosophical foundation upon which the larger research project has been 

conducted (Castleden et al. 2008). This approach focuses on producing research outcomes that 

foremost engage with and are meaningful to the community (Castleden et al. 2008; De Leeuw 

2012; Minkler & Wallerstein 2008). Given the fact that, for Many Indigenous Peoples, “research 

is a dirty word” (Tuhiwai-Smith, 2012: 1), a CBPR approach has been the ethical backbone of 

Dr. Castleden’s research relationship with Huu-ay-aht First Nations since 2005. This approach is 

founded on principles of respect, accountability, and transparency throughout the research 
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process, whereby research is collaborative, decision making is shared, and benefits are mutual 

(Castleden et al. 2008; 2012).  

For the purposes of my research, I introduced a feminist archival research methodology 

to my research responsibilities associated with this CBPR partnership. Feminist methodologies in 

general stress, among many things, the importance of ethical accountability of the researcher to 

those peoples and places they—and for archivists, the archive—are connected to (Eichhorn; 

McKee & Porter 2012; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000). Interestingly, the archive is 

inherently colonial in nature, specifically in terms of both the history it legitimizes and 

simultaneously erases (Stoler 2002; 2010). A feminist archival research approach recognizes the 

ethical responsibility the researcher has to producing accurate, informative work, while also 

remaining cognizant of the subjective influence the researcher can have on the archival research 

process (Harris 2001; Kirsch & Royster 2010; McKee & Porter 2012; Royster 2000). Further, 

feminist archival methodologies see the value in speaking with and listening to the people and 

places connected to the archive to not only meeting these ethical responsibilities with respect and 

care, but to develop increasingly rigorous and nuanced findings from the textual archive and 

beyond into the living world it remains connected to (Gaillet 2012; Kirsch & Royster 2010; 

Royster 2000).  

To engage with these methodologies from the onset, and as per Heather’s longstanding 

working relationship with Huu-ay-aht First Nations, I turned to our Advisory Committee of Huu-

ay-aht musčim to steer the direction of the research, assist in establishing protocols for research 

and addressing ethical concerns as they may arise. The Advisory Committee helped throughout 

the research process through their assistance with organizing community meetings and 

summoning archival data for the purposes data analysis. Then, the Advisory Committee helped 
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collaboratively shape the data analysis process and affirm findings to ultimately share in the 

authorship and dissemination of this arm of the study.  

2.7 Data Analysis: Coding and Constructing a Narrative 

The data analysis process was, to borrow from Gold’s (2008) approach to archival 

research, a “largely organic” one (18). The process included (re)reading and (re)listening to the 

archives in tandem with a mix of hand written and electronic coding using a data management 

software package through a rather fluid research process. I began by analyzing the documents in 

a free-flowing manner in order to get a sense of the sequence of events, major players, and 

significant moments in the treaty process. This initial foray also provided insight into major 

themes that would be developed for the electronic coding process. After this, I conducted one 

round of coding by loading electronic scans of archival data into NVivo 11 for Mac in PDF 

format. Initially, codes were developed in relation to themes emerging from the data, keeping in 

mind themes that might align with existing literature (Castleden et al. 2012; Happynook 2000; 

Sloan-Morgan 2012). Code definitions were also developed and affirmed through conversations 

with the research team and the Advisory Committee.  

The development of codes helped focus my approach to the archive through cohesive 

concepts and definitions, which were imperative to sifting through thousands of documents in a 

limited period of time. Remaining flexible for emergent codes is crucial (Saldaña 2013), and this 

became apparent as worldview, which became the focus on my analysis, was not initially coded 

for, nor directly considered, until after coding had been completed. Broad categorical codes—

such as self-determination, relationships, negotiations, and implementation—were developed 

with definitions, inclusion, and exclusion criteria. Then, sub-codes were developed within these 

larger categories. These focused on specific aspects of the larger category, such as negotiation 
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strategies, specific chapters in the treaty, and particular language used to discuss the process (see 

Appendix A). Twenty-five codes were developed in all, some with numerous subheadings. This 

type of codebook development enhances the rigor of the data overall by creating a decision-

making trail that explains and justifies the research outcomes (Saldaña 2013). This process also 

helps steer researchers away from assumptions regarding the data by providing clear evidence of 

significant and marginal factors (Creswell 2014; Creswell & Miller 2000).  

In regard to the archival data I was engaging with, this coding process soon felt saturated 

and redundant, and the massive number of documents available from the archive was also not 

conducive to in-depth coding in the face of time and resource constraints. While many research 

methods textbooks might say note that saturation in data analysis is a cue that the analysis is 

complete, I intuitively knew that this was not the case here. As such, I shifted toward a more 

‘organic’ approach to the archive in which I selectively read and reread documents, while 

applying knowledge from the archive and existing literature to my experiences in Huu-ay-ahts’ 

hahuułi. In doing so, I began to ascertain a larger narrative in which worldview was an 

undercurrent throughout the treaty process.  

Thus, while coding was useful for determining points of interest in the negotiation 

process and the priorities of Huu-ay-aht negotiators, it was not until I stepped back and began 

combing over the data again and again—in a variety of ways, moving between the literature and 

the data—that the crux of my analysis became clear. Indeed, this research is inherently inductive 

in its approach, in that the findings are derived from the data. This sort of organic and inductive 

approach to data analysis resonates with grounded theory and constant comparative method 

literature (Glaser 1965; 2004; Fram 2013; Strauss et al. 2008). 
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2.7.1 Data Analysis: Collecting and Analyzing Archival Data 

The archival research process is one of constant reinterpretation, whereby the researcher 

must acknowledge, on one hand, the inherent incompleteness of the archive, and on the other, the 

role of the researcher and the analytical positioning rooted in their approach to conducting 

research (Farge 2013; Gaillet 2012; Mills 2013; Tirabassi 2009). There are moments where the 

incomplete nature of the archive was clearly felt. First, the majority of the documents analyzed 

were comprised of notes, meeting minutes, and other documents that only provide a summary or 

highlights of events. Second, and somewhat related to this first point, is the fact that the bulk of 

the archival documents I have engaged with were collected and organized for me. While in many 

respects this has been a blessing given time and resources constraints, this process inherently 

played a role in shaping how the data were constructed and conceived. Just as one enters the 

archive “not naked but full clothed and with one’s vision well filtered” (Harris 2001: 332), the 

data are uniquely informed by the those who collect it. This means that the findings of this 

research are predicated on how Huu-ay-aht First Nations drafted the documents in question from 

the beginning. Given the summary-ness of many of the documents, it is clear that people had to 

make conscious choices in regard to what has been included and excluded from the archival 

record.  

The data analyzed for this research were also influenced by another factor. The data were 

initially organized by Huu-ay-aht First Nations, whom the research team requested gather 

pertaining to the Maa-nulth Treaty negotiations. Again, while their expertise in collecting the 

data was immensely helpful to the research process this is yet another moment of subjective 

selection, whereby the person had to sift through the documents—that were already filtered by 

the Nation—and decide what seemed most important. The team member who collected the data I 
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analyzed did this again as he photographed and collected documents that seemed most important 

out of what was provided to him. In both cases, the incompleteness of the archive meets the 

positionality of the researcher, whereby their analytical take and personal constitution actively 

shapes how they view, collect, and analyze data. Thus, speaking to my positionality and its role 

in shaping the research process is a critical preface to my methods, analysis, and findings. 

2.8 Positionality in the Research Process 

As I attempted to develop an insightful, meaningful narrative from the archive, the 

voyeuristic isolation of a digital archive thousands of kilometres from the physical archive 

became stark. The notion of place as archive (Kirsch & Rohan 2008) was felt on an ethical and 

intellectual level, given my position as an outsider handling data sensitive to the Nation. The 

rigor of triangulating data through place (Gaillet 2012) aside, engaging with Huu-ay-aht citizens 

and spending time in the physical place of their Ḥahuułi was critical to developing a rich, 

nuanced understanding of the archive. Both CBPR and feminist approaches to research consider 

the role and impact of the researcher in shaping and influencing the research process (Castleden 

et al. 2012, Harris 2001; McKee & Porter 2012; Minkler & Wallerstein 2008).  

As a white, male, settler outsider conducting research with Indigenous Peoples, it is critical to be 

reflective of my understandings of the events and proceedings of Treaty negotiations. Given the 

internal nature of the archival data I have engaged with, there was a considerable degree of 

colloquial and/or assumed understandings of events preceeding or related to the topic at hand. 

Spending time in the Huu-ay-aht Ḥahuułi speaking with Musčim, and seeking insights from 

members of the Huu-ay-aht Advisory Committee were critical to my understanding of the 

archival data, and indeed, the outcomes of this research are rooted in relational approaches to 

conducting meaningful research with Indigenous Peoples. Behaving in a respectful and ethical 
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way from the onset is paramount to conducting research as an outsider, and moreover, the need 

to maintain and ‘check in’ with members of the Advisory Committee and larger community is 

essential to building relationships, minimizing power asymmetries in the research process, 

member-checking research findings, and ensuring that the research process is headed in an 

appropriate direction (Castleden et al. 2008; 2009; Minkler & Wallerstein 2008).  

Indeed, my position in the research process has been that of a collaborative storyteller, 

whereby the seeds of the story were collaboratively sowed, yet the direction and meaning of the 

story were dynamic, shifting, and times unknown, for much of the research process (Castleden & 

Kurszewski 2000). However, I knew the primary aim was to tell a story of the Treaty negotiation 

process that speaks to the strengths and challenges that Huu-ay-aht First Nations encountered in 

successfully negotiating the Maa-nulth Treaty.  

As mentioned above, developing relationships with Huu-ay-aht citizens has been vital to 

developing a nuanced understanding of the Maa-nulth negotiation process. Dr. Heather 

Castleden made the importance of a strong research relationship clear from the onset. When I 

met Heather in 2015, I explained my background as a white settler from Toronto and the 

surrounding area. By no means were we settlers of the frontier; the immigration of my family 

came in the pre- and post-war years from the early 1940s to early 1960s, unto a land long 

colonized and settled. Our act of settlement came later, as the rural livelihoods of peasant 

Europeans was under increasing strain in a post-Mussolini Southern Italy and Soviet Eastern 

Europe, and as is all too familiar, North America was viewed as the land of promise.  

Indeed, I come from a family proud to have come to this country, transitioning from 

arborists to sales managers to university graduates in three generations. The appreciation my 

family holds for the opportunities post-war Canada has provided is immense, and many of my 
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family members embrace the immigrant-Canadian nationalist/assimilationist mantra that 

acknowledges what they were, and still invariably are, yet that ‘we are Canadians now’. This 

view has come at the expense of any recognition of colonization and the Indigenous Nations and 

peoples that populated these lands long before we had.  

My awareness of these issues did not catalyze until my undergraduate years, where a 

focus on settler colonialism and Indigenous-settler relations was threaded throughout my 

interdisciplinary studies. Coming from a background in international development, whereby the 

focus is always ‘over there’, my mind often wandered back to the Canadian landscape and the 

ongoing injustices wrought by colonization and unfettered capitalist development. And so, 

because my academic focus has remained in this realm, when it came time to think about 

graduate studies, I had a sense of the idea I desired to engage with, though I had no relationships 

to bring me into this kind of research domain. 

It took a while for all of this history to come out between Heather and I. A lack of 

relationships with Indigenous Peoples on my part quickly became clear however, and 

immediately Heather made the necessity of these relationships very clear. The wariness of 

Indigenous Peoples towards settler researchers is well established (Castellano 2004; Tuhiwai-

Smith 2012), and given a history of unethical research conducted amongst Nuu-chah-nulth and 

other First Nations over the decades, there is a natural hesitancy when bringing others onto the 

research team. Heather openly expressed this hesitation with me—but she must have liked me 

because—from here I was vetted through her to the research team, the Huu-ay-aht leadership, 

and the Advisory Committee to affirm (and continually re-affirm) my commitment to the 

research and understanding of the responsibilities involved in conducting research with 

Indigenous communities.  
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2.9 Research Relationships/Treaty Relationships  

Relationship building, responsibility, and respect have been essential to establishing 

strong research relationships with First Nations. While these tenets of CBPR and feminist 

archival methodologies shape my research process, the work of Nicole Latulippe (2015) has been 

instrumental to informing and inspiring the development of my personal understanding of this 

research and the relationships it is bound up with.  For her, as she reflects on her experiences 

conducting graduate research, “a treaty perspective offers rich grounds from which to ethically 

approach the place, people, and politics of my research site” as “a treaty perspective encourages 

relational accountability, acknowledges difference, and bridges interpretive communities” (2015: 

7). Detailing her relational commitments to the community through the Kaswentha, or Two-Row 

Wampum, customary to the Haudenosaunee she worked with, I draw this perspective outward to 

the idea that “we are all Treaty people” (Williamson 2012: 1). I am not from British Columbia, 

and have had no relational connections there prior to this research, my family is settled on the 

territories of the Haudenosaunee and Mississauga New Credit First Nations. The supposed 

surrender of lands through a number of purchases from 1780 onward—the terms of which were 

vague and inconsistent at best (Joan Holmes & Associates 2015)—is no doubt reminiscent of 

many historic treaty negotiations. treaties are “living, breathing agreements” (Williamson 2012: 

1), and as such, it is important to inform oneself and respect this relationship in the land they call 

home and as they travel to new territories. While British Columbia is largely unceded territory, 

the desire for Huu-ay-aht First Nations and the other Maa-nulth signatories to negotiate a Treaty 

and initiate a ‘new relationship’ with the Provincial and Federal governments is what the modern 

Treaty process is about. 
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Although each treaty negotiation context is unique, treaties are about nation-to-nation 

relationships and mutually respecting each other’s autonomy. These notions of respect and 

responsibility as per treaty relationships go hand-in-hand with principles of CBPR and feminist 

archival research methodologies, as they both work to respect the desires of the community by 

producing research that centers their values and produces beneficial outcomes that support the 

self-determination of the Nation. Indeed, as I ponder on the fact that we are all treaty people, I 

think about how the principles of this relationship transcend legalistic duties and fiduciary 

responsibilities. Even more, I think about what it means to be in treaty with Nations through our 

words and actions across place and time. These thoughts were constant undercurrents throughout 

my research process, and indeed remain incomplete as I continue to think about how I can 

honour my relationship with Huu-ay-aht First Nations through this research and beyond.  

2.10 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has discussed my conceptual framework and the theoretical tools that inform 

the analytical approach to my research. I contextualized this theoretical discussion through an 

examination of Indigenous and Eurocentric worldviews and how this informs the positions of 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations, Provincial, and Federal negotiators in the treaty process. Finally, I 

have offered details into the research design and analytic process of my research. The next 

chapter provides an in depth look at the methodological approach to this collaborative research. 
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3.0 CHAPTER THREE | Community-Based Archival Research:  

Bringing Feminist Archival Research and Community-Based Participatory Research 

Methodologies10 

 

Authorship: Marc Calabretta, Heather Castleden, & Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

Abstract: The recent ‘ethical turn’ in archival research—led by feminist archival scholars—has 
raised a host of questions in regard to both the production of knowledge and the role of the 
researcher in the research process. In raising these questions, such scholars have emphasized the 
need to engage with the people, places connected to the archive. However, existing literature 
lacks the tools needed to operationalize this approach and establish best practices. Community-
based participatory research (CBPR) offers a philosophical and methodological approach to 
addressing and working through these ethical questions, while also offering pragmatic insights 
into conducting research with communities, which can be extended to engage with community-
held archives. 
 In this paper, we reflect on archival research in the context of a CBPR partnership with 
Huu-ay-aht First Nations and a research program focused on tracing the Huu-ay-aht journey to 
signing a modern treaty through their archives. This project has been conducted as part of a 
larger program of CBPR, and as such, the tenets of this methodology actively shaped the archival 
research process. As the research unfolded, the complementary nature of feminist archival 
research methodology and CBPR became clear. In sharing this approach, we encourage others to 
consider how to best engage in archival research with Indigenous Peoples (and others) in ways 
that respect their jurisdiction, uphold their intellectual property, and collaboratively determine 
how such research will contribute to a community’s strategic aims and vision. Doing so will also 
create space for archival researchers to continue to push the boundaries of traditional research 
methods. 
 
3.1 Introduction  

 Archival research has undergone a renaissance, in which an emphasis on the out-of-the-

way, ‘small a’ archives of the world has opened up space for endless stories to be heard, data to 

be shared, and research to be conducted (Brereton & Gannett 2011; Glenn & Enoch 2010).11 

																																																								
10 The target journal for this manuscript is Progress in Human Geography 
11 The Society for American Archivists work through a range of definitions of the archive. This begins with a 
narrow view of the archive as consisting of only ‘official’ documents that reference ‘official’ transactions and 
events. This branches outward to more abstract notions of the archive as a collection of any materials, despite their 
content or organization. This expanded definition is rooted in the ‘social turn’ of archival researchers toward critical 
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This move beyond the institutional ‘big A’ archive is also a response to feminist and post-

colonial interpretations of the archive as a site of knowledge production in which power is 

affirmed, disseminated, or resisted though the annals of history (Brereton 1999; Gaillet 2012; 

Hall 1997; Kirsch & Rohan 2008; Stoler 2002; 2008; Trouillot 1995). At the same time, a 

centering of power in the broader conceptualization of archival research across disciplines has 

raised questions about the ethics of doing archival research (Kirsch 2008; McKee and Porter 

2012; Powell 2008; Royster 2000; Russell 2006). These questions include, but are not limited to, 

those surrounding the ethics of interpreting archival data outside of the context in which they 

were developed, the role of the researcher in shaping archival narratives, the responsibility 

researchers have to the people and places they are speaking to, as well as the contents of the 

archives themselves, what histories are favoured, and which are silenced.  

 This ethical turn not only asks us to reflect on the researcher’s subjectivity in producing 

particular narratives, but also begins to look beyond what is being studied in the physical archive 

toward who is being archived, and thereby legitimized, in the annals of history (Stoler 2002; 

2010). By engaging with people and places connected to the archive, the researcher “lives the 

research” (Kirsch & Rohan 2008; Sutherland 2002: 115) by developing ‘thick’, contextual 

understandings of the archive in relation to the communities they are connected to (Kirsch & 

Rohan 2008; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000). This helps develop lived understandings of 

events, and more broadly, it provides meaningful insights into how people think about the course 

of events (Rohan 2009). An investigator-driven approach to working with communities and 

																																																								
questioning of what an archive is, what it produces, and how this contributes to what is included and excluded from 
archives (McKee & Porter 2012; Stoler 2002; 2010). In the wake of this turn, I borrow the Society’s definition of the 
21st century archive as: “Materials created or received by a person, family, organization, public or private, in	the	
conduct of their affairs and preserved because of the enduring value contained in the information they contain or as 
evidence of the functions and responsibilities of their creator” (Pearce-Moses 2005: 30).	
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archives also allows ethical considerations and concerns to be addressed throughout the research 

process by affirming, adjusting, and ultimately deepening, understandings of the archive through 

contemporary, lived perspectives (Gaillet 2012; MeKee & Porter 2012; Kirsch & Royster 2010; 

Royster 2000).  

 Community-based participatory research (CBPR) is philosophical and methodological 

approach to research that aims to minimize asymmetrical power dynamics between researchers 

and communities through shared decision making and a collaborative research process that 

foremost aims to benefit the community (Castleden et al. 2008; 2012; Koster et al. 2012). A 

CBPR approach to the archive that draws on feminist (Bizzell 2000; Eichhorn 2013; Gaillet 

2012; McKee & Porter 2012; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000) and post-colonial archival 

(Cohen 1994; Mbembe 2002; Stoler 2002; 2010; Trouillot 1995) scholarship has the potential to 

allow archival researchers to not only grasp the field of power in which narratives of history are 

produced and affirmed, but allow the community to center their voice in historical narratives and 

understandings of events that are often underrepresented, sequestered, and erased in traditional 

archives. In this paper, we explore the ways in which CBPR is a complementary approach to 

feminist archival research. Specifically, we identify ways in which CBPR can offer a host of 

tools that can aid archival researchers that wish to engage with and respectfully work alongside 

communities in archival research. 

3.2 Background and Rationale  

 In viewing the archive as a site of power, Stoler (2010) highlights a methodological shift 

in which archival researchers are moving “away from treating the archives as an extractive 

exercise to an ethnographic one”, and in doing so provide “a way to cut through the distorted 

optics of colonial historiography” (47). CBPR supplants an ethnographic approach by developing 
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a research program that is community-driven from the onset. In doing so, we can work to 

alleviate power dynamics in the archive by resisting large, institutional archives, and instead 

favouring community-held archives. The intended result of this power-flip is to produce new 

knowledge grounded in community perspectives that offer meaningful, new insights into 

understandings of events.  

 While this methodological shift in what ‘is’ and ‘is not’ the archive has opened up a new 

realm of research, archival research largely remains unhinged from any particular 

methodological grounding (Gaillet 2009; 2012; Harris 2001). A lack of methodological 

grounding is in part due to the interdisciplinary nature of archival research, but also due to the 

messy, heterogeneous nature of archival research that has been said to shroud methodologies, 

which “remain our secret” as researchers (Garbus 2007: 88).  A lack of consistent 

methodological grounding lends itself to the ‘do-it-yourself’ approach to archival research 

methods that, on the one hand, is inevitable given the unique nature of every archive, though on 

the other hand, presents challenges to archival researchers as they work to conduct archival 

research in a respectful and ethical manner (Gaillet 2012; Gold 2008; McKee & Porter 2012). 

Likewise, on a pragmatic level, there is limited archival literature that provides insights into the 

‘how to’ details of data collection, useful insights into how to analyze the data, or tools for 

researchers who are attempting to engage with archives and the communities associated with 

them (L’Eplattenier 2009; Tirabassi 2010).  This is not to say that existing archival literature is 

not lush with personal experiences that contribute to and enhance archival scholarship, and nor is 

this to say that archival methodologies and methods lack intellectual rigor. Rather, we wish to 

contribute to the conversation, sharing our experience with navigating the archive given this 

dilemma, and how CBPR worked to bridge this gap. 
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 In the section that follows, we outline the tenets of CBPR in relation to feminist archival 

research methodologies. Then, we provide contextual details about the research relationship 

through which this archival study was undertaken. It is our assertion that taken together, these 

approaches ensure that community voices, values, and beliefs are centered and respected in the 

research—all the while enhancing the analytical rigor of archival research outcomes. We 

demonstrate this through an exploration of our research process, reflecting on the moments in 

which one methodology supported the other, taking into account the limits of our research, while 

identifying the potential a community-based archival research approach can have in other 

contexts. 

3.3 Moving Out of the Archive and in to the Community 

 Gleaning new and insightful knowledge from an archive requires a researcher/research 

team to investigate other sources beyond the archive to corroborate and affirm data (Gaillet 

2012; Royster 2000). This process has been likened to that of storytelling, whereby the archivist, 

like the ethnographer, spends “time coming to know a people and their place in the world, 

weaving all the texts they can find into a ‘thick description’ that they triangulate against the teller 

and the told to garner a felt sense of how a people understands their collective experience” 

(Miller in Gaillet 2012: 51). Moving outside an archive to substantiate preliminary analyses, 

Royster (2000) also talks about producing “thick descriptions” through community engagement 

to see “more of what is really there and what is actually going on” (283). This is not only about 

producing rigorous research and nuanced findings, it is also a way to challenge 

researcher/research team assumptions and center the community by doing ethical research that 

“is responsive…to that community’s own articulation of values, beliefs, and protocols” by 

producing collaborative research in which the locus of control is community-driven (Royster 
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2000: 283). Royster’s work is historical in nature, and as a result, “ethnography and historical 

subjects, in fact, make strange bedfellows” (Royster 2000: 282). Despite this, she argues that the 

archivist-ethnographer must go beyond the textual archive to locate living perspectives, 

experiential knowledge, oral histories, and other data to affirm and deepen research findings.  

 Moving one step further, we begin to develop the idea of a community-based archivist, as 

someone (or a team) who is engaged with and takes direction from the community involved in 

the study before engaging with the archive itself. In working to develop these deeper 

understandings, the community-based archivist, like the archivist-ethnographer, begins to think 

about archival texts “as a mode of contexting—of situating utterances in fields of discourse that 

are grounded in social transactions” (Gaillet 2012: 52). Royster refers to this process as part of 

her afrafeminist approach to the archive, in which she had to “spend more time considering 

context than text” (2000: 257) to produce a robust and nuanced understanding that could not 

have come from text alone.  

 Inherently incomplete, the contextual archive is only one area amongst many that 

archival researchers glean data and insights from. Rich, understandings are brought about in part 

by an approach that recognizes the value of place in relation to the archival data. Many archival 

researchers speak of the insights and nuances gleaned from spending time outside of the archive, 

engaging with the people and communities that are connected to it (Eichhorn 2013; Kirsch & 

Rohan 2008; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000). Here, place is viewed as that which is 

connected to the contents of the archive. Sometimes, the archive is held in a different location 

than the place discussed in the archive, and other times, research on historical events and 

subjects can be further informed by being in the place the subjects or events are connected to. 

(Kirsch & Rohan 2008; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000). Kirsch and Rohan (2008) 
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emphasize that “visiting the geographical location…is another important, if undertheorized, 

method (5). As such, place becomes an extension of the archive and the “research process itself” 

(Kirsch & Rohan 2009: 6), and by engaging with place we begin to develop an understanding of 

its role in shaping the people and events connected to it (Rohan 2010).  

 For this research, we have not been engaged with historical subjects and events per say. 

Rather, our research, though archival in nature, pertains to modern day subjects and events that 

occurred from 1993 to the present day. As such, the importance of engaging with place becomes 

even more apparent as we investigate a living, community-held archive. A CBPR approach then 

becomes crucial in developing a research program that is community-driven in order to develop 

findings that accurately reflect values and beliefs of the people, place, and subject at hand. 

Having the opportunity to engage with living people in the place of study is fundamental to this 

approach.  

3.4 Feminist Archival Research 

 As intellectual understandings of the archive have expanded since the 1970s, historians 

and other scholars have sought additional theoretical and applied tools to enhance the research 

process and outcomes. For some, this has meant looking to other disciplines for insights into how 

to approach data collection, analysis, positionality, and relationality in the archive. As Sharer 

states in Gaillet (2012), “many of us…who are doing archival research…have developed/learned 

our research methods on our own—by reading about research methods in other fields…by 

stumbling around in a trial-and-error process” (54). In doing so, we “necessarily confront new 

questions about and new possibilities for archival recovery, archival methods, and 

historiographic intervention” (Glenn & Enoch 2010: 18).  This practice can be found in many 

corners of the academy, and it pushes the theoretical and methodological boundaries of our 
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respective disciplines forward by bringing new ideas and techniques to the way we conduct 

research, archival or otherwise. In the archival context, with a focus on silenced narratives and 

hidden histories, feminist archival scholarship—in particular—has emphasized an ethical 

imperative to alleviate the potential hazards of  ‘trial-and-error’ archival research methods. These 

scholars call for the archival researcher/research team to consider their position of power as they 

craft archival narratives and scholarship. In doing so, feminist scholars call on researchers to 

reflect on the responsibilities they have to the communities that have been the subject/subjected 

to our research and the knowledge we (re)produce as a result (see, for example, Bizzell 2000; 

Eichhorn 2013; Glenn 2000; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000).  

 In emphasizing ethical accountability and relational responsibility, a feminist approach to 

archival research “aims to enrich, honor, and support the lives of those we study, whether in the 

past or the present” (Kirsch & Royster 2010: 645). Feminist approaches to the archive are well 

established in rhetorical studies and history, and in general, archival research is becoming 

prevalent in the fields of historical and cultural geographies (Mills 2013). However, across all 

disciplines, there is an overwhelming lack of handbooks on how to engage with the archive, 

handle the material it contains, and understand the people connected to it (Gaillet 2009; 

L’Eplattenier 2009; Mills 2013; Tirabassi 2010). Moreover, an exhaustive search of the scholarly 

literature has not uncovered any feminist approaches to the archive taken up by scholars 

engaging in CBPR with Indigenous communities, or any communities that maintain and work 

with an archive of their own. As such, this research aims to break ground in examining 

methodological and pragmatic connections between CBPR and feminist archival research 

practices. As we do this in the context of our research program, we begin to find tools that are 

useful to and can enhance the archival research process. 
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3.5 Community-Based Participatory Research 

CBPR is an approach that is beginning to see growing uptake in the social and health 

sciences (Castleden et al. 2008; 2012; De Leeuw et al. 2012; Koster et al. 2012; Minkler & 

Wallerstein 2008). Fundamentally, CBPR is philosophically driven by a desire to conduct 

collaborative research that confronts issues of social justice, moves away from dichotomies that 

reinforce researcher objectivity and power imbalances in the research process by equitably 

involving community partners in the research process, while acknowledging and working to 

minimize power differentials (Castleden et al. 2008). Scholars have called for this approach to be 

meaningfully taken up in research conducted in a partnership arrangement with Indigenous 

communities, in light of the fact that decades of unethical, exploitative imperial research has 

produced a healthy degree of skepticism and cynicism amongst Indigenous communities toward 

outsider researchers (Tobias et al. 2013; Tuhiwai-Smith 2012).  

Petrucka and colleagues (2012) note that the methodological practice of CBPR starts with 

visiting, spending time in community, building relationships, and—importantly—planning for 

extended time in continuing to do so for the duration of a research project, and long after. For 

them, the researcher/research team needs to “invest time building relationships and trust 

throughout the course of research. This…extends to intensive and prolonged engagement with 

the community…time commitment and engagement is the litmus test of a researcher’s sincerity 

and integrity” (2012: 144). This act of spending time building meaningful relationships is 

reflected in many CBPR projects with Indigenous communities, whereby collaborative decision-

making—in determining research questions and design—is critical to effective (and 

collaborative) data collection, robust data analysis, and useful knowledge translation and 

mobilization (Castleden et al. 2012; De Leeuw et al. 2012;).  
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3.6 Background: Researching an 18-Year Treaty Negotiation. 

 Huu-ay-aht First Nations is one of fourteen Nuu-chah-Nulth First Nations that line the 

west coast of Vancouver Island, Canada. In 1993, thirteen of those First Nations collectively 

filed a ‘Statement of Intent’ to negotiate a modern land claim, also known as a treaty, with the 

Provincial government of British Columbia and Federal government of Canada through the 

British Columbia Treaty Commission (BCTC) (Table 3.1: BCTC Six-Stage Treaty Negotiation 

Process).12 Unlike much of the rest of Canada, British Columbia was settled on the unceded 

Indigenous territories and largely ignored the rights of Indigenous peoples to land, while forcibly 

placed them on reserves (Harris 2002; Miller 2009; Tennant 1990). But in 1973, a Supreme 

Court of Canada ruling forced the state to shift its position and begin negotiating land 

agreements with First Nations whom they had not previously, if those First Nations declared a 

desire to do so (Miller 2009; Tenant 1990).13  

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
12 After decades of refusing to negotiate Treaties with Indigenous Peoples, the Calder decision, alongside mounting 
civil resistance led to the formation of the Comprehensive Land Claims (CLC) process in 1973 (Miller 2009). 
Several independent reviews found the process to be inefficient, costly, and largely unsuccessful in terms of 
negotiating treaties (INAC 1982; 2015; Specific Claims Tribunal of Canada 2011). In particular, the British 
Columbia Land Claims Task Force recommended the formation of the BCTC as a ‘made in BC’ process designed to 
navigate the unique context of unsettled land claims in BC (British Columbia Land Claims Task Force 1991). 
Opening its doors to claims in 1993, the BCTC has established a six-stage process through which all Treaties are 
negotiated in the province.  
13 [Calder v. British Columbia 1973] was the landmark ruling that affirmed Indigenous title (Miller 2009). The 
courts ruled that title had not been extinguished by the assertion of British sovereignty. Further cases, such as 
[Guerin v. The Queen 1983] further outlines the fiduciary duties of the state, one of which is to negotiate land claims 
with First Nations who desired to negotiate over unsettled claims (McNeil 2009).	
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Stage 
Number 

Stage  Action Item Signaled Completion 

One Statement of Intent  First Nations signal intent 
to negotiate 

BCTC, provincial, and 
federal governments 
acknowledge SOI 

Two Readiness to Negotiate All Parties agree to 
negotiate 

Once all parties indicate their 
readiness to enter 
negotiations 

Three Negotiation of a 
Framework Agreement 

Parties determine an 
outlined agreement 

Parties research a consensus 
on outline 

Four Establishment of 
Agreement in Principle 
(AIP) 

Community consultations 
and First Nations vote on 
AIP 

AIP is voted in favour and all 
parties agree 

Five Negotiation to Finalize 
Treaty 

Finalize AIP and prepare 
for implementation date 

All parties agree on Treaty 
conditions 

Six Implementation Treaty is implemented Implementation 
Table. 3.1: BCTC Six-Stage Treaty Negotiation Process (Adapted from BCTC 2017).  
 
 
 For many Nuu-chah-nulth, there was indeed a longstanding interest to negotiate a modern 

treaty to regain authority over their hahuułi (homelands), reassert traditional governance 

structures and protocols, and free themselves from The Indian Act, a federal policy that has 

subjugated status Indigenous Bands and Peoples as wards of the state since 1876. Negotiations 

occurred over an eighteen-year period, with only five of the thirteen Nuu-chah-nulth Nations that 

entered negotiations in 1993 remaining at the Treaty Table until reaching the final stage of the 

negotiation process: implementation. On April 1st, 2011, the Maa-nulth Treaty came into effect 

and ushered in a momentous post-treaty era whereby Huu-ay-aht First Nations, alongside the 

four other Maa-nulth Treaty Nations, has returned to self-government vis-à-vis their own 

hereditary and elected executive council under their own Constitution and laws.14 In all, this 

treaty has fundamentally changed the governance structure of Huu-ay-aht First Nations. 

 

																																																								
14 The five Maa-nulth Nations are: Huu-ay-aht First Nations, Ka:’yu:’k’t’h’/Che:k’tles7et’h First Nations; Toquaht 
Nation; Uchucklesaht Tribe; Ucluelet First Nation (Maa-nulth Treaty Society 2017). 
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 Our research relationship, harking back to 2005 when Castleden began working with 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations, has been grounded in a CBPR approach from the outset. Our approach 

takes place within a framework of established protocols that help balance power in the research 

process and allow the Nation’s leadership and Huu-ay-aht musčim to steer the direction of our 

research, in terms of questions, designs, methods, and dissemination. In 2011, soon after the 

Maa-nulth Treaty went into effect, a new program of research was conceptualized: documenting 

and piecing together the Huu-ay-aht journey to the final treaty agreement and evaluating its 

implementation process over the first five years. Two years later, we were able to secure funding 

to undertake this research program; it was funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Council 

of Canada.  

 This research is being overseen by a six-person Advisory Committee, which included the 

Nation’s Tayii Ḥawił (hereditary head chief) among other musčim. The Advisory Committee has 

guided the direction of the research process, facilitated data collection, and strengthened findings 

by furthering insights and understandings of the treaty process. Several methods have been used 

to gather our data, interviews, photovoice, community engagement sessions, participant 

observation, a survey, and archival material. As noted in the introduction, the focus of this article 

is on our experience working with the Huu-ay-aht archives from 1993 to the present. 

 Operationally, the Advisory Committee has been meeting with the research team, about 

every four months, since 2014. The research team has also held two rounds of community 

engagement sessions held in 2016 and 2017. This was further supplemented by 5 trips to Huu-

ay-ahts’ Ḥahuułi between November 2015-May 2017, each approximately one week in length in 

order to interact with the physical archive, as well as to spend time in the community attending 

community events, government meetings, and just spending time speaking with musčim. This 
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multifaceted engagement process supported the production of new and insightful research 

outcomes that are—foremost—meaningful and useful to the Nation (Castleden et al. 2008). 

3.7 Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Archive 

 Delving into the Huu-ay-aht archives has been part of the Nation’s desire to document the 

treaty process for future generations of Huu-ay-aht musčim, as well as to share their story with 

other First Nations who may be in the midst of, or are considering, treaty negotiations. The 

impetus for this research also stems from a lack of scholarly contributions on modern treaty 

negotiations in Canada, particularly community-based perspectives on the treaty process that 

offer nuanced insights into how First Nations navigate the process. Centering these perspectives 

also resists more traditional modes of archival research by turning to community-held archives, 

rather than those of the state. While these ‘big A’ archives would also provide useful insights, 

engaging exclusively with the Huu-ay-aht archives is also a means of speaking back to imperial 

research and colonial archives that have worked to exert a dominating force over the production 

of particular narratives and understandings of historical events (Kirsch & Rohan 2008; Powell 

2008; Russell 2006; Stoler 2010; Tuhiwai-Smith 2012). Rather than focusing on elite and 

institutional perspectives on Treaty negotiations, this research aims to produce new, community-

based insights that center Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ experience in documenting the treaty 

process.  

 Colonial and state derived narratives of Indigenous-settler relations in Canada have 

historically worked to silence Indigenous histories and perspectives. Early anthropological 

research in Canada positioned Indigenous Peoples as ‘savages’	and relegated them to antiquity 

through logics that saw their demise as inevitable in the wake of colonialism (Peyton & Hancock 
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2008).15 This history is crystalized across the colonial archive, whereby the archive—for 

centuries—has been a tool of state control (Stoler 2002; 2010) that has informed state policy and 

representations of Indigenous Peoples in Canada (Peyton & Hancock 2008). Indeed, the colonial 

archive is a vivid prism through which it becomes clear that “the archival project was not created 

for Indians. It was created to consolidate knowledge about Indians” (Powell 2008: 117). Our 

research works to subvert this history of the archive and colonial research by offering a 

community-based archival perspective on why Huu-ay-aht First Nations pursued a modern 

treaty.  

 Roughly 3000 pages of archival materials were available in the Huu-ay-aht archives on 

the Maa-nulth Treaty, which were pieced together to tell a story of how the Nation managed to 

successfully negotiate their pursuit of self-determination through treaty, and why the Huu-ay-aht 

leadership and musčim made the decisions they did to come to a Final Agreement. The physical 

archive spanned the negotiation process from 1993-2011 and included, but was not limited to, 

internal meeting minutes, transcriptions of recorded meetings, internal memos and emails, 

correspondence amongst Huu-ay-aht and between other Nuu-chah-nulth, the Provincial and 

Federal Governments, alongside other miscellaneous draft documents and negotiators’ 

notebooks. The research has also been informed by conversations, meetings, and events held in 

the community post-treaty from 2011 to the present.  

 The research process involved reading through the material, assembling a narrative much 

like a “jigsaw puzzle”, aptly put by Gold (2008: 15), “that you don’t have a picture on the box 

for reference, there’s more than one puzzle in the box, the picture keeps changing depending on 

how you fit the pieces together, and the pieces themselves change shape when your back is 

																																																								
15 I use this colonial, racist language only in its historical context to exemplify the discourse used to de-humanize 
Indigenous Peoples in Canada 
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turned”. As the lead author, Calabretta was charged with preliminary puzzle-work to fit and refit 

the narrative together through reading and rereading, alongside two rounds of qualitative coding 

that helped establish some major themes with guidance from the second author. But, it quickly 

became apparent that this solitary work in the archive would not produce the nuanced story we 

all knew it contained. This is where our CBPR approach to community engagement, in which 

musčim spoke with us about their thoughts on and memories of the treaty negotiation process, 

helped deepen, complicate, and affirm what Calabretta was finding in the archive. 

3.8 The Research Process: Ethics and Staying Implicated 

 With guidance from the Advisory Committee and Castleden, Calabretta began to carve out 

a narrative of the Nations’ journey to the Maa-nulth Treaty. While Castleden had worked with the 

Nation for over a decade, Calabretta was new to the team but was invited to engage with a host of 

data containing many intimate details of the treaty process given those existing relationships. This 

privilege came with a responsibility to respectfully and accurately represent the voices in the 

archive, as well as an understanding of what should be shared and what should remain private 

(Simpson 2007; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Royster 2000). To do this, Calabretta had to seek 

clarification in regard to particular positions Huu-ay-aht First Nations took throughout the process. 

This understanding also came by way of spending time with Huu-ay-aht to become attuned to the 

Nations’ customs and protocols. As a white, settler, outsider, Calabretta was in no position to trod 

into the archives and make sense of what happened on his own. No; Calabretta and Castleden had 

an ethical and intellectual imperative to go beyond the archive to engage in conversations with 

Huu-ay-aht musčim to deepen our understandings of the treaty process. However, this 

understanding is never complete, and consciously recognizing this as a researcher is a part of our 

responsibility to stay implicated in the research we produce (Latulippe 2015). Indeed, taking a 
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community-based archival research approach means reflecting on the limits to our understandings 

as outside researchers and resist mapping our assumptions onto the archive, instead consulting and 

collaborating with the Nation to center Huu-ay-aht perspectives on the treaty process.  

 Making sense of the archive in isolation is a daunting task, and rigorous triangulation is 

needed to ensure data is both accurate and nuanced. Archival scholars have highlighted the 

importance of engaging with “other agents” of the archive to “create stronger archival 

relationships that would make archival recovery more effective, more visible, and more 

accessible” (Glenn & Enoch 2010: 19). However, Glenn and Enoch’s suggestion falls somewhat 

short, in that their relational practice emphasizes scholarly networks and other archivists to share 

“the potential of an archive” (Glenn & Enoch 2010: 19). While engaging other scholars is critical 

to any productive research, a community-based archival research approach turns to the 

community first to scope out the study, maintain a cyclical process of feedback mechanisms, and 

finally to member-check and affirm research findings. Doing so gives space to the community to 

shape the study as a whole, as it is their voices and experiences that reveal the insights of the 

archive, not only outside researchers or scholars ‘looking in’.  

  Moving from analyzing data to establishing findings and producing outcomes raises 

concerns about the ethics of data ownership and privacy is the research dissemination process. 

Here, ethical approaches to the archive do not begin and end with the archive, and rather, strong 

research relationships require an ethical mindfulness to continue after the completion of the 

research itself. Establishing expectations and protocols of ownership over the research process 

and dissemination of findings is critical to doing accountable, transparent, and respectful 

research with Indigenous Nations (Castleden et al. 2008). As such, this project has followed the 

OCAP® principles of ownership, control, access, and possession. The OCAP® principles act as a 
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framework for establishing how data from First Nations should be collected, protected, used, or 

shared (OCAP® 2017).16 These principles have informed how research findings and authorship 

are shared amongst us. 

 In reflecting on data analysis and dissemination, a community-based archival research 

approach offers a means through which to navigate ethical concerns surrounding the 

dissemination of research findings. Shared authorship has been a longstanding protocol in 

Castleden’s relationship with Huu-ay-aht First Nations. This also comes with an understanding 

of the limits of what can be shared in academic forums (Castleden et al. 2008; Simpson 2007). 

Determining the community-specific protocols that guide community-based archival research—

from design to dissemination—requires establishing strong research relationships that then shape 

how the research process is navigated. By establishing relationships and developing protocols, 

researchers remain implicated in the research process and beyond, rather than simply focusing on 

these concerns during archival data collection and analysis. Indeed, embracing a community-

based archival research approach goes beyond making contact with the community for the 

purpose of archival research. Rather, it can be premised on developing meaningful relationships 

that then become the foundation upon which research projects are collaboratively produced. 

3.9 Developing A CBPR Narrative from the Archive 

 As we combed through the archives, spoke with musčim, and spent time in community, 

we had to “look, listen, and look again” (Royster 2000: 9) in order to develop a strong 

understanding of Huu-ay-aht First Nations, their experiences with the modern treaty process, and 

how they successfully negotiated a treaty that 90% of the Nation supported. Upon examining the 

archival materials collected, intertwined with collaborative conversations, and the experiential 

																																																								
16 OCAP® is a registered trademark of the First Nations Information Governance Centre (FNIGC). For more 
information, visit: http://fnigc.ca/ocap.html 
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understanding that came with spending time in the community illuminated the critical underlying 

factor to Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ success in concluding the treaty negotiations: Their Nuu-

chah-nulth worldview. From the very beginning of the negotiation process, this worldview not 

only drove the priorities and concerns raised by the Nation at the negotiation table, it also guided 

the Nation’s decision-making about whether they would ultimately accept the treaty. While 

beyond the scope of this paper, we briefly note three principles fundamental to the Nuu-chah-

nulth worldview that underpinned and supported treaty negotiations: Hišuk c̕awak (everything is 

one), ʔiisaak (respect with caring), and ʔuuʔałuk (caring for present and future generations).17 

These deeply complex principles can be traced through Nuu-chah-nulth oral histories and origin 

stories that explain reality and the place of Nuu-chah-nulth in the world (Atleo 2004; Koltko-

Rivera 2004; Umeek 2011). Specifically, they shape the relationship between Nuu-chah-nulth 

peoples and all the lifeforms—physical and spiritual—around them and are part of the 

ontological knowledge that guide the more-than-human relationship Huu-ay-aht have with their 

Ḥahuułi (Atleo 2004; Larsen & Johnson 2016; Umeek 2011). 

  The significance of Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Nuu-chah-nulth worldview in the treaty 

process appeared in an abundance of ways, three of which are detailed here. First, it formed the 

driving impetus behind submitting a ‘statement of intent’ to negotiate a modern treaty. Second, it 

provided a clear set of values and beliefs, which fundamentally informed the Nation’s mandate 

and priorities for negotiations, as well as an overall vision for how treaty will better support the 

Nation. A strong understanding of worldview—as individuals and as a collective Nation—

produced strong leadership to spearhead the negotiations. As such, worldview then played 

critical role in structuring Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Treaty Negotiation Committee and they 

																																																								
17	See	Calabretta	et	al.	(in	preparation)	for	a	detailed	examination	of	the	role	of	a	Nuu-chah-nulth	worldview	and	
its	role	in	shaping	Huu-ay-aht	First	Nations’	governance	structure	and	decision-making	process	under	treaty.	
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engaged and consulted with musčim throughout the process. Third, Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ 

Nuu-chah-nulth worldview informed their cultural protocols, including their governance 

structure, in the ramp up to treaty implementation in 2011. The governance protocols established 

for pursuing treaty negotiations directly fed into developing the increasingly complex 

governance structure of Huu-ay-aht First Nations today, and has also informed the development 

of their constitution and policy, all of which are rooted in and guided by their sacred principles 

(Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2011; 2016).  

 These understandings may have escaped maamałni (white settlers) researchers’ 

attempting to make sense of the archives without a strong connection to the people or place it is 

connected to. Indeed, when analyzing the archive, there was no explicit mention of worldview. 

Like a picture in which the image only becomes clear when one steps back, this overarching 

understanding of Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ journey through the Treaty process only became 

clear through a process of going from the archives, to the literature, to the community, and back 

again. This harkens back to the feminist archival research process in which engagement with 

both the archive and place is critical in developing ‘thick’ understandings of the data (Gaillet 

2012; Kirsch & Rohan 2008; Royster 2000). However, the CBPR approach taken here goes 

further in its immersive, relational approach to forging research relationships by spending time in 

community, which ultimately helped inform every aspect of the research process.  

3.10 Developing a Community-Based Archival Research Methodology 

 Our approach to the research process has drawn on CBPR and feminist archival 

methodologies. This has not simply been a mixed methods approach in which we have 

selectively drawn on different methodologies to conduct this research. Rather, we have attempted 

to go beyond the respective limits of both methodologies by melding both into a new 
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methodological approach to community-based archives. A CBPR approach has been 

foundational in developing research protocols for the larger research project, however, an 

exhaustive review of CBPR literature turns up no instances of researchers engaging with 

community-held archives. Likewise, feminist archival methodology, while offering rich insights 

into conducting ethical archival research through an ethnographic approach to the archive, offers 

little in the way of a concrete definition of this approach or how to operationalize ethnography in 

archival research. This is not to say that ethnographic approaches to research do not offer 

potentially useful insights into the archival research process. Rather, an exhaustive review of the 

literature reveals that archivist researchers remain empty handed in regard to pragmatic tools to 

engage in ethnographic archival research. 

 To expand the limitations of both methodologies, we fuse both approaches to begin 

cultivating a fundamentally new approach to archival research with communities. We engage 

with CBPR literature specifically in the context of doing research with Indigenous communities 

while bringing feminist archival methodology into the fold through its complementary ethical 

and relational approach to research. However, a CBPR approach informs our process and 

protocols for working with Huu-ay-aht First Nations even before we stepped foot into the 

archive. Whereas feminist archival methodology still largely centers on investigator-driven 

projects, this approach ensures that research is collaboratively produced, and ethical concerns 

and research protocols are community-driven. 

 This is not to say that there are not limitations to this approach. Still in its early stages of 

development, this work will hopefully become a catalyst for increasingly sophisticated 

community-based archival research projects. There is no standardized approach to this type of 

research, and both CBPR and archival research are variable in their respective approaches to 
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research. Thus, best practices are not clearly established for community-based archival research 

work. Because of this, we further emphasize the need to work with communities throughout each 

step of the research process to begin establishing strong research praxis. Doing so will avoid 

issues surrounding shallow uptake that can reaffirm and reproduce asymmetrical power 

dynamics and exploitative research practices in community-based research as has been noted 

elsewhere (see, for example, De Leeuw et al. 2012; Minkler & Wallerstein 2008). As such, we 

do not advocate for a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to community-based archival research; rather, 

our work has merely sown the seeds for an approach that could see wide uptake across the social 

sciences.  

 Even if the researcher/research team approaches a project with the best intentions, 

community fatigue in regard to participation in the research process is a reality (Castleden et al. 

2016). This is where more creative and participatory interventions into the archive need to be 

explored further as a way of involving people connected to the archive in ways that they enjoy 

and produce sound research outcomes. As it stands though, a community-based archival research 

approach can both alleviate tensions associated archival research ethics, as well as participant 

fatigue in CBPR research. Instead, community-based archival research offers the 

researcher/research team a means to strike a balance between making sense of archival material 

on their own and engaging community members to further support the research process. Indeed, 

when one starts to feel lost in the archive, it is a good idea to spend time in the community and 

speaking with those that hold a contextual knowledge of the archive. Then, when all has been 

said for the moment, the researcher can return to the archive to conduct further research. 
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3.11 Conclusion 

 In this paper, we have worked to demonstrate how CBPR and feminist archival research 

methodologies complemented and supported each other in our case, for doing research with a 

First Nation. CBPR emphasizes building relationships with communities and working 

collaboratively throughout the research process to produce outcomes that are insightful, nuanced, 

and accurately respect and reflect the values and beliefs of the community. Feminist archival 

research methodology emphasizes reflexivity in regard to the role of the researcher in 

constructing archival narratives and research. CBPR offers an avenue through which feminist 

archival researchers can relinquish their control over the research process through relational and 

collaborative approaches to research. Further, engaging with people and places connected to the 

archive support a feminist ethic of respect and responsibility in regard to ensuring archival data 

accurately reflects the community. Where an ethnographic approach to archival research offers 

little in regard to operationalizing this type of research, CBPR steps in to help establish strong 

research relationships, develop collaborative research programs, and alleviate stressors 

associated with haphazard, ‘do-it-yourself’ approaches taken to the archive. Thus, our 

development of a community-based archival research approach expands on both methodologies 

by embracing a feminist archival ethic through a CBPR approach to research.  
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4.0 CHAPTER FOUR | “Ancient Spirit, Modern Mind”: Documenting the Role of 

Worldview in Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Journey to Modern Treaty Through Community-

Based Archival Research18 

 

Authorship: Marc Calabretta, Heather Castleden, and Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

Abstract: The colonization of Canada roughly began in the 18th century. Imperial expansion of 
the British empire was predicated on dispossessing land from Indigenous Peoples, which 
occurred through a host of treaty agreements now known as historic treaties. However, in most 
parts of British Columbia this was not the case. Very few historic treaties exist, and settlement 
occurred on the unceded Indigenous territories across the Province. Today, the ‘land question’ 
still looms over British Columbia. Litigation brought against the state in in 1973 forced the 
Government of Canada to address this question begin to recognize its fiduciary duty to negotiate 
treaties with Indigenous Nations where none exist—and where they are wanted. 
 For Huu-ay-aht First Nations, one of fourteen Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations of Vancouver 
Island, the negotiation of a modern treaty began in 1993. While not all of the Nuu-chah-nulth 
First Nations were at—or even stayed at—the treaty table, the ‘Maa-nulth Treaty’ with five Nuu-
chah-nulth signatories reached the final implementation stage of the agreement on April 1st, 
2011. The treaty negotiation process has been challenged to negotiate treaties in a timely and 
efficient manner, and the asymmetrical nature of the negotiation process is well established. Yet, 
in spite of this, Huu-ay-aht First Nations successfully negotiated treaty. Using a community-
based participatory approach, we combed the Huu-ay-aht archives to explore how Huu-ay-aht 
First Nations were able to successfully negotiate the Maa-nulth Treaty for its people in such a 
way that it fulfills their pursuit of self-determination.  
 In this paper, we report on our findings, which suggest that a Nation-wide understanding 
of the Nuu-chah-nulth worldview, composed of placed-based Indigenous knowledge, shaped 
both Huu-ay-aht understandings of reality and played an integral role in Huu-ay-aht First 
Nations’ successful negotiation of the Maa-nulth Treaty. This worldview was indeed the impetus 
for negotiating treaty; it supported Huu-ay-aht negotiators as the Nation developed priorities and 
goals for the treaty, while also framing the perspective through which demands were articulated 
at the negotiation table. Finally, the Nuu-chah-nulth worldview has provided Huu-ay-aht First 
Nations with a clear vision for how to proceed in a post-treaty landscape, while actively 
informing their self-governance structure and long-term initiatives. This research contributes to 
undertheorized work regarding the modern treaty negotiations and implementation processes in 
Canada and offers insights into how these processes can be successfully concluded by supporting 
Indigenous worldviews throughout treaty negotiations. 
 

																																																								
18 The target journal for this manuscript is The Canadian Geographer. 
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“Is it possible to consider a way to negotiate our reality (Western and Other), with all of its 
apparent contradictions, and envision an alternative to conflict and exclusion, finally achieving a 
vision of harmony and inclusion, a vision of continuity for all of life on earth, on Haw’iłume? 
From a Nuu-chah-nulth perspective and lived-experience, there is reason to say yes” (Umeek 
2011). 
 

4.1 Introduction 

 For many of the Huu-ay-aht musčim (citizens) that make up Huu-ay-aht First Nations, 

one of fourteen Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations that line the west coast of Vancouver Island (See 

Figure 4.1: Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations of Vancouver Island), their relationship to their h ̣ahuułi 

(homelands) is fundamental to their worldview, that is, their understanding of reality (Atleo 

2004; Huu-ay-aht First Naions 2000; Koltko-Rivera 2004; Neary & Haggarty 1999; Umeek 

2011).19 The h ̣ahuułi of Huu-ay-aht First Nations “extends from Tsusiat Falls along the west 

coast of Vancouver Island, up to the point at Cape Beal, and inward toward the Barclay Sound to 

Coleman Creek…and extends out toward the sea for as far as the eye can see” (Wišqii 2016) 

(See Figure 4.2: Huu-ay-ahts’ ḥahuułi). This relationship is rooted deep in Nuu-chah-nulth 

history and influences how Huu-ay-aht musčim have lived with the land for millennia (Atleo 

2004; Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2000; 2017; Umeek 2011. The three guiding principles for that 

life, and which form the foundation of the Nuu-chah-nulth worldview, are Hišuk c̕awak 

(everything is one, connected), ʔiisaak (respect with caring), and ʔuuʔałuk (caring for present 

and future generations). The ability to live and practice this worldview has always been critical 

to the health of Huu-ay-aht musčim and their ḥahuułi (Castleden 2007; Castleden et al. 2009; 

																																																								
19 ‘aht’ is Nuučaan̓uł for people e.g Huu-ay-aht are the “people of huuʕii, the part of Barkley Sound east of Middle 
Channel and north to Numakimyis Bay. (2) Thomas suggests ‘people who always come back’, from huʔa- ‘back, 
again’” (Uyaqhmis 2010: 7).  
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Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2017; Umeek 2011). 

 

Figure 4.1: Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations of  Figure 4.2: Huu-ay-aht First Nations h ̣ahuułi 
The ḥahuułi of Huu-ay-aht First Nations is   Map from www.johnalanjack.ca 
highlighted in red.  
Map adapted from www.ncnseafood.ca 
 

 This ability to live a self-determined life was fundamentally challenged by European 

contact. Contact was one of collision (Little Bear 2000); the assertion of colonialism and 

European settlement in the New World was predicated on a Eurocentric worldview rooted in 

notions of white, Christian superiority, European liberalism, private property, and extractive 

development (Mansfield 2007; Reill 2005; Seed 1999). The expansion of empire fractured 

families, displaced peoples, and controlled Indigenous rights to lands and resources through the 

Crown’s – and later the state’s – assertion of sovereignty (Harris 2002; Miller 2009; Tennant 

1990).  

 British sovereignty was asserted as early as 1701, when agents of the Crown began 

negotiating treaties with Indigenous Peoples across what is now known as Canada (Miller 2009). 

This practice came to a halt early 20th century as the Federal government began refuse to 

negotiate treaties with Indigenous Peoples (Miller 2009; Tennant 1990). Instead, the Canadian 

government moved away from colonial decrees that recognized Indigenous title toward a forced 

assimilationist approach that sought to “rid Canada of the Indian problem” (Duncan Campbell 
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Scott in National Archives of Canada 1920: 1) by restricting Indigenous political, cultural, 

spiritual, and social practices (Egan 2012; Miller 2000; 2009). Assimilation was business-as-

usual for the Canadian government throughout much of the 20th century, until a Supreme Court 

ruling in 1973 that affirmed Indigenous title, which forced Provincial and Federal governments 

to recognize their fiduciary duty to negotiate treaties with Indigenous Peoples it had not done so 

with in the past. 

 In this paper, we explore the eighteen-year process Huu-ay-aht First Nations underwent 

to negotiate and, in 2011, successfully implement the Maa-nulth Treaty. As one of only three 

modern treaties negotiated in the Province of British Columbia since 1993, this landmark 

agreement fundamentally altered the relationship between the signatory parties from one where 

the First Nation—and the other four First Nation signatories—was a ward of the state to one 

where recognition of a Nation-to-Nation relationship needs to be honoured.20 The Maa-nulth 

Treaty defines this new relationship (BCTC 2004; 2007; 2014). Given this relatively uncharted 

new treaty terrain, we ask how how did Huu-ay-aht First Nations make the Treaty negotiation 

process work for its musčim?  

 Through feminist archival research methods (Bizzell 2000; Eichhorn 2013; Gaillet 2012; 

Kirsch and Royster 2010; McKee and Porter 2012; Royster 2010), framed within a community-

based participatory research partnership (CBPR) (Castleden 2008; 2012; De Leeuw 2012; Koster 

et al. 2012; Minkler & Wallerstein 2008), we explore to what extent the Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview was critical to Huu-ay-aht First Nations successful negotiation of the Maa-nulth 

Treaty to answer our research question. In doing so, our analysis of the modern treaty process 

centers community perspectives to develop a stronger understanding of how Huu-ay-aht First 

																																																								
20 The five Maa-nulth Nations are: Huu-ay-aht First Nations, Ka:’yu:’k’t’h’/Che:k’tles7et’h First Nations; Toquaht 
Nation; Uchucklesaht Tribe; Ucluelet First Nation (Maa-nulth Treaty Society 2017). 
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Nations negotiated a treaty where over 90% of the Huu-ay-aht population voted in support. On 

on hand, this approach speaks back to critiques of the modern treaty process (Alcantara 2008; 

Alfred 2000; Blomley 2014; Borrows 1999; Day & Sadik 2002; Egan 2012; 2013; Tully 2000) 

by centering Huu-ay-aht perspectives on the treaty process. On the other, this is a novel approach 

that speaks to the dearth of published literature on modern treaties from community perspectives 

by embracing a “necessary and nuanced” (Papillon 2015: 4) approach that is urgently needed to 

illuminate treaty as one potential pathway—among many—for seeking self-determination 

through modern treaty. 

 What follows is a brief history of colonial settlement in British Columbia context as it 

entered Confederation, providing a synopsis of the events that led to the creation of the modern 

land claims process in British Columbia (BC). We then transition to a scholarly engagement with 

the literature on worldviews in terms of how they are shaped by self and place before we outline 

our methodological approach and discuss its influence on our analytical approach and findings.  

4.2 Colonial Settlement in British Columbia  

 Colonial settlement across the land known as the Province of British Columbia gradually 

took place throughout the 19th century. Bestowed with the duty of colonization and settlement, 

proprietary rights to Vancouver Island were given to the Hudson’s Bay Company in 1849 to 

establish trading posts and settlements on the Island (Tennant 1990). As is common throughout 

Canadian history, settlement and expansion was predicated on the dispossession of land and 

resources from Indigenous Peoples through assimilative policies that worked to erase Indigenous 

cultures, political structures, and ways of life (Miller 2000; 2009; Tennant 1990).  

 Despite the historical precedence set by the Royal Proclamation of 1763—in which 

Indigenous title to land was recognized lest surrendered through negotiations with the Crown—
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colonial officers on Vancouver Island and across British Columbia did not apply the 

Proclamation as it was across Canada (Miller 2009; Tennant 1990). This was due to a 

combination of, on one hand, the British Government’s refusal to fund treaty negotiations in 

British Columbia after 1854, and on the other, the incessant need to expand settlement in the 

wake of the 1858 gold rush and other lucrative colonial pursuits, which were met with throngs of 

settlers across the Island and mainland of BC (Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). A growing settler 

population pressed the Province to secure more territory, and doing this required a shift from 

acknowledging Indigenous title to land—as the Douglas Purchase Agreements inherently do 

(Tennant 1990)—to refusal, which increasingly became the rule of thumb throughout the late 

19th and much of the 20th century.  

 So, instead of negotiating treaties, beginning in 1854, British Columbia started to 

implement a reserve system styled off of American Indian reserves (Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). 

Reserve allocations were formulaic and non-negotiable, and allotments were decreased over time 

(Harris 2002; Tennant 1990). No longer negotiating with Indigenous Peoples, reserves were 

mapped out with little consideration given to the traditional homelands and use sites of each 

tribe, clan, or nation (Harris 2002; Miler 2009; Tennant 1990). This resulted in a ‘postage 

stamp’-sized reserve system across the province that fractured Nations and forcibly displaced 

Indigenous Peoples from their lands, in turn disrupting the identities, relationships, livelihoods 

and self-governance protocols that thrived on and through these lands for millennia prior (Harris 

2002; Castleden 2007; McGillivray 2010; Tennant 1990).  

 For Huu-ay-aht First Nations, the Indian Reserves they were squeezed onto represented 

only 2% of the Huu-ay-aht h ̣ahuułi, thus rendering their h ̣ahuułi in the Barclay Sound region of 

Vancouver Island into an abundant frontier for colonists to enclose and exploit. This process was 
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justified and perpetuated through Eurocentric understandings of law, private property, individual 

liberty, and efficiency, all of which were central to the greater project of colonization across the 

New World (Blomley 2014; Clayton 2000; Harris 2002; Mansfield 2007; Reill 2005; Seed 1999; 

Vaughn 1978). Ultimately, colonialism and the expansion of empire was fueled by European 

conceptions of private land tenure, industry, and urbanization that fundamentally altered the 

social, political, legal, and cultural geographies of the region (Clayton 2000; Rossiter 2007).  

With the incorporation of British Columbia into Confederation in July 1871, The Indian Act of 

1876 became the omnibus statute that governed Indigenous Peoples in BC. This policy reduced 

First Nations	to wards of the state, which included—among many other restrictions—the denial 

of legal services to status Indians in pursuit of land claims or treaty rights (Miller 2009; Tennant 

1990).21 This meant that, by the 20th century, despite ongoing resistance from First Nations 

across BC, claims not only fell on deaf ears, indeed, they were outlawed. Instead, Indian Act 

policies worked to assimilate Indigenous Peoples into settler civilization (Miller 2000; 2009). 

Residential schools separated families from their children, inflicting insurmountable traumas 

upon entire generations then and now (Bombay et al. 2013 Grant 1996; Miller 2000; Royal 

Commission on Aboriginal People 1996; Truth and Reconciliation Commission 2015).  

 

 

 

 

																																																								
21	As per Canada’s Constitution (1982), three groups of Aboriginal Peoples are recognized: Indians (First Nations), 
Métis, and Inuit. The Indian Act only applies and grants status to First Nations as recognized by the Federal 
Government’s Indian register (INAC 2010). This excludes Métis, Inuit, and non-status First Nations. I refrain from 
using the term Aboriginal here unless used in reference to the specific legal term deployed by the Canadian 
government. Otherwise, I use the term Indigenous Peoples.	
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Although residential schools have been shut down, and The Indian Act has been amended over 

the decades, the policy continues to dictate the lives of status First Nations across Canada and 

has been called “a rock that sits in the middle of the road, a boulder that blocks the path of 

collaboration” (Atleo 2011: 1). As examined below, overcoming The Indian Act was a 

significant contributing factor to Huu-ay-aht First Nations’s decision to pursue a modern treaty.  

4.3 Modern Land Claims in the Mid 20th Century 

Settler refusal to recognize Indigenous rights and title, from the local to the federal level, 

continued for most of the 20th century despite mounting resistance from Indigenous activist 

organizations and grassroots allies around the country (Miller 2000). Indigenous political 

organizations began to emerge in the 1940s and were responsible for Indian Act amendments, 

such as the lifting of the Potlatch ban, as well as reinstating the ability of First Nations to submit 

land claims (Miller 2000). Tensions came to a head with the proposal of the Federal 

Government’s Statement of the Government of Canada on Indian Policy in 1969, also known as 

the White Paper. This advocated for an amendment to The Indian Act that would have eliminated 

Federal recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ status and rights status or recognition of Indigenous 

Peoples (Carins 2000; Hedican 2013; Miller 2009. This was met with wide outcry from 

Indigenous Peoples amidst a burgeoning civil rights landscape in the 1960s and 70s, which also 

contributed to acknowledging the struggles of Indigenous Peoples across Canada as they fought 

for recognition of their right to treaty (Miller 2009).  

 Litigation against the state in the form of land claims began in the 1970s, which forced a 

shift in the state’s refusal to recognize their fiduciary duty to recognize Aboriginal title (McNeil 

1997; 2009; Miller 2009). The Calder decision at the level of the Supreme Court of Canada in 

1973 concluded that Indigenous Peoples have Aboriginal title and collective exclusive, 
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inalienable rights to land. Thus, where treaties were not negotiated and land was not surrendered, 

Indigenous Peoples were granted the legal right to assert and define these rights on lands where 

title had not been extinguished (Calder v. British Columbia (AG) [1973]). This ruling 

contributed to shaping the rights of Indigenous Peoples as defined in Section 35 of Canada’s 

constitution, whereby, “the existing aboriginal and treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of 

Canada are hereby recognized and affirmed” (1982: 35:1). Specifically, these rights include 

“rights that now exist by way of land claims agreements or may be so acquired” (35: 1, 3).  

 In effect, the Supreme Court ruling compelled Canada to adjust its approach toward 

Indigenous Peoples, moving away from an explicitly assimilationist approach to Indigenous-

settler relations toward a mandate that now encouraged the settlement of treaties as a means of 

securing ‘certainty’ over land and resources where title was no longer secure (Government of 

Canada 1995; Roth 2002; Woolford 2005). The notion of certainty is particularly salient in the 

context of economic development and industry in a province rich with natural resources, as any 

looming or unsettled land claims would risk jeopardizing provincial and private opportunities to 

extract resources and develop land (Alcantara 2008; Alfred 2000; Woolford 2005). 

 At the same time the Calder decision came out in 1973, the first iteration of modern land 

claims began, a full 52 years after the Federal government terminated treaty negotiations (Miller 

2009). Since then, hundreds of land claims have been asserted across the country through the 

Comprehensive Land Claims (CLC) process (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada: 2003). But it 

would take another 20 years to conclude the first modern land claim—the Nunavut Agreement in 

1993—with the Nisga’a Agreement to follow in 1999, which had been formally initiated by the 

Nisga’a over 100 years prior.22  

																																																								
22 Historical records show that, in 1887, a delegation from Nisga’a First Nations paddled from Nass to Victoria to 
assert their claim to title and willingness to negotiate a treaty with the Government (Miller 2009). While their claim 
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 It did not take long for criticisms of the CLC process to surface. On one hand, some felt 

there was a clear conflict of interest stemming from Indian Affairs’ regulation of the process. On 

the other, the CLC process had been inefficient, slow moving, largely unsuccessful in terms of 

successfully negotiating treaties (British Columbia Claims Task Force 1991; Indian and Northern 

Affairs Canada; 1981; 1982; Miller 2009). This led to a number of Provincial and Federal 

reviews to improve the CLC process. Of those, two key recommendations arose from the British 

Columbia Claims Task Force. The first was to institute an independent facilitator to mediate 

negotiations between all parties at the table. The second was provincially-specific in that it called 

for the establishment of a ‘made in BC’ process to address the unique nature and large number of 

land claims anticipated in BC (British Columbia Claims Task Force 1991).  

 In response to those two recommendations, the British Columbia Treaty Commission 

(BCTC) was formed in 1993 under a mandate to facilitate the newly established, six-stage, 

standardized negotiation process entered into by First Nations, provincial, and federal negotiators 

(Table 4.1: BCTC Six Stage Process). Today, the BCTC operates under a mandate to assist “in 

advancing reconciliation through the made-in-BC treaty negotiations process,” while also 

providing “the public with information on treaty negotiations in BC, and to educate the public on 

its role in supporting and understanding treaty making” (BCTC 2017: 1). Through this process, 

the Nuu-chah-nulth Tribal, Council (NTC), representing Huu-ay-aht First Nations alongside 12 

other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations, submitted their Statement of Intent (SOI) to negotiate a 

modern treaty in December 1993.23  

 

																																																								
was rebuked by Government officials, the Nation’ continued struggle to assert their claim to title led to the Calder 
decision, and was ultimately at the forefront of modern treaty negotiations in Canada (Otis 2014).  
23 Ditidaht First Nations did not enter into treaty negotiations, despite their membership with the NTC. 
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As we establish our conceptual framework below, we consider the role of worldview in shaping 

and driving the assertions of Indigenous Peoples and Nations, as well as Provincial and Federal 

mandates and objectives, throughout the modern treaty process. 

Stage Number Stage  Action Item Signaled Completion 
One Statement of Intent 

(SOI) 
First Nations signal 
intent to negotiate 

BCTC, provincial, and 
federal governments 
acknowledge SOI 

Two Readiness to Negotiate All Parties agree to 
negotiate 

Once all parties 
indicate their readiness 
to enter negotiations 

Three Negotiation of a 
Framework 
Agreement 

Parties determine an 
outlined agreement 

Parties research a 
consensus on outline 

Four Establishment of 
Agreement in 
Principle (AIP) 

Community 
consultations and First 
Nations vote on AIP 

AIP is voted in favour 
and all parties agree 

Five Negotiation to reach a 
Final Agreement 

Finalize AIP and 
prepare for 
implementation date 

All parties agree on 
Treaty conditions 

Six Treaty Implementation Treaty is implemented Implementation 

 
Table 4.1: BCTC Six-Stage Treaty Negotiation Process (adapted from BCTC 2017) 
 

4.4 Worldview, Place, and Self. 

 Mark Koltko-Rivera (2004) defines worldviews as “sets of beliefs and assumptions that 

describe reality” that “define what can be known or done in the world, and how it can be known 

or done” (3). Worldviews produce particular ontological (what we know) and epistemological 

(how we know) understandings of ourselves and the world around us, and worldviews inform 

how we interpret events and phenomenon in our daily lives (Atleo 2004; Koltko-Rivera 2004). 

Thus, worldviews play a significant role in determining how we understand our being in relation 

to the world (Castleden et al. 2009). For Huu-ay-aht and other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations, 

their worldview observes that “the universe is unified, interconnected, and interrelated” through 
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systems of mutual interdependence and interrelationships between all life forms” (Atleo 2004: 

xix). This ontological (Hunt 2014) and epistemological (Kovach 2005) understanding of ones’ 

place in the world is embodied; and for the Nuu-chah-nulth, this worldview is passed through 

generations vis-à-vis oral histories and stories that offer explanations of how Nuu-chah-nulth-aht 

came to exist as peoples and how their relationship with, and responsibility to, their ḥahuułi 

developed (Atleo 2004; Umeek 2011). 

 In the field of geography, the connection between identity and place has been explored 

for decades, and these discussions offer insights into the formation and articulation of 

Worldviews (Casey 2001; Castleden et al. 2009; Creswell 1996; 2014; Herman 2013; Keith & 

Pile 2004; Malpas 1999; Relph 2008; Tuan 1976). While detailed engagement with the 

theoretical debates surrounding this topic are beyond the scope of this paper, we note that our 

engagement with place, identity, and worldview do not privilege human agency nor support 

colonial and racist logics associated with environmental determinism. Rather, aligning with 

Malpas (1999), we carry forward a perspective that recognizes the inherent interconnectedness 

between all things and thereby resist reducing place to a hierarchy of its elements. Instead, place 

here is understood as a structure comprising spatiality and temporality, subjectivity and 

objectivity, self and other. These elements are themselves established only in relation to each 

other – rather than one determining the other – across the various, “topographical” structures of 

place (Malpas 1999: 163). 

 Indeed, the interconnectedness between self, place, and all lifeforms deeply resonates 

throughout Huu-ay-ahts’ archives in regard to the modern treaty process. We recognize the 

debates in geography alongside those within Indigenous scholarship that are informed by and 

emphasize the connection between people, the lands they are connected to, and how this intimate 
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relationship shapes Indigenous livelihoods, knowledge, politics, and research (see, for example, 

Alfred & Corntassel 2005; Larsen & Johnson 2012; 2016; Little Bear 2000; McGregor 2004; 

Simpson 2011; 2014; Wilson 2009). Larsen and Johnson discuss the relationship between 

European philosophical and Indigenous ontological streams of thought in regard to place and 

self. They observe that many Indigenous worldviews hold an understanding that “place has 

agency independent of human embodiment, and, in fact, human embodiment and awareness are 

an extension of the agency of place” (2016: 151). Unlike the European worldview that sees place 

as singular and disembodied from the self, within many Indigenous worldviews, including the 

Nuu-chah-nulth, place has a thli-muhk-sti (spirit) that creates, speaks, and teaches, and indeed 

effects how people relate to and care for the world around them (Atleo 2004; Larsen & Johnson 

2016; Umeek 2011).  

 Being in relationship with the land, rather than viewing the land as something which can 

be controlled and manipulated, as informed by the Eurocentric, enlightenment-era derived 

worldview (Reill 2005; Withers 2007), has a significant impact on peoples’ perspectives and thus 

informs their actions. Larsen and Johnson discuss this as placework, which “refers to ways of 

thinking, acting, and being grounded in the agency of place” (2016: 153). For many Huu-ay-aht 

musčim, such placework is embodied in an understanding that people live in relation to an 

environment that sustains their reality and shapes their daily actions. As such, peoples’ 

“selfhoods are entangled within and constituted through their more-than-human relationships” 

with the environment and all lifeforms around them (Larsen & Johnson 2016: 153).  
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Although the ways this process manifests itself is particular to place itself, the more-than-human 

relationship many Indigenous Peoples have with place drives their struggles to defend their lands 

while asserting and reasserting their right to title, self-determination, and autonomy in a manner 

informed by their Worldview. 

4.5 Framework: Community-Based Participatory Research 

 This research is embedded within a community-based participatory research (CBPR) 

research program. CBPR “is both a philosophy and a methodology” (Castleden et al. 2008: 

1394), through which researchers and community participants work together to develop the 

research problem, data collection methods and analytical tools, all of which are intended to 

produce meaningful outcomes for the participants and communities involved (Castleden et al. 

2012; Minkler & Wallerstein 2008). This approach emphasizes the development of strong 

research relationships as a way to work with communities in a manner which both acknowledges 

histories of unethical, extractive research practices—particularly with Indigenous communities 

(Tuhiwai-Smith 2012)—and instead design a research program that is ethical, accountable, and 

puts the concerns and desires of the community first (Castleden et al. 2012; De Leeuw et al. 

2012).   

 The CBPR partnership began in 2005 and has included multiple research projects over 

this time, building one, from the other, as often the case when research findings spawn new 

questions. In 2012, we set a new course of action for a research program that would examine the 

negotiation and implementation of the Maa-nulth Treaty from the perspectives of Huu-ay-aht 

musčim, negotiators, leaders, youth, and Elders. For the overall research program and this 

project, we established a six-person Huu-ay-aht Advisory Committee, comprised of the Tayii 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 108	

Ḥawił (Head Hereditary Chief), Elders, and other musčim.24 We had quarterly meetings with the 

Advisory Committee, seeking guidance ensure that we were producing research that was 

accurate, insightful, and useful to Huu-ay-aht First Nations.  

The Committee helped establish protocols for how research should be conducted, assisted in 

facilitating community engagement sessions, identifying participants for interviews, and 

summoning archival documents, while also helping steer and shape analysis, findings, outcomes.  

 Amongst our many research objectives, there was a collective desire to produce a 

narrative of the Treaty process from Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ archives for future generations to 

understand the Treaty process and why Huu-ay-aht First Nations chose the path they did. And so, 

a feminist archival research approach was infused with the CBPR framework of this research 

partnership. Feminist approaches to the archive acknowledge the colonial history of the archive 

as a site of knowledge production and power that plays a significant role in defining and 

legitimizing particular histories while rendering others invisible (Hall 1997; Stoler 2002; 2010; 

Trouillot 1995). Indeed, as feminist and post-colonial scholars move towards an understanding of 

the archive as a ‘subject’ of dynamic experiences and incomplete interpretations—rather than a 

‘thing’ of static, objective existence (Stoler 2002; 2010)—the archives become sites of living 

memories that, like history, shift across perspectives and over time, and ultimately enriches 

understandings of the archive itself (Foote 1990; Gaillet 2012; Kirsch & Royster 2010; Powell 

2008; Royster 2000).  

 Thus, in addition to engaging regularly with the Advisory Committee, we also held two 

rounds of community engagement sessions at three key localities where Huu-ay-aht live to share 

																																																								
24 Ḥaw̓ił are chiefly families that have an ancestral connection to particular territories in Huu-ay-ahts’ ḥahuułi. As 
such, Ḥaw̓ił have a responsibility to care for and defend their family’s ḥahuułi, as well as serve as a member of the 
Ḥaw̓ił council (Atleo 2004; Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2000). 
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our preliminary archival analyses and listen to Huu-ay-aht musčim reflect on what they were 

hearing and recollect their own stories about the treaty process. These sessions took place on 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ ḥahuułi, as well as in Port Alberni and Vancouver to ensure Huu-ay-

aht musčim who live away from their ḥahuułi could provide input as well. In doing so, we began 

to develop an understanding of the significance and permutation of the Nuu-chah-nulth 

Worldview throughout the treaty negotiation process. Applying this worldview as an analytic 

anchor does not ignore the shortcoming of the treaty process, nor actively support them.  

 We engaged in an inductive analysis of over 3000 pages of archival documents spanning 

from 1993-2011 that included, but were not limited to: internal meeting minutes, transcripts of 

recorded meetings, internal memos and emails, correspondence amongst Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations government and administration and other Nuu-chah-nulth, Provincial, and Federal 

governments, alongside other miscellaneous draft documents and notebooks.25 The data were 

coded using broad categories using NVivo 11 for Mac, alongside a “largely organic” (Gold 

2008: 18) approach to archival research that involved a more free-flowing analysis of the data 

(Gaillet 2012). Coding was a useful process during the preliminary analysis stage, as themes 

began to emerge and speak to the priorities, values, and concerns for Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

throughout negotiations (Saldaña 2013). However, we quickly reached a saturation point with 

line-by-line coding, and instead, a cyclical process of engaging with existing literature, the 

archive, and the community became the next step in developing a cohesive understanding of 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ journey to the Maa-nulth Treaty. This meant spending time in the 

community to “listen and listen and listen again” (Royster in McKee & Porter 2012: 74) to 

																																																								
25 For the purposes of this research, we only engaged with archival materials held by Huu-ay-aht First Nations. 
When the research team began redesigning the larger SSHRC-funded research project, the Advisory Committee 
suggested that we focus on developing an understanding of the Huu-ay-aht journey to treaty, before accessing other 
Nations’ archives. 
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deepen our understandings of how a Huu-ay-aht worldview drove the treaty negotiation process, 

and how it continues to guide Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ government post-treaty.  

4.6 Findings: “A Shared Sense of Identity”: Beginning the Negotiation Process, 1993-1994 

 From the onset, the principles of a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview guided the 13 Nuu-chah-

nulth First Nations into the first and second stages of treaty negotiations—with the Province of 

British Columbia and the Government of Canada—under their umbrella organization, the Nuu-

chah-nulth Tribal Council (NTC). The NTC recognized that “the root of our strength is in our 

culture [and] traditions” (Treaty Committee Meeting Minute Book 1994-1996: 26), and as such, 

Hišuk c̕awak, ʔiisaak, and ʔuuʔałuk were critical in producing a clear vision for how treaty 

proceedings should occur, and how Nuu-chah-nulth Nations can work together to negotiate a 

treaty that works for all Nuu-chah-nulth Nations involved.  Here, the principles of hišuk c̕awak 

were applied; there was a sense of connectedness through unity, cooperation, participation, and 

involvement in the decision to move ahead. At the time, hišuk c̕awak permeated through an 

agreement that the Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations at the negotiation table has to be united “of one 

strong mind and speak with one voice” (Treaty Committee Meeting Book 1994-1996: 73). In 

follow up conversation with former senior Huu-ay-aht negotiator, Robert Dennis Sr. in 2017, he 

confirmed that negotiating as a unified voice was critical to approaching the treaty process with a 

firm and consistent position on issues to ensure the First Nations’ points of negotiation were 

heard.  

 A Nuu-chah-nulth Worldview also provided an important internal framework for 

communication between Nuu-chah-nulth Nations and within each Nation. The principles of 

hišuk c̕awak and ʔiisaak support the idea that, through oneness and interconnectedness, everyone 

has a stake in the treaty negotiation process. As such, “all Nuu-chah-nulth-aht…have the same 
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opportunity to become involved. In order to participate, our people must be kept informed of the 

process. All members must feel comfortable in providing input into the process, and ultimately, 

an agreement which will be reached with governments. There can be no surprises” (Treaty Prep. 

1994 & Misc.: 17). Here, the connection between a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview and treaty is 

clear: all Huu-ay-aht have a connection—ancestral, contemporary, or both—to the Nations’ 

ḥahuułi, and as such, each musčim has the right to contributing their thoughts and opinions about 

Treaty. This quote also reveals the collective drive to push for treaty, while recognizing the 

relational, interconnected nature of the process. ʔiisaak underpins this ethic of care and respect 

for all musčim, as treaty is about producing a beter life for all Huu-ay-aht.  

 In those early years, community engagement was essential to gathering the thoughts and 

perspectives of musčim on treaty. As such, extensive rounds of community meetings, door-to-

door visits, surveys, and questionnaires were conducted to establish a mandate, identify 

priorities. In 1994, Huu-ay-aht First Nations held a community meeting to appoint five Huu-ay-

aht musčim to the Treaty Negotiation Committee (TNC), whom represented and negotiated on 

behalf of the Nation at the larger NTC negotiation table with Provincial and Federal negotiators 

(Treaty Committee Minute Book 1994-1996). The Huu-ay-aht TNCs’ role was to work as a 

“non-political” body…in a positive and harmonious manner, with respect and patience, to deal 

with issues related to treaty-making and the land and sea question” (Treaty Committee Meeting 

Minutes 1994-1996: 64). Acting non-politically was a matter of integrity and responsibility; to 

act non-politically meant that the TNC’s foundational responsibility was to set aside personal 

feelings about treaty and work to fulfill the community’s mandate, which was to successfully 

negotiate a treaty with BC and Canada “no matter what” (Maa-nulth Internal Meeting Minutes 

2005-2006: 12). Indeed, despite the personal thoughts TNC negotiators may have had regarding 
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treaty, there was a firm understanding that the negotiation table was not the place for this tension 

to surface, and rather, the TNC was committed to their mandate to represent the interests of the 

Nation. This commitment is also reflected in the longstanding tenure of many members of Huu-

ay-ahts’ TNC, many of whom remained on the committee throughout 18 years of negotiations. In 

doing so, members became well versed and highly experienced in the negotiation process. This 

commitment has been commended by Provincial and Federal negotiators in a number of 

interviews as a significant factor in negotiating successful treaties. 

 Here, the principles of ʔiisaak and ʔuuʔałuk shine through as the TNC emphasized that 

their role first and foremost was to represent the Nation, respect the process, and proceed in the 

best interest of future generations of Huu-ay-aht (Treaty Committee Meeting Minutes 1994-

1996; 1998-1999; Maa-nulth Internal Meeting Minutes 2005-2006). In doing so, the TNC stood 

for a strong, consistent, collective vision for Treaty: one that restored power to Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations’ Ḥawił governance structure, authority and ownership over their ḥahuułi, and overall, 

open the door to self-determination in a post-Indian Act environment.  

4.6.1 Negotiating an Agreement: 1995-2000 

 Once the participating NTC Nations established their respective TNCs and developed 

community-approved mandates, the tripartite negotiation process moved to the third stage: 

negotiation of an Agreement-in-Principle (AIP). In this stage, parties negotiated each individual 

chapter, 29 in total, that would make up the Treaty. Negotiations occurred in two ways: through 

main table and side table negotiations. Main table negotiations included all Nations privy to the 

treaty, and upon agreement, the terms negotiated applied universally to all Nations. Side table 

negotiations were developed for Nation-specific issues that were to be negotiated on individual 

terms with Provincial and Federal negotiators. The negotiation of the AIP was the longest in the 
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six-stage process and was met with a combination of disagreements amongst NTC, Provincial, 

and Federal negotiators, which in turn generated internal tensions between and within the NTC 

Nations as well (Treaty Committee Minutes Book 1998 & 1999; Treaty Committee Minutes 

Book 2000-2002; Treaty Planning Meeting 1999-2002).  

 Simply put, the negotiation process went like this: priorities were developed for each 

chapter under negotiation vis-à-vis community engagement sessions. These sessions were the 

opportunity for musčim to voice their concerns to the TNC and provide input on how issues 

should be approached. From here, the TNC took the results of these sessions, developed them 

into strategic positions and priorities which were then advanced at the NTC negotiation table. 

Preliminary outcomes of negotiations were then disseminated back to the community to ensure 

the issue was properly addressed, or if the terms needed further negotiation. At this point, the 

chapter was either agreed upon or subject to further rounds of negotiations until an agreement 

was reached. These agreed upon chapters constitute the final Maa-nulth Treaty (See Figure. 4.3: 

The negotiation process).  
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Figure 4.3: The negotiation process. This diagram illustrates the multilevel nature of the negotiation process. It places 
community at the top to signify the primacy of musčim in decision making, which also bookends rounds of 
negotiations. 
 
 
 
 As individual mandates were brought forward by each Nation, larger strategic decisions 

were developed, which were then collectively asserted at the negotiation table. In approaching 

the table in such a way, NTC negotiations were able to reach accord with a consistent, concise, 

and clear vision for the Treaty’s 29 chapters. The importance of this united approach to 

negotiations was emphasized from the onset as key to successful negotiations (Treaty Committee 

Meeting Book 1994-1996; Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006). The development of such a 

united approach to all of the issues raised in the Treaty’s chapters was supported by the trifecta 

of core principles holding up the Nuu-chah-nulth worldview, as adherence to it inherently shaped 

the collective approach of NTC Nations in asserting their positions. 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 115	

4.6.2 Tensions and Perseverance Through Worldview: 2001-2004 

 While worldview played a major role in supporting the NTC throughout negotiations, this 

is not to say that difficulties did not still arise in the negotiation process. Differences between the 

13 Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations existed concerning issues that Provincial and Federal 

negotiators would not negotiate on. Three issues in particular led to a standstill in treaty 

negotiations in late 2000. First, the modification of Aboriginal rights—whereby signing treaty 

meant that that First Nations would have to surrender their status and all other Aboriginal rights 

formally recognized by The Indian Act or any future litigation—generated a variety of concerns 

amongst Nations. This included the modification of Aboriginal title to fee simple title, which 

generated concerns around forfeiting traditional title to land. These concerns stemmed from 

potentially undefined rights on fee simple lands, as well as the fact that the land would then 

become tenable property that could be bought and sold to any Canadian citizen (Blomley 2014; 

Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006; Treaty Planning Meeting 2000-2002). This is 

connected to the second issue, that of extinguishment. A central tenet of the Provincial and 

Federal pursuit of modern treaty agreements has been to establish certainty in regard to land title 

and resources (Government of Canada 1995; BCTC 2002; 2016; Woolford 2005). To do this, 

First Nations must agree to a modern treaty that surrenders their ability to lay future claims to 

territories or resources (Maa-nulth Final Agreement 2011). The third issue was a lack of 

substantive negotiations around self-governance; it was a firm sticking point for some Nations, 

who refused to move forward if the Governance Chapter was not negotiated meaningfully 

(BCTC 2000; Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006; Treaty Planning Meeting 2000-2002). 

Provincial and Federal negotiators were not willing to establish self-governance protocols in the 

early stages of the negotiation process, and this led to concerns surrounding whether self-
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governance would be included in treaty if the terms were not established from the onset. For 

some Nuu-chah-nulth Nations, these concerns were greater than they were for others, and this 

ultimately had an impact on their decisions to move forward in negotiations. 

 These disagreements reveal that even under one worldview, tensions can arise and 

differences in approach come to light. While hypothesizing about the choices made by Nations is 

not warranted here, it is important to highlight the issues that stemmed from discord at the 

negotiation table. First, the financial burden of negotiations was becoming increasingly felt 

internally amongst the then-Band Council government and TNC negotiators. Between internal 

disagreements and the reluctance of Provincial and Federal negotiators to budge on their 

mandate and position, the TNC recognized that negotiations “can’t continue in this fashion” 

(Treaty Committee Meeting Minute Book 1998 & 1999: 12). Second, internal strife amongst 

NTC Nations was used as leverage by the Province and Canada in the hopes that the First 

Nations would compromise amongst themselves, rather than continue this line of negotiation 

with Provincial and Federal negotiators whom took an increasingly ‘take it or leave it’ approach 

to negotiations (Treaty Committee Meeting Minute Book 1998 & 1999; 2000-2002). 

 When it came time to for the NTC Nations to vote on the draft AIP in March 2001 and 

decide whether to progress to the fourth stage to finalizing the treaty. In this moment, the 

tensions detailed above came to head: the vote was split; five Nations agreed to the draft AIP, 

and seven did not.26 Now, in the face of a standstill—and potentially failed treaty negotiation—

the NTC Nations had to decide how to move forward. After extensive discussions, it was clear 

that there was no getting past certain issues for some Nations (Treaty Committee Meeting 

Minute Book 2000-2002). However, the principles ʔiisaak ʔuuʔałuk surfaced again as the NTC 

																																																								
26 One First Nation withdrew from the process before the vote was held, leaving 12 Nations at the AIP Stage. 
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worked to devise a way for each Nation to respectfully move forward or step away from the 

negotiation process as they desired. Robert Dennis Sr., then chief negotiator for Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations, noted that the NTC had: 

…been unable to establish a united approach to the future of treaty making. We believe this lack 

of unity is seriously harming our capacity to respond to the mandate of our community to 

conclude a treaty. Therefore…the most appropriate course of action would be for those Nuu-

chah-nulth First Nations that rejected the AIP to withdraw from the treaty process and allow 

those of us who are prepared to continue negotiations based on the March AIP to do so. (Treaty 

Planning Meetings 1999-2002: 153).   

 Others agreed, and this shift created space to take care of those who wanted to move 

forward with negotiations to do so, while allowing others to respectfully bow out of the process. 

Here, ʔiisaak was a guiding principle that respectfully supported each Nation as they “paddle[d] 

their own canoe” (Treaty Planning Meetings 1999-2002: 128) toward a decision that was 

supported by their community, whilst taking care not to inhibit the passage and self-

determination of others. Thus, the principles of hišuk c̕awak and ʔiisaak ran in parallel, whereby 

the interconnectedness amongst Nuu-chah-nulth Nations was not held in rigidity as Nations’ 

respectfully moved apart in the spirit of ʔiisaak. As the backbone that supported the most fraught 

and uncertain moment in the negotiation process, a sophisticated and collective application of 

their worldview guided and informed challenges throughout treaty negotiations. Indeed, as stated 

by the Cliff Atleo, NTC treaty process manager, shortly after the vote in 2001:  

Despite all the current turmoil and uncertainty…the Nuu-chah-nulth-aht have not lost their 

connection the traditional ways of ʔiisaak and hišuk c̕awak, the power of the hawiih or the 

strength of the musčim. It is because of these things that I remain confident in our ability to 
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overcome the recent obstacles and ultimately achieve that which we originally sought to do: to 

represent our hawiih in the quest to protect and manage their ḥahuułi in the interests of all in our 

communities so that they may once again live in the harmony, health, cultural awareness and 

prosperity of our ancestors (Treaty Planning Meetings 1999-2002: 264). 

While Huu-ay-aht First Nations maintained their desire to go forward with treaty, it took another 

two years from the draft AIP vote to renew the negotiation process with the four other Nuu-chah-

nulth First Nations as well as the Province of British Columbia and the Government of Canada. 

4.6.3 Moving Forward, Remaining True: Renewing and Finalizing Treaty, 2003-2011 

The five Nuu-chah-nulth Nations that wished to move forward with treaty negotiations 

formed the Maa-nulth Treaty Society in October 2003 (Maa-nulth Treaty Society 2006).27 

Negotiations picked up in the fourth stage of the negotiation process, which focused on finalizing 

the AIP that would become the basis for the Maa-nulth Treaty. This renewed process actually 

changed the air of negotiations: there was suddenly an increase in flexibility on the part of 

Provincial and Federal negotiators (BCTC 2002), and there was an affirmation of commitment 

from the five Nations to moving forward (Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006). These 

realities strengthened and hastened the remainder of the negotiation process. As treaty 

responsibilities became more complex, so did the operationalization of a Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview as it materialized in the ramp up to treaty implementation. As a result, the role of a 

Nuu-chah-nulth worldview in the treaty negotiation process began to shift from guiding 

negotiations and shaping priorities to developing the Constitution, laws, and policies that would 

guide Huu-ay-aht’s government and decision-making processes post-treaty (Maa-nulth Internal 

Meetings 2005-2006; 2008-2011).  

																																																								
27 The Maa-nulth Treaty Society are: Huu-ay-aht First Nations, Ka:’yu’k’t’h’ First Nations, Toquaht First Nations, 
Uchucklesaht First Nations, and Ucluelet First Nations. 
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ʔuuʔałuk was a leading principle at this point in the process, whereas the policy decisions 

made by Huu-ay-aht First Nations deeply considered their impacts on future generations of Huu-

ay-aht. As stated in Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Constitution Act, “we honour our ancestors and 

our elders and commit ourselves to the values that they have preserved for us, values that provide 

us dignity and enhance our humanity. We honour our children in our determination to see these 

values carried into the future” (2011: 6). In doing so, Huu-ay-aht First Nations declared and 

accepted “our obligation to safeguard our special relationship with the Creator, the spirit world 

and the earth for future generations” (2011: 7). The sacred principles of ʔuuʔałuk and hišuk 

c̕awak shine through here as Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Constitution works to recognize the vital 

importance of caring in the present to ensure future generations of Huu-ay-aht can live strong, 

healthy lives that too are informed and guided by a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview (Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations 2017).  

Further, Huu-ay-ahts’ declaration to defend their relationships with the spiritual and 

physical world inherently recognize the interconnectedness amongst all lifeforms. The 

Constitution is the founding framework of Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ modern governance 

structure, and it is clear that their worldview fundamentally influences their approach to 

governance. Alongside their Constitution, Huu-ay-aht First Nations also prepared 16 laws that 

were implemented on April 1st, 2011 when the Treaty came into effect. In reference to a host 

land and resource use policies, Huu-ay-aht’s government stated that “all Huu-ay-aht decision 

making is guided by the principles of hišuk c̕awak…and ʔiisaak…We, the Huu-ay-aht people, 

envision a proud, self-governing sovereign Nation. ʔiisaak will guide us as we work together to 

establish a healthy, prosperous, self-sustaining community where our culture, language, 

spirituality, and economy flourish for the benefit of all Huu-ay-aht (2011: 5).  
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Thus, Huu-ay-aht First Nations recognized the role a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview would 

continue to play as they worked to becoming a stronger Nation in a post-treaty world by having 

the ability to reach their goals and desires unhindered by The Indian Act. Really, Huu-ay-aht 

First Nations has always recognized the importance of ʔiisaak, hišuk c̕awak, and ʔuuʔałuk in 

shaping who they are as a Nation and how to better live their lives as individuals and as an 

interconnected Nation. Although it has taken over a century of colonialism for them to once 

again be able to live and govern themselves through these principles, their vital importance was 

never lost on Huu-ay-aht First Nations.  

Living by a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview is a work in progress under implementation, but 

the there is ever-increasing engagement with the sacred principles of a Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview across government sectors. All Huu-ay-aht musčim swear by the Citizenship Oath 

when they became or become Huu-ay-aht musčim –not status Indians—post-treaty. The 

Citizenship Act fundamentally incorporates the principles of a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview, 

whereby musčim “swear that [they] will: (a) uphold and respect the Constitution and Huu-ay-aht 

Laws, (b) fulfill my personal obligations with respect to the care and guidance of Huu-ay-aht 

children and families, (c) adhere to the teaching related to ʔiisaak, (d) promote a healthy and 

vibrant community for all Huu-ay-aht citizens” (Appendix B: 21) Most recently, at the 2017 

Annual Peoples’ Assembly, the research team witnessed the Tayii Ḥawił, elected councilors, and 

the Huu-ay-aht Group of Businesses reaffirm their adherence to the sacred principles of a Nuu-

chah-nulth worldview. Indeed, these principles not only inform the political, social, economic, 

and cultural platforms upon which the Nation is governed; they fundamentally inform the 

identity of Huu-ay-aht musčim in relation to their Nation and Ḥahuułi.   
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4.7 Worldview Shaping a Post-Treaty World 

ʔuuʔałuk, hišuk c̕awak, and ʔiisaak continue to plays a role in the community-driven 

long-term strategic goals and plans for Huu-ay-aht First Nations in a post-treaty world. This can 

be seen at a major annual event involving community-wide decision making, which occurs each 

year during the Peoples’ Assembly. Here, Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Executive Council and the 

Council of  Ḥa’w̓iiḥ come together alongside all musčim to raise motions and vote on significant 

issues facing the Nation. ʔuuʔałuk is directly connected to this community-driven approach to 

governance, in that the decisions made at the Assembly are voter driven. All registered musčim 

have the opportunity to vote on issues, and similar to disagreements amongst NTC during the 

negotiation process, differences in opinion amongst musčim surface at the Peoples’ Assembly 

but there is ʔiisaak to guide protocols to arrive at resolution. 

The research team witnessed this firsthand at the 2015 Peoples’ Assembly during a vote 

that would initiate a feasibility study into a controversial natural resource development project in 

the Treaty Settlement Lands (Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2014). Although the proposed project was 

“guided by Huu-ay-aht regulations and [could] only take place if it meets or exceeds our highest 

principals of ʔuuʔałuk, ʔiisaak, ʔuuʔałuk, and hišuk c̕awak” (Huu-ay-aht First Nations 2014: 2), 

opinions regarding the project were sharply divided. However, after considerable consultation 

and discussion, the community voted in favour of the feasibility study. This is an example of 

musčim-led governance in action, in which a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview shaped the concerns 

musčim had for the land, the lifeforms connected to it, and future generations of Huu-ay-aht in 

the context of resource development. 

Moving forward under treaty, ʔuuʔałuk also informs the long-term development plans of 

the Nation. The most recent strategic plan, unveiled in 2016 to apply through 2020, aims to 
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“create certainty for its people and generate wealth for financial independence by providing 

economic opportunities, social, cultural and recreational programs for all Huu-ay-aht” (2016: 4). 

The strategic plan is informed through musčim consultation, as well as “by our sacred principles 

of Hišuk c̕awak, ʔiisaak, and ʔuuʔałuk, which guide what we do and how we do it” (2016: 6). 

With this strategic plan as a foundation for post-treaty development, “five posts” were raised as 

critical to achieving a strong and healthy Nation. These posts state that: 

By 2033: Our people will be free from the negative effects of colonization; Our children will 

grow up safe, healthy and connected to our home and culture/values; Our home will be a safe, 

healthy, appealing place where half of our people choose to live; Our land will provide 

sustainable wealth that respects Huu-ay-aht values of conservation; Our economy will operate 

sustainably, [it will be] the major employer in the region and the major source of revenue for the 

Nation (2016: 5).  

 While this strategic vision establishes a long-term vision forward since the 

implementation of the Maa-nulth Treaty, the vision itself is not new. Indeed, Huu-ay-aht have 

always known what it takes to make their Nation healthy and free from the effects of 

colonialism; the principles of a Huu-ay-aht Worldview are vital to this. These principles were the 

founding catalyst on which Huu-ay-aht leadership approached the treaty negotiation table in 

hopes of establishing a new relationship with the Canadian government—one that honoured 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Worldview, freed their Nation from the confines of The Indian Act, 

and allowed them to self-determine their own lives. Although musčim disagree at times 

regarding how to best live by the principles of the Nuu-chah-nulth Worldview, they are united 

‘in their canoes’—regardless of whether they hold positions in the Nations’ government or not— 

as the Nation paddles toward their same goal of collective betterment through self-determination 
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free from colonial constraints. Although the struggle against colonialism certainly does not end 

with the implementation of the Maa-nulth Treaty, it marks the beginning of a journey through 

which Huu-ay-aht First Nations have the opportunity to prosper on their own terms through the 

principles of their Worldview. 

4.8 Worldviews Colliding 

The Maa-nulth Treaty negotiation process and the ultimate Final Agreement are not 

perfect. Despite a cohesive worldview informed by intergenerational knowledge, which was 

‘backed up’ by western historical and archeological research, Huu-ay-aht First Nations did not 

get everything they pressed for at the negotiation table.28 For one, colonialism has ruptured 

Indigenous worldviews across Nations, and a loss of knowledge leaves the possibility that 

something has been lost in regard to the evidence needed to establish claims in negotiations. 

Indeed, in this respect, the spectre of colonialism always looms (Little Bear 2000). In a more 

material sense, this burden is felt in what was left out of the Maa-nulth Treaty that Huu-ay-aht 

First Nations knew it should have had rights to.  

The Fisheries Chapter of the Maa-nulth Treaty is a good example of a flawed treaty 

process, which, at its core, is rooted in differences in worldview that impact how settlers live 

their lives. Many Huu-ay-aht families have made their livelihoods as fishers for generations. 

Despite this, the Province has long prohibited Nuu-chah-nulth from selling fish without a 

commercial fishing license, which are limited and costly in the face of competition from 

largescale, non-Indigenous industry. Although recent court cases have shown that Nuu-chah-

nulth “have aboriginal rights to fish…and to sell fish”, they are not allowed to do so “on a large 

																																																								
28 During the negotiation process, Huu-ay-aht had to undertake extensive land and boundary mapping to ‘prove’ 
their existence in their ḥahuułi. This occurred alongside archeological surveys and historical research, which were 
used to further their claims to their ḥahuułi (Treaty Committee Minute Book 94&95; 96-98; 98&99; Neil & 
Haggarty 1999). 
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industrial scale”, unless an agreement is negotiated with the federal Department of Fisheries and 

Oceans (Kirchner 2010: 3). Huu-ay-aht First Nations was in litigation with the Provincial 

government over commercial fisheries, alongside other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations. However, 

participation in the treaty negotiation process requires all First Nations to formally cease any 

litigious cases against the state.  With no agreement outlined in the Maa-nulth Treaty, the future 

of commercial fishing by Huu-ay-aht remains unclear.  

So, provincial and Federal negotiators refused to negotiate, but despite this, the Maa-

nulth Treaty Nations decided to move forward in pursuit of successfully negotiating treaty. 

However, all parties agreed to a clause, known as the ‘me too clause’, which states that if the 

Supreme Court litigation rules in favour “that one or more of the plaintiffs has the aboriginal 

right to fish…and to sell the fish caught under that right on a commercial basis…provided within 

eight years of such determination, the Parties will amend this Agreement and the Maa-nulth 

Harvest Agreement” (Maa-nulth Final Agreement 2011: 106).  The matter of commercial fishing 

is a topic of ongoing discussion, and a particular source of frustration for those who wanted the 

rules regarding commercial fishing defined in the Treaty.  

The Fisheries Chapter, like the extinguishment clause and modification of Aboriginal 

title, are among the ‘absolutisms’ of the state’s position, which are, at their core, rooted in 

fundamental differences in Worldviews. For the Canadian government, treaties are a legalistic 

means through which the end goal of economic and legal certainty of the region can be met 

(Government of Canada 1994; Woolford 2005), while for Huu-ay-aht First Nations it is about 

their intrinsic connection to their ḥahuułi and their pursuit of self-determination. Although recent 

rhetoric from the BCTC focuses on “the establishment of a new relationship based on mutual 

trust, respect, and understanding—through political negotiations” (BCTC 2016: 1), this is at odds 
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with the negotiation process on the ground, and realized at the Treaty Table by Provincial and 

Federal negotiators whom stand by their rigid mandates.  A refusal to negotiate on matters such 

as these is one among many of the other “profoundly asymmetrical” (Blomley 2014: 1303) 

elements of treaty negotiations. As a result, this drives a wedge into the supposed new 

relationship modern treaties are meant to establish (Alfred 2000; BCTC 2002; 2016; Egan 2012; 

2013; McKee 2009; Rossiter & Wood 2005; Wood & Rossiter 2011). A recognition of these 

asymmetrical dynamics and flaws in the treaty process then begs the question: How did Huu-ay-

aht negotiate these tensions as a Nation, and on what grounds did they move forward? 

 The answer to the above can be traced through the principles of a Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview. While hišuk c̕awak holds the view that everything is one and connected, this 

interconnectedness, at times, can appear polarized. Umeek (2011) shares with us that “creation is 

assumed to be a unity in spite of its apparent polarity, in spite of its apparent fragmentation. The 

theory of tsawalk does not propose either to ignore polarity and fragmentation or to manage them 

through warfare; rather, it proposes to deal with these phenomena by viewing them as essential 

to life” (76). Fragmentation here represents the challenges met by the Nation throughout 

negotiations. Under a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview, “change is inevitable” (Atleo 2004: 67), and 

despite resistance to the changes, or lack thereof, brought by treaty, change results in a change in 

“phases” (68) that results in a “maturity”, akin to improvement from an evolutionary standpoint, 

or progress from a liberal, European one (Umeek 2011: 76). Addressing these challenges is what 

Umeek says “will result in healthy growth and sustainable living for all creatures” (2011: 76).  

For Huu-ay-aht First Nations, there is no reversal of settler contact and the damage it has 

wrought upon their ḥahuułi and their Nation. However, there has always been and continues to 

be a deep desire by many Huu-ay-aht musčim to work toward undoing these effects. This 
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‘undoing’ has meant freedom from The Indian Act, which afforded no space for Huu-ay-aht to 

assert their worldview as a means of addressing these challenges. The modern treaty process 

however, offered a means through which Huu-ay-aht First Nations could begin governing and 

living by the principles of their worldview. With the Indian Act no longer applicable, the Nation 

moves forward in a post-treaty world working to heal themselves from the effects of 

colonization.  

4.9 Discussion 

 Huu-ay-aht First Nations made the Maa-nulth Treaty work for them in two interrelated 

ways. First, the strength and clarity bestowed through the Nations’ intrinsic understanding of 

their worldview shapes and informs their responsibilities as Huu-ay-aht musčim, and guides the 

individual and collective placework of Huu-ay-aht in the spirit of their sacred principles. This 

pronounced understanding is directly reflected in the priorities and goals Huu-ay-aht strived to 

achieve in the Maa-nulth Treaty. Second, the strength of Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ Worldview 

and their vision for treaty fueled their perseverance as a Nation to reach a final agreement. If it 

were not for the firm mandate from Huu-ay-aht musčim along with well-developed priorities and 

strategic positions, it is unclear whether or not the treaty would have been successfully 

concluded. What is clear is the foundational role of a cohesive Worldview in acting both as the 

framework for treaty negotiations, as well as a driver to support reaching a final agreement.  

We emphasize that treaties are not an end-all solution to achieving self-determination and 

freeing oneself from the effects of colonialism. Indeed, in the case of the Maa-nulth Treaty, it 

was far from a perfect process. Drawing again from the scholarship of Umeek reflecting on 

principles of recognition, consent, continuity, and respect that one should strive toward on a 

daily basis, he says, “of course, human beings are more prone to getting things wrong than to 
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getting things right...It follows that there is no possibility of attaining a utopia; however, the 

principles that allow for freedom and equality are worthy goals, even if they cannot be fully 

realized” (2011: 77). This encapsulates the driving impetus for Huu-ay-aht First Nations to enter 

into, persevere through, and successfully negotiate the Maa-nulth Treaty. Indeed, despite its 

imperfects and deep flaws, Huu-ay-aht First Nations went into the negotiation process knowing 

this and still managed to successfully negotiate a treaty that 90% of musčim supported.  

With this in mind, we conclude with some lessons learned with an interest in extending 

our solidarity to the 65 First Nations in various stages of the BCTC negotiation process. These 

concluding comments suggest ways to improve the negotiation process in a manner that respects 

First Nations’ worldviews, and—perhaps—also improving the abilities of all to successfully 

conclude negotiations in a timely fashion.  

4.9.1 Implications for Treaty Negotiations: Lessons Learned about the Importance of 

Worldview  

Huu-ay-aht First Nations, alongside 12 other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations, began 

negotiating a modern treaty with the British Columbia and the Canadian government in 1993. 

Over the 18-year process, a number of changes led to only five of those Nuu-chah-nulth First 

Nations moving forward as the Maa-nulth Treaty Society in late 2003. As a result of successfully 

implementing the Maa-nulth Treaty on April 1st, 2011, these five First Nations formally ceded 

their status rights as recognized by The Indian Act in favour of a modern treaty that allows them 

to govern themselves through their own Constitutions and laws.  

A Nuu-chah-nulth worldview was foundational to the treaty negotiation process for Huu-

ay-aht First Nations. The principles of ʔuuʔałuk, hišuk c̕awak, and ʔiisaak sowed the seeds of 

negotiations through the Nations’ determination to govern themselves through these principles as 
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their ancestors had for millennia prior. Throughout the negotiation process, these principles 

played a key role in establishing community driven mandates and developing priorities for the 

Nation to negotiate. The principles of a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview provided clarity here, and in 

doing so, helped the nation establish a cohesive vision of what they wanted treaty to do and 

where they wanted it to take them as a Nation.  

Given the findings from this research, we urge the Provincial and Federal governments to 

afford more space to supporting Indigenous worldviews before, throughout, and after modern 

treaty negotiations are concluded. The inclusion of the Governance Chapter is an example that 

demonstrates the value that comes from Provincial and Federal negotiators showing increased 

willingness to negotiate on matters important to Indigenous Peoples (BCTC 2002; 2015; Maa-

nulth Final Agreement 2011; Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006;). Self-governance is 

critical to respecting Indigenous Peoples’ pursuit of self-determination, and remains a vital 

conduit to living by their worldview. Supporting self-governance and other priority issues for 

Indigenous Peoples provides them with the ability to assert their worldview across the Final 

Agreement. Doing so only works to further support Indigenous Peoples as they ready themselves 

to implement a treaty that is increasingly driven by their worldview.  

Thus, while a strong, unified, and developed understanding of worldview supported Huu-

ay-aht First Nations and other Nuu-chah-nulth Nations in their pursuit of a Final Agreement, this 

success is also contingent on meaningful support from provincial and federal negotiators. The 

collective strength of Nuu-chah-nulth identity has been recognized as a significant factor in the 

successful negotiation of the Maa-nulth Treaty (Treaty Negotiation Meeting Minute Book 1994-

1996; 1996-1998). However, not all First Nations have been able to maintain such a cohesive 

understanding of their worldviews given the duress of colonialism. The BCTC does 
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acknowledge that supporting Indigenous “governments” and “cultures” is integral to developing 

a new relationship with First Nations through successful treaties (BCTC 2004; 2007; 2014). 

Most recently, this support has come by way of recognizing the need to honour the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission’s 2015 final report recommendations through the modern treaty 

process as “the highest form of reconciliation” (BCTC 2017: 6). However, this 

acknowledgement is disjointed in its recognition of some of the parts that comprise 

worldviews—such as the cultural and political elements—but they have yet to take a holistic 

approach to understanding how worldview informs many aspects of modern treaties.  

Moving from a rhetoric that recognizes the value of ‘some’ aspects of Indigenous society 

to a comprehensive approach in which entities like the BCTC can support Indigenous 

worldviews requires legal, financial, and social support for First Nations before, during, and after 

the negotiation process. This is the reconciliatory approach needed to support Indigenous 

Peoples, and in turn, successfully conclude more treaty negotiations. We spoke with Huu-ay-aht 

musčim in regard to their recommendations for other First Nations considering entering treaty 

negotiations, and many talked about community readiness. Specifically, musčim spoke with us 

about the effects colonialism has had on their Nations, and as a result, when treaty negotiations 

began, some musčim were not ready to meaningfully engage in the negotiation and community 

engagement process. For Huu-ay-aht, and indeed many Indigenous scholars, supporting Nations 

to heal themselves from the effects of colonialism —through land-based practices, language 

resurgence, traditional teachings, and oral histories, among others (Alfred 2009; Egan 2013; 

Simpson 2011; Warry 2007)—is critical to developing a cohesive understanding of ones’ 

worldview in relation to themselves, their Nations, and their territories.  
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As affirmed by Huu-ay-aht First Nations in their strategic plan, reestablishing and living 

by ones’ worldview offers Nations a means through which to heal themselves from the effects of 

colonialism in a self-determined manner. To do this more effectively, First Nations need 

increased supports to determine how to begin this healing process in a culturally appropriate way 

that works for them. In doing so, we will likely see First Nations approach the negotiation table 

with a stronger outlook on the process from the get-go, and in turn, a cohesive understanding of 

worldview will help further develop Nation-centered mandates and priorities throughout 

negotiations.  

Supporting Indigenous worldviews then needs to continue throughout the negotiation 

process, whereby the dominating presence of a Eurocentric worldview in shaping the process and 

parameters of negotiations needs to subside to create space for Indigenous Peoples to have a 

hand in deciding how the negotiation process will play out. While the extent to which 

governments are willing to overhaul the process to better suit articulation of Indigenous 

Worldviews is unlikely, there are opportunities for time and resource constraints to be eased by 

Provincial and Federal negotiators to allow First Nations to make increasingly informed and 

calculated decisions.  

Lastly, this support needs to continue in a post-treaty environment by maintaining the 

new relationship under treaty through increased Nation-to-Nation decision making both on and 

around Indigenous lands. Maintaining healthy Indigenous-settler relationships in the era of 

reconciliation also requires entities like the BCTC to expand their role in educating the public 

around treaties.  
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Educating both a largely unaware public and negotiators about Indigenous worldviews, treaty 

relationships, and how the two intersect would likely further contribute to producing successful, 

respectful treaties that support articulations of worldview brought forward in negotiations.   

4.10 Conclusion 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations entered the treaty process in 1993 with the collective goal of 

restoring their authority over their Ḥahuułi, reinstating their hereditary governance system, and 

freeing themselves from the confines of The Indian Act. While a firm grasp of a Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview was critical to the successful negotiation and implementation of the Maa-nulth Treaty 

in 2011, the process was not without its challenges and long-running flaws. A meaningful 

integration and holistic understanding of how worldview influences the treaty process would go 

some way in addressing these flaws and remedying challenges that lead to stalled and/or failed 

negotiations. To do this, the BCTC process, and others like it, need to affords time and space to 

Indigenous worldviews throughout the modern treaty process. Doing so would mark the 

beginning of a new approach to modern treaty negotiations that respects and legitimizes 

Indigenous Worldviews throughout and beyond treaty negotiations. As the research findings 

show, taking an approach that fosters and supports Indigenous worldviews throughout 

negotiations can lead to increasingly efficient and successful treaty negotiations. Only by truly 

respecting Indigenous Worldviews through a process that comprehensively embraces 

reconciliation will the Canadian government begin embarking on a truly new relationship with 

First Nations in British Columbia across the country 

 

 

 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 132	

 
4.11 References 
 
Alcantara, Christopher (2008). ‘To Treaty or Not to Treaty? Aboriginal Peoples and 

Comprehensive Land Claims Negotiations in Canada’, Publius, 38(2), pp. 343-369. 
 
Alfred, Taiaiake (2000). Deconstructing the British Columbia Treaty Process, University of 

Victoria. 
 
———(2005). Wasa’se: Indigenous Pathways of Action and Freedom. Toronto: University of 

Toronto Press. 
 
——— (2009). Peace, Power, Righteousness: An Indigenous Manifesto. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 
 
Alfred, Taiaiake and Corntassel, Jeff. (2005). ‘Being Indigenous: Resurgences Against 

Contemporary Colonialism’, Government and Opposition, 2005.  
 
Atleo, Richard E. (2004). Tsawalk: A Nuu-chah-nulth Worldview, Vancouver: UBC Press. 
 
Atleo, Shawn (2011). Crown-First Nations Gathering, Speech on January 24 2012. [Accessed 

June 5th 2017, retrieved from http://aptnnews.ca/2012/01/24/atleo-harper-offer-opposing-
visions-on-need-to-scrap-indian-act/] 

 
Barman, Jean (1997). ‘Taming Aboriginal Sexuality: Gender, Power, and Race in British 

Columbia, 1850-1900’, BC Studies, 115/116, pp. 237-266. 
 
Bizzell, Patricia (2000) ‘Feminist Methods of Research in the History of Rhetoric: What 

Difference Do They Make?’, Rhetoric Society Quarterley, 30(4), pp. 5-17. 
 
Blomley, Nick (2014). ‘Making Space for Property’, Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers, 104(6), pp. 1291-1306. 
 
Bombay, Amy, Matheson, Kimberly, and Anisman, Hymie (2013).  
‘The intergenerational effects of Indian Residential Schools: Implications for the concept of 

historical trauma’, Transcultural Psychiatry, 51(3), pp. 320.338. 
 
British Columbia Treaty Commission (BCTC) (2000). Annual Report, retrieved from 

http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/2000_annual_report.pdf [Accessed August 18th 
2017. 

 
———(2002). Looking Back, Looking Forward: A Review of the BC Treaty Process, retrieved 

from http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/review_bc_treaty_process.pdf [Accessed 
March 9th 2017].  

 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 133	

——— (2004). Annual Report, retrieved from 
http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/Annual_Report_04.pdf [Accessed August 18th 
2017] 

 
——— (2007). Annual Report, retrieved from 

http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/2007_annual_report.pdf [Accessed August 18th 
2017].  

 
——— (2014). Annual Report, retrieved from http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/BCTC-

Annual-Report-2014.pdf [Accessed August 18th 2017].  
 
——— (2016). Annual Report, retrieved from http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/BCTC-

AR2016-WEB.pdf [Accessed December 1st 2016].  
 
——— (2017). Mandate, retrieved from http://www.bctreaty.ca/mandate [Accessed December 

1st 2016]. 
 
———(2017). Annual Report, retrieved from 

http://www.bctreaty.ca/sites/default/files/BCTreatyCommission-AR2017.pdf [Accessed 
on September 27th 2017]. 

 
Carins, Alan C. (2000). Citizens Plus: Aboriginal Peoples and the Canadian State, Vancouver: 

UBC Press. 
 
Casey, Edward S. (2001). ‘Between Geography and Philosophy: What Does It Mean to Be in the 

Place-World?’, Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 91(4), pp. 683-693. 
 
Castleden, Heather; Garvin, Theresa, and Huu-ay-aht First Nation (2008). ‘Modifying 

Photovoice for community-based participatory Indigenous research’, Social Science & 
Medicine, 66, pp. 1393-1405. 

 
——— (2009). ‘”Hiskhuk Tsawak” (Everything is One/Connected): A Huu-ay-aht Worldview 

for Seeing Forestry in British Columbia, Canada’, Society & Natural Resources, 22(1), 
pp. 789-804. 

 
Castleden, Heather, Sloan-Morgan, Vanessa, and Lamb Christopher (2012). “‘I Spent the First 

Year Drinking Tea’: Exploring Canadian University Researchers’ Perspectives on 
Community-Based Participatory Research Involving Indigenous Peoples.” Canadian 
Geographer 56 (2): 160–79. 

 
Churchill, Ward (2004). Kill the Indian, Save the Man: The Genocidal Impact of American 

Indian Residential Schools, San Francisco: City Lights Publishers. 
 
Clayton, Daniel W. (2000). Islands of Truth: The Imperial Fashioning of Vancouver Island, 

Vancouver, UBC Press. 
 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 134	

Creswell, John W. (2014). Research Design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
approaches, 4th edition, Los Angeles: SAGE Publications. 

 
Cresswell, Tim (1996). In Place/out of place: Geography, ideology, and transgression, 

Minneapolis: University of Minneapolis Press. 
 
Day, Richard J.F., & Sadik, Tonio (2002). ‘The BC Land Question, Liberal Multiculturalism, 

and the Spectre of Aboriginal Nationhood’, BC Studies, 134, pp. 5-34. 
 
De Leeuw, Sarah, Cameron, Emilie S., & Greenwood, Margo L. (2012). ‘Participatory and 

community-based research, Indigenous Geographies, and the spaces of friendship: A 
critical engagement’, The Canadian Geographer, 56(2), pp. 180-194. 

 
Egan, Brian (2012). ‘Sharing the colonial burden: Treaty-making and reconciliation in 

Hul’qumi’num Territory’, The Canadian Geographer, 56(4), pp. 398-418. 
 
——— (2013). ‘Towards Shared Ownership: Property, Geography, and Treaty Making in British 

Columbia’, Geografiska Annaler: Series B, Human Geography, 95(1), pp. 33-50. 
 
Eichhorn, Kate (2013). The Archival Turn in Feminism, Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
 
Foote, Kenneth E. (1990). To Remember and Forget: Archives, Memory, and Culture’, American 

Archivist, 53 Summer, pp. 378-392. 
 
Gaillet, Lynée Lewis (2012). ‘(Per)Forming Archival Research Methodologies’, Composition 

and Communication, 64(1), pp. 35-58. 
 
Godlewska, Christiana and Webber, Jeremy (2007). ‘The Calder decision, Aboriginal title, 

treaties, and the Nisga’a’ in Foster, Hamar, Raven, Heather, and Webber, Jeremy (eds.) 
Let right be done: Aboriginal title, the Calder case, and the future of Indigenous rights, 
Vancouver: UBC press, pp. 1-33. 

 
Gold, David (2008). ‘The Accidental Archivist: Embracing Chance and Confusion Historical 

Scholarship’, in Beyond the Archives: Research as a Lived Process, eds. Gesa E. Kirsch 
and Liz Rohan, Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press. 

Government of Canada (1995). The Federal Vision, Retrieved from Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ 
Archive. 

 
Grant, Agnes (1996). No end of grief: Indian residential schools in Canada, Winnipeg: 

Pemmican Publications. 
 
Hall, Stuart (1997). ‘The Work of Representation’, in Representation: Cultural Representations 

and Signifying Practices, eds. Stuart Hall, Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Harris, Cole (2002). Making Native Space, Vancouver, UBC Press. 
 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 135	

Hedican, Edward J. (2013). Ipperwash: The Tragic Failure of Canada’s Aboriginal Policy, 
Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 

 
Hunt, Sarah (2014). ‘Ontologies of Indigeneity: the politics of embodying a concept’, Cultural 

Geographies in Practice, 21(1), pp. 27-32. 
 
Huu-ay-aht First Nations (1994). ‘Treaty Negotiation Meeting Minute Book 1994-1996’. 

Accessed electronically from Huu-ay-aht First Nations archive. 
  
Huu-ay-aht First Nations (1995). ‘Summary of the Nuu-chah-nulth Framework Agreement’. 

Accessed electronically from Huu-ay-aht First Nations archive. 
 
———(1995). ‘Treaty Negotiation Meeting Minute Book 1994-1996’. Accessed electronically 

from Huu-ay-aht First Nations archive. 
 
———(1996). ‘Treaty Negotiation Meeting Minute Book 1997-1998’. Accessed electronically 

from Huu-ay-aht First Nations archive. 
 
———(1998). ‘Treaty Negotiation Meeting Minute Book 1998-1999’. Accessed electronically 

from Huu-ay-aht First Nations archive. 
 
———(1999). ‘Treaty Prep. And Misc’. Accessed electronically from Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

archive. 
 
——— (1999). ‘Treaty Planning Meetings 1999-2002’. Accessed electronically from Huu-ay-

aht First Nations archive. 
 
——— (2000). ‘Kiixʔin Agenda Paper’ in Alan L. Hoover (eds.) Nuu-chah-nulth Voices, 

Histories, Objects & Journeys’, pp. 33-65, Victoria: Royal British Columbia Museum. 
 
———(2000). ‘Treaty Negotiation Meeting Minute Book 2000-2002. Accessed electronically 

from Huu-ay-aht First Nations archive. 
 
——— (2005). ‘Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2005-2006’. Accessed electronically from Huu-ay-

aht First Nations archive. 
 
——— (2008). ‘Maa-nulth Internal Meetings 2008-2011’. Accessed electronically from Huu-ay-

aht First Nations archive. 
 
———(2011). ‘Constitution and Treaty Enrollment Act’, retrieved from www.huuayaht.org . 
 
———(2011). ‘Land Use Act’, retrieved from www.huuayaht.org. 
 
———(2014). ‘Report of Executive Council’, 2014 Annual Peoples’ Assembly. Retrieved from 

www.huuayaht.org 
 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 136	

——— (2016). ‘Huu-ay-aht First Nations Strategic Plan 2016-2020’, Retrieved from 
https://huuayaht.files.wordpress.com/2013/03/strategic-plan-final-version.pdf [Acessed 
on July 5th, 2017]. 

 
Indian Affairs and Northern Development (2003). Resolving Aboriginal Land Claims: A 

Practical Guide to Canadian Experiences, Ottawa: Minister of Public Works and 
Government Services Canada. 

 
———  (2010). Indian Register, retrieved from https://www.aadnc-

aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100032475/1100100032476 [Accessed on September 25th 2017]. 
 
Indigenous and Northern Affaira Canada (2011). ‘Maa-nulth Final Agreement’, retrieved from 

https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/DAM/DAM-INTER-BC/STAGING/texte-
text/mna_fa_mnafa_1335899212893_eng.pdf [Accessed on November 28th 2015]. 

 
Keith, Michael and Pile, Steve (2004). ‘Introduction: Part I’ in Keith, Michael and Pile, Steve 

(eds.) Place and the Politics of Identity, 2nd edition, New York: Routledge 
 
Kirchner, F. Matthew (2010). The Aboriginal Right to Sell Fish: Ahousaht Nation et al. v., 

Canada, Ratcliff & Company LLP. 
 
Kirsch, Gesa E. and Royster, Jacqueline J. (2010). ‘Feminist Rhetorical Practices: In Search of 

Excellence’, College Composition and Communication, 61(4), pp. 640-672.  
 
Koltko-Rivera, Mark E. (2004). ‘The Psychology of Worldviews’, Review of General 

Psychology, 8(1), pp. 3-28. 
 
Koster, Rhonda, Baccar, Kirstine, and Lemelin, R. Harvey. (2012). ‘Moving from research ON, 

to research WITH and FOR Indigenous communities: A critical reflection on community-
based participatory research’, The Canadian Geographer, 56(2), pp. 195-210. 

 
Kovach, Margaret (2009). Indigenous Methodologies: Characteristics, Conversations, and 

Contexts, Toronto, University of Toronto Press. 
 
Larsen, Soren C. and Johnson, Jay T. (2012). ‘In between worlds: place, experience, and 

research in Indigenous geography’, Journal of Cultural Geography, 29(1), pp. 1-13. 
 
——— (2016). ‘The Agency of Place: Toward a More-Than-Human Geographical Self’, 

GeoHumanities, 2(1), pp. 149-166. 
 
Latulippe, Nicole (2015). ‘Bridging Parallel Rows: Epistemic Difference and Relational 

Accountability in Cross-Cultural Research’, The International Indigenous Policy Journal, 
6(2), pp. 1-17. 

 
Little Bear, L. (2000). ‘Jagged worldviews colliding’, In Reclaiming Indigenous voice and 

vision, ed M. A. Battiste, pp. 77–85. Vancouver: UBC Press. 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 137	

 
Maa-nulth Treaty Society (2017). ‘About Us’, retrieved from http://www.maanulth.ca/about.asp 

[accessed August 16th 2017]. 
 
Malpas, Jeff E. (1999). Place and Experience: A Philosophical Topography, Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
 
Mansfield. Becky (2007). ‘Privatization: Property and the Remaking of Nature-Society 

Relations’, Antipode, 2007 Introduction to the Special Issue, pp. 393-405.  
 
McGillivray, Brett (2010). Geography of British Columbia: People and Landscapes in 

Transition, 3rd ed., Vancouver: UBC Press. 
 
McGregor, Deborah (2004). ‘Coming Full Circle: Indigenous Knowledge, Environment, and Our 

Future’, American Indian Quarterly, 28(3/4), pp. 385-410. 
 
McKee, Heidi A. & Porter, James E. (2012). ‘The Ethics of Archival Research’, College 

Composition and Communication, 64(1), pp. 59-81. 
McNeil, Kent (1997). ‘The Meaning of Aboriginal Title’ in Michael Asch (eds.) Aboriginal and 

Treaty Rights in Canada: Essays on Law, Equality, and Respect for Difference, pp. 135-
154, Vancouver: UBC Press. 

 
——— (2009). ‘The Crown’s Fiduciary Obligations in the Era of Aboriginal Self-Government’, 

The Canadian Bar Review, 88(1), pp. 1-19. 
 
Miller, J.R (1996). Shingwauk’s Vision: A History of Native Residential Schools, Toronto: 

University of Toronto Press. 
 
———(2000). Skyscrapers Hide the Heavens: A History of Indian-White Relations in Canada, 

3rd ed., Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 
 
——— (2009). Compact, Contract, Covenant: Aboriginal Treaty Making in Canada. 
 
Minkler, Meredith and Wallerstein, Nina (2008). Community-based Participatory Research for 

Health: From Process to Outcomes, 2nd edition, San Francisco: Wiley.  
 
Neary, Kevin and Haggarty, James C. (1999). Overview of Huu-ay-aht Settlement, Haggarty 

Traditions Consulting Services Inc. 
 
Otis, Ghislain. 2014. “Constitutional Recognition of Aboriginal and Treaty Rights: A New 

Framework for Managing Legal Pluralism in Canada?” The Journal of Legal Pluralism 
and Unofficial Law 46 (3). Taylor & Francis: 320–37. 

 
Papillon, Martin (2016). Academic View on Modern Treaty Implementation, Conference panel. 
 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 138	

Powell, Malea (2008). ‘Dreaming Charles Eastman: Cultural Memory, Autobiography, and 
Geography in Indigenous Rhetorical Histories’ in Gesa E. Kirsch and Liz Rohan (eds.) 
Beyond the Archives: Research as a Lived Process, Carbondale: Southern Illinois 
University Press. 

 
Reill, Peter Hanns (2005). Vitalizing Nature in the Enlightenment, Berkeley: University of 

California Press. 
 
Relph, Edward (2008). Place and Placelessness, 2nd ed., London: Pion. 
 
Rossiter, David A., and Wood, Patricia Burke. (2005) ‘Fantastic Topographies: neo-liberal 

responses to Aboriginal Land Claims in British Columbia’, The Canadian Geographer, 
49(4), pp. 352-366. 

 
Rossiter, David A. (2007). ‘Lessons in possession: Colonial resource geographies in practice on 

Vancouver Island, 1859-1865’, Journal of Historical Geography, 33, pp. 770-790. 
Roth, Christopher F. (2002). ‘Without Treaty, Without Conquest’ Indigenous Sovereignty in 

Post-Delgamuukw British Columbia’, Wicazo Sa, 17(2), pp. 143-165.  
Royster, Jacqueline J. (2000). Traces of a Stream: Literacy and Social Change Among African 

American Women, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press. 
 
Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (1996). Final Report, retrieved from https://www.bac-

lac.gc.ca/eng/discover/aboriginal-heritage/royal-commission-aboriginal-
peoples/Pages/final-report.aspx [Accessed on March 9th 2017]. 

 
Saldaña, Johnny (2013). The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, Los Angeles, Sage 

Publications. 
 
Seed, Patricia (1995). Ceremonies of Possession in Europe’s Conquest of the New World, 1492-

1640, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Simpson, Leanne (2011). Dancing on Our Turtle’s back: Stories of Nishnaabeg Re-Creation, 

Resurgence and a New Emergence, Winnipeg: Arbeiter Ring Publishing. 
 
——— (2014). ‘Land as Pedagogy: Nishnaabeg intelligence and rebellious transformation’, 

Decolonization: Indigeneity, Education & Society, 3(3), pp. 1-25. 
 
Stoler, Ann Laura (2002). ‘Colonial Archives and the Arts of Governance’, Archival Science, 2, 

pp. 87-109. 
 
———(2010). Along the Archival Grain: Epistemic Anxieties and Colonial Common Sense, 

Princeton: Princeton University press. 
 
Tennant, Paul (1990). Aboriginal Peoples and Politics: The Indian Land Question in British 

Columbia: 1849-1989, Vancouver: UBC Press. 
 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 139	

Trouillot, Michel-Rolph (1995). Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History, 
Boston: Beacon Street Press. 

 
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 
http://www.trc.ca/websites/trcinstitution/File/2015/Honouring_the_Truth_Reconciling_fo
r_the_Future_July_23_2015.pdf [Accessed on February 16th 2017]. 

 
Tuan, Yi-Fu (2001). Space and Place, 25th ed., Minnesots: University of Minnesota Press. 
 
Tuhiwai-Smith, Linda (2012). Decolonizing Methodologies. New York: Zed Books. 
 
Tully, James (2001). ‘Reconsidering the B.C Treaty Process’, in Speaking Truth to Power: A 

Treaty Forum, Law Commission of Canada, pp. 3-18. 
 
Umeek (2011). Principles of Tsawalk: An Indigenous Approach to Global Crisis, UBC Press: 

Vancouver. 
 
Warry, Wayne (2007). Ending Denial: Understanding Aboriginal Issues, Toronto: University of 

Toronto Press. 
 
Wilson, Shawn (2009). Research is Ceremony: Indigenous Research Methods, Halifax: 

Fernwood Publishing 
 
Wišqii (2016). Ancient Spirit, Modern Mind, Interview in documentary [accessed April 14th 2016 

here: https://youtu.be/9nrji5O9d5g]. 
 
Withers, Charles W.J. (2007). Placing the Enlightenment: Thinking Geographically about the 

Age of Reason, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 
 
Wood, Patricia Burke, and Rossiter, David A. (2011) ‘Unstable Properties: British Columbia, 

aboriginal title, and the “new relationship”’, The Canadian Geographer, 55(4), pp. 407-
425. 

 
Woolford, Andrew (2005). Between Justice & Certainty: Treaty Making in British Columbia, 

Vancouver, UBC Press. 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 



Calabretta,	M.	

	 140	

 
5.0 CHAPTER FIVE | Conclusion 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Indigenous Peoples from the land we now call Canada have fought to assert claims to 

their traditional lands and defend their ways of life since European settlers’ arrival on these 

shores began to challenge them. Despite the impacts of colonization, settlement, 

industrialization, and assimilative policies that worked to erase the presence of Indigenous 

Peoples from Canada, Indigenous Nations not only continue to assert their claims, but they 

articulate them through their worldviews.  

In my thesis, I have examined how Huu-ay-aht First Nations did just that as they 

negotiated a modern treaty together with four other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations at a tripartite 

table with the Province of British Columbia and the Federal government of Canada. After 

decades of refusal on the part of Provincial and Federal governments to recognize Indigenous 

title in Canada, the Calder ruling made it so state could no longer refute Aboriginal title. This 

meant that the government had to negotiation modern treaties with Indigenous People that 

asserted their claims to territories not formally ceded in the eyes of the law. For Huu-ay-aht First 

Nations, this shift marked an opportunity for them to rid themselves of Indian Act governance 

and control over various aspects of their lives. Indeed, for Huu-ay-aht First Nations, negotiating 

the Maa-nulth Treaty was, and still is, about their ability to govern themselves as a Nation and 

live by the principles of their worldview.  

This research project has emerged from a larger program of research being undertaken in 

partnership with Huu-ay-aht First Nations. Specifically, my project takes a community-based 

archival research approach to examining and understanding the Huu-ay-aht journey to 
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negotiating and implementing the Maa-nulth Treaty. This approach is shaped by both the 

longstanding community-based participatory research relationship Dr. Castleden has with Huu-

ay-aht First Nations, which has then been infused with an ethical approach to the archive shaped 

by feminist archival methodologies. My research focused on archival materials held by Huu-ay-

aht First Nations pertaining to the treaty negotiation process. I took a community-based archival 

research approach to achieve the following six substantive objectives:  

 

1) Gain a robust understanding of the modern Treaty negotiation process from the documentation 

in Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ archives;  

2) Identify the priorities of Huu-ay-aht First Nations while they negotiated the Maa-nulth Treaty, 

distinguishing any shifts over time; 

3) Use this understanding to reveal the strengths and challenges of the modern Treaty negotiation 

process in British Columbia; 

4) Share these findings with Huu-ay-aht First Nations, as well as other First Nations currently 

amidst, or are considering, modern treaty negotiations;  

5) Provide recommendations to the British Columbia Treaty Commission (BCTC), the Province 

of British Columbia, and the Government of Canada to improve the modern treaty negotiation 

process; and 

6) Document the ways in which a community-based participatory approach to feminist archival 

research has the potential to expand the archivist-scholar’s toolkit. 

 

To meet these objectives, I engaged with both feminist archival research and community-based 

participatory research (CBPR) methodologies to produce a collaborative, community-centered 
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understanding of the treaty negotiation process. Feminist archival scholarship informed the 

ethical approach I took to collecting and analyzing archival data. CBPR as a philosophy 

complemented this ethical approach to the archive by giving it a relational component too, while 

providing a host of pragmatic methods—such as the Advisory Committee structure and 

community engagement sessions—to develop relationships in the community and engage 

musčim. Together, insights from both the archive and members of the community were critical to 

developing a rich, ‘thick’ understanding of the Huu-ay-aht journey to the Maa-nulth Treaty. By 

weaving between the archive and the community, I was able to affirm, complicate, and deepen 

findings from the textual data by speaking with and listen to musčim. Doing so not only 

enhanced the rigor of my findings, it produced a narrative of Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ journey 

for future generations, which is what the Advisory Committee and members of the Huu-ay-aht 

First Nations’ Executive Council wanted to see come out of this research. Through this process, 

and this privilege, we—together—have produced a nuanced, cohesive, and insightful 

understanding of the treaty negotiation process.  

In this concluding chapter, I detail the substantive and methodological contributions that 

come out of this research, followed by a series of recommendations derived from the substantive 

findings. Then, I discuss the limitations of this research and logical next steps for research 

regarding modern treaty making in Canada. Finally, I offer some concluding comments. 

5.2 Substantive and Methodological Contributions 

The key findings of this research are split into two sections. First the substantive 

contributions are discussed and draw on key findings regarding the role of worldview in the 

modern treaty negotiation process. In revealing the prominence of a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview 

in Huu-ay-ahts’ journey to the Maa-nulth Treaty, I offer recommendations that work to improve 
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the BCTC treaty process, and more importantly, the relationship between Indigenous Peoples 

and settlers negotiating treaties in BC. Next, the methodological contributions of this research 

are detailed and focus on the complementary relationship between CBPR and feminist archival 

methodology. I demonstrate how each approach works to augment and enhance the other. In 

doing so, I reveal the usefulness of a community-based archival research approach, alongside its 

potential value in conducting archival research with both Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

communities. 

5.2.1 Substantive Contributions 

Since the Province of BC and the Canadian government began negotiating modern 

treaties under the BCTC process in 1993, only three treaties have been successfully negotiated. 

With 65 First Nations across BC currently involved in treaty negotiations through the BCTC, the 

program has been met with critiques in regard to the financial burden of negotiations on all 

parties (Milke 2008; Treaty Committee Minute Meeting Book 1998 & 1999; 2000-2002) and the 

asymmetrical power dynamics that hinder the process (Alcantara 2008; Blomley 2014; Egan 

2012)—not to mention settler ignorance toward their legitimacy and usefulness (Sloan-Morgan 

& Castleden 2014).  

The findings from this research offer insights that have the potential to alleviate some of 

the pressure of the burdens mentioned above, among others. I wish to focus on three specific 

moments in the treaty process—before, during, and after negotiations—from which I develop 

substantive findings that speak to the need to support Indigenous worldviews throughout the 

treaty negotiation process and beyond. 
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Finding 1: A Nuu-chah-nulth worldview played a foundational role as the driving impetus 

behind Huu-ay-aht First Nations desire to pursue treaty.  

A collective desire amongst many Huu-ay-aht and other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations to 

self-govern and self-determine their lives by the principles of their worldview was a driving 

force behind the pursuit of treaty negotiations. Many Huu-ay-aht felt that The Indian Act was an 

obstacle to achieving these goals, and negotiating treaty represented a step in the direction of 

self-determination and freedom from colonial policy. Freedom to live one’s worldview and 

freedom from colonization are akin here. To reach this goal, a strong, cohesive understanding of 

worldview—held by individuals and collectively as a nation—was critical. 

The effects of colonization are still recognized amongst Huu-ay-aht First Nations, 

although, as I saw in the archives and heard from many musčim, Huu-ay-aht as a People and a 

Nation are making significant strides in healing themselves since negotiations began. 

Colonization worked to erase many Indigenous Nations’ worldviews, and has resulted in 

intergenerational trauma across First Nations that affect the health of individuals and 

communities, and even affected treaty negotiations. In reflecting on the moments before 

negotiations began, one musčim at a community engagement session encouraged other First 

Nations that are considering treaty negotiations to work on healing themselves as a Nation from 

the effects of colonialism first. Doing so will strengthen Nations as they enter negotiations and 

will provide them with a clearer vision for treaty. 

 

Finding 2: A Nuu-chah-worldview played an important role throughout the treaty negotiation 

process. A collective understanding of this worldview amongst Huu-ay-aht musčim was critical 

in establishing a community-driven mandate and developing priorities to negotiate under treaty. 
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Further, this collective understanding of worldview amongst other Nuu-chah-nulth Nations at 

the negotiation table was also a significant factor that contributed to a successful negotiation 

process, involving not just one but five First Nations. 

Community engagement was a cornerstone of the treaty negotiation process. Not only 

was a community-approved mandate a requirement of signaling readiness to negotiate treaty 

(Stage 2), community consultation shaped the priorities of the Nation and the position Huu-ay-

aht negotiators took at the treaty table. That collective understanding of a Nuu-chah-nulth 

worldview helped all 13 of the Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations that originally approach the 

negotiation table with a united front through their worldview. This knowledge inherently 

strengthened their points of negotiation at the table (Treaty Committee Meeting Book 1994- 

1996; 2000-2002). This is not to say that disagreements did not happen amongst Nuu-chah-nulth-

aht in regard to how worldview is interpreted and applied, but ʔiisaak grounded the respectful 

approach the First Nations took in regard to each other’s decisions and priorities. In the most 

uncertain moment—in the wake of the draft Agreement in Principal vote split—ʔiisaak and 

ʔuuʔałuk were a guiding light for First Nations as they worked to determine a way forward in the 

spirit of their worldview. Having done so, it was clear that worldview played a critical, and 

highly useful, role in developing their abilities to articulate a strong and united vision for treaty. 

Further, this finding also reveals the power worldview has in overcoming challenges amidst 

treaty negotiations, rather than leading to further stalls in the process. 

 

Finding 3: In a post-treaty world, a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview continues to guide Huu-ay-aht 

decision making through a community-driven process grounded in their sacred principles.  

Today, Huu-ay-aht First Nations governs themselves through their own Constitution and 
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laws, directed by a governance structure that integrates the traditional Ḥaw̓ił governing council 

with an elected council of Huu-ay-aht muscim. Post-treaty, a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview 

flourishes amidst various government laws, policies, and initiatives in the community. From 

elections, referendums, to ongoing community engagement and the annual Peoples’ Assembly, 

decision making in the Nation is very much a community-driven process founded on the 

principles of Hišuk c̕awak, ʔiisaak, and ʔuuʔałuk. In recognizing the interconnectedness among 

all Huu-ay-aht, input and participation from Musčim is not only highly encouraged, it has the 

power to substantively influence decision making. I witnessed this to be the case, for example, 

with a contentious vote in 2015 concerning a natural resource development proposal to the 

Nation.  

ʔiisaak, and ʔuuʔałuk inform Huu-ay-ahts’ long-term priorities, strategic plan, and 

economic development as a Nation, whereby respect and care for the community, environment, 

and all lifeforms is met with an ethic of care for present and future generations. Although 

muscim disagree at times in regard to how worldview is lived and applied, ʔiisaak affirms 

respect for differences in opinion amongst Huu-ay-aht, with an understanding that all are 

working together under the principles of hišuk c̕awak and ʔuuʔałuk. Thus, a sophisticated 

understanding of their worldview is critical to its guidance of various government policies and 

initiatives. Thus, ongoing support to maintain and enhance Indigenous worldviews post-treaty 

plays a significant role in the Nation’s political, economic, social, and cultural growth. 

5.2.3 Methodological Contributions 

  A community-based participatory research (CBPR) approach and feminist archival 

research methodologies support each other through their ethical and relational approach to 

research with communities. The community-based archival research approach taken here offers 
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further insights into how archival researchers can meaningfully engage with people and 

communities connected to the archive. While the ethical and relational approach taken by both 

methodologies are relatively akin, with CBPR, from the outset, researchers set about 

relinquishing their decision-making power to their partners, allowing them to guide the research 

question, design, methods, and analysis. An infusion of both methodologies allows community-

based archival researchers to address histories of imperial research and resist extractive, 

unethical research praxis by working with Indigenous communities to design archival research 

projects that emphasize their voices and experiences in developing narratives of history and 

events.  

  Further, CBPR supports feminist archival research by way of offering pragmatic supports 

for archival researchers that oft feel they lack established methods to engage with the archives. 

CBPR offers a means to develop these methods by forming relationships with communities, 

moving from here to designing and conducting collaborative research. This process allows the 

researcher to go beyond a mere recognition of the need to engage with communities affiliated 

with archives. Instead this approach cultivates an understanding that archival research starts with 

the community, then moves inward toward the archive, and back out again to affirm, complicate, 

and augment findings. Further, CBPR literature offers a variety of contextual approaches to 

participatory research. While the protocols followed in this research stem from Dr. Castleden’s 

relationship with Huu-ay-aht First Nations, other research can provide examples of various 

approaches that could be taken up by researchers who want to do community-based archival 

research, or find themselves without the tools needed to meaningfully engage communities.  

A community-based archival research approach supports community collaboration and 

participation in archival research from the onset of research design. Indeed, in doing so, and 
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within a context of strong research relationships, the likely result is the development of richer, 

more nuanced research findings. This new methodological approach has potential to see uptake 

across social science disciplines that engage in community-based participatory research and/or 

archival research. While the time I spent in community was sporadic, this research demonstrates 

the value of a community-based archival research approaching in developing strong research 

relationships and producing insightful, nuanced research findings. This then reveals the greater 

potential for increasingly immersive community-based archival research.  

5.3 Recommendations 

The substantive contributions also shape the three recommendations offered here. My 

recommendations are tailored toward Provincial and Federal treaty negotiators, as well as the 

BCTC as the independent authority that oversees the process. These recommendations advocate 

support for Indigenous worldviews across First Nations prior to and throughout treaty 

negotiations, as well as during treaty implementation. While I feel as though all of these 

recommendations require a compulsory mandate from the BCTC, I leave that assertion out of my 

recommendations given the reconciliatory spirit discussed below. 

Just this year, the BCTC has begun to couch treaty negotiations within the Provincial and 

Federal governments’ adoption of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples, as well as within a discourse of reconciliation in the wake of the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commissions’ 96 calls to action to support Indigenous-settler reconciliation in 

Canada (BCTC 2017). For the BCTC, “modern treaties are the highest form of reconciliation” 

(5), and take up the Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s recommendation to “support the 

establishment of treaty relationships based on principles of mutual recognition, mutual respect, 

and shared responsibility for maintaining those relationships into the future” (6). To do this in a 
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meaningful way that allows Indigenous Peoples to substantially contribute to shaping treaty 

relationships, Provincial and Federal negotiators must give recognition and space (i.e., time and 

resources) to support the role of Indigenous worldviews in informing the treaty negotiation 

process if they are going to embrace a Nation-to-Nation negotiation. And so, the 

recommendations offered below are held in this reconciliatory spirit and offer suggestions into 

how Provincial and Federal negotiators, through the BCTC, can meaningfully support 

reconciliation before and throughout the treaty process. 

 

Recommendation 1: Provincial and Federal governments need to support Indigenous Peoples 

and Nations as they work to heal themselves from the effects of colonization. This support needs 

to be wholistic in nature and guided by the Nation to support the social, political, and cultural 

elements that shape and drive Indigenous Worldviews.  

As my findings illustrate, worldview played a central role in driving Huu-ay-aht and 

other Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations to initiate the treaty process. The strength of Huu-ay-aht as a 

Nation has been commended by negotiators as a factor in the successful negotiation of treaty. 

However, during negotiations, Huu-ay-aht negotiators, at times, still felt as though they were still 

not adequately prepared to negotiate treaty (Treaty Committee Minute Meeting Book 1996-1997; 

1998-1999). The archival data reveals that this unpreparedness stems from financial and time 

constraints within Huu-ay-ahts' government, while conversations with musčim revealed how the 

effects of colonization hindered community engagement. Thus, Provincial and Federal 

governments need to wholistically support Indigenous Nations—before treaty negotiations even 

begin—to ensure that the community feels ready and well equipped to negotiate treaty 

effectively.  
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Recommendation 2: Provincial and Federal negotiators need to support and respect Indigenous 

worldviews at the treaty negotiation table in a Nation-to-Nation manner. This means accepting 

the legitimacy of how another worldview is embodied and meaningfully negotiating with 

Indigenous Peoples as they assert their worldview throughout treaty negotiations. The BCTC 

also needs to afford space to Indigenous worldviews to substantively shape the negotiation 

process.  

During treaty negotiations, there were times when Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations felt as 

though Provincial and Federal negotiators were only “politely listening” to claims put forward 

(Treaty Committee Meeting Minute Book 1999-2000: 12). Coupled with the rigidity of the 

state’s position on particular issues, there were multiple instances in which Huu-ay-aht and other 

Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations felt as though their place as the negotiation table was not 

respected.  

Further, the burden of proof upon which Indigenous Nations have to justify their 

historical land and resource use subjects them to an uphill battle upon which their claims are 

contested, undermined, and at times wholly disregarded. More so, Indigenous Peoples have had 

to turn to the courts to force the state to recognize oral histories as legitimate evidence in claims 

(see Delgamuukw v. British Columbia 1997 in Jerch 2009). Rather than subject Indigenous 

Peoples to an asymmetrical negotiation process—and the strain of litigation in order to assert 

their claims—the BCTC needs to devise a mandate that casts aside ethnocentric standard of 

historical methods in justifying treaty claims (Jerch 2009). This departure from ethnocentrism 

needs to disperse across the treaty negotiation process in order to afford the space needed for 

Indigenous worldviews to meaningfully shape the process. 
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While progress has been made in regard to the flexibility of Provincial and Federal points 

of negotiation, there are still many aspects of their mandate—such as extinguishment and 

modification of Aboriginal title into fee simple—that are absolute, which creates a great deal of 

tension during negotiations. Although the BCTC acknowledges that a one-size-fits-all approach 

to treaty negotiations does not work (BCTC 2000;2002), the directives upheld by state 

negotiators continues to perpetuate this dynamic. To do this, Provincial and Federal negotiators 

need to loosen their tight grip on directing how negotiations will proceed. Doing so will 

demonstrate the state’s willingness to negotiate treaties, and coupled with the ability of First 

Nations to shape tenets of negotiation process, this may encourage other First Nations to 

participate in the process. 

 

Recommendation 3:  

 Provincial and Federal governments need to continue to support Indigenous worldviews 

post-treaty during the implementation process in order to establish meaningful relationships 

with First Nations. 

Findings show that Huu-ay-aht First Nations continues to uphold the sacred principles of 

their worldview as they develop increasingly sophisticated and long-term plans for post-treaty 

life for Indigenous Nations to prosper under treaty, Nation-to-Nation frameworks for support 

need to be developed for the implementation process to ensure that the treaty is working well for 

all signatories. This will also aid in the development of a stronger dialogue and relationship 

between First Nations, neighboring settler communities, Provincial, and Federal governments.  

The BCTC recognizes that shared decision making and collaborative governance between 

Nations is vital to the prosperity of all parties under treaty. Indeed, this prosperity “cannot just be 
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a passive benefit to non-First Nation communities. It will not happen without active local and 

regional government support” (2017: 4). It is critical to emphasize that the terms of prosperity 

must be guided by First Nations, with benefits equally dispersed. Further, Provincial and Federal 

governments need to support Indigenous-led development initiatives that uphold the tenets of 

their worldview and support the growth of all parties under treaty. 

5.4 Limitations 

Limitations to this research touch on both the community-based and archival aspects of 

the research process. Like many CBPR projects, time and resource limitations were an obvious 

constraint to this graduate research. While I am privileged to have had several opportunities to 

spend time in Huu-ay-ahts’ Ḥahuułi, longer periods of time spent with the Nation would have 

likely further enriched my findings. More time spent in the community would have not only 

aided in my understanding of the treaty negotiation process, it would have also furthered my 

understanding of how the Nuu-chah-nulth worldview is embodied in the lives of Huu-ay-aht 

First Nations Musčim and actions of their government on a daily basis post-treaty. I coped with 

these limitations by maintaining engagement with Huu-ay-aht First Nations from afar through 

Huu-ay-aht First Nations’ online communication outlets, such as their website, newsletter, and 

Facebook page. As well, conversations with other more senior members of the research team 

helped overcome challenges I had during data analysis. 

In regard to the archive, limitations were experienced during my coding process, whereby 

only one round of coding was possible given the breadth of the data under the aforementioned 

constraints. But the organic and iterative approach to the analysis Further, my access to archival 

materials was also limited to the data collected for me, as well as the data I gathered during my 

limited time in the archive. While the data I had access to was sufficient for developing sound 
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findings and recommendations, the incomplete nature of the archive is felt in moments where I 

am left wondering if there are other data that speaks to the role of worldview in a manner which I 

did not discuss. I attempted to overcome this by rounding out my understandings of events 

through conversations with Huu-ay-aht Musčim and members of the research team. As well, 

when I felt as though a piece was missing from the story, I would bring this forward with the 

Advisory Committee for further direction. 

5.5 Next Steps 

The logical next steps in this program of research fall into two areas. First, accessing 

Provincial and Federal archival data regarding the treaty negotiation process would provide a 

more robust understanding of the positions, challenges, opportunities, and moments of synergy 

from all parties at the negotiation table. This access would have offered insights into how 

Provincial and Federal negotiators approached the negotiation process, their priorities and 

mandates. From here, an analysis of the role of a Eurocentric worldview in shaping the position 

of the state could also be assessed. In short, access to Provincial and Federal archival data would 

be the next step in producing a more robust analysis of the Maa-nulth Treaty negotiation process 

by fielding perspectives from all parties at the table. 

Second, this research can be furthered and augmented by an analysis of other modern 

treaty negotiations, such as the Tsawwassen and Tla’amin Final Agreements, in BC. Given that 

the BCTC expects 14 treaties will reach Stage 6 (Implementation) in the next two years (The 

Canadian Press 2017), this offers a host of opportunities to continue doing CBPR and/or archival 

research on modern treaties across British Columbia. This research would provide further 

insights into the strengths and challenges of the modern treaty negotiation process in other 

contexts. This would also provide an opportunity to examine the role of worldview in other 
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treaty negotiations. While I do not advocate for a comparative approach to this research per say, 

conducting community-based archival research with other First Nations in British Columbia 

could produce findings that either affirm those discussed here, or, more likely, offer further 

insights into the treaty process brought about through different contexts. 

5.6 Concluding Comments 

Centuries of ongoing colonial occupation ignored Indigenous rights to land and 

resources, while assimilative policy worked to erase Indigenous ways of life. Even when the 

government’s fiduciary duty to negotiate with First Nations became irrefutable, an asymmetrical 

treaty process continues to stall, slow, and dampen negotiations. This has left many First Nations 

who want to negotiate a treaty without one, and likely has prevented others from participating in 

the process.  

Despite a system that has been stacked against them from the onset of contact—one that 

has actively worked to suppress Indigenous worldviews—Huu-ay-aht First Nations have 

maintained a strong understanding of their worldview and who they are as a Nation. This 

strength was integral in the Nations’ successful negotiation of a modern treaty that allows them 

to govern and live by the sacred principles of their worldview. While the process was still met 

with numerous challenges, a Nuu-chah-nulth worldview provided a clear vision for how to 

overcome these challenges and negotiate a modern treaty that guides Huu-ay-aht First Nations 

down a path to relative self-determination, and free from the confines of The Indian Act.  

Through this research, I have tried to demonstrate the vital role of worldview in 

producing successful modern treaty negotiations. Over the course of the 20th century, the state 

has shifted from outright refusing to negotiate treaties and denying Indigenous rights, to 

encouraging treaty negotiations through a state-mandated process. It need not take another 
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century for the Canadian government to afford space to Indigenous Peoples to assert their 

worldview in shaping the negotiation process that fundamentally changes the way they live their 

lives. By wholistically supporting Indigenous worldviews, the Provincial and Federal 

government can begin to make the treaty process a more just and reconciliatory one. Maybe then 

treaty negotiations would be more successful in the eyes of both Indigenous Peoples and the 

Government of Canada. The first step in this direction requires Provincial and Federal 

governments to support Indigenous self-determination in a manner that honours their 

worldviews. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Codebook 

 
Codebook for “Our Journey, Our Choice, Our Future” Data Analysis 

(archives and interviews) 
November 2016 

 
1) Self-Determination 
Definition: The ability and operationalization of a First Nation to make decisions or act with 
relative autonomy in regards to community decision making and strategies for community 
engagement.   
Inclusion: Acts of community decision-making, community engagement, and self 
governance in regards to negotiation and processes of implementation with focus on Huu-ay-
aht autonomy. This also includes clauses that were negotiated during treaty that encompassed 
issues important to citizens (Muscim). 
Exclusion: Matters not pertaining to self-determination are not coded under this theme.  

 
  2) Implementation 

Definition: The process of drafting laws and determining how these will be implemented 
prior to effective date. The process of HFN’s Constitution replacing the Indian Act and HFN 
government taking authority (versus delegated authority) over community decisions. 
Inclusion: 2007-2009 and the drafting of laws for the purposes of implementation; 2009-
2011 preparing for effective date; post-2011 implementation process.  
Excluded: Discussions related to negotiation or the treaty negotiation process. 
a) Challenges 
Definition: What has been particularly difficult in regard to treaty implementation. 
Inclusion: Challenges pertaining directly to implementing the Maa-nulth Treaty. 
Exclusion: Any challenges not pertaining directly to the Maa-nulth Treaty and 
implementation should not be coded under this theme. 
b)  ‘Seamless’ 
Definition: Aspects of implementing the Treaty that have been relatively effective, smooth, 
or easy. Scare quotes used to denote participants’  criticism of this term, indicating nothing 
was ‘seamless’ with the Treaty. 
Inclusion: Discussion of effective or the least challenging aspects of implementation. 
Exclusion: Anything that is not discussed as seamless relative to implementation should not 
be coded under this theme. 
c)   New Relationship 
Definition: ‘New Relationship’  encompasses changing relations in post-treaty realm between 
federal, provincial, and Maa-nulth parties (Indigenous-state relations). 
Inclusion: Indigenous and state relations, including failing to uphold treaty obligations. 
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Exclusion: Anything not pertaining to Maa-nulth relationships with the Crown and/or 
province post-effective date, including Indigenous and settler relations, should not be coded 
here.  
Keywords: reconciliation, redress, divorce, marriage, constitution   
d)  Recommendations 
Definition: How implementing the Maa-nulth Treaty and the process of modern treaty 
implementation could be improved. 
Inclusion: Recommendations for modern treaty implementation generally, and specifically 
related to Maa-nulth. 
Exclusion: Recommendations not pertaining to modern treaty implementations should not be 
coded under this theme. 
e)  Other  
Definition: Related to implementation, but not captured under sub-themes. 

 
3) Negotiations 

Definition: Temporally 1992-2002 as NTC, 2003-2011 as Maa-nulth. Federal, provincial, 
and NTC/Maa-nulth discussions of Treaty, including side agreements, interim agreements, 
and pre-treaty agreements. Also includes shared territory and overlap agreements since these 
were negotiated during the negotiation period.  
Inclusion: Any discussions pertaining to negotiations between 1992-2011 
Exclusion: Discussions pertaining to implementation only should not be coded under this 
theme. 
a) Challenges 
Definition: Issues or points during negotiation of modern treaties and the Maa-nulth Treaty 
that were particularly difficult. 
Inclusion: Challenges discussed in relation to the Maa-nulth Treaty or negotiation of modern 
treaties generally. 
Exclusion: Challenges with modern treaties outside of negotiations should not be coded 
under this theme. 
b) Shared Territory (aka overlap)  
Definition: Huu-ay-aht territories that are shared with other First Nations and determining 
how modern treaty negotiations should address shared territories.  
Inclusion: Huu-ay-aht processes for negotiating shared territories and how shared territories 
should be addressed in modern treaty negotiations 
Exclusion: Discussion not pertaining to shared territories should not be coded under this 
theme. 
c)  Recommendations 
Definition: How the modern treaty negotiation process can be, and the Maa-nulth Treaty 
negotiations could have been, improved. 
Inclusion: Reflections on how negotiations pertaining to Maa-nulth or modern treaty 
negotiations generally could be improved.  
Exclusion: Recommendations for how to improve the BCTC process or modern treaty 
negotiations generally are not coded under this sub theme.   
d)    Community Engagement  
Definition: The process of speaking with the community (Huu-ay-aht or ‘stakeholders’, in 
reference to province) about treaty negotiations for the purposes of input and/or education. 
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Inclusion: Conversations with Provincial and Federal negotiators, discussions and outcomes 
of Huu-ay-aht community engagement sessions, and discussions with legal counsel on 
decision making that pertains to community communication and decision making.  
Exclusion: Discussions pertaining to Huu-ay-aht First Nations community engagement 
actions and strategies as a mechanism of self-determination 
e)   ‘Seamless’  
Definition: Negotiation items that were particularly effective or smooth. Scare quotes are 
used because everyone laughed at the word ‘seamless’ in regards to negotiation, indicating 
that nothing was ‘easy’ in terms of negotiation. 
Inclusion: Discussion of effective or the least challenging aspects of negotiating the Maa-
nulth Treaty and modern treaties. 
Exclusion: Anything that is not discussed as seamless relative to negotiation are not coded 
under this theme. 
f)  Negotiation Strategy  
Definition: Negotiation tactics used from any side of the Maa-nulth table to better negotiate 
their interests in regards to the Maa-nulth Treaty or to strategically approach a certain topic.  
Inclusion: Speculation about strategies from negotiators sitting at any side of the table and 
negotiators’ reflections on strategies that they employed to better their position.  
Exclusion: Discussion not pertaining to negotiation strategies are not coded under this theme. 
g)  HFN Negotiation Interests  
Definition: Any objectives, claims, goals, or interests of Huu-ay-aht First Nations during the 
negotiation process 
Inclusion: Objectives, claims, goals, or interests of Huu-ay-aht First Nations throughout 
negotiations 
h)   Land Claims Negotiations 
Definition:  Discussions pertaining to Huu-ay-aht First Nations negotiations over claims to 
particular lands or territories. 
Inclusion: Any internal or external discussions of negotiations over land claims 
Exclusion: Any discussions not related to land claim negotiations. 
i)  Land & Resource Use Negotiations 
Definition: Discussions pertaining to Huu-ay-aht First Nations negotiations over use of land 
and resources.  
Inclusion: Discussions pertaining to land and resource use negotiations between HFN and the 
state. 
Exclusion: Any discussions not related to land & resource use negotiations 
j) Other  
Definition: Discussions pertaining to negotiations but not encompassed in sub-themes.  

 
4) Participant Roles in the Maa-nulth Treaty, Training, 

and/or Educational Backgrounds 
Definition: How each participant was involved in Treaty negotiation and implementation, 
and their training or education prior to beginning this role.  
Inclusion: Explanation of participant’s role, including jobs, tasks, formal titles, and their 
educational background.  
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Exclusion: Anything not pertaining to participant’s roles in the Maa-nulth Treaty are not 
coded under this theme.  
 

5) Relationships  
    Definition: How different populations and communities interact with one another and the 

state of these interactions. 
Inclusion: Relationships between Maa-nulth Nations and local communities and Indigenous 
and settler peoples generally, including how to approach bettering these relationships. 
Exclusion: Relationships concerning Indigenous and Crown/provincial relationships are not 
coded under this theme. 
a) Indigenous and settler relationships 

 Definition: Huu-ay-aht  relations with Bamfield residents and the Alberni Clayoquot 
Regional District, and Indigenous and settler relations generally. 

 Inclusion: Relationships between Indigenous and settler peoples, including Huu-ay-aht 
relations with local Bamfield residents and the ACRD.  

 Exclusion: Relationships between Indigenous peoples and the Crown and province are not 
coded under this theme.  
b)  Settler Education and Settler Ignorance 
Definition: Methods for how settler peoples can learn about relationships with Indigenous 
peoples, including treaty relations, and discussions about the prevalence of ignorance about 
colonialism 

 Inclusion: Discussion of how education can be used to better Indigenous and settler relations, 
what is missing currently, and how settler ignorance impacts relationships. 

 Exclusion: Discussion not pertaining to settler education or ignorance is not coded under this 
theme.  
c)  Intertribal and Maa-nulth Relations 

 Definition: Nuu-chah-nulth and Maa-nulth intertribal interactions and the state of these 
relationships. 

 Inclusion: NTC and Maa-nulth relations. Intertribal and Maa-nulth relations are included 
here as these were discussed as relationships rather than negotiations since Maa-nulth 
negotiated as a single entity. 

 Exclusion: Anything relating to Huu-ay-aht internal relations, Indigenous and settler relations 
(i.e., not Indigenous and Indigenous relations), or relations relating to territorial overlap are 
not coded under this theme.  
d)  Interpersonal within Huu-ay-aht  

 Definition: Relationships within Huu-ay-aht 
 Inclusion: Huu-ay-aht internal relationships.  
 Exclusion: Anything not related to Huu-ay-aht internal relations is not coded under this 

theme.  
 e)  Other 

Definition: Discussions pertaining to relationships but not encompassed in sub-themes.  
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6) Answering ‘land’ and ‘self-determination’ questions in     
BC  

Definition: The efficacy of answering the land question and questions of First Nations self-
determination in BC through modern treaties or through other means (i.e., litigation, self-
government agreements).   
Inclusion: Reflection and discussion of the treaty process generally, with some discussion of 
the Tsilqot’in decisions impact on Maa-nulth.  
Exclusion: Discussion of Maa-nulth specific matters beyond the Tsilqot’in decision are not 
coded under this theme.  
a) Title vs. Treaty 
Definition: How the Tsilqot’in decision and title cases will or have impacted modern treaty 
negotiations.  
Inclusion: Reflections on Aboriginal title in relation to modern treaty negotiations, including 
how this decision will impact Maa-nulth..  
Exclusion: Anything not related to Aboriginal title is not coded under this theme.  
b)  Recommendations 
Definition: How the modern treaty negotiation process can be improved broadly. 
Inclusion: Reflections on the BCTC process and modern treaty process. 
Exclusion: Treaty specific issues are not coded under this theme.  
c)  Aboriginal Rights and Judicial Decisions 
Definition: The role that Aboriginal rights and judicial decisions have on modern treaties, 
and First Nations approaches for answering the land question and self-determination with the 
Crown and province generally. 
Inclusion: Aboriginal rights cases as they pertain to First Nations’ approaches to land rights 
and self-determination. 
Exclusion: Judicial decisions and Aboriginal rights cases specific to Maa-nulth are not coded 
under this theme.  
d)  Other 
Definition: Discussions pertaining to answering the land question and addressing Indigenous 
self-determination generally, but not encompassed in sub-themes.  

 
7) Cultural Revitalization 

 Definition: Any objectives, interests, actions, or movements by Huu-ay-aht First Nations to 
revive and restore cultural protocols and practices (e.g., environmental restoration, land and 
resource use outside of negotiation context, language resurgence). 
Inclusion: Discussions of cultural protocol and practices (e.g., environmental restoration, 
land and resource use outside of negotiation context, language resurgence) and how to make 
these more prominent aspects of daily life through the modern Treaty process. 
Exclusion: Discussions not related to Huu-ay-aht First Nations objectives, interests, actions, 
or movements to revive and restore cultural protocols and practices. 
a) Land & Water Restoration 

      b)    Language Resurgence 
        c)     Cultural Protocol in Government 
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8) Community Health 

Definition: The study or discussion of health on a community-wide level (rather than the 
individual level) in the context of Treaty negotiations, implementation, self-determination, 
and self-governance. 
Inclusion: Any discussions pertaining to the health of Huu-ay-aht First Nations as connected 
to any of the subthemes below. Rather than attempt to ‘fit’ these discussions into these 
subthemes, they will be coded for under the main heading of ‘community health’ because it is 
likely that these discussions intersect with multiple aspects of health (physical, mental, 
emotional, spiritual). Not all discussions pertaining to this use the word ‘health’ specifically. 
Keywords: 
Exclusion: Any discussions that do not discuss the health and wellbeing of Huu-ay-aht First 
Nations 
a) Physical 
b) Mental 
c) Emotional 
d) Spiritual 
 

9) Elders 
Definition: Huu-ay-aht First Nations that are classified as people who hold distinct 
knowledge and socially/culturally placed as elders. 
Inclusion: Discussions of Elders in the context of Treaty negotiations. This includes any 
discussions of the role of Elders in the negotiation process and decision-making.  
Exclusion: non-Elders (See ‘Notable People’ for non-elders). 
 

10)  Notable People 
Definition: People mentioned by others as having played a significant role in the negotiation 
process. 
Inclusion:  People who have been specifically mentioned in the data as being significant 
contributors to the negotiation process.  
Exclusion: Elders, people who have not been mentioned as significant contributors to the 
negotiation process 
 

11)  Fisheries 
Definition: Individual and commercial fishing is a significant cultural and economic practice 
of Huu-ay-aht First Nations. This is defined as any fishing done by Huu-ay-aht for the 
purpose of individual or commercial fishing 
Inclusion:  discussions pertaining to allotment, jurisdiction, catch, whaling, fisheries 
protocol, fisheries committee, Huu-ay-aht group of businesses fisheries LP in past, present, 
future. Coded alongside under 3g (negotiation interests) and 3i (resource use negotiations). 
Exclusion: Discussions not related to fisheries. Discussions pertaining only to land and 
resource use negotiations without specifically referring to fisheries will not be coded for  
here.  
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12) Forestry 

Definition: Commercial forestry is a significant form of revenue for Huu-ay-aht First 
Nations. Forestry refers to the commercial harvesting of trees for milling and resale. 
Inclusion: Discussions of forestry jurisdiction, permits, buffer zones, and harvest, forestry 
protocol, forestry committee, and Huu-ay-aht group of businesses Forestry LP in past, future, 
and present use. Coded alongside 3g (HFN negotiation interests), 3h (land claims 
negotiations) and 3i (land use negotiations). 
Exclusion: Discussions not related to forestry. Discussions pertaining only to land claims and 
resource use negotiations without specifically referring to forestry will not be coded for here. 
  

13)  Parks and Ecotourism 
Definition: Huu-ay-aht First Nations territory is connected to Pacific Rim National Park. As 
per the Maa-Nulth Treaty, co-management protocols are in place for Huu-ay-aht to manage 
the park’s resources and landscape in partnership with the Federal government. The National 
park is also a large tourist destination and a revenue generator for Huu-ay-aht First Nations 
and the Provincial and Federal governments. Because of this, Huu-ay-aht First Nations have 
emphasized a push to increase tourism related to Pacific Rim National Park and the West 
Coast Trail.  
Inclusion: Discussions of park and trail co-management, Huu-ay-aht’s tourism industry, park 
tourism, and Huu-ay-aht’s interests and objectives for park and trail management. 
Exclusion: Discussions not related to park and trail management involving Huu-ay-aht First 
Nations. 
 
14) Haw̓iih 
Definition: The Haw̓iih refers to the seven houses of hereditary chiefs that have governed 
Huu-ay-aht First Nations since time immemorial. In the modern day context, this refers to the 
Haw̓iih council and governance protocols related to Haw̓iih houses and hereditary chiefs.  
Inclusion: Discussions related to Haw̓iih council and governance protocols. 
Exclusion: Anything not related to the Haw̓iih. 
  

15) Major Moments 
Definition: Discussions pertaining to pivotal moments in the negotiation process. 
Inclusion: Any moments that clearly mark a break, change, or affirmative moment in the 
Treaty negotiation process 
Exclusion: discussions of major historical moments (i.e., pre-Treaty negotiations).  
 

16)  Other Treaty Negotiations and Comprehensive Land 
Claims 

Definition: Other Treaty or land claims agreements that have been, or are in the midst of, 
being negotiated. 
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Inclusion: Any discussions of existing or ongoing Treaty or land claims. Keywords 
Tsawwassen, Nunavut, James Bay, Nisga’a 
Exclusion: Discussions not pertaining to existing or tentative Treaty/land claims 

 
17) Provincial and Federal Mandates & Objectives 
Definition: What provincial and federal negotiators brought to the Treaty table as their 
negotiation framework, and what their goals and interests were. 
Inclusion: Any Provincial or Federal documents that discuss their positions, mandates or 
objectives  

  
18) Redress 
Definition: Relief for past or ongoing wrongdoing, compensation, or any related term, that 
involves the state and Huu-ay-aht First Nations. 
Inclusion: Any discussions regarding relief for past or ongoing wrongdoing or compensation 
throughout the Treaty negotiation process 
Exclusion: Discussions not related to any form of redress 
 
19) Treaty Finance 
Definition: The finances needed to negotiate a modern Treaty are significant. As such, Treaty 
finance is defined as the money obtained (through government revenue or loans) and spent in 
order to continue the Treaty negotiation process.  
Inclusion: Any discussions related to the financing of the Treaty process through Huu-ay-aht 
government funds or loans obtained through the Provincial and/or Federal government. This 
also includes any discussions of spending for the purposes of continuing the Treaty 
negotiation process (budgeting for the Treaty negotiation process, legal fees incurred, 
unexpected expenses etc.) 
Exclusion: Discussions not related to the financing of the Treaty negotiation process 
 
20) Nuu-Chah-Nulth Table 
Definition: Huu-ay-aht First Nations began negotiating a modern Treaty alongside 11 other 
Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations from 1992-2002. As such, many of the negotiation discussions 
took place at Nuu-chah-nulth table meetings. 
Inclusion: Temporally 1992-2002. Any discussions that took place at the Nuu-chah-nulth 
table, or any internal discussions amongst Huu-ay-aht First Nations regarding negotiations 
under the Nuu-chah-nulth table (Huu-ay-aht’s role in negotiations, successes, challenges etc.) 
Exclusion: Any discussions not related to Nuu-chah-nulth table negotiations (2002 Onward, 
Maa-Nulth Treaty Society negotiations or Huu-ay-aht negotiation committee meetings). 
  
21) Economic Development 
Definition: The process by which a community collectively takes initiative on development 
projects that directly influence and impact their local community. 
Inclusion:  Discussions  pertaining, but not limited to, local business development, education, 
community infrastructure, housing, water, electricity, local service delivery, and any other 
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community development projects/initiatives that work to contribute to the economic well 
being of Huu-ay-aht First Nations. 
Exclusions: Any discussions that do not pertain to  community development projects and 
initiatives i.e land claims, forestry, fisheries,  land and resource use. 
 
22) Misc. 
Definition: A mix of other elements related to the Treaty negotiation process that do not fit 
into any other code category 
Inclusion: Discussions of any interesting potential leads, facts, and tidbits that either tie into 
other codes (will have a memo attached to them if they do), or act as useful stand-alone points. 
Exclusion: Anything that fits into any of the above codes. 

 
    23) Historic Vs. Modern Treaty Making 
  
    24) Cedar 
 
    25) Salmon 
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APPENDIX B 
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