Nearly everyone who is listening to me is a pale face, I suppose. I am not. My skin is not red but
that is what my people are called by others. My skin is brown, light brown, but our cheeks have a
little flush and that is why we are called red skins. We don’t mind that. There is no difference
between us, under the skins, that any expert with a carving knife has ever discovered. My home is
on the Grand River. Until we sold off a large part, our country extended down to Lake Erie, where,
140 winters ago, we had a little sea-shore of our own and a birch-bark navy. You would call it
Canada. We do not. We call the little ten-miles square we have left the “Grand River Country.” We
have the right to do that. It is ours. We have the written pledge of George III that we should have it
forever as against him or his successors and he promised to protect us in it. […]
To punish us for trying to preserve our rights, the Canadian Government has now pretended to
abolish our government by Royal Proclamation, and has pretended to set up a Canadian made
government over us, composed of the few traitors among us who are willing to accept pay from
Ottawa and do its bidding. […]
If you are bound to treat us as though we were citizens under your government, then those of your
people who are land-hungry will get our farms away from us by hooks and crooks under your
property laws and in your courts that we do not understand and do not wish to learn. We would then
be homeless and have to drift into your big cities to work for wages, to buy bread, and have to pay
rent, as you call it, to live on this earth and to live in little rooms in which we would suffocate. We
would then be scattered and lost to each other and lost among so many of you. […]
This is the story of the Mohawks, the story of the Oneidas, of the Cayuga’s — I am a Cayuga, of the
Onondagas, the Senecas, and the Tuscaroras. They are the Iroquois. Tell it to those who have not
been listening. […] This story comes straight from Deskaheh, one of the chiefs of the Cayugas. I am
the speaker of the Council of the Six Nations, the oldest League of Nations now existing. It was
founded by Hiawatha. It is a League which is still alive and intends, as best it can, to defend the rights
of the Iroquois to live under their own laws in their own little countries now left to them, to worship
their Great Spirit in their own way, and to enjoy the rights which are as surely theirs as the white
man’s rights are his own.
Levi General (Deskaheh), 10 March 1925
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The above excerpt is from the final speech of Levi General, hereditary chief of the Cayuga
nation, who travelled to the Geneva, Switzerland in 1923 and spent eighteen months petitioning
the newly formed League of Nations to acknowledge Six Nations sovereignty over lands along
the Grand River deeded to them in the 1784 Haldimand Proclamation, in recognition of lands
lost in New York during the American Revolution. In response, the Government of Canada
raided Six Nations Confederacy in 1924 and imposed a colonially mandated elected council
under Canada’s Indian Act. This action violated the Two Row Wampum, in which Six Nations
and settler nations were understood to have agreed to live in harmony with each other, and to not
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interfere in the affairs of each other’s nations. Fearful for his safety, and dying of pneumonia,
General took refuge on the Tuscarora nation near Rochester, New York, from which he
broadcast his final appeal for justice to anyone who would listen.2 Nearly a hundred years after
his speech, Six Nations have not forgotten his words, “You would call it Canada. We do not. We
call the little ten-miles square we have left the ‘Grand River Country,’” as made evident in the
Caledonia land claim that thrust Six Nations concerns into the national spotlight in 2006. As of
December 2017, Six Nations continue to struggle for recognition of the borders of Grand River
Country and for acknowledgement of their identity as a sovereign nation within Canada.
An even cursory glance at today’s news media makes clear the contention that borders
and boundaries matter, and that their perceived purpose is to keep the good guys in and the bad
guys out, to demarcate your land from mine, and my country from yours. In recent days Donald
Trump has declared Jerusalem the capital of Israel, sparking protests from through the Arab
world;3 the Lakota and Nakota nations continue to oppose the operation of the Dakota Access
Pipeline across their traditional land;4 the Supreme Court of Canada recently ruled that a ski
resort can be built on land considered the home of the Grizzly Bear Spirit by the Ktunaxa
nation;5 and the Six Nations continue to fight for justice in Caledonia.6 Christians are torn on the
level to which living a faithful Christian life permits accepting borders, and the nation states
2
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created by them, as entities compatible with living out the gospel. As Christians we are called to
be “in the world, not of the world” (John 17:16), but what implication does this have on our
identities as members of churches that exist in specific geographical contexts?
The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People, a generally
accepted7 framework for Indigenous/settler reconciliation states that Indigenous peoples, “have
the right to the lands, territories and resources which they have traditionally owned, occupied, or
other-wise [sic] used or acquired,”8 and that “free, prior and informed consent”9 must be given
prior to relocation or non-Indigenous economic development or occupation of Indigenous
traditional lands. Both the Government of Canada and the Anglican Church of Canada (among
several Canadian churches) have declared the UNDRIP an aspirational framework document for
reconciliation in Canada, however, from a settler perspective, the methods of implementing it in
the Canadian context seem largely undetermined. In an attempt to ponder some ways forward
vis a vis land justice and equity among Indigenous and settler populations, in this paper I
consider the relationship of borders and boundaries with Christianity as it is lived out in the
Canadian context. I ground this work in Michael Nausner’s concept of “homeland as
borderland,” adapting Nausner’s framework for the particularity of the Canadian context,
specifically around my scholarly work concerning truth and reconciliation and Six Nations of the
Grand River. I begin by defining my understanding of the Canadian context and my own
historical and scholarly interest in borders, land justice, and Indigenous self-determination, as
both an individual and as (God-willing) future clergy in the Anglican Church of Canada.
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Secondly, I investigate Nausner’s concept of “homeland as borderland,” pondering what it offers
in the Canadian context. Thirdly, I articulate several Indigenous understandings of borders, land,
and what it means to be human in wider creation, drawing on the work of George (Tink) Tinker,
and Thomas King. Finally, I ponder a way forward, drawing on the work of Paul Hiebert around
“bounded” and “centered” sets, asking whether James Henderson’s idea of “treaty federalism”
might provide a bridge that creates space for both Indigenous and settler voices. For the sake of
brevity, and in recognition of the variety of Indigenous voices and opinions in Canada, I limit my
investigation of the Canadian colonial context to the contexts with which I am most intimately
familiar: the Six Nations of the Grand River near Brantford, Ontario and the Mississaugas of
New Credit near Hagersville, Ontario. Further, in recognition of the historical propensity of
settler scholarship to attempt to draw neat conclusions and to determine what’s right and wrong
for Indigenous peoples, I will not attempt to draw any firm conclusions but will instead offer
several ways forward.
Framing the Canadian Context
As I sit writing this paper, a year of commemorating the 150th anniversary of the promulgation of
the British North America Act (Canada 150) is wrapping up. Despite living within a few hour’s
drive of many Canada 150 events, I have avoided attending of them – abundantly aware that
while many celebrate 150 years of Canadian confederation, for the indigenous peoples of Canada
the anniversary brings to mind feelings of pain at 150 years of colonization, broken promises,
and stolen lands. Perhaps the passing of time and accumulation of knowledge has jaded me. I
remember feeling quite excited for Canada 125 in 1992 and sometimes chuckle when Bobby

Gimby’s obnoxiously quirky Expo 67 theme song Ca-na-da,10 which we learned in celebration
of Canada 125, pops into my head all these years later:
Ca-na-da, we love thee, Ca-na-da, proud and free,
North, south, east, west, there’ll be happy times,
Church bells will ring, ring, ring;
It’s the hundredth anniversary of Confederation
Ev’rybody sing together!
These days when I think of Canada, I feel no excitement but instead sadness and anger, tinged
with a cautious hope. The façade of “Canada the generous” has been broken as I have become
aware of the sociopolitical, religious, and militaristic conquest involved in the creation of the
colonial reality commonly called Canada. My heart has broken again and again as I have
watched Indigenous peoples repeatedly demand recognition of their inherent land and rights as
the original inhabitants of this land; as strong women like Theresa Spence11 and others have
stood up and said enough is enough.
No, I do not love Canada. Yet I am aware of the white settler privilege inherent in such a
statement. Ultimately, I have the ability to choose to live somewhere other than Canada, while
for Indigenous people it would mean abandoning their homeland. What I mean is that I do not
love the Canadian state, with its delusions of being the legitimate government of territory
stretching from Cape Spear, Newfoundland to Boundary Peak, Yukon, and north to Ellesmere
Island. I would just as soon live in Tkaronto12 governed by an Indigenous government as
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colonially-governed Toronto; though I regularly experience and struggle with the myriad ways
“Toronto the Good” reifies white privilege and is setup to benefit people like me.
I do not love Canada, but I am in love with the people who live here, both Indigenous and
settler, and with the natural beauty and abundance gifted by the Creator to these lands. I struggle
with the level of ignorance I experience in conversation with every day Canadians about the
realities of the abuses committed in residential schools, of the ways the Indian Act continues to
unjustly assert government authority over the lives of Indigenous peoples, and the ways that
Canadian land being terra nullius pre-contact continues to inform our national myths. I suppose
individual Canadians aren’t to blame; until recently our education systems haven’t taught the
truth about settler history with Indigenous peoples. As an employee of the Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation, I am abundantly familiar with the Canadian obsession with all things
United States, as evidenced by almost constant “breaking news” updates on CBC News Network
about the minutiae of American political life. I experience the ways in which this clouds
Canadian discourses and limits our ability to see our own complicity in the oppression of
Indigenous nations and the continued illegal occupation of Indigenous land. Though, to be fair, I
have begun to see glimpses of our national narratives being challenged by movements like Idle
No More, the Calls to Action of Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and a number of
particularly well produced documentaries by the CBC and National Film Board.
I do not love Canada and yet the trajectory of my life and ministry is intimately bound up
in both its history and future. To borrow a phrase from Thomas King, I am a “hopeful
pessimist”13 – I write with the assumption that my scholarship will not change the world, nor
fundamentally alter prevailing Canadian colonial structures, yet ever hopeful that in some small
13
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way it will contribute to the growing body of literature and storytelling happening in twenty-first
century Canada that actively challenges Canada’s (colonial) national narratives and strives for
truth and reconciliation among all the peoples of this land. In her work entitled “Why Are We
Here? A Meditation on Canada,” Mary Jo Leddy writes, “It makes all the difference in the world
whether we see this country for granted or see it as a gift.”14 If I am honest, I struggle to see a
gift amid the colonial structures of Canada, but write from a place of wanting to love Canada, the
only home I have ever known.
Situating Myself in the Canadian Context
I grew up in Kitchener, Ontario on Block 2 of the Haldimand Tract. The Haldimand Tract
(what Levi General calls Grand River Country) contains all land along the banks of the Grand
River “six miles deep” from its source to its mouth, given to Six Nations in 1784 in recognition
of land lost during the America War of Independence. In 1796, Six Nations agreed to sell four
blocks of land (Blocks 1 to 4) on the condition that a continual revenue stream dedicated to the
“perpetual care and maintenance” of the Six Nations be established.15 However, the majority of
funds from the Six Nations trust fund were been squandered by various colonial governments to
build roads in York, to construct buildings at McGill University, and for other colonial projects,
and Six Nations attempts to receive restitution remain active in the twenty-first century.16 It was
this systemic mitigation of Six Nations sovereignty, the imposition of the Indian Act and the
squandering of Six Nations funds which Levi General railed against in his 1925 speech. My own
family history is bound up in the history of the Six Nations of the Grand River.
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In late 1802, my great-great-great-great-great grandfather, Samuel Bricker, having
purchased a plot of land on Block 2, travelled from Lancaster County, Pennsylvania to farm the
land (Image A) and forge a new life. While in York to register the land deed in January 1803,
Bricker became aware that Richard Beasley, the land agent who had been selling parcels of land
on Block 2, was not in sole possession of the land and that a $20,000 mortgage was owed against
the property. Samuel Bricker travelled to Pennsylvania in 1804 to secure funding from
Mennonite friends and family who had remained behind, leading to the formation of the German
Company Tract, which enabled Mennonite settlement of what would eventually become part of
Waterloo County (now Waterloo Region),17 land on which my childhood home, church, and
school sit.
I acknowledge that I am not personally responsible for the historical actions of my
ancestor over two hundred years ago, however this familial connection to my scholarship has,
over time, increased my desire to be part of working toward land justice and reconciliation with
Six Nations.
Situating Anglicanism in Canadian Context
Anglican involvement in Canada has roots at the very core of Canadian colonial
existence. The history of Anglicans in Canada is well documented elsewhere so I will not
rehearse it here, suffice to say that Anglican identity in Canada (as elsewhere) thrives on the
existence of clearly defined geographic borders and boundaries which are slow to change.18 The
first General Synod met in Toronto in 1893 on the proviso that it would not undermine the
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Image A - The Haldimand Tract
(Bricker Farm noted in black)
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authority of individual bishops to exercise jurisdiction within their respective dioceses.20 More
recently, in 2017, a priest elected as bishop of the Diocese of Caledonia in British Columbia was
refused episcopal consecration when came to light that he had exercised ministry in the United
States on behalf of the Anglican Province of Rwanda, without the permission of the American
Episcopal Church.21 The issue of excessive reliance on clearly defined borders (and the ways this
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antagonizes relationships with Indigenous Anglicans who do not share the same understandings
of borders) was flagged in the 1969 report Beyond Traplines, which sought to articulate a
framework for a renewed relationship between Indigenous and settler Anglicans in the wake of
revelations of systematic abuse, starvation, and forced assimilation as part of the residential
schools system. It argues that church structures should be reorganized around “broad
geographical and functional areas”22 and should move away from localized boundaries.
However, despite the revelations of Beyond Traplines borders and boundaries continue to be
important in Anglican ecclesiology, as expressed in the above anecdote about the bishop-elect’s
dismissal. In ways similar to increased awareness of national myths in wider Canadian society,
Anglicanism, too, has become aware of the reality that many of our parish buildings sit on
contested land and that Anglicanism has much for which to repent. This has come to fruition
through initiatives like the KAIROS blanket exercise, and through the inclusion of Indigenous
traditional land statements in parish bulletins and at diocesan events. However, we have barely
begun to assess the impact an Anglican focus on geographical borders has on engaging in
ministry and mission in places where borders are not always clean cut, where borders are
contested, such as Six Nations, or where parish buildings have been built on stolen Indigenous
land. We have officially repudiated the Doctrine of Discovery, but have only begun pondering
the ways that engaging in mission on “stolen land” impacts our ability as the Anglican Church of
Canada to preach the liberating good news of Jesus Christ. In the context of contested borders
and land claims might there be an alternate way of conceiving of borders and boundaries that
moves the Church away from “us versus them” colonial thinking to a system that acknowledges
historical injustices yet refuses to reify arbitrary divisions?
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Michael Nausner: Homeland as Borderland
Writing in response to the 9/11 attacks in the United States, Michael Nausner posits the
relationship between borders and boundaries, religion, and American imperialism as expressed in
the relationship between “homeland” and “foreign land.” He argues that the location of Christian
(or any religious) practice is relevant for the practice itself, but that there is nothing nature about
the connection between religiosity and space.23 The space where Christianity is practiced
matters, but there is nothing inherent in the relationship between Christianity and geographic
space. Dolores Hayden notes that space assists in constructing identity, and that landscapes are
the “storehouses” of social memories that construct communal identities.24 In a typical Canadian
Anglican parish this is experienced as true in the ways that parish identity is often strongly tied
to the history of the building and the location of the building itself. For example, my former
parish on Block 2 of the Haldimand Tract draws a strong sense of identity from its historic 1844
stone building built on the bank of the Grand River in downtown Galt (Cambridge). While
running a community meal program from the parish hall, the parish is very protective of its
worship space, to such an extent that it locks its doors when the meal program is active! “You’re
welcome to come eat, just don’t touch our fancy things with your grubby hands. Your place is in
the parish hall, our place is in the sanctuary since we know none of us will steal anything” seems
to be the troublesome defining narrative.
In formulating a Christian response to homeland/foreign land (us vs. them) dynamics,
Nausner asks, “How far can those of us who call ourselves Christian allow ourselves to get
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trapped in a polarization between our own homeland and other people’s foreign land?”25 While
there are certainly many differences between American and Canadian contexts, especially as
articulated by Northrop Frye and Margaret Atwood in their investigations of the Canadian
garrison mentality and survivalism in contrast to American tropes of domination and conquest,
Nausner’s question still seems relevant in the Canadian context. For all intents and purposes,
much of Canada is “foreign land” in that it has never been surrendered by Indigenous nations by
way of a treaty or other agreement.
Drawing on the work of Homi Bhabha, Nausner argues that borders and boundaries are
never structures that neatly divide one thing from another, but are instead sites of “negotiation
and hybridity.”26 For Bhabhi boundaries are the space where the fates of multiple territories
relate with each other, “where cultural differences ‘contingently’ and conflictual touch.”27
Bhabha problematizes the stability of territory conceived as an unambiguous space neatly and
securely enclosed by boundaries, but instead argues boundaries are “complex places of
exchange” in which the goal is not to neatly divide land but instead spaces to construct meaning,
and where differences and commonalities are valued and negotiated.28 Nausner sees this
reflected in the life of Jesus, who in the Gospel of Mark is portrayed as always journeying, and
transcending national and imperial boundaries in his ministry throughout Galilee, Caesarea
Philippi, the Decapolis, and Jerusalem, each of which were ruled by different governing
authorities.29 Nausner is clear that he’s not arguing against Christian locatedness (as expressed
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previously, territory matters), but rather against “both a simple transgression/transcendence of
boundaries and an easy conflation of Christian subjectivity with the bounded turf on which [he]
stand[s].”30 Instead, for Nausner, it is Christ and Christ’s presence that transcend place, while the
Christian community is called to settle for the “more modest notion of negotiating at
boundaries.”31
This all too short engagement with Nausner’s work makes clear that a faithful Christian
ethic cannot assume inherent connections between its geographical and territorial location, but
rather that these connections must be “negotiated”32 at the border. In the Canadian context, this
means both acknowledging the negotiatedness33 of the history of the land by way of treaties and
also the ways that land and borders continue to be negotiated in the present day. Having
problematized any notion of an implicit connection between Christianity and clearly defined “us
vs. them,” “homeland vs. foreign land” borders, in the following section I explore Indigenous
understandings of land and borders.

Indigenous Understandings of Land and Creation
George (Tink) Tinker argues that early European missionaries “confused the Gospel of
Jesus Christ with the gospel of european34 cultural values and social structures,”35 and that
Western societies are fundamentally concerned with historical, and narratives in which God is
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revealed within history.36 This resonates with Dolores Hayden’s discussion of the role of spaces
as “storehouses of social memories” and their role in identity construction in Western societies.37
A focus on histories of who settled where when and consequently who is the rightful owner of
specific spaces and places is a logical consequence of this phenomenon. Conversely, according
to Tinker, an Indigenous theology of Creator and creation begins from a fundamentally different
place: a concept of Creator that is “revealed in creation, in space or place, and not in time.”38
Tinker continues:
The nineteenth- and twentieth-century euro-western sense of history as a linear, temporal
process means that those who heard the gospel first have maintained and always maintain
a critical advantage over those who of us [sic] who heard it later and have to rely on those
who heard it first to give us a full interpretation.39
It is important to clarify that Tinker is not arguing that Indigenous understandings are only
spatially grounded, while Western theologies are only temporally grounded, but rather that
Western theologies tend to subordinate space to time, while Indigenous theologies conclusively
subordinate time to space: “The question is not whether time or space is missing in one culture or
the other, but which metaphoric base functions as ordinary, and which is subordinate.”40
While Tinker writes for the American (United States) context, Thomas King argues that
the international border between Canada and the United States is the product of “someone else’s
imagination,” and is largely unimportant to Indigenous people.41 Although differing systems of
government and different histories of settlement have resulted in divergent realities for
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Indigenous nations in Canada and the United States, I understand Tinker’s arguments about land
to be applicable throughout Turtle Island, and thus significant in the Canadian context.
Tinker argues that land has ceremonial, symbolic, and architectural significance in almost
all areas of Indigenous life and in Indigenous framings of the nature of the universe.42 He gives
n’
the example of his childhood Osage village which was laid out in two halves: Hu ga (Earth
n’
Division) and tzi sho (Sky Division), reflecting the fundamental manifestation of wako da
n’
n
n’
(Creator) as wako da mo shi’ta (Creator above) and wako da udse’ta (Creator below), and as
itski’ko (Grandfather Sky) and i’ko (Grandmother Earth); highlighting the reciprocity inherent in
Indigenous dualisms of above/below, sky/earth, which he argues differs from Western dualisms
of good and evil.43 Within Indigenous understandings of reciprocity, humans are not privileged
over the rest of the world, nor are individual desires privileged over the good of the entire
community, but instead are participants within the larger balance and harmony of all creation.44
Tinker argues that this is rooted in an attachment to land and to specific territories:
Each nation has some understanding that they were placed into a relationship with a
particular territory by spiritual forces outside of themselves and thus have an enduring
responsibility for that territory just as the earth, especially the earth in that particular
place, has a filial responsibility toward the people who live there. Likewise, the twolegged people in that place also have a spatially related responsibility toward all people
who share that place with them, including animals, birds, plants, rocks, river, mountains,
and the like. With such extensive kinship ties, including a kinship tie to the land itself, it
should be less surprising that Indian peoples have always resisted colonial pressure to
relocate them to different territories, to sell their territories to invaders, or to allow the
destruction of their lands for the sake of accessing natural resources. Conquest and
removal from our lands, historically, and contemporary ecological destruction of our
lands have been and continue to be culturally and genocidally destructive to Indian
peoples as peoples.45
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In Tinker’s description of Indigenous attachment to traditional land, we hear echoes of Levi
General’s lament for the loss of much of the land Grand River Country to settlers who built my
home in the middle of Block 2. Acknowledging Nausner’s argument that Christianity lacks
implicit connections to land and territory, and that these connections are negotiated, and Tinker’s
contention that the history of Indigenous/settler relations (in Canada) clearly demonstrates a
pattern of settler removal of Indigenous peoples from traditional lands, how ought Canadian
Anglicans respond?
A brief anecdote from the parish I presently serve makes clear that this question is not
merely an abstract, academic question to be tossed around intellectually, but that it rooted in
actual struggles experienced by everyday Anglicans in 2017. During a recent Lenten course I
taught on residential schools and the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, I mentioned that the
church building on the banks of Sixteen Mile Creek was built on the traditional territory of the
Mississauga’s of the Credit River and that May 2017 marked one hundred seventy years since
the removal of the Mississaugas to the New Credit Reserve on a corner of Six Nations’ Grand
River Country near Hagersville, Ontario. At the time, the Mississaugas argued against the forced
sale of the land, insisting in a letter to the Lieutenant Governor: “Several years ago we owned
land on the twelve mile creek, the Sixteen [sic] and the Credit. On these we had good hunting
and fishing, and we did not mean to sell the land but to keep it for our Children for ever [sic.]”46
Members of the course struggled with the implications of this knowledge – it seems the parish
had long ago lost any memory of the contested history of its land. Several members grumbled
that it was too bad that the Mississaugas had lost their land but that we should just move on;
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others worried that discussing anything about contested land in Oakville might threaten their
sense of security about their own lands and houses; still others suggested that the parish might
hold a tea party for the Mississaugas to apologize for the loss of their land (a suggestion that
many argued was itself colonial). However, the general consensus was a desire to do something,
to find some way to engage in a process of reconciliation with the Mississaugas, to acknowledge
the colonial history of the land, and to pressure the government to fully engage in the land claims
process. I suggested knowledge and relationship building were themselves acts of reconciliation,
yet people seemed to be struggling for more concrete actions. In the following section, I wrestle
with this desire by looking for a framework which answers the question, “How might Canadian
Anglicans restructure their relationship to borders and boundaries in ways that are life-giving and
affirming of Indigenous understandings of land, and which acknowledge the tortured history of
being complicit in removing Indigenous peoples from traditional lands?”
Paul Hiebert – Bounded versus Centered47 Sets
In pondering a response to the above question, Paul Hiebert’s framework of Christianity
build around bounded and centered sets has proven particularly helpful. In this section I unpack
Hiebert’s framework and seek to formulate a centered set in answer to the above question.
Hiebert argues that human systems of organization generally fit into two types of
categories: bounded and centered sets. Bounded sets are created by listing the fundamental
characteristics required to be considered part of the set and have clearly defined boundaries of
membership.48 An object is either part of the set or not part of the set. Further, objects within
bounded sets are uniform in essential characteristics and membership is static.49 All objects
47
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inside the set are fully part of the set, and individual variations are not considered significant for
membership in the set. Hiebert argues that Western societies are often built around bounded
sets.50 Christianity communities are historically bounded sets: they have defined “essential”
characteristics that are required for membership (baptism, a believer’s prayer, a specific
eschatological understanding, etc.), perceive clear distinctions between Christian and nonChristian, and all Christians are viewed as possessing the same essential characteristics. In
Anglicanism, this has often presupposed a historical connection to England whether through
family history or affinity. Using the logic of bounded sets, it is easy to conceive of a church built
around a strong sense of geographic identity that values borders and boundaries.
Conversely, a centered set is defined by the creation of a center and the relationship of
things to that center.51 According to Hiebert, membership in a centered set is defined by
movement toward or away from the center – all objects moving toward the center have
membership in the set. In a centered set boundaries are defined in relation to the center, yet there
is no requirement to maintain firm boundaries as long as the central point of focus is clear.52
Centered sets do not have essential characteristics required for membership, since all objects are
understood in relationship to the center. Further, since centered sets are always in motion they
are dynamic sets – it is possible to change direction and gain/lose membership in the set.53 Given
the dynamicity of centered sets, the significance of the center and thus a reduced significance for
boundaries and borders, the logic of a centered set seems a fruitful lens through which to propose
a framework for Anglicans to develop a life-giving relationship to borders and boundaries that
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affirms Indigenous understandings of land and seeks to reconcile the wrongs of the past. What
might be at the center of an Indigenous/settler centered set of reconciliation?54
In her work developing an ethics of diversity in crossing borders of injustice, Marilyn
Legge argues that the concept of justice-love forms a central expectation for relationships which
value diversity.55 Justice-love, built around mutual respect and care, and a fair sharing of power,
“calls us into being, sustains us, and invites us to act with dignity and joy.”56 It calls us to affirm
diversity as a resource, to challenge white privilege, and to become aware of our own multiple
identities as complex human beings – a process that Legge argues is often difficult for settlers.57
According to Legge, justice-love must be rooted in acts of hospitality which draw on the diverse
gifts of the community for strength and direction:
Then relationships with local, regional, national, and global movements of solidarity for
justice, peace, and the integrity of creation become necessary, not optional for moral
energy and responsible living which come from a vision of God’s realm that is
contradicted by existing social arrangements of domination and subordination.58
Further, hospitality “creates a safe and welcoming space for persons to find their own sense of
humanity and worth,” while resisting perceptions of liberating or helping the oppressed other to
achieve liberation, instead “liberating ourselves in relation to the oppressed other.”59
An Anglican centered set with the concept of justice-love at its center offers fruitful
ground on which to strive to build reciprocal relationships of reconciliation with Indigenous
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peoples. Justice-love as a center would not completely do away with borders and boundaries, nor
would it provide any easy, ready-made solutions, but instead would draw attention to times and
places where Indigenous borders and boundaries have been unjustly ignored or obliterated by
Canadian Anglicanism including:
•

Our historical complicity with Indigenous residential schools and their overarching goal
of forcing Indigenous assimilation within settler society, severing Indigenous connections
to traditional lands and attempting to remake Indigenous peoples in a settler image.

•

The complex and contested treaty history between settler Anglicans and Indigenous
nations, including the reality that many of our parish buildings are built on contested
land, that Anglicanism has historically benefitted from Indigenous loss of land through
the Clergy Reserves system,60 and that Anglicanism continues to benefit from occupation
of Indigenous land.

Further, justice-love rooted in diversity challenge settler Anglican conceptions of “us vs. them,”
“mine vs. yours,” “ours vs. theirs,” “my land vs. your land,” instead acknowledging the
complexity within these terms as part of a relationship of mutuality and respect. It also provides
a firm grounding to assist settler Anglicans in demanding government action in resolving treaty
disputes, land claims, and fully implementing both the Calls to Action of the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission and the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.
Justice-love would hear the lament of Levi General about the loss of Grand River Country and
would advocate for a fair resolution; it would hear the cry of the Mississaugas about the loss of
land on Sixteen Mile Creek and would likewise seek to make amends and foster new
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relationships built on respect and equity. It would view its own embodiment (the norms of
mutual respect and equity) as more important than clinging to colonial articulations of borders,
thereby creating space for recognition of Six Nations as a sovereign entity in a nation to nation
relationship with the colonial Canadian government. Most importantly, justice-love challenges
settler notions of being inherently right, of possessing all of the facts, and of being the ultimate
arbiters of Indigenous claims of injustice, instead seeking to build a relationship based on mutual
respect and diversity. This creates space in Anglican discourses to develop a greater
understanding of Indigenous conceptions of land rooted in space and relationship with the land,
as articulated by George Tinker. Further, it embodies Michael Nausner and Homi Bhabha’s
understanding of borders as complex spaces of negotiation and hybridity, instead of static
boundaries designed to keep the good guys in and the bad guys out. I argue that the treaties
negotiated (and often imposed) as part of the Canadian process of colonization provide a fruitful
ground for beginning to think about what justice-love entails.
James Henderson – Empowering Treaty Federalism
James Henderson argues that the written agreements between Indigenous nations and the
imperial Crown created nation to nation relationships that recognized Indigenous autonomy and
rights to self-determination.61 Rather than subsuming Indigenous rights under an imperial
Crown, Henderson furthers that treaties “created shared responsibilities rather than supreme
powers.”62 Yet history demonstrates that after the War of 1812, Canadian colonial governments
largely ignored these shared responsibilities, instead regarding Indigenous nations as subservient
to the Crown. Despite this, Henderson contends that Canada lacks a coherent vision of
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federalism or democracy, and that the Canadian view of sovereignty is of rule from above.63 The
remedy to this, for Henderson, is a reconception of Canada as a federated collection of nations
based on free-association and self-determination, grounded in the treaties.64 This vision of
Canada is compatible with Legge’s articulation of justice-love in that it envisions a country built
around an ethic of “mutual respect and care, and a fair sharing of power,” which, as previous
explained, Legge views as key to embodying justice-love. Given Canada’s recent constitutional
history and the (thus far futile) struggle of Quebec to achieve fair and equitable recognition of its
unique status within Canada, Henderson’s idea of treaty federalism seems unlikely to become a
reality any time soon. There are signs of hope in the Government’s recent announcements about
the adoption of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, but much groundwork
and healing remains to be done before anything resembling treaty federalism could become a
reality. However, in the concluding section I want to highlight some areas where the Anglican
Church of Canada has undertaken steps to implement a system resembling treaty federalism
within its own governance systems, potentially offering an example and beacon of hope for
Canadian settle society at large.
Anglicanism and Indigenous Self-Determination
Since the mid-1980s Indigenous and settler communities within the Anglican Church of
Canada have sought to articulate a framework that would allow Indigenous self-determination.
The “turning point”65 in this work was the 1994 Anglican Covenant in which Indigenous elders
and leaders articulated a “prayerful dialogue toward self-determination.”66 This lead, in 2007, to
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the formation of a national Indigenous ministry within the Anglican Church led by a newly
created National Indigenous Bishop. Further, in June 2014, this process led to the creation of the
Indigenous Spiritual Ministry of Mishamikoweesh, an Indigenous governance structure that
encompasses over twenty-five Indigenous nations in Northern Ontario and Manitoba, and is a:
uniquely aboriginal…expression of Indigenous self-determination within the Anglican
Church, committed to upholding the tradition, order, and discipline of the Church,
expressing that commitment in a manner that is consistent with the cultural and spiritual
heritage of the Indigenous people of the region.67
Mishamikoweesh possesses all of the rights of self-determination and governance inherent in a
diocese of the Anglican Church of Canada, although the spiritual ministry has chosen not to call
itself a diocese in a desire to overtly reject colonial norms.
A current area of tension in Indigenous/settler Anglican discourse is the ongoing
discussion about revising the national marriage canon to explicitly permit the marriage of samesex couples within the Anglican Church of Canada. In a statement released in July 2016 after the
first of two General Synod votes required to revise the canon, the three Indigenous bishops in the
Anglican Church of Canada argued that unilateral action by settler Anglican governance systems
had placed many Indigenous Anglicans in a difficult position due to differing Indigenous/settler
understandings of the basis and purposes of marriage, and the absence of Indigenous voices in
many facets of the ongoing conversation.68 Acting in ways consistent with its stated goal of
supporting increased Indigenous self-determination within Canadian Anglicanism, and
embodying the principle of justice-love, the Council of General Synod has undertaken a process
of engagement and relationship building around this issue in an attempt to provide a modified
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proposal for amending the marriage canon that greater reflects Indigenous understandings and
self-determination in time for the next meeting of General Synod in 2019.
Anglican Indigenous/settler relationships of reconciliation are still very new – barely fifty
years old in many places, and these relationships often exist at national and provincial levels but
have little trickle-down to the everyday lives and ministries of Indigenous and settler Anglicans,
as exemplified in my anecdotes about my two Anglican parishes. However, these national and
provincial processes are signs of hope, and evidence that the Holy Spirit active, doing her work,
in the hearts and minds of Indigenous and settler Anglicans in Canada. As these relationships
continue to deepen, greater attention must be given to equipping lay Anglicans at the parish level
to become sensitive to the summons of justice-love, and opportunities must be fostered for
ordinary Indigenous and settler communities to build relationships of mutuality and trust with
each other. Here greater understanding of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples, the Calls to Action of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and further study of
treaty systems and histories which govern the land on which Anglican ministry in Canada
happens, provide many opportunities for the furthering of knowledge, challenging of biases and
renewing of relationships with Indigenous peoples, their understandings of land and creation, and
our own relationship with the land. These opportunities create space for Nausner’s contention to
be realized – as Christians the place where ministry is enacted matters, but there is nothing
inherent about our relationship to geographic space, it is always negotiated. Only Christ and
Christ’s presence transcend place, calling Christian expression to always be contextualized and
to be sensitive to its surroundings, to resist arbitrary and static boundaries but instead
“negotiating at boundaries,” and building relationships.69 They provide a potential avenue to
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reinvigorate the relationships committed to in the Two Row Wampum mentioned in the
introduction. To seek to grow into the ways God calls us to be God’s people (settler and
Indigenous, Christian and non-Christian, gay and straight, male, female, transgender, gender
non-conforming, immigrant or long-time resident of these lands) in this time and this place.
When I set out to write this paper, I described myself using Thomas King’s term “hopeful
pessimist,” and stated I struggled to find things to be hopeful for in Canada. While the problems
are still there, Six Nations still struggles for land justice, the treaty system remains broken, and
white privilege continues to cloud recognition of the ways colonialism operates, this exercise of
examining ways my own spiritual tradition both struggles with and resists colonialism and
“homeland vs. foreign land” thinking, and of reconceiving many of my own questions by
changing interpretive lenses from my usual bounded set thinking to a centered set based on
justice-love I have discovered that there is more to be hopeful for in Canada than I initially
imagined possible. I have been encouraged by several insights around my own work both in my
parish and in the work of solidarity in reconciliation. Thanks be to God for God’s faithfulness as
we struggle to learn to be the people God calls us to be.
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