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ABSTRACT 
 

 

RECONNECTION WITH ASI KÉYI: HEALING BROKEN CONNECTIONS’ 

IMPLICATIONS FOR ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY IN CANADIAN NATIONAL 

PARKS 
 

Roberta Nakoochee Advisor: 

University of Guelph, 2018                           Dr. Robin Roth 

 

 

 

        The establishment of protected areas has long served to displace Indigenous peoples from their 

traditional territories, undermining Indigenous knowledge systems and the ecology of which they 

are a part. In the Yukon Territory, Kluane National Park recognizes Southern Tutchone ‘Cultural 

Reintegration’ as an indicator of ecological integrity. The park thus hosted Healing Broken 

Connections, a project managed in partnership with the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations 

and Kluane First Nation which sought to address 50 years of First Nation displacement from the 

park. The purpose of this thesis is to identify how reconnection to land can be achieved and how 

well this was reflected within the activities of the project. Results indicate that Healing Broken 

Connections strengthened the partners’ nation-to-nation relationship and began a healing process 

between people and land inherent to the park’s management priorities but also identified key 

factors that need addressing in order for healing to continue.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Literature Review 

1.1 Introduction 

In August 2017, I learned I have a knack for cutting moose meat into very thin strips. I 

sat at a table in a large canvas tent for hours, an escape from the hot sun, fixated on the 

movement of the blade of my knife across the soft tissue of the ka-näy (moose) who gave his life 

to feed the Kluane First Nation (KFN) community. The realization of my skill, and my 

willingness to commit to it, was happily welcomed by the individuals I was spending the week 

with at KFN’s 7th Annual Culture and Harvest Camp. The previous evening while I was setting 

up my campsite at the end of the first full day of the week-long gathering, I heard a commotion 

of voices and vehicles. Rushing by, Mary Jane Johnson, KFN’s Heritage Manager, slowed down 

long enough to tell me the animal was spotted by a lake not far from our camp. That evening, the 

Chief, supported by a hunting party, shot a bullet through its heart. Its death was quick, 

respectful, and from that moment brought with it a large task for our camp to work on together.  

Atthän gän (dry meat) is an important food source in the long winter months of the 

Kluane region of the Yukon Territory when traditional foods can be scarce and difficult to 

access. Its basic preparation involves cutting moose meat into thin strips and hanging them on a 

thin branch inside a small shelter where a fire burns, its smoke drying and preserving them. The 

strips I cut and hung would be shared amongst the community, especially Elders, while other 

citizens in attendance dried their own portions for their families. Being involved in part of a 

moose hunt was one of the many special experiences shared with me by citizens and community 

members of Kluane First Nation and the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations (CAFN) whose 
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citizens predominantly identify as Southern Tutchone. These First Nations1, two of the eleven 

self-governing First Nations in the Yukon, are made up of dedicated, innovative individuals who 

are constantly busy supporting the well-being of their citizens, communities, and territories. 

Harvest camps are one of the ways they achieve this well-being by providing opportunities for 

citizens to spend time together on the land for purposes like hunting and medicine picking. These 

gatherings support the relationship between Indigenous peoples and land, helping to shape their 

knowledge about this same land. This process is the basis for their unique Indigenous 

Knowledge systems (IKS).  

Indigenous Knowledge Systems and Environmental Comanagement 

These systems, or ways of knowing, are reciprocal cycles based on the relationship 

Indigenous peoples have with the environments within their traditional territories (McGregor, 

2016). A relationship based on reciprocity is found in Indigenous worldviews based on kinship 

with Creation, where all things in the world are connected, humans being one part of the earth 

(Clark and Slocombe, 2009; Berkes, Colding, & Folke, 2000). Deborah McGregor (2016; 2005) 

asserts the knowledge Indigenous peoples have about their environments, commonly referred to 

as traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) or, simply, traditional knowledge (TK) in scholarly 

literature beginning in the 1980s, is an aspect of these reciprocal cycles, or circles. Like humans 

are part of the earth, knowledge is one part of Indigenous knowledge systems.  

This topic, and the desire to collect traditional knowledge (TK) from Indigenous nations, 

is now valuable to environmental managers addressing current global sustainability issues, but 

TK’s integration into environmental management practices, and the discussion of TK within 

literature, is done predominantly by non-Indigenous scholars and managers who must separate 

                                                           
1 I use the term ‘First Nation’ to refer to the governments of distinct groups of First Nation people in Canada.  
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knowledge from IKS to make it fit within the scientific practices of western knowledge systems 

(McGregor, 2005; 2016; Berkes et al., 2000; Berkes, 1999). This problematic integration of TK 

within western conservation practices is a common occurrence within comanagement 

institutions. These mechanisms are used by states moving away from a top-down approach to 

environmental governance, creating the shared responsibility of managing the environment and 

natural resources with local stakeholders and Indigenous nations (Berkes, 2009; Nadasdy 2003a). 

State Disruption of Indigenous Knowledge Systems 

Indigenous knowledge systems can be disrupted when Indigenous peoples are unable to 

access their environments, creating negative consequences for both people and the land they are 

a part of. Within Canada, state conservation agencies, like Parks Canada, have caused significant 

disruptions to Indigenous knowledge systems by implementing protected areas, like national 

parks, that are valued for conserving western understandings of wilderness incompatible with the 

notion of humans as part of natural ecosystem cycles (McGregor, 2011; Sandlos, 2001; 2014). 

Spence (1999) argues the ‘uninhabited’ wilderness meant to be protected by national parks in 

North America was constructed by the removal of Indigenous peoples from land, creating 

common experiences of displacement as a result. In 1943, the Kluane Game Sanctuary was 

established in southwest Yukon, approximately 150km west of Whitehorse, creating long-term 

impacts still faced by citizens of the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations and Kluane First 

Nation today.  

The implementation of this protected area restricted First Nation families from accessing 

their territories within the Sanctuary by making it illegal for them to hunt and trap, and forcing 

them to remove evidence of their occupation, like cabins and traplines (Zanasi, 2005). For years, 

those who attempted to continue hunting in the Sanctuary were fined and had their possessions 
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and meat confiscated by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police and state conservation officers. 

Continuous fines and the confiscation of valuable tools and meat resulted in fewer attempts to 

resist these imposed boundaries over the next 50 years. This reduced knowledge about land in 

the Sanctuary that was based on their ability to sustain a relationship with it, disturbing their 

knowledge systems and the natural ecosystem cycles they are a part of (Parks Canada, 2010; 

Zanasi, 2005). In 1972, Kluane National Park Reserve of Canada replaced the Kluane Game 

Sanctuary, but the harvesting ban continued based on Canada’s interpretation of the Parks Act, 

and Southern Tutchone families continued to feel like intruders in their own ancestral lands 

(Zanasi, 2005). 

Significance Within Fields of Study 

Scholars in the fields of political ecology and conservation are critical of the traditional 

‘fences-and-fines’, or fortress-style, approach to conserving protected areas that punish 

Indigenous peoples for attempting to sustain their relationship with the land they are pushed out 

of. Political ecologists and other scholars describe this dominant conservation model as a largely 

ineffective method of conservation that settler-colonial states use to assert sovereignty over land 

and control natural resources (Sandlos, 2014; Stevens, 2014; Brockington, 2004; McGregor, 

2011). Literature about the integration of TK within environmental comanagement programs is 

also critical of unfair power relations between Indigenous nations and state environmental 

managers that marginalize Indigenous knowledge systems as ways of knowing not yet 

recognized or accepted by state conservation actors who consider western knowledge systems 

(i.e. western science) the standard method of understanding the environment that influences 

management decisions (Berkes, 2009; McGregor, 2005; Nadasdy, 2003b).  
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This thesis aims to identify how Indigenous-State partnership projects can support 

Indigenous knowledge systems, how this elides with the current management priorities of 

Canadian national parks, and coincides with national and international conservation movements. 

I will accomplish this by evaluating how a collaborative project between Parks Canada, the 

Champagne and Aishihik First Nations, and Kluane First Nation supported Yukon First Nation 

citizens’ understanding of healing their connection to land in Kluane National Park and Reserve 

of Canada. This park is unique in the system because it officially recognizes ‘Cultural 

Reintegration’ of Southern Tutchone people with the park as an indicator of ecological integrity.  

Section 1.2 reviews comanagement arrangements in the Yukon and the current policy 

context of Parks Canada in relation to Canada’s commitment to their management priorities for 

national parks, including how this is connected to Indigenous peoples’ relationship with land.  

1.2 Background to the Study 

Comanagement arrangements in the Yukon Territory 

With the signing of their comprehensive land claim agreements in 1993 and 2003, 

respectively, CAFN and KFN secured their right to self-government and the right for their 

citizens to harvest for subsistence within their territories, including that which the state claims as 

part of Kluane National Park and Reserve. Their Self- and Final Agreements, like all other self-

governing Yukon First Nations, follows the framework of the 1993 Umbrella Final Agreement 

(UFA). The UFA was the result of 20 years of negotiations between the Council of Yukon First 

Nations, the Yukon Territorial Government, and the Government of Canada following Together 

Today For Our Children Tomorrow; a report by the newly-formed Council of Yukon Indians, 

delivered to the Government of Canada in 1973, which “based on the principles that all the 
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Indians of the Yukon had the right to develop their lives fully in a society where their economic, 

cultural, and social wishes and needs were capable of being met, the statement outlines 

aboriginal rights, defines what it means to be an Indian and claims the traditional homeland” 

(1977, p. 5). This ‘Statement of Grievances’ was accepted by then-Prime Minister, Pierre 

Trudeau, as a foundation to begin negotiating land claims for Yukon Indians (Council of Yukon 

Indians, 1977).  

Within this framework, each Yukon First Nation negotiated, or continues to negotiate, its 

own land claim agreement. These not only define Yukon First Nation citizens’ rights for 

harvesting within their traditional territory, but implement Renewable Resources Councils meant 

to guarantee First Nation participation in managing fish and wildlife in their territories. These 

councils are composed of six members; three members appointed by the Yukon First Nation and 

three members appointed by the Minister of Environment. Their right to participate in the 

management of Special Management Areas are also protected, which include National Parks and 

National Park Reserves. The Kluane National Park Management Board, composed of 6 members 

representing CAFN, KFN, and Canada, is meant to make recommendations to the Minister of 

Environment on all issues related to the development and management of the Park and the 

Thachäl Region (CAFN, 1995; KFN, 2003).  

It is important to note the distinction between a National Park and a National Reserve 

within this legal context. KNP&R, as a protected area, is relatively unique in this regard, since it 

is designated as both a Park and a Park Reserve (Figure 1). In 1973, the Kluane Game Sanctuary 

became Kluane National Park Reserve after the Council of Yukon Indians opposed the 

establishment of a National Park until formal land claim negotiations ceded (Parks Canada, 

2010; Zanasi, 2005). A Park Reserve is a legal distinction that does not extinguish Indigenous 
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land rights within its boundaries (Parks Canada, 1997; Sandlos, 2014). In 1995, when the 

Champagne and Aishihik First Nations implemented their Final Agreement, the eastern portion 

of the Park Reserve within their territory became a National Park (Parks Canada, 1997). The 

remaining Park Reserve, also known as the Thachäl region, was not transformed into a National 

Park with the implementation of the Kluane First Nation Final Agreement because of the 

outstanding land claim agreement of White River First Nation, with whom KFN currently shares 

traditional territory. Upon the eventual implementation of White River’s Final Agreement, 

Kluane First Nation will receive the exclusive right to harvest within the Thachäl Region, which 

will be absorbed by the National Park (KFN, 2003). While these legal distinctions are complex, 

they are important to consider when interpreting legislation (i.e. the Parks Act) that applies to 

National Parks and Park Reserves, as they are not mutually exclusive. 

Figure 1: Map of Kluane National Park and Reserve (yellow) with Park and Reserve boundaries (Parks Canada, 2010, p. 

4) and traditional territories of KFN (purple) and CAFN (red). 
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Implications of a new management priority for Canadian National Parks 

The Parks Act gives the power to administer, manage, and control National Parks to the 

Minister of Environment, and, in 2000, was updated with an important distinction: “the 

maintenance or restoration of ecological integrity, through the protection of natural resources and 

natural processes, shall be the first priority of the Minister when considering all aspects of the 

management of parks" (S.C. 2000, c.32, sect. 8(2)). The Parks Act and the 2010 Kluane National 

Park and Reserve of Canada Management Plan define ecological integrity as a characteristic that 

supports the interactions between living and non-living components of a region, resulting in 

healthy levels of biodiversity and sustainable ecosystem processes (Parks Canada, 2010; S.C. 

2000, c. 32, sect. 2(1)). The latest Management Plan affirms that First Nation presence within the 

park is an indicator of ecological integrity and promises monitoring indicators will be developed 

by the next Management Plan. This understanding by KNP&R and the agency’s new 

management priority was prefaced by an important task force; the Panel on Ecological Integrity. 

While Yukon First Nation land claims were being negotiated and implemented, Parks 

Canada began to acknowledge the role Indigenous peoples play in sustaining their environments 

and the value of the knowledge they receive from this role. In 1988, the Panel on Ecological 

Integrity, made up of a series of experts, was established "to identify issues, examine Parks 

Canada's approach for maintaining ecological integrity and provide recommendations for 

improvement" (PC agency, 2000, p. 2). In their final report (2000), the Panel states that Parks 

Canada must acknowledge and trust the role Indigenous peoples play in conservation, as their 

traditional laws and practices, that look very different than western laws, inherently protect 

Mother Earth as part of their responsibility to her. Recommendation 7-2 states that in order “to 

foster the development of relationships based on trust and respect between Parks Canada and 
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Aboriginal peoples, we recommend that Parks Canada initiate a process of healing between 

Aboriginal peoples and Parks Canada,” and that, “through this process, Parks Canada will . . . 

recognize the historical presence, occupation and use by Aboriginal peoples as an inherent 

component of the greater park ecosystems of national parks” (p. 77). In 2003, the federal 

government provided Parks Canada $75 million in funding to support their ability to monitor and 

restore the ecological integrity of Canada’s National Parks (Auditor General, 2005). 

Repairing relationships through Healing Broken Connections  

This understanding of Indigenous peoples’ relationships with national parks as an 

‘inherent component’ of their ecosystems played a large role in beginning the ‘process of 

healing’ called for by the Panel on Ecological Integrity. In the early 2000s, the organization of an 

initiative meant to foster this process came into effect: Healing Broken Connections (2004-2008) 

resulted from a partnership between the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations, Kluane First 

Nation, and Kluane National Park and Reserve. The purpose of Healing Broken Connections 

(HBC) was “to reintegrate First Nation people back on the land within KNP&R; and to 

determine how traditional knowledge might be used in the park management decision-making 

process” (Henry et al., 2008, p. 5). Its ability to be financially supported by Parks Canada 

through the Ecological Integrity Theme Funding relied on its second objective, TK integration in 

Park management; the 2004 Management Plan stated the ‘cultural relationship’ between 

Southern Tutchone people and the park would contribute to the region’s ecological integrity, and 

since TK depends on this relationship, this effort would support the Plan’s vision for both TK 

and western science to be “given full and fair consideration in the protection, management and 

operation of the park” (Henry et al., 2008, p. 9).  



 

10 
 

To complete its objectives, culture and harvest camps hosted by each First Nation were 

held in the Park and the Thachäl region for First Nation youth and Elders, who were also 

encouraged to participate in science workshops led by Park staff. These activities allowed Elders 

to return to remote areas that many of them had not interacted with since their youth and teach 

valuable skills to the younger generations that they produced (CAFN, 2010). Its second objective 

would prove to be more difficult to meet, as the knowledge KNP&R wanted to integrate into 

their management processes is dependent on the relationship Southern Tutchone people have 

with the land, the disruption of which was the focus of the first objective. Nonetheless, CAFN 

completed a traditional knowledge review and gap analysis in 2005 that listed the archival 

resources available to them that provide land-based knowledge about KNP&R and described the 

gaps in local Southern Tutchone knowledge systems caused by the implementation of the Kluane 

Game Sanctuary (CAFN & Greer, 2005).  

Separate to these successful camps and TK reviews, the initiation of Healing Broken 

Connections’ provided the opportunity for a comanagement arrangement to begin that was based 

on the priorities of CAFN and KFN, ensuring equal power in the project’s governance, decision-

making, and in creating its objectives. Its official Governance Structure took three years to 

negotiate, reflecting the level of mistrust brought on by the years of hostility between the First 

Nation governments, citizens, and the enforcers of the harvest ban within the Game Sanctuary 

and KNP&R (CAFN, 2010). This process also reflects the effort and commitment of all three 

parties to ensure a fair partnership that would not fall victim to the limitations of power within 

the comanagement boards and councils provided by their Final Agreements.  
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Research Gap 

While highly regarded in publicly-available publications by Parks Canada and news 

releases by CAFN and KFN, it is unknown how well Healing Broken Connections supported its 

objective of First Nation-land reconnection or what CAFN and KFN peoples believe is necessary 

for this to be achievable. The research conducted for this thesis addresses this gap. 

Justification 

Currently, the Parks Canada agency can support CAFN and KFN people who practice 

their land use rights in Kluane National Park and Reserve, which maintains their relationship 

with land as part of their Indigenous knowledge systems. This will not only support local First 

Nation people, but the land in the park they interact with, which is recognized by Parks Canada 

as necessary for sustaining ecological integrity; its top priority for Canadian National Parks. At a 

larger scale, my analysis of Healing Broken Connections can provide Parks Canada with a 

window into ways of moving towards reconciling their relationship with Indigenous nations in 

their older national parks (i.e. Banff, Jasper), which have yet to institute such a program or be as 

explicit about the importance of IKS as part of ecological integrity. 

1.3 Aim and Research Question/Objectives 

Working from Deborah McGregor’s (2016) understanding of Indigenous ways of 

knowing as a system, or circle, I seek to identify how successful Indigenous and state partnership 

projects, like Healing Broken Connections, support this circle and how Indigenous knowledge 

systems can support ecological integrity in Kluane National Park and Reserve of Canada. To 

achieve this aim, I ask: How well did Healing Broken Connections support CAFN and KFN 

people’s understanding of reconnection to land and what project legacies can be supported to 
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continue healing the Southern Tutchone relationship with Kluane National Park and Reserve? To 

answer this, I used the following objectives as steps:  

(1) explore the creation and organization of the Healing Broken Connections project and 

identify its main activities;  

(2) understand how CAFN and KFN people are interacting with land within Park 

boundaries;  

(3) identify citizens’ understanding of reconnection to land and what would be necessary 

to achieve this;  

(4) and, identify aspects of the Healing Broken Connections project that attempted to 

fulfill local understandings of reconnection to land. 

1.4 Thesis Structure 

 This thesis is composed of 5 chapters. The rest of Chapter 1 will review relevant 

scholarly literature on: Indigenous peoples and protected areas; Indigenous knowledge systems 

and their integration with western ways of knowing; and the state of comanagement 

arrangements in the Yukon and other Indigenous/non-Indigenous partnerships within 

environmental management. Chapter 2 will describe my approach to conducting research with 

Yukon First Nations, how I met my research objectives using qualitative methods of data 

collection and analysis, and some limitations of this study. Chapter 3 is presented as a journal 

manuscript, providing empirical findings from observations, interviews, and focus groups with 

CAFN and KFN people. It evaluates how their understanding of reconnection to land was 

supported by Healing Broken Connections and how this can be applied to park management 

priorities. Chapter 4 concludes this thesis by providing a summary of findings, the practical and 
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scholarly contributions of my research, what future research is needed, and some limitations of 

this study.  

1.5 Literature Review 

Indigenous Peoples and Protected Areas: Implications for Indigenous Knowledge Systems 

Internationally, protected areas, like national parks, are tools used by conservation actors 

to protect the biodiversity of natural landscapes from disturbances, largely by overuse and 

development, and have traditionally been managed by state conservation authorities in a top-

down approach to governance (Sandlos, 2014; Stevens, 2014). In regions considered undisturbed 

by humans, the implementation of a protected area reflects the discourse on western 

understandings of ‘wilderness’, which separates humans from nature. This state-led approach, 

referenced in literature as the ‘fences-and-fines’ approach to conservation, or fortress-style 

conservation, is critiqued by scholars and activists as being largely ineffective to their goals 

because states are often ill-equipped to be the sole actor with power to manage protected areas 

not only because of institutional capacity, but the likelihood that management decisions will be 

affected by the state’s external economic interests, like mineral extraction and development 

(Stevens, 2014).  

In the Canadian context, fortress-style became the standard method of conservation after 

the birth of the national park system. Between 1885 and 1929, fifteen new Canadian national 

parks were established, mostly with the intention of protecting endangered species, such as the 

Wood Bison, known as Buffalo to First Nation groups (Burnett, 2003; Foster, 1998; Sandlos, 

2014). The implementation of these protected areas involved various methods that either 

minimally or did not at all respect Indigenous land claims. Within Wood Buffalo National Park, 
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officials continued to allow First Nation groups with treaties to continue harvesting within the 

park, with the exception of the endangered buffalo, however non-treaty First Nation people and 

Métis people were barred from all harvesting activities (Sandlos, 2014); The implementation of 

Jasper National Park brought with it the eviction of the First Nations and Métis Nations who 

occupied the area and a ban on harvesting, causing a subsequent reduction in their livelihoods 

that depended on their traditional economies (Youdelis, 2016). 

Fortress conservation is also critiqued by scholars who point to the use of protected areas 

by settler-colonial states as external to their mandates of sustaining biodiversity and ecological 

integrity, which can be seen in the removal of Indigenous peoples from their traditional 

territories, the belief that Indigenous peoples did not govern or shape their environments, and the 

assertion of western scientific knowledge within protected area management. Terra nullius, the 

concept of land as empty and free to be claimed by occupation and settlement, was supported by 

the removal of Indigenous peoples from areas of interest by colonizers. This dispossession 

provided colonizers with control over land, the fundamental basis to be recognized as states, and 

supported the capitalist accumulation of exploitable natural resources to grow export-based 

economies (Neumann, 2004; Coulthard, 2014). While the Kluane Game Sanctuary protected the 

land in its boundaries from hunting, mineral exploration still occurred in the early 1960s and a 

small underground mine eventually produced 2,500 tonnes of ore that was shipped to Japan 

(Zanasi, 2005).  

Otherwise, the protection of wilderness in the Sanctuary was state-led and enforced by 

state conservation authorities, reflecting the widespread belief that states are the best choice for 

managing protected areas and that western scientific knowledge is the only respectable source of 

knowledge that states should employ when making environmental management decisions. 
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Additionally, the inherent value of scientific knowledge for environmental management by states 

is problematic because it assumes only western actors purposefully manage their environments 

and that these practices are defined by their place in the scientific method. The idea that 

Indigenous peoples played no part in the management of their environment before European 

settlement occurred reflects terra nullius doctrine and a colonial paternalism possessed by 

scientists and managers within the settler-colonial state. 

Instances of traditional environmental management stewarded by Indigenous groups are 

recognized and legitimized by scholars to be consistent with western conservation practices: in 

the prairies, Indigenous groups used fire to burn openings in the forest ecosystems to create 

clearings that would be grazed by various wildlife, like buffalo, deer, and waterfowl, increasing 

their access to these species for hunting and trapping purposes (Gadgil, Berkes, & Folke, 1993; 

Lewis & Ferguson, 1988); in what is now Yellowstone National Park, the first in North America, 

the eastern and southern Shoshone people used large-scale burning to open habitat for fruit-

bearing plants to grow that were edible to both humans and wildlife, while smaller-scale burning 

was used to keep their camps clear of vegetation (Spence, 1999; Blackburn & Anderson, 1993); 

in northern Ontario, Cree hunters targeting waterfowl, like Canada Geese, would follow 7-day 

rotational cycles in different wetland ecosystems to minimize disturbances for grazing geese, 

encouraging them to return to areas so the hunters could access them (Gadgil, Berkes, & Folke, 

1993; Berkes, 1982).   

While these examples of traditional environmental management are human-centric, they 

also created a system of co-dependence and fostered biodiversity (Spence, 1999). This created an 

important place for Indigenous peoples in greater ecosystem cycles and their management 

activities reflect a holistic understanding of complex ecosystem interactions. An important part 
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of the knowledge they exhibit in these management practices includes systems of respect and 

reciprocity for animals and plants that benefit their ecosystems cycles, which are supported by 

the land-based subsistence and management practices described previously (Langton, Palmer, 

and Rhea, 2014). These holistic practices are separate from the compartmentalization of nature 

commonly observed in western practices of environmental management, where the state applies 

administration to nature, categorizing its components (Berkes, Colding, & Folke, 2016; Johnson 

et al., 2015; Stevens, 2014). This is seen in the western bureaucratic environmental governance 

practices of settler-colonial states, where the management of these components are separated 

throughout departments and ministries at various scales of governance.  

While the link between protected area management and settler-colonialism is clear, the 

link between protected areas and the disruption of Indigenous knowledge systems are not as 

commonly discussed in literature. What is clear about this turbulent relationship is that the 

knowledge Indigenous peoples have about their environments depends on their ability to sustain 

a relationship with it (McGregor, 2016), and that the implementation of a protected area has 

traditionally been associated with the intentional removal of Indigenous peoples from its 

boundaries (Stevens, 2014; Sandlos, 2014). What becomes evident from these two facts is that 

when protected areas are managed with strict limitations on human interaction and use, 

Indigenous knowledge systems become disrupted. Because these knowledge systems, or ways of 

knowing, are inherently connected to Indigenous interactions with land, like subsistence 

harvesting or place-based ceremony, the ban of these practices can sever or severely impede the 

entire relationship and the knowledge received from it. Put differently, while the literature on 

Indigenous peoples and conservation have rightly condemned the displacement associated with 

protected area establishment, they have not yet illuminated the impacts such a displacement has 
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on the knowledge systems intimately connected to sustaining a relationship with land, water, and 

wildlife.  

Stevens (2014) identifies an international shift in the management priorities of protected 

areas commonly referred to as a ‘new paradigm’ for conservation practices in national parks and 

wilderness areas that respects Indigenous land rights, supports Indigenous ways of knowing, and 

recognizes the value of Indigenous peoples in shaping their environments. With its focus at the 

2003 World Parks Congress, he argues the acceptance of this paradigm shift by influential 

international conservation actors, like the International Union for Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN), places pressure on existing traditional conservation regimes to recognize the injustices 

they have created and provides opportunities for Indigenous peoples to participate in the 

conservation of their protected territories and establish their own systems of conservation that 

align with their worldviews. One example of these more equitable systems of conservation that 

also support Indigenous knowledge systems is the Indigenous Protected Area (IPA) program in 

Australia. 

The IPA program began in 1996 and while IPAs are a part of the national protected area 

system, they are managed by Indigenous land owners with power to make their own 

management decisions and plans, therefore they do not undermine Indigenous self-governance or 

control over territory. Their interactions with state conservation agencies are done through 

agreements that are meant to provide training, advice, and access to enforcement support. In 

describing the role and emphasis of TK as supported by and contributing to conservation in 

IPAs, Langton, Palmer, and Rhea (2014) initially use the term ‘traditional biodiversity-related 

knowledge’ (p. 84) to refer to TK, reflecting the value of TK in promoting and protecting 

biodiversity as a management goal for protected areas. In their study examining the role of 



 

18 
 

governance frameworks, authority in decision-making, and the engagement of actors from a 

diverse set of fields for the success of IPAs at the community-level, they find that the support 

and preservation of TK depends on not only their right to subsistence practices, but the 

management and governance of their own land that are part of their knowledge systems.  

While IPAs in Australia reflect the ‘new paradigm’ for conservation moving the 

Australian state away from disruptive fortress-style conservation practices, change is slow and 

there remains a loud voice in opposition at the international scale. Locke and Dearden (2005) 

state the new paradigm serves to ‘humanize’ protected areas and argue the new categories of 

protected areas created by the IUCN in 1994 that value humans as part of natural landscapes will 

only serve to reduce biodiversity and further disturb ‘wilderness’, which they view as an ideal 

state of healthy natural environments. While these authors acknowledge most of the earth’s 

environments were shaped by humans since time immemorial, they ignore discussing the effects 

of traditional conservation practices on Indigenous livelihoods and mention that “low impact 

subsistence activity” (p.6) by Indigenous peoples is compatible with their understanding of 

wilderness, though this is not defined further. Locke (2013) supports the growing ‘Nature Needs 

Half’ movement, which seeks to protect 50% of the earth’s environments by 2050 

(http://natureneedshalf.org/). Supporters of this movement believe non-human wildlife and plants 

will flourish where strictly protected from humans (Locke, 2013).  

Scholars supporting this goal admit the rights of Indigenous peoples will require ‘due 

consideration’ (Cafaro et al. 2017), but claim critical concerns over the historical pattern of the 

earth’s poorest populations and Indigenous peoples displaced by protected areas (Büscher et al., 

2017) are accusatory and the mission of the Half-Earth movement is more important than social 

justice (Cafaro et al., 2017; Kopnina, 2016). Again, Locke (2013) does not consider effects of the 

http://natureneedshalf.org/
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displacement of Indigenous communities from protected areas and uses the support of Elders of 

the Dehcho First Nations in the Northwest Territories for protecting half of the Dehcho region as 

the only evidence that “traditional ecological knowledge combined with western science has 

reached the same conclusion” (p. 16). In Locke and Dearden’s attempt to provide examples for 

international support for valuing ‘wilderness’ in protected areas, they cite Canada’s 

announcement in 2002 of the plan to expand three existing national parks and create 10 new 

parks and 5 new marine protected areas to protect Canadian wilderness (2005).  

The value of ‘wilderness’ as part of the Canadian national identity was supported by the 

implementation and marketing of national parks (Blackburn & Anderson, 1993; Braun, 2002), 

but the state of conservation in Canada is still moving towards increasing Indigenous 

participation and valuing their knowledge systems, albeit slowly. In 2010, the United Nations’ 

Convention on Biodiversity resulted in a strategic plan with twenty ‘Aichi Biodiversity Targets’ 

meant to be used as a framework for supporting biodiversity within its signatory nations 

(UNCOB, 2010). While it is clear the Canadian identity is rooted in the beauty of national parks, 

reflected in the nation-wide free admission in celebration of 150 years of Canadian confederacy, 

protecting ‘wilderness’ is not central to Canada’s commitment to meeting 19 of the Aichi targets 

by 2020. The first Canadian target, conserving 17% of terrestrial areas and inland water and 10% 

of coastal and marine areas through networks of protected areas by 2020, is prefaced by a 

statement that meeting their goals will rely on full and meaningful participation by Indigenous 

peoples, which will be supported by Targets 12 and 15 that state the traditional uses of natural 

resources will be protected and traditional knowledge will be respected, promoted, and used to 

inform decision-making within the conservation and management of protected areas 

(Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2016).  
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To support these targets, the Pathway to Canada Target 1 was established as a 

participatory process that created the Indigenous Circle of Experts (ICE), a National Advisory 

Panel, and a National Steering Committee (http://conservation2020canada.ca). In 2018, ICE 

published a report providing recommendations to consider in the planning and implementation of 

Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas (IPCAs) in Canada. Similar to the IPA program in 

Australia, IPCAs would be governed by Indigenous nations and conserved using Indigenous 

laws and knowledge systems, providing “opportunities to reconnect to the land and heal both the 

land and Indigenous peoples” (ICE, 2018, p.6). ICE makes it clear IPCAs will be to the benefit 

of all Canadians by helping to mitigate the effects of climate change and providing clean air and 

water, connecting these efforts to support the nation-to-nation relationship between Indigenous 

nations and various scales of Canadian governments as part of their efforts towards 

reconciliation. IPCAs managed using Indigenous forms of conservation governance and 

practices will be another step towards healing disruptions in Indigenous knowledge systems 

caused by the covert methods of fortress-style conservation employed by the Canadian state that 

forced Indigenous families to leave areas they suddenly no longer had the right to hunt, fish, and 

live in (Cernea, 2006; Spence, 1999; Lasgorceix and Kothari, 2009). 

There is a lot of variation across Canada as to the degree individual parks reflect or do 

not reflect the ‘new paradigm’, but in the Yukon Territory Indigenous nations can participate in 

environmental management in a more significant way than southern nations. This is because 

comprehensive land claim agreements created co-management advisory boards between the 

territory’s managing governments and its Indigenous nations (Sandlos, 2014; Peepre & Dearden, 

2002; Berkes et al., 2000). Co-management arrangements in national parks create the 

opportunity for First Nation governments and state conservation actors to work together to 

http://conservation2020canada.ca/
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conserve Canadian national parks, reflecting the ‘new paradigm’ for protected area conservation 

(Stevens, 2014). In the Yukon Territory, comanagement boards, like the Kluane National Park 

Management Board, are mechanisms defined by the Umbrella Final Agreement (1993) to 

recognize the nation-to-nation relationship the territorial and federal governments have with First 

Nations. Even with these mechanisms in place, the nation-to-nation relationship, recognized in 

the Royal Proclamation of 1763, is being met with challenges.  

Nation-to-Nation Governance and Environmental Comanagement 

McGregor (2011) provides a summary of the relationship between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous people in Canada as described in the Royal Commission on Aboriginal People’s 

report (1996): The first stage, Separate Worlds, describes the period of pre-contact, in which 

European and Indigenous nations were geographically separate and knew little of each other. The 

second stage, Nation-to-Nation Relations, is defined by the early period after first contact was 

made, and a relatively peaceful relationship was cemented by treaties, like the Two Row 

Wampum; The third stage, Displacement and Assimilation, is the time when power relations 

became extremely inequitable. This era saw federal and regional policies enacted to forcefully 

assimilate Indigenous people into Canadian society and displace them from their traditional 

territories for non-Indigenous economic interests; Finally, the fourth stage, Renewal and 

Renegotiation, is meant to be a period of recovery for Indigenous cultures and a time to reflect 

on systemic challenges Indigenous peoples and nations continue to face.  

The nation-to-nation relationship between Indigenous nations and the Crown, affirmed by 

the Royal Proclamation of 1763, is inherently connected to self-determination and autonomy 

within Indigenous systems of self-government. Arthur Manuel, a leader in the Canadian 

Indigenous rights movement, and then-Grand Chief Ronald Derrickson placed emphasis on 
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Indigenous self-determination within environmental management that reflects a nation-to-nation 

relationship rooted in non-interference, a lesson he learned from Elders: “Indigenous and non-

Indigenous peoples should be travelling in two canoes on the river together, but each moving 

under their own power and in control of their own direction.” (Manuel and Derrickson, 2015, p. 

224).  

The concept of two water vessels traveling on a river together as an approach to 

governance is the foundation of the Two Row Wampum, which McGregor (2002) argues can be 

applied as a model for nation-to-nation co-existence. The Two Row Wampum is a belt 

representing the treaty between the five nations of the Haudenosaunee and European settlers that 

address how they can co-exist as separate, autonomous nations (McGregor, 2002; Muller, 2007). 

Manuel and Derrickson (2015) recognize this as an anti-colonial treaty that affirms Indigenous 

rights as equal to those of all other nations (p. 220). On this belt, two parallel lines of purple 

wampum beads represent a Haudenosaunee canoe and a European ship traveling down the river 

of life together, side-by-side, neither interfering with the other vessels’ course. Between the 

purple beads are three white beads representing the agreement’s principles of friendship, peace, 

and forever: the Haudenosaunee and Europeans will live in friendship; their nations will have 

peace; and, this treaty and understanding will last forever (Onondaga Nation, 2018). 

While these traditional teachings and treaties are typically applied to governance within 

Indigenous nations in Canada, these frameworks and models of co-existence can be scaled-down 

to apply to environmental management and conservation. In general, comanagement distributes 

power within decision-making and increases participation in environmental management by non-

state actors, like Indigenous nations and communities whose ‘wild’ ancestral lands are 

commonly the focus of conservation efforts. In its ideal form, co-management of the 
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environment can move conservation away from the traditional, state-led approach by providing a 

path for the inclusion of traditional knowledge in decision-making (Stevens, 2014; McGregor, 

2005; Berkes, 2009).  

While these arrangements increase participation, they can easily fall victim to existing 

inequitable power structures and influence by external economic interests from the private sector 

(Nadasdy, 2003b; Houde, 2007). In the Canadian context, some scholars view comanagement as 

a method to create a national and international view of state conservation agencies, like Parks 

Canada, as an ally to Indigenous peoples and inclusive within their management efforts (Bryant 

& Wilson, 1998; Youdelis, 2016). Much like consultation within Duty to Consult legislation, co-

management varies in its definition and application. In some cases, practicing co-management 

simply requires government bodies to keep Indigenous groups informed on deliberations and 

decisions, where in other cases a First Nation, for example, has shared autonomy in the 

jurisdiction of a natural resource with non-Indigenous government institutions (Youdelis, 2016; 

Rodon, 1998). Nadasdy (2003b) noted in conference proceedings about wildlife comanagement 

initiatives there was a general discourse amongst non-Indigenous scientists and government 

officials that co-management boards “have significantly improved the practice of wildlife 

management in the North and have helped give Aboriginals more control over land and 

resources” (p. 368), but this same sentiment was not shared by First Nation comanagers.  

In some cases, the ability for First Nations to steer their own canoe without interference is 

impeded by power structures, economic interests, and poor interpersonal relationships between 

First Nation persons and their comanagement partners. An important example lies in the process 

and results of the Ruby Range Sheep Steering Committee (RRSSC) which was created in 1995 

to manage the declining population of Dall sheep in the Ruby and Nisling mountainous ranges 
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present within the traditional territory of Kluane First Nation and the Champagne and Aishihik 

First Nations. Comprised of representatives from CAFN, KFN, various levels of government, 

environmental NGOs, and private outfitters, the RRSSC carried out population studies of sheep 

in the Ruby Ranges to provide recommendations to the Fish and Wildlife Management Board, 

who makes recommendations to the Minister. These aerial surveys supplemented the historical 

data government scientists had about the sheep, which they began collecting in 1974, with gaps 

in the data mostly filled in by the visual observations of non-Indigenous guides from outfitter 

businesses. 

In his analysis of the committee’s success from the perspective of First Nation 

participants, Nadasdy (2003) identifies three main obstacles that prevented this committee from 

meeting the expectations of their First Nation comanagers: Time, space, and trust. Temporally, 

non-Indigenous scientists and wildlife managers only began formally observing the population of 

Dall sheep in the mid-1970s, which is insignificant compared to the thousands of years of 

observations by CAFN and KFN people and their ancestors. The observations of non-Indigenous 

scientists were also made at only certain times of the year, mostly in the spring. First Nation 

committee members felt that this skewed the data, since it could not fully account for the number 

of lambs that do not survive infancy. First Nation observers were also not constrained by the 

hunting seasons that non-Indigenous hunters must abide by, providing them with more time for 

accurate observation. Spatially, First Nation participants felt concerned the scale of the problem 

was severely limited by the defined study area, which only observed declining populations in the 

boundary of the Ruby ranges. Lastly, the First Nation representatives of the committee were 

unable to fully trust that their knowledges were given the same consideration as the scientific 

observations and suspected the scientists’ and outfitters’ knowledges were given more value in 
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decision-making because they aligned with the economic interests of the Yukon territorial 

government.   

Comanagement Relationships and Respect for Indigenous Ways of Knowing 

Scientific knowledge and Indigenous knowledge are understood to be different in several 

ways and have experienced the same polarization in terms of value. Traditional ecological 

knowledge (TEK) is defined by McGregor (2004) from two distinct perspectives – mainstream 

and Indigenous. A mainstream understanding of TEK is that it is “a body of knowledge built up 

by a group of people through generations of living in close contact with nature. It includes a 

system of classification, a set of empirical observations about the local environment, and a 

system of self-management that governs resource use.” (p. 78). Alternatively, “Aboriginal people 

define TEK as much more than just a body of knowledge. While this is a part of it, TEK also 

encompasses such aspects as spiritual experience and relationships with the land. It is also noted 

that TEK is a 'way of life'; rather than being just the knowledge of how to live, it is the actual 

living of that life.” (p. 79). Nadasdy also refers to TEK as a ‘lifestyle’ (1999, p.6) and 

emphasizes how things are lost and transformed when translating the experiences and knowledge 

of First Nation peoples into numbers and lines on maps. What survives is simplistic and does not 

reflect where, when, and who this knowledge comes from (Nadasdy, 2003b). This difference 

between TEK and Indigenous knowledge systems is clear from these two understandings, but it 

is TEK in its decontextualized state that has seen a greater recognition of value and use since the 

1980s (McGregor, 2005; Berkes, 2009).  

A similar recognition has occurred in comanagement arrangements, but another widely 

recognized problem with the use of TK is that it is often used to complement and support the 

results of western scientific methods, which are viewed as inherently objective (Nadasdy 1999; 
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McGregor 2005; 2016). This is problematic because it places the value of western science above 

Indigenous ways of knowing, reducing its merit and ability to inform management decisions that 

can impede self-determination. In the context of the RRSSC, comanagement produced failures in 

the integration of Indigenous knowledge about wildlife species and the land they rely on, placing 

inequitable expectations on the behaviour of First Nation hunters and their ability to access 

sheep, which are important to KFN people especially for both food security and ceremony 

(Nadasdy, 2003). First Nation governments in the Yukon can place limitations on hunting 

practices and quotas for their own citizens within their territories (KFN, 2003; CAFN, 1993), 

which reflects a level of autonomy in environmental governance. However, their ability to steer 

the management of their broader environments are still subject to interference by the state and 

other non-First Nation actors through the comanagement structures of their Final Agreements, 

especially when they have a smaller proportion of representation on these boards and councils.  

While Nadasdy’s observations of trust, space, and time as limitations of the equity and 

effectiveness of knowledge integration in comanagement are supported by scholars (Berkes, 

2009; Huntington et al., 2011; Houde, 2007; Reo et al., 2017) studying the effectiveness of 

partnerships between Indigenous and non-Indigenous actors meant to cooperatively manage the 

environment, some scholars are weary of its relevance in the present context. Clark & Joe-Strack 

(2017) argue Nadasdy’s criticisms within his evaluation of wildlife comanagement councils that 

occurred shortly after the implementation of the UFA and the CAFN Final Agreement in 1995 

were valuable for not celebrating the mere establishment of these arrangements, but it is 

problematic that his work is still cited in literature as if it is current. Indeed, Nadasdy’s critiques 

of comanagement within literature are outdated and Clark & Joe-Strack (2017) argue if they are 

considered current they can erode support for the comprehensive land claim agreements that 
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Yukon First Nations spent decades negotiating to protect their right to self-government. Within 

this thesis, I use Nadasdy’s criticisms as a baseline for understanding the dynamic political 

context of the Yukon Territory within shared environmental governance and how it can fail to 

meet the expectations of First Nation comanagers when colonial-capitalist interests present 

barriers. It is necessary current and future scholarship keeps a critical eye on the effectiveness of 

these agreements within the context of full Indigenous participation, which is why I point to 

more current scholarship evaluating shared governance partnerships that can be applied to 

environmental comanagement in the Yukon Territory. 

The quality of interpersonal and professional relationships is linked to the effectiveness 

of shared governance between Indigenous and non-Indigenous actors within environmental 

management in several contexts (Adams et al., 2014; Stevens, 2014; Reo et al., 2017; Huntington 

et al., 2011). Discussing effective comanagement, Berkes (2009) argued that trust can act as a 

prelude to building a working relationship. In working with Indigenous communities and 

respecting local knowledge systems, Huntington et al. (2011) assert the importance of building 

early relationships with Indigenous collaborators that will increase the level of trust by creating 

goals all parties have say in. This has been rare in these types of arrangements, where their 

establishment is often based on one guiding principle that may not be inherently compatible with 

the nature of TK (Houde, 2007). Reo et al. (2017) also stress the importance of involving 

Indigenous partners in the framing and initiation of the initiative or partnership to increase shared 

goal-setting. They argue agreeing on frameworks for shared governance can be supported and 

affirmed by signing memorandums of understanding where the respect for traditional knowledge 

and the autonomy of Indigenous nations are recognized and mandated.  
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The Governance Structure of Healing Broken Connections reflected many of these 

findings and their partnership created a better working relationship moving forward. All three 

parties engage in joint ventures that represent the interests of CAFN and KFN people that also 

support conservation efforts, the most recent being the planning of an ecotourism resort in 

Kluane National Park and Reserve that would employ cultural interpreters from each First 

Nation. The movement away from traditional conservation practices that disrupt Indigenous 

knowledge systems can be seen Canada’s commitment to international Pathway 1 targets, the 

Indigenous Circle of Experts report on supporting IPCAs, and the international Indigenous 

Protected Areas movement. These events all coincide to create an important moment in Canadian 

conservation history and an analysis of Healing Broken Connections can provide a window into 

ways forward for Parks Canada who is seeking reconciliation in their conservation practices that 

can also support ecological integrity throughout the national park system. 
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Chapter 2: Research Approach and Methods 

2.1 Approach – Community Engagement and Indigenizing Research  

Community Engagement and Transparency 

It is crucial to acknowledge the role academic and scholarly research institutions have 

played in contributing to paternalism and the destructive and assimilatory policies associated 

with settler-colonialism. It is also important to acknowledge the benefits scholarship has received 

from the study of Indigenous and other marginalized groups, which have historically been done 

without permission from and engagement with these communities. Some scholars and academics 

have built entire careers on the backs of these communities, who have received little benefit 

other than the mention of their names in scholarly journal articles. Research that is colonial in 

nature, intentional or not, dismisses the knowledge and rights of the culture they are researching 

and does not provide the community or culture with findings they can use for their own benefit 

(Howitt & Stevens, 2015). Decolonizing research is meant to make the prevailing discourses 

present in the practices of institutions, like state conservation agencies, transparent to influence 

processes that will end current colonial practices and systems Indigenous peoples are still 

required to navigate (Bermúdez, Muruthi, & Jordan, 2016). I do not assert my research or 

approach can decolonize the Canadian state or its institutions, but its findings can provide 

insights to begin indigenizing the practices of the state’s conservation actors as part of the 

Pathway to Target 1 and commitment to respecting and supporting traditional knowledge within 

conservation. 

When designing my study, I placed priority on proposing a study that would be beneficial 

to the Champagne and Aishihk and Kluane First Nations and not take away from the capacity 

and resources available to both governments. I did not want my research to fall within the pattern 
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of colonialism or paternalism that views itself as the answer to complex issues these First Nation 

governments could not solve themselves. I see myself and my institution as a resource to help 

ease pressure off the Lands and Heritage departments of the First Nations for research that is 

important to them and they can accomplish themselves, but may not have time or personnel to 

commit to. But this could only be done by engagement from the beginning and within the design 

of the study. This began in-person in January 2017 when my thesis advisor and I travelled to 

Whitehorse and met with the Director of Lands and Resources for CAFN where we discussed 

my interest in working on a study involving their territory and their citizens. I offered ideas I had 

learned about from gaps in the literature about wildlife conservation issues related to 

comanagement, which I had personal interest in from my background as a wildlife research 

assistant, but ultimately the topic and direction of my study was scoped from this meeting and 

others like it. When I returned in May, I met with more executives within the Lands and Heritage 

departments from both First Nations to make my research proposal and process transparent and 

confirm the appropriateness of my methods, objectives, and questions. 

Informing Parks Canada of my interest in understanding their historic and current 

relationship with its First Nation comanagement partners and engaging with them was also 

necessary within this decolonizing framework and to complete the objectives of this study. I met 

with the superintendent of Kluane National Park and Reserve, a CAFN citizen, in Haines 

Junction on the same preliminary scoping trip in January. This is where I first laid eyes on the St. 

Elias Mountains found within Kluane. During our meeting, the mountains loomed through the 

wall-to-wall windows of the Park office’s board room. I remember the quiet feeling of unease 

when you can sense someone is watching you. Through the window they stood together like they 

had for thousands of years, their snowy peaks and faces reflecting the clear blue sky. I felt the 
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weight of their influence in that moment, but only later during fieldwork did I understand the 

importance of what they represent. Aside from their aesthetics, they are part of the circle of 

CAFN and KFN knowledge systems. They also were the subject of scientific inquiry since the 

arrival and settlement of the first white men in search of gold. The biologists and ecologists who 

completed wildlife surveys in this area that informed the decision to establish  the Kluane Game 

Sanctuary and implement a harvesting ban had looked up at these same mountains, not knowing 

the impact their data would have on the lives of the people of this land. 

Increasingly throughout the summer I realized how accustomed community members and 

citizens, especially Elders, are to the presence of researchers in their communities and 

participating in data collection, especially interviews. When I first sat down with Mary Easterson 

at the Kluane First Nation Harvest and Culture Camp, she asked where my audio recorder was, 

which I had not taken out of my bag yet, and if she needed to sign a consent form. At the Annual 

General Assembly for the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations, my conversation with James 

Allen occurred inside one of the large tents set up for dining. He was concerned about how the 

noise level inside the tent and the revving of engines from passing ATVs would affect how clear 

the recording of our conversation would be. While you do not have to be an expert to know 

about the use and challenges of audio recording technology, these instances made it clear to me 

that these Elders were very familiar with the interview process, more so than myself as a young 

graduate student. Reading the quotes and stories of these individuals from previously published 

research was useful for not only what previous research I could draw support from, but being 

able to place names, faces, and their ideas together.  
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Research as Ceremony 

The result of this study stems from a series of human-nature relationships; between land 

and the people of that land, between the people of that land and myself, and between myself and 

that land. Being able to understand a political and physical landscape and the people who are 

irrevocably connected to it meant offering my respect to these various entities in ways I did not 

envision coming into my field work season. Spending time in these territories and with these 

nations allowed me to confirm that my research, understanding and evaluation of Healing 

Broken Connections, could not be done without deep-rooted connections that transcend 

engagement and physical presence. The way I chose to make these connections, apart from 

physically spending time with citizens, was through who I believe is nôhkom and kôhkom2 – our 

ancestors. This connection felt strengthened by what I came to realize was ceremony – largely 

through prayer and offerings. Rather than reflect on my study using only a field journal or a 

keyboard, I reflected my thoughts and actions over the summer within these prayers.  

The word ‘prayer’ tends to connotate a religious notion that is not often considered 

compatible with the kind of objective thought expected of researchers in Western institutions, but 

I understand these prayers to be conversations. Even so, the very question of objectivity 

associated with this way of knowing reflects why Indigenous ways of knowing are marginalized 

and seen as separate from the kind of scientific inquiry western institutions value. While they 

were one-sided, these conversations not only allowed me to reflect on what I have received and 

what I have given – from, and to, the people and the land – but also allowed me to receive what I 

believe was guidance moving forward through the research process. I did not hear a voice in my 

                                                           
2 Nôhkom and kôhkom are Mushkegowuk (East Swampy Cree) for ‘my grandmother’ and ‘your grandmother’. I 

chose to refer to these as female ancestors because of my female identity and understanding of Cree spirituality 
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head from the ancestors telling me who to speak with, what events to attend, or what to ask. 

These reflections simply created the space for me to be more and more open to my own intuition 

and instincts, which is how I understood guidance to come to me. Who or what created this 

intuition comes from my own knowledge system and ancestry and this is what kept me going 

through all the uncertainties that many, if not all of us feel, when conducting research in the 

social sciences and with communities we begin outside of. I believe this process is what allowed 

participants to feel comfortable sharing their difficult stories with me, which could be hard to 

discuss with a new acquaintance. Their stories are my results and this process of connection is 

what supported my methods; interviews, focus groups, and participant observation. 

The importance of ceremony in my study was not part of the research proposal approved 

by my thesis committee or my connections within both First Nation governments I worked with. 

I did not understand exactly what I was engaging in until I returned to southern Ontario and was 

faced with reflecting formally on my methods and results. It took a long time to feel comfortable 

writing about something I did not feel completely confident in my understanding of. This was 

helped along by support by my advisor and conversations with Elders at the University of 

Guelph’s Aboriginal Resource Centre, as well as reading literature by Indigenous women who 

have grappled with the same issues of identity and the weight of challenging traditional 

approaches to research in academic institutions.  

Positionality – an Indigenous outsider  

Storytelling is an important component of many Indigenous Knowledge systems and 

often involves inserting yourself into a story for your audience (McGregor, 2016; Anderson, 

2000). Because of this involvement, who you are and who your audience is will affect how you 

tell your story. As researchers, it is vital we recognize our positionality within the research we 
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conduct and the knowledge we are trying to communicate. Who we are shapes our worldview, 

our perceptions of our unique and shared experiences, and sometimes the perception of ourselves 

formed in others’ minds. This is especially important in research with marginalized groups, such 

as Indigenous nations and individuals, as the analysis of data is often done by researchers outside 

these communities which is read and popularized in these same external social and academic 

circles. But it is also important as part of Indigenous storytelling as well as this thesis. The reader 

will find me in the analysis that follows since my understanding of the results are made in 

relation to my own culture and environment. Indeed, I am partially constituted by the 

culmination of my experiences and it is my own culture and environment that allows me to relate 

to and understand several of the issues presented here. 

While I am Mushkegowuk, reflected in my self-identity, the Indian status card in my 

wallet, and my appearance (subjectively), this does not mean I was not an outsider in the small 

communities I spent time in, and it was not because of my part Anglo Saxon ethnicity. I believe 

most people I met over the summer knew I was a First Nation person, but most likely not from 

the area. While attending the annual Northern Tutchone May Gathering in Pelly Crossing, less 

than 300km north of Whitehorse on the Klondike highway, an Elder came up to me in the 

women’s washroom while I was washing my hands. She looked up at me, finger pointed and 

eyes squinting. Shaking her finger at me, she said, “I know you’re not from around here because 

you’re so tall!” We both laughed and I explained to her my immediate family members and the 

Swampy Cree, in general, are a tall people (as a woman who stands over six feet, these 

conversations are not out of the ordinary). From what she knew of the Cree, she agreed, 

continuing to joke about how the more North you travel in the Yukon, the smaller the people get.  
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Many people I met over the summer and fall, especially Elders, would approach me and 

ask my name. When I told them my first, they would often want me to confirm my last name by 

either directly asking or motioning for me continue with my introduction. When the words 

‘Nakoochee’ left my mouth, many people shrugged and moved on. Others, still friendly, would 

ponder the name, knowing it was not local to the area. A few times the person would admit they 

thought I was related to a certain community member, or before I confirmed my family name 

would ask if I was the daughter of a certain community member. This is when I would identify 

as Swampy Cree from Northern Ontario, near the James Bay. I often related waterways and 

bodies to these introductions, mainly because they are so fundamental to place, but also because 

most people know where the Hudson Bay is and could relate to its southern extension, the James 

Bay, in their mind. 

A friend I made who lives in Carmacks also commented on my features at one point, 

saying I “definitely look half.” As someone who has struggled with my perceived and personal 

identity as an Indigenous person with mixed ancestry my entire life, comments like these only 

drill very small holes in it now. The comment was not meant to be or taken as a questioning of 

my identity, but further confirmed for me that this was most likely how I was perceived by locals 

– an outsider with mixed-ancestry who may or may not be able to relate to their experience as a 

First Nation person. Another new friend who was conducting their own research with different 

First Nation governments and communities from a different university asked me one day if I 

thought my identity played any role in my ability to make connections in the community. When 

first asked I did not know what to say, as I had never experienced life outside of my identity (I 

am half-white, but I do not get to walk around half the time as a white person). But I believe my 

life experience and the identity coming from that, not appearance, allowed me to make some 



 

36 
 

deeper connections that began with identifying with the issues we discussed in interviews, like 

residential school impacts, growing up in fairly isolated northern areas, and the frustration 

associated with traditional place names that were changed to more desirable and easy to 

pronounce English names. I believe my ability to relate to these issues provided a point for 

connection on which I was able to build relationships with many of my participants, allowing for 

more familiarity in our conversations during interviews.  

2.2 Data Collection 

Data collection for this research took place between May and August of 2017 within the 

Yukon Territory, with a follow-up in November and December. Semi-structured interviews with 

18 key informants took place in Whitehorse, Champagne, Haines Junction, Silver City, Burwash 

Landing, Lake Creek campground, and over the phone in July and August, while two focus 

groups with 8 KFN people were held on December 1st of 2018 in Burwash Landing. My study 

was approved by the University of Guelph’s Research Ethics Board. All interview and focus 

group participants gave informed consent (see Appendix A for sample consent forms) that 

ensured they are fully aware how their information will be used and allowed them to distinguish 

if or how they wish to be identified in publications. 

Key informants for interviews were initially chosen using connections and 

recommendations by CAFN’s Director of Lands and KNP&R’s superintendent based on who 

were involved in the organization and implementation of HBC. From this list, those who agreed 

to participate continued recommending other connections they considered important to the 

initiation of the project or who participated in HBC as a planning and implementation co-lead, 

activity leader, or general participant. This method of ‘snowball’ sampling is a one of the most 

commonly used methods of sampling within qualitative research, allowing researchers to 
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accumulate participants they may not have had access to otherwise (Noy, 2008). In my study, 

this method was necessary because there is no publicly-available list of people who participated 

in Healing Broken Connections and my posters advertising my search for participants did not 

yield any results. One problem with this method is the potential for breach of confidentiality 

when those who recommended certain people asked if I was able to interview them. For those 

who wished to remain anonymous, I was not willing or able to confirm this fact to those who 

asked.   

Participant Eligibility and Identity 

A brief biography of each interview participant can be found in Appendix B. Most 

participants were chosen after preliminary meetings with executive staff members from both 

First Nation governments and the Kluane National Park and Reserve office who were involved in 

HBC. These descriptions provide contextual information regarding each participant’s experience 

in relation to Healing Broken Connections and land claim negotiations. Fifteen out of eighteen 

interview participants identified as Yukon First Nation people (9 KFN citizens and 6 CAFN 

citizens) and all focus group participants identified as KFN citizens. Eight Elders (6 KFN 

citizens and 2 CAFN citizens) from both populations participated in interviews and/or focus 

groups. When choosing participants for interviews and focus groups, I did not make it a 

requirement for them to hold CAFN or KFN citizenship. My reasoning is that (1) CAFN and 

KFN citizenship does not define a person’s self-identity as a local First Nation person or the 

experience of their families and ancestors and (2) if I was going to make citizenship a formal 

requirement I must have asked participants to prove it in some capacity, for example, by showing 

their Indian status card with KFN/CAFN distinction. I did not consider this appropriate or part of 

my responsibility and role as an outside researcher from an academic institution rooted in settler-
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colonialism. Therefore, participants were not questioned about their specific citizenship status. 

Rather, their CAFN or KFN identity was confirmed by those who recommended them as a 

participant, their social relations within these communities, and their land use experiences 

described in our conversations.    

Document Review and Discourse Analysis 

 Before I could begin to understand how well HBC achieved its objectives, I had to first 

understand HBC as a project, including its initiation, organization, implementation, and 

activities. I was curious about the discourses present in publicly available materials that describe 

the project and the state’s role in enforcing the removal of First Nation families and practices 

from the Sanctuary and Park Reserve. I compared these to the understanding and perception of 

the project by its organizers and former participants described to me during interviews. I used 

documents found online, like the 2010 Kluane Nation Park and Reserve Management Plan, the 

2008 State of the Park Report, and some new releases and a PowerPoint presentation about HBC 

shared with me by CAFN’s Lands and Heritage Department staff to provide a basic 

understanding about the project, the park, and their relationship with their First Nation partners. 

This basic understanding allowed me to formulate interview questions that confirmed the 

accuracy of the reports and news releases found online.  

Additionally, I travelled along the Alaska highway and Haines road that border KNP&R 

to review information plaques at road-side pull outs, taking photos of those describing the 

CAFN/KFN/KNP&R relationship to review in my analysis. I did this same thing with 

descriptions of the history of the park and their relationship with their First Nation comanagers 

found in the Park Visitor Centre in Haines Junction and the Thachäl Dhal Visitor Centre in the 

Ä'äy Chù valley.  
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Participant Observation 

Participant observation was used to not only gain a better understanding of the 

communities and the activities they participate in together, but to familiarize myself with 

community members and citizens. My first experience spending time with the CAFN community 

was at the Da Kų Nän Ts'etthet Dance Festival held in early June at the Da Kų Cultural Centre in 

Haines Junction. I volunteered to help set up for activities, tend to the refreshment needs of 

Elders, serve food, and help with First Aid, if needed. Not only was I introduced to many people 

who I would later interview, but this event served as the basis for a more personal understanding 

of local Southern Tutchone culture, like language, songs, dances, and food. It also gave me a 

basic sense of community intra- and inter-relations. This event was also where I met Larry Joe, 

who offered to take me fishing in the Park the same day he met me. Larry was instrumental to 

my ability to make connections within the KFN community as he invited me to attend the 

Southern Tutchone Annual General Meeting held in Duke Meadows, an important gathering and 

gopher trapping area north of Burwash Landing that I might not had located on my own. This is 

where I was introduced to Mary Jane Johnson, Agnes Johnson, Robert Dickson, Pauly Sias, and 

several others who would become key informants.  

Semi-Structured Interviews 

I chose to begin interviews with project organizers, rather than participants, to gain a 

better understanding of the project’s initiation and the activities that took place. This filled many 

gaps in my preliminary understanding of the project that was based on accessible Parks Canada 

publications that discussed the project’s objectives and some activities. These publications 

included the 2008 State of the Park Report and the 2010 Kluane National Park and Reserve 

Management Plan. The discussion of the project in these reports was very limited, making the 
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first few interviews with HBC co-leads and organizers extremely valuable for formulating 

research questions about camp activities and their relation to connection to land. From these 

early conversations, I learned about the approximate location of each camp held in the park, why 

these areas were chosen, and what activities took place. When interviews with former 

participants began, this information served as a helpful reminder when we discussed camp 

activities, which were often very different between years based on the location’s landscape and 

accessibility.  

Focus Groups 

Two focus groups were held on December 1st, 2017 in the Youth and Elder’s room at 

Jacquot Hall, the community and recreation centre operated by Kluane First Nation in Burwash 

Landing. Elders were invited to the first session, while all other citizens and community 

members were invited to the second session that would occur 2 hours after the first. The Youth 

and Elder room is a familiar meeting place for local citizens where community events organized 

by KFN staff, like sewing and craft circles, often take place. This fact, the ability for a small 

group to sit together on couches and chairs in one corner of the room, and a recommendation 

from Mary Jane Johnson made me feel confident that this would be a space where participants 

could feel comfortable sharing their stories and interpretations of the initial results of my study 

with me and each other. The original purpose of these focus groups was to share an initial 

analysis of interviews conducted over the summer with citizens, providing them with the 

opportunity to share additional information they believed was missing as well as address any 

concerns with these results or my overall study. However, I found the result of these discussions 

much richer in value than just confirming my initial analysis, as participants worked together to 

agree on solutions to the challenges for reconnecting to land that interview participants shared 
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with me over the summer. A brief discussion of the Healing Broken Connections project was 

used to identify which participants had taken part in the culture camps hosted by HBC organizers 

and what opinions about the success of these camps they shared or did not share. 

To begin each focus group, I shared a map of Ontario I drew that morning (Figure 2) that 

visualized my paternal family’s community (Fort Albany First Nation), the town I grew up in 

(Cochrane), Toronto (a major landmark), and where I was currently studying (Guelph). I 

highlighted and named the major rivers that flow into the Hudson Bay that anyone from the area 

would be familiar with (i.e. the Moose river, the Albany (Peetabeck sipi), the Attawapiskat, the 

Winisk, and the Severn). I related this information to the fact that the broader area, the Hudson 

Bay lowlands, contains the largest wetland in North America and why we are referred to as 

‘Swampy’ Cree. This visualization provided a pathway for participants to relate their territory to 

Figure 2: Hand drawn map of Ontario used to introduce myself to focus group participants 
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my own and inserted my own identity into how I would be interpreting results from my study. 

For example, one Elder and focus group participant used my introduction to convey how 

challenging it could be to trap in certain areas of Kluane First Nation’s territory that contained 

wetlands and how this could affect their decision to use and connect with an area of land (Dennis 

Dickson, 2017). 

2.3 Data Analysis 

Returning from the field, my interview recordings were transcribed between September 

and November and coded within NVivo, a qualitative data coding software. Open coding 

allowed me to identify common themes that emerged from my conversations with interview 

participants. The result of this initial analysis is what I shared with focus group participants. 

Focus group discussions were coded using this same method between January and February of 

2018. These focus groups allowed me to collect additional data to reinforce these themes but also 

were meant to supplement my data analysis and add additional components that were not 

identified over the summer, contributing to a more robust analysis and results section. The 

themes chosen to share with focus groups participants addressed my research question and 

objectives, identifying how CAFN and KFN people understand their relationship with land in 

KNP&R and what conditions they consider necessary for them to be able to consider this 

relationship healed and they are reconnected.  
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2.4 Limitations 

White River First Nation 

My decision to not engage White River First Nation (WRFN) or White River people in 

this research was very difficult. I acknowledge that their traditional territory, shared with the 

boundaries specified in Kluane First Nation’s Final Agreement, falls within the Thachäl region 

of KNP&R and at least some of their ancestors would have had a relationship with this area. Two 

instances in the field confirmed the problem with the decision to omit them from this study. 

During the summer I would often stop for gas at the Talbot Arm Motel in Destruction Bay, a 

small village located approximately 16km south of Burwash Landing on the Alaska Highway 

where Kluane children living in Burwash attend elementary school. During one of these stops, 

when paying for my purchases, the cashier struck up a conversation with me about the reason for 

my visit to the area so I explained the purpose of my study and who I was working with. They 

immediately stated that I was missing a very important component of my study, which I was 

eager to hear about given my inexperience within the research process and desire for guidance. 

They explained that White River First Nation should be included in projects about the Park 

Reserve, since this is also their territory and they have been left out of many projects in the past 

that have the potential to support their own people’s livelihoods. I thanked them for sharing with 

me and moved on, questioning my original decision as I drove away.  

The other instance involved a White River person I met in Burwash Landing, who I again 

happened to interact with by chance and explained my project to. I was in Burwash staying at the 

boarding house the First Nation owns and was preparing for the focus groups that would be held 

later that day. When they asked what I was doing, I explained the purpose of the focus group and 

the location, wrongly assuming they were a KFN citizen. They were excited about the potential 



 

44 
 

to win a gift certificate, one of the incentives for participating, and asked if it was open to White 

River people, requiring me to apologize and explain that this focus group was specifically for 

Kluane people. Their disappointment, again, challenged my confidence in the decision of who to 

involve in my study, though whether their disappointment was based on missing a chance to win 

the gift certificate or discuss their views about the Park Reserve and the local Indigenous 

relationship with land I cannot confirm.  

Taking these events into account, I have two reasons for the distinction in identity for my 

participants. The first is that the basic purpose of this study is to evaluate HBC which was 

designed for and implemented by CAFN and KFN people, making interviews with WRFN 

beyond the scope of the project. The original decision to exclude WRFN from HBC was made 

by project organizers for reasons that were not explicitly explained to me, but I will choose to 

respect. The second justification for my own exclusion of this group of people is to limit inter-

regional tensions in my research about the place and rights of Yukon First Nation governments 

and people in territories not defined by their individual Final Agreements. The presence of this 

tension was confirmed to me during the second focus group on December 1st when a participant 

asked me if I had interviewed or done any focus groups with people from White River First 

Nation. I began to explain that I was using who was involved in HBC as a parallel for the scope 

of my own study and that I am considering the land claims involving WRFN in the area, but was 

interrupted. This participant simply stated that I should not include them but offered no specific 

explanation.  

The more serious tone in their voice and expression, as well as an agreement by some 

other participants, made me realize this was a point of contention and that if a White River 

person was in attendance it might be uncomfortable for members of both Nations, potentially 
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affecting the focus of our discussion about Healing Broken Connections and its legacies. 

Previous to this, an in-camera session was held at the 2017 Kluane First Nation General 

Assembly with White River First Nation to discuss their shared territories and overlapping 

harvesting rights. An in-camera session is only open to citizens therefore I cannot describe the 

details or result of their discussion, but the purpose of this event confirms there are disputes that I 

cannot address within the scope of my study and my role as an outside researcher. 

Lack of CAFN Focus Group 

 While I held two focus groups in Burwash Landing for Kluane First Nation citizens, I 

was not able to hold a focus group with CAFN citizens because of time constraints. The two 

focus groups with Kluane First Nation citizens were held on very short notice, but KFN has a 

slight advantage in this regard because they are a much smaller community with a smaller 

dispersal throughout their traditional territory, which made it easier for citizens to hear about my 

focus group. Additionally, the time needed for a focus group was impeded by a planning 

workshop held for CAFN citizens by the Lands department and collaborators from other 

academic institutions the same week. I was warned about ‘interview fatigue’ from a few of my 

connections, which is a concern in communities that are engaged in many research projects and I 

did not want to contribute to this or take away from CAFN’s own research process already 

occurring during my short return trip. I was also concerned that the CAFN citizens who I could 

find to participate on short notice would be a few people I had already interviewed during the 

summer. I previously interviewed only one KFN focus group participant and I believe allowing 

my initial findings to be discussed amongst those who had not already given a perspective was 

more valuable because it would add more diversity to the perspectives about the park and 

Healing Broken Connections.  
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Chapter 3: Manuscript 

Abstract 

National Parks, in Canada and elsewhere, have come under criticism for their role in the historic 

and ongoing displacement of Indigenous peoples from their traditional territories. In 1943, what 

is now Kluane National Park and Reserve of Canada was designated a game sanctuary and 

Southern Tutchone families were barred from entering their traditional hunting and trapping 

grounds, resulting in longstanding conflict with Parks Canada and an erosion of traditional land 

practices within the sanctuary. One attempt to reconcile this was Healing Broken Connections, a 

project aimed at reintegrating First Nations people with the land within the park and collecting 

local traditional knowledge for use in park management and decision making. While highly 

regarded, there has been no formal analysis of how well the project met its objectives or what its 

impact was. The purpose of this study is to understand the meaning of reconnection to land from 

a local First Nation perspective and how well Healing Broken Connections fulfilled that 

understanding. I conducted participant observation and semi-structured interviews with project 

organizers, former participants, and citizens of the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations and 

Kluane First Nation during the Summer and Fall of 2017. Supplemented by focus groups, results 

demonstrate Healing Broken Connections fulfilled almost all participant understandings of 

reconnection to land through activities within its culture and harvest camps but was constrained 

due to bureaucratic and structural limitations that can now be addressed. Moving forward, 

project legacies attentive to supporting the human relationship with land can be applied to other 

parks wishing to reconcile with Indigenous peoples, continue healing Indigenous knowledge 

systems and land, and support management priorities of Canadian national parks 

Keywords: Indigenous peoples and protected areas, Conservation, Ecological integrity, Parks 

Canada, Indigenous knowledge systems, Indigenous-State relations 

 

Introduction and Context 

Introduction 

Kluane National Park and Reserve of Canada (KNP&R) is situated within part of the 

traditional territory of two self-governing Yukon First Nations; Kluane First Nation (KFN) and 

the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations (CAFN). Managed collaboratively by these two First 

Nation governments and Parks Canada, this federal protected area was established as a National 

Park Reserve in 1972, with National Park status designated in some sections in 1993 (Zanasi, 

2005). The nation-to-nation relationship between these two First Nation governments and Parks 

Canada is defined by their Final and Self-Government Agreements. These comprehensive land 
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claims, or modern-day treaties, constitutionally protect these First Nations’ right to self-

government and their citizens’ right to harvest for subsistence within their traditional territories, 

including parcels of KNP&R. Subsistence harvesting includes practices like hunting, fishing, and 

gathering edible plants (CAFN, KFN, and Parks Canada, 2015). Their relationship is physically 

defined as well: The KNP&R administrative office is in the village of Haines Junction, the social 

and political hub of CAFN territory; Parks Canada leases a portion of CAFN’s Da Kų Cultural 

Centre for the Kluane National Park and Reserve Visitor Centre; and, the Thachäl Dhäl Visitor 

Centre is found in an important area of KFN territory, along the mouth of Ä’äy Chù (Slims 

River), the source of Łù’àn Män3 (Kluane Lake).  

To Parks Canada, ecological integrity is “a condition that is determined to be 

characteristic of its natural region and likely to persist, including abiotic components, the 

composition and abundance of native species and biological communities, rates of change, and 

processes” (Parks Canada, 2010, p. 66)). As the agency’s top management priority (Parks Act, 

S.C. 2000, c.32, sect. 8(2)), KNP&R has become unique within Canada’s national park system, 

as it recognizes cultural reintegration to be an indicator of ecological integrity and that 

Indigenous knowledge systems rooted in the relationship the land has with its First Nation kin 

will further strengthen this mission. Over the years, KNP&R staff and its First Nation 

comanagers have collaborated on initiatives and projects that improve not only their professional 

relationship, but the relationship citizens have with land in the park that is recognized to advance 

the integrity of its ecosystems. 

One of the first examples of this kind of collaboration contributed to an ongoing 

relationship that is based on mutual respect and the need for nation-to-nation partnerships that 

                                                           
3 Łù’àn Män’s water level is currently dropping as a result of the receding Kaskawulsh Glacier. Currently, its 

meltwaters are draining into the Kaskawulsh river and the Gulf of Alaska.  
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connect citizens with not only the land in the park, but with Parks Canada staff. Healing Broken 

Connections (hereby referred to as HBC, or ‘the project’) was a 5-year collaborative project 

(2004-2008) with two main objectives: (1) To reintegrate CAFN and KFN citizens back on the 

land within Kluane National Park and Reserve and (2) to determine how ‘local traditional 

knowledge’ might be used in the park management decision-making process (Henry et al., 2008). 

To achieve the first objective, week-long culture camps were held once per year in each First 

Nations’ territory in the Park and Park Reserve where citizens participated in land-based 

activities. The second objective influenced the completion of a Traditional Knowledge Gap 

Analysis (CAFN & Greer, 2005) and funding provided additional archival support for each First 

Nation. The need for this project resulted from the historically tumultuous relationship between 

the area’s First Nation persons and the Canadian state’s conservation actors whose understanding 

of healthy and sustainable ecosystems did not include the welfare of its human kin. 

Like parks and protected areas around the world, the Kluane Game Sanctuary, established 

in 1943, barred all harvesting activities within its boundaries which also applied to Southern 

Tutchone families who referred to this area as Asi Kéyi (Grandfather’s land) and cared for it for 

millennia (CAFN, 2010). Over the next 50 years, families who called this area home would 

experience continuous disturbances associated with the assimilation and settler-colonial 

conservation policies of the Canadian state. While technically the harvesting ban was lifted for 

First Nation citizens when the Sanctuary became a Park Reserve, the 2010 Management Plan 

states that, “despite lifting the ban on hunting and trapping for First Nations in 1976, many First 

Nations citizens continued to avoid the area for fear of reprisal” (p.8). Additionally, an economic 

impact study argues traditional harvesting did not resume after the Sanctuary was transformed 

into a Park Reserve because “the federal government interpreted wording in the Parks Act that 



 

49 
 

allows for the continuation of traditional harvesting when a new park is formed to mean that 

because First Nations had followed the law and not harvested in the area for thirty years 

traditional harvesting would still be banned” (Zanasi, 2005, p. 15). Experiences like forced 

relocation, the loss of homes, possessions and traplines, deadly community-wide illnesses, the 

removal of children to residential schools, and a sense of unease using the land within the park 

are still remembered today by Elders and the generations below them. Together, these 

experiences contributed to alienating these populations from land in the Sanctuary and Park 

Reserve, disrupting their knowledge systems that were based on their physical and spiritual 

relationship with Asi Kéyi.  

Healing Broken Connections was established as an initiative to address this long 

disruption in the relationship between local First Nation families in the Kluane region and their 

ancestral lands in the park. In this paper, I will identify the meaning of connection to land to 

CAFN and KFN peoples and evaluate to what extent HBC was able to fulfill this understanding. 

Drawing on participant observation and semi-structured interviews between May and December 

2017 and focus groups in December 2017, I will apply this understanding to identify how the 

Canadian state, through its individual conservation agencies, can support conservation practices 

within national parks that are compatible with their own understanding of ecological integrity 

that is supported by Indigenous peoples’ knowledge systems and relationships with land in 

federal protected areas. 

Context 

Before the harvesting ban within KNP&R was overturned, the Council of Yukon Indians 

released Together Today for Our Children Tomorrow (1973), a report addressed to the 

Government of Canada, led by Pierre Trudeau, calling for the protection of First Nation rights 
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within the Yukon Territory that would give each First Nation self-governing powers similar to a 

province. After 20 years of negotiations, the Umbrella Final Agreement (UFA) was signed in 

1993 by the Grand Chief of the Council of Yukon Indians, the Premier of the Yukon Territory, 

and the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (representing the Crown). The 

ratification of the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations Final Agreement (1993), signed the 

same day as the UFA, legally permitted CAFN citizens to harvest for subsistence within Kluane 

National Park’s boundaries. Ten years later, Kluane First Nation signed their own Final and Self-

Government Agreements (2003), giving them the right to harvest in the Thachäl region of 

Kluane National Park Reserve (See Figure 1, p.7).  

Simultaneous to the signing and implementation of several Yukon First Nation Final 

Agreements in the 1990s, Parks Canada assembled the Panel on Ecological Integrity, a task force 

meant "to identify issues, examine Parks Canada's approach for maintaining ecological integrity 

and provide recommendations for improvement" (PC agency, 2000, p. 2). The Final Report 

(2000) of this task force provided a set of recommendations to support ecological integrity within 

Canadian national parks and emphasized the importance of Indigenous nations and ways of 

knowing as part of their understanding of ecological integrity. For example, recommendation 7-2 

states that in order to “foster the development of relationships based on trust and respect between 

Parks Canada and Aboriginal peoples, we recommend that Parks Canada initiate a process of 

healing between Aboriginal peoples and Parks Canada,” and that “through this process, Parks 

Canada will . . . recognize the historical presence, occupation and use by Aboriginal peoples as 

an inherent component of the greater park ecosystems of national parks” (p. 77). While 

ecological integrity became Park Canada’s top management priority in 2000, the Panel’s 

recommendations were not evenly implemented across the system. In KNP&R, the idea of 
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ecological integrity as including local First Nations use and knowledge of the land had some 

uptake and the initiation of HBC was supported by this changing understanding of ecological 

integrity. The Final and Self-Government Agreements led the way for this partnership to begin 

and be rooted in shared governance. 

The Panel on Ecological Integrity (2000) was a step in the right direction to improving 

ecological integrity that includes Indigenous ways of knowing and understanding the world. This 

understanding is significant because it is quite opposite to the historical ‘fences and fines’ 

approach to the conservation of protected areas, often referred to as fortress-style conservation, 

which typically removes humans from the socio-ecological systems that make up natural 

environments (Sandlos, 2014; Stevens, 2014). This approach reflects the human-nature 

dichotomy, where human occupation and use of an area is understood as antithetical to the goals 

of preserving a natural ‘wilderness’ environment (Stevens, 2014; Kalamandeen and Gillson, 

2007). Unfortunately, experiences of dispossession demonstrated in the implementation of the 

Kluane Game Sanctuary and the continuing harvest ban when it was transformed into a national 

park reserve are not unique to the Kluane region. Similar stories involving the displacement of 

Indigenous groups from protected areas are found at the regional, national, and international 

scales.  

Stevens (2014) refers to this dominant conservation approach as the ‘Yellowstone’ 

model, which has seen widespread use as a method for conserving protected areas within and 

outside North America. Before Yellowstone National Park was established in 1872, the eastern 

and southern Shoshone people had a long history as the land’s human care takers and kin 

(Spence, 1999). Kalamandeen and Gillson (2007) argue that the value of a ‘pristine wilderness’ 

bolstered by popular conservation figures, like John Muir, contributed to their displacement from 
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the new boundaries of Yellowstone. This same exclusionary approach to conservation was used 

as a model for the establishments of Banff National Park (1885) and Jasper Forest Park (1907), 

now Jasper National Park, whose First Nations and Métis Nations also experienced forced 

removal (Youdelis, 2016; Binnema & Niemi, 2006). Stevens (2014) reflects on this same 

problematic idea of ‘wilderness’, relating it to the dominant approach to conservation where 

protected areas are best managed by the state, who only values western science as a knowledge 

base for decision-making with no participation by Indigenous peoples or their own knowledge 

systems. Such an approach is referred to as the ‘old paradigm’ of conservation and resulted in 

countless displacement around the globe (Brockington, Igoe, & Schmidt-Soltau, 2006; Cernea, 

2006; Brockington, 2002; Shultis & Heffner, 2016).  

Thankfully, there is an international transition underway, termed ‘new paradigm’ 

conservation at the 2003 World Parks Forum. Within the ‘new paradigm’, Indigenous land rights 

are respected, management practices are based on both western and Indigenous ways of 

knowing, and the governance and management of protected areas are shared with Indigenous 

groups based on a nation-to-nation relationship (Stevens, 2014, p.62). The increased value of 

Indigenous ways of knowing within this new paradigm is important to note because ‘old 

paradigm’ protected areas served to disconnect Indigenous peoples from their traditional 

territories by isolating them from the land (Harris, 2004; Sandlos, 2014).  

Traditional knowledge (TK), commonly referred to in literature as traditional ecological 

knowledge (TEK), received widespread recognition as a valuable knowledge system that can 

inform sustainable environmental management decisions that are becoming more urgent as the 

increasing impacts of climate change are felt around the globe (McGregor, 2004; 2016, Berkes, 

2009; Nadasdy, 2005). This understanding of TK as the knowledge Indigenous peoples have 
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about their environments (i.e. a ‘product’) is problematic because its very definition does not 

inform the importance of it as a reciprocal cycle based on Indigenous peoples’ relationship with 

their environments (McGregor, 2016). McGregor asserted this knowledge is not really 

knowledge at all, but a system of understanding. It is a way of life or a way of being in the world 

that is constantly in production and circulated within families and communities through their 

cultural practices and experiences, like songs, stories, and hunting (2011). Simpson (2014) refers 

to this production and transfer of knowledge as a land-based pedagogy, where the knowledge of 

land and the ability of Indigenous peoples’ to survive on it is dependent on their relationship with 

Creation, a circle that includes the land, plants, and animals. The separation of knowledge and 

culture is seen in western pedagogies and mainstream understandings of TK found in literature 

that asserts its value for supporting western science that can only be respected if results can be 

repeated within one context or experiment(Simpson, 2014; McGregor, 2004; Nadasdy, 2003; 

2005; Berkes, 2009). McGregor (2004) describes this mainstream understanding of TK as “a 

body of knowledge built up by a group of people through generations of living in close contact 

with nature. It includes a system of classification, a set of empirical observations about the local 

environment, and a system of self-management that governs resource use” (p. 78).  

This mainstream understanding of TK is dangerous because by interpreting it as a ‘thing’ 

that can be separated from the context of land and its people, the separation of people and land 

also becomes unproblematic. It is this separation that was experienced by Indigenous peoples 

displaced by protected areas managed using dominant conservation practices of the ‘old 

paradigm’ (Stevens, 2014; Sandlos, 2014). Experienced across Turtle Island, this displacement 

from land also displaced many First Nation peoples from traditional foods and associated family-

based practices that ensured a healthy, active lifestyle and interactions with land that influenced 
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community relations and the transfer of knowledge (Radu, House, & Pashagumskum, 2014). At 

the local scale, Southern Tutchone families experienced this displacement from the land and their 

knowledge systems by the implementation of the Kluane Game Sanctuary, which continued until 

their Final Agreements legally protected their right to hunt, fish, and trap for subsistence within 

their traditional territories. Healing Broken Connections was designed collaboratively as a 

project meant to heal and sustain traditional knowledge as a way of knowing inherently 

connected to the relationship Southern Tutchone families have with land in what is now Kluane 

National Park and Reserve. Its objectives did not serve to replicate the nature-culture dichotomy 

found in western understandings of ‘wilderness’, but KNP&R continues to be marketed this way. 

Research Gap and Justification 

The value of TK within the conservation of landscapes that fall within the traditional 

territories of Indigenous peoples, like First Nations in Canada, has increased as state-led 

protected areas follow the ‘new paradigm’ of protected area conservation (Stevens, 2014). The 

assertion of the importance of traditional knowledge for ecological integrity by management staff 

within Kluane National Park and Reserve follows this pattern, which Sandlos (2014) believes has 

been highly supported by the comprehensive land claim processes seen in the northern territories, 

like the Yukon. The Umbrella Final Agreement defines national parks managed by the Parks 

Canada agency as ‘Special Management Areas’. Within Chapter 10 (Special Management Areas) 

of the Kluane First Nation Final Agreement, the Thachäl Region of KNP&R is listed as a Special 

Management Area and objective 1.1.8 is “to integrate traditional and scientific knowledge in the 

management of the natural and cultural resources of the Thachäl Region”. This, alongside the 

latest Management Plan, creates a unique opportunity for research, as the state’s historical 

approach to conserving the Kluane Game Sanctuary and the eventual National Park and Reserve 
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created disruptions in Indigenous knowledge systems that are now considered inherent to the 

park’s ecological integrity. The most recent State of the Park Report (2008) labels ‘Cultural 

Reintegration’ as an indicator of ecological integrity and gives it a ‘poor’ rating with an 

‘improving’ trend (p.14). It cites the legacy of Healing Broken Connections as essential to the 

indicator moving from ‘poor/improving’ to ‘fair/stable’ by the next State of the Park Report (p. 

30).  

While highly regarded in publicly-available publications by Parks Canada and news 

releases by CAFN and KFN, it is unknown how well Healing Broken Connections supported its 

objective of reintegrating, or reconnecting, CAFN and KFN people with land in the National 

Park and Thachäl region. Evaluating this project is necessary for addressing the research problem 

because Parks Canada indicated its legacies can support “a strong First Nations presence in the 

park” (2010, p.vii). Knowing what factors can support a strong Southern Tutchone presence in 

the park is necessary if KNP&R wishes to remain dedicated to its top management priority, 

ecological integrity, and move the ‘Cultural Reintegration’ indicator rating from ‘poor’ to ‘fair’ 

and above.  

While opposition to the international ‘new paradigm’ remains strong in the name of 

protecting human-free ‘wilderness’ (Locke and Dearden, 2005; Locke, 2013; Cafaro et al., 2017; 

Kopnina, 2016), Canada committed to the respect and use of traditional knowledge to inform 

decision-making within the conservation and management of its protected area. This is a critical 

point at a juncture when Canada has committed to increasing its protected area coverage to 17% 

of terrestrial areas and inland water and 10% of coastal and marine areas by 2020 (Environment 

and Climate Change Canada, 2016). With the results of the Panel on Ecological Integrity and 

these commitments by the federal government, the Parks Canada agency, as a whole, can support 
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these national targets and their desire for reconciliation in their older national parks by listening 

to the needs of Indigenous nations who require a relationship with land to sustain their 

knowledge systems. This research presents an opportunity to identify how ‘new paradigm’ parks 

work with Indigenous nations in management and support traditional knowledge as part of 

Indigenous knowledge systems. 

Research Question and Objectives 

To accomplish the aim of this paper, this study was designed to answer the research 

question: How do CAFN and KFN people define what reconnection to the land looks like and to 

what extent was Healing Broken Connections able to fulfill this understanding? To answer this, 

four main objectives were chosen in consultation with the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations 

and Kluane First Nation: (1) Explore the creation of the project and identify main activities; (2) 

understand how First Nation citizens are currently interacting with land within KNP&R; (3) 

identify citizens’ understanding of reconnection to land and what needs to be done to achieve 

this, and; (4) identify aspects of the project that attempted to fulfill this reconnection. These 

objectives were completed mostly sequentially because to be able to identify how citizens’ 

understanding of reconnection to land was supported by HBC, I had to first know what First 

Nation community members understand this reconnection to be and what kind of activities 

citizens participated in that supported this. 

Research Approach and Methods 

Mushkegowuk in Southern Tutchone Territory: Decolonial Research and Positionality 

This research was designed in accordance with decolonial research principles that assert 

the importance of establishing a relationship with the group or organization a researcher wishes 
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to work with (Johnson and Madge, 2016). Research that is colonial in nature dismisses the 

knowledge and rights of the culture they work with and does not provide nations with findings 

they can use for their own benefit (Howitt & Stevens, 2015). My study’s aim and final research 

proposal resulted from a relationship with and approval by several executives within the Lands 

and Heritage departments of CAFN and KFN. This study will result in a final report that will 

provide the Lands and Heritage departments of both First Nation governments with a better 

understanding of their own citizens’ definitions of connection with land and how this can be 

further supported. 

While some might believe that my Mushkegowuk identity and mixed-race appearance 

may have provided me with greater acceptance within the CAFN and KFN communities, I do not 

believe this to be true. I was effectively an ‘Indigenous outsider’ and any degree of acceptance I 

was given was generated from shared experiences discussed during interviews and focus groups, 

not a shared Indigenous identity. These shared experiences include intergenerational effects of 

Indian Residential Schools, the colonial implications of place names and language, and the 

difficulty small communities in the North face in attracting the return of its youth who leave in 

pursuit of secondary and post-secondary education.  

I wish to acknowledge the importance of ceremony to my overall study and this paper. 

Spiritual practices, like offering tobacco in sacred fires within and outside the communities, 

using prayer for self-reflection and to ask for guidance from my own ancestors, and asking the 

ancestors of my participants and connections to help their relations open their hearts to me were 

some of the ways I inserted my Indigeneity into this research process. These practices were not 

done with the specific intention of indigenizing the research process, rather they are part of my 

identity and culture, which is not separate from who I am as a researcher and scholar. Similarly, 
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the reader may find my identity and experiences within this paper, which is, at its basis, a story. 

Indigenous storytelling, as part of Indigenous knowledge systems, often involves inserting 

yourself into a story, allowing listeners a better understanding of who you are and how it will 

shape your story4 (McGregor, 2016; Anderson, 2000). In this case, my ability to understand and 

analyze data from my methods often came from comparing it to my own experiences growing up 

in northeastern Ontario and attending post-secondary school in the south, not just scholarly 

literature.  

Data Collection 

To complete my objectives, I conducted the bulk of my fieldwork in the Yukon Territory 

between May and August of 2017 with a follow-up in December. Participant observation was 

used to understand a First Nation culture similar, but very different to my own and perceive how 

CAFN and KFN citizens interact with land in KNP&R. Using semi-structured interviews, I 

spoke with HBC co-leads from within each partner's organization to identify what activities 

citizens participated in during culture camps and how the project was initiated. After this, I spoke 

with CAFN and KFN citizens and community members to identify their understanding of 

reconnection with land, identifying how project activities supported reconnection, for a total of 

18 interviews with key informants. Interviews with key informants took place in Whitehorse, 

Champagne, Haines Junction, Silver City, Burwash Landing, and Lake Creek campground. An 

initial analysis of data between September and November was supplemented by two focus 

groups with KFN citizens in December 2017 in Burwash Landing. The study was further 

supplemented by a document review of publicly-available materials describing the project and 

                                                           
4 This concept would be referred to as ‘positionality’ within western epistemology or ‘situated knowledge’ within 

feminist theory. 
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the comanagement relationship between CAFN, KFN, and Parks Canada. Throughout the 

summer, I drove along every section of the Alaska highway and the Haines road that borders the 

park, stopping at pull-outs with informational plaques and signs to record what information Parks 

Canada was conveying to the public about the park’s ecological integrity and their relationship 

with its First Nation comanagers.   

Analysis 

 Interview transcripts were coded using NVivo for common themes related to HBC’s 

initiation, implementation, and intended and unintended impacts and legacies. Initially, broad 

themes were identified through a word frequency search of all interview transcripts. Following 

this, each transcript was reviewed within NVivo and more quotes were added to each theme, 

with more concrete themes emerging from the more detailed review. Conversations about the 

meaning of reconnection to land in the park were identified, and 4 main themes were chosen to 

use as a basis for citizens’ understanding of reconnection. Initial themes were described in an 

initial report that was reviewed by Lands and Heritage staff from CAFN and KFN in late 

November and introduced during a short presentation to seven focus group participants from 

Kluane First Nation. These participants provided me with valuable feedback on the suitability of 

and some concerns with the early themes, allowing me to conduct a more robust analysis.  

Results and Discussion 

The following section will describe the main themes and findings resulting from the 

research methods described in the previous section. To answer my research question, I provide 

the perspective of CAFN and KFN citizens and community members when asked about their 

experiences with land in KP&R and the effects at different scales, what reconnection ‘looks 
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like’, and if or how they believe Healing Broken Connections contributed to healing from the 

long period of displacement from the Sanctuary and park. Overall, interview and focus group 

participants agree that a disconnect exists between CAFN and KFN people and land in the park 

that has not only impacted people and cultural practices, but other ecosystem components like 

wildlife. Participants also agreed that HBC helped begin or continue healing from the impacts of 

displacement and that the healing process was not limited to an individual or family’s 

relationship with land, but extended to healing relations with Parks Canada staff. Several 

participants stressed that healing is an ongoing process that needs attention, with some 

specifically referencing the relatively short time frame of HBC could not address the long-term 

effects and its legacy needs to continue on a yearly basis.  

Identifying Disconnection 

When asked about land in the park and the KFN/CAFN relationship with it, participants 

agreed that their own and their fellow citizens’ connection was not comparable to the pre-

sanctuary relationship. When asked if he believes a disconnect exists, one CAFN Elder agreed 

with no hesitation: 

Yep, I believe that. I believe that we don’t know the trails anymore. We still know our 

landmarks that are in the park, but we don’t have trails in there, we don’t have certain 

areas that you know you can get certain types of animals. Like moose or if there’s sheep. 

We don’t really know a lot of those areas. So, there’s a place where I think our people 

have to reconnect. (James Allen, interview, 2017) 

James also related how this disconnection created impacts within the land itself because 

“when First Nation people hunt, fish, and trap, we are part of the ecosystem” and “if we’re taken 
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out of that equation, there’s a lot of imbalance that could happen” (Ibid., 2017). Giving an 

example, he described how wolves were commonly trapped for fur, but this practice also 

controlled the wolf population and was very important because “it ensured there was enough 

caribou, enough moose to feed the people” (Ibid., 2017). This was such an important practice 

that when caribou populations became very low, some families would find wold dens and cull 

some of the puppies. He admitted this could be considered cruel, but through an Indigenous 

worldview, it was done with respect for the land and the animals:  

When I trap, I kill the animal. But in our belief system, we believe that animals have 

spirits . . . When I trap an animal, I thank the animal’s spirit for giving its life to me . . . 

when I skin it, I take the body of the animal back to the land I trapped it on and I put it 

along side my trail. One, it returns the animal’s spirit to the land. The other thing is that it 

feeds the small critters in the bush. The animal spirits see this, so I know I’m going to 

have good luck again if I trap or if I go hunting. (Ibid, 2017) 

The importance of hunting and the challenge of recognizing traditional trail routes and 

hunting areas was echoed by the Chief of Kluane First Nation, who also held this position during 

HBC. He believes people “lost their traditional knowledge of the area” when the Kluane Game 

Sanctuary was implemented, making specific reference to the loss of cabins, traplines, trails, and 

stories (Robert Dickson, interview, 2017). Previous generations used stories to teach their 

children and grandchildren about the location of areas of importance for survival and cultural 

practices, like hunting. He believes his knowledge about the land is more intact than younger 

generations and emphasized the importance of storytelling and some challenges: 

We went up [into] the park last week and we talked about some of the stories our Elders 

told us. Those are all going to be lost because they don’t get passed on. The Elders of that 



 

62 
 

period have passed on now, so we have new Elders coming up but they don’t have the 

same experience as being in the park in the 40s, 30s . . . 1920s. And back then it wasn’t 

the park, it was just part of their territory that they travelled. (Robert Dickson, interview, 

2017) 

He believes his community’s lifestyle change was a result of not only the protected area’s 

implementation, but the influence of components of western society that do not require a 

connection to land: “unless I pass it onto them, they’ll never go into that territory. They’ll never 

travel these trails because they don’t have to” (interview, 2017). Referencing the influence of 

mass media entertainment that support a more sedentary lifestyle, like television and video 

games, he explained: “When I was a kid I never had that opportunity, I guess if you want to call 

it that [laughs]. I spent my time on the land hunting, or just exploring half the time” (interview, 

2017). 

A reduction in survival skills from the loss of traditional knowledge Robert Dickson 

described was shared by several interviewees, including the recently retired Director of Lands for 

CAFN who was involved in overseeing HBC governance negotiations and CAFN’s HBC 

leadership staff: “The reason we had to have this Healing Broken Connections project because 

people have lost context, they’ve lost knowledge. That the knowledge that you pass down to 

your kids is knowledge that is going to make them successful” (Lawrence Joe, interview, 2017). 

Survival and traditional knowledge were also linked by Elders of my first focus group, who 

expressed concern about youth going out skidooing but not bringing emergency supplies like 

food, flashlights, and matches (Elder focus group, 2017). When asked about HBC’s second 

objective of collecting traditional knowledge, Lawrence Joe explained the issue of knowledge 

loss was not limited to the community, but the ability for HBC to meet its objectives “because 
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our Elders were pretty old then” (interview, 2017). Pauly Sias, the current Director of the Dan 

Keyi Renewable Resources Council and HBC co-lead for KFN, referred to the same issue of 

knowledge loss but applied it specifically to the challenge of organizing the project’s culture 

camps that involved harvesting: “There was a question for sure, from I would say more Parks 

Canada’s end, about ‘Well what can we harvest there?’ And when I brought that to the Elders in 

the community they were like, ‘Ask Parks Canada staff. We don’t know what’s there. We 

haven’t been there in 50 years!’ So that was enlightening in itself” (interview, 2017).  

Given the disconnection and the related disruption in traditional knowledge, it is not 

surprising that when a Parks Canada staff member first approached CAFN and KFN in the early 

2000s with a proposal to collect traditional knowledge and incorporate it into park management, 

they were met with strong objections within both First Nations: 

“Their primary goal was how to use TK in the management of the park and this proposal 

outlined what they were interested in seeing out of that. So, we had to say, ‘whoa, whoa, 

whoa, whoa! If we’re going to go ahead with this project. . .we need to figure out how to 

deal with this trust issue, people being kicked out of the park issue. We need to rebuild 

that trust and then we can talk about how we can find ways of using traditional 

knowledge in the management of the park’” (Paula Banks (CAFN HBC co-lead), 

interview, 2017). 

This initial response meant that relationship-building and reconnection to land had to 

become a priority. However, given the western scientific framing of the funding opportunity, 

there were challenges. When asked if HBC would have received the funding it did if the proposal 

was focused on reconnection to land, rather than the collection of traditional knowledge for park 

management, Mike Walton (Parks Canada’s HBC co-lead) explained: 
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 “No. It had to, at the time, link strongly to a science-based effort. It was not originally 

intended or thought of, and I had to fight fairly vociferously and persistently to get the 

funding recognized even as it was originally submitted for funding because, for some, it 

didn’t meet or reflect the rigor of a science program” (interview, 2017). 

When he told me this I immediately wondered if this condition was specific to the funding 

program’s requirements or if it pointed to the agency’s principles and value of western science. 

The answer was a bit of both: “it originated out of the science program in the national office,” 

but he also believed “there was already a bias towards the science side of things and a western 

science perspective. . . So, we just had to persist in telling the story of the significance of the 

relationship-building that comes through the kind of program that evolved” (interview, 2017).  

Relationship-Building 

The importance of relationship-building appeared in almost every interview and focus 

group I facilitated. It was often applied to the healing process my participants consider is 

ongoing but should not be celebrated too soon (YFN4; Lawrence Joe; Robin Bradasch, 

interview, 2017). One KFN citizen was adamant that healing their relationship with land and 

Parks Canada was done with glue, not stitches: “Those connections can get broken really easily 

and the disconnect can happen again . . . It’s like anything, you need to keep watering the plant 

for it to continue to grow” (KFN4 interview, 2017). While HBC was designed to ‘fix’ a problem 

and set up a process where TK could be gathered and inserted into management, the lesson 

provided is that it takes time to reconnect to land because it is not just about land, but to the 

knowledge system that is based on it. Significantly, this is a way that HBC was not able to fully 

fulfill participants’ understanding of reconnection to land, which will be described in the next 

section.  
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Reconnection to Land 

From this I asked the participant to imagine a time in the future, near or far, where they 

could consider their communities to be healed and that they could consider themselves and their 

nation reconnected to the land in the park. With this vision in mind, I asked them to describe 

what that would look like. From this line of questioning, I have identified four main themes that 

would support these citizens’ understanding of their connection to land in KNP&R: Trapping, 

Infrastructure, Youth-Elder-Park Relations, and Language and Ceremony. All four are practices 

and/or goals that involve spending more time on the land, often with each other, for specific 

purposes that serve to regenerate and sustain their knowledge systems. Many of these 

understandings can be supported by each First Nation’s Final Agreements and all can be 

supported by initiatives with organizational and/or financial support by the Champagne and 

Aishihik First Nations, Kluane First Nation, Parks Canada, and, especially, the Kluane Park and 

Reserve Management Board who was not involved in HBC (Robin Bradasch, interview, 2017). 

The following sections will describe each of these priorities from the perspective of CAFN and 

KFN people. 

Theme 1: Trapping 

Trapping has been identified as a key method for connecting to land because it allows a 

person to know a transect of land very intimately. When explaining the importance of trapping to 

him, James referred to the role of land stewardship that trapping can contribute to for his 

community and park staff: 

“[In] the trapping area where I trap I know almost every tree. I know that land like the 

back of my hand. So, if you allow somebody to trap an area those people will develop 
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knowledge . . . so I believe that we can become stewards5 of the land again. If you allow 

people, different families, to access the park in different areas, they can help the park 

wardens be stewards of the land.” (James Allen, 2017) 

While no one I spoke with knew of anyone who traps inside the current boundaries of the 

Park or Thachäl region, some KFN citizens trap in what will eventually be Asi Kéyi Territorial 

Park (see Figure 1, p. 7), which encompasses part of the original Kluane Game Sanctuary where 

many KFN families were forced to remove their traplines and cabins (Robert Dickson, interview, 

2017; Elder focus group, 2017; Zanasi, 2005). Several other interview participants referred to 

trapping in part of the current National Park and Thachäl region that occurred before the 

implementation of the sanctuary (James Allen, 2017; Chuck Hume, 2017; Agnes Johnson, 2017; 

Lawrence Joe, 2017), and many were adamant this right should be taken advantage of (James 

Allen; Chuck Hume, interview; Adult focus group, 2017). The participants of the adult focus 

group agreed that trapping is a valuable practice that could contribute to reconnection but that 

this needs to be a community-wide conversation. One KFN Elder suggested it should be brought 

up at the KFN General Assembly in July 2018 for a wider discussion and a survey can be sent 

out for those who are absent.  

Theme 2: Infrastructure 

Built infrastructure, like cabins and open shelters with cooking areas, makes entering and 

spending more time in the park more accessible which could also increase the likelihood (James 

Allen; Chuck Hume, interview, 2017). Trails also have this potential and some interviewees 

                                                           
5 Some scholars believe the term ‘stewardship’ does not accurately reflect the role of Indigenous peoples 

within a landscape as it has roots in European land ownership and governance, but in this case the word 

was used to refer to the role his nation plays in shaping and caring for their environments based on their 

unique gifts from Creation. 
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related their value to traditional knowledge through the act of reclaiming traditional trail routes 

(Robert Dickson; Lawrence Joe, interview, 2017) Focus group participants agreed basic 

infrastructure could support reconnection, but not all agreed that building cabins were the best 

option. Sheri Atlin brought up the idea of a day use area citizens could use for activities. YFN12 

agreed and said it would need a fire pit. All focus group participants agreed that having a covered 

shelter would be a good option and agreed when Elder Alyce Johnson suggested a structure like 

the open gazebos found in most public campgrounds managed by the Yukon Territory, like Lake 

Creek Campground and Pine Lake Campground. These sites are commonly used for KFN and 

CAFN gatherings, which I observed attending the KFN Harvest and Culture Camp and the 

volunteer barbecue after CAFN’s 2nd bi-annual Dance Festival in June 2017. Alyce suggested 

that this shelter could be built on skids for easier removal or relocation if needed and thought this 

might help with the approval process as it would not be considered permanent infrastructure.  

Theme 3: Youth-Elder-Park Relations and Awareness 

During our interview and the focus group, a KFN Elder worried that park staff and 

visitors do not understand the park’s history of displacement and her family’s and community’s 

experiences (Agnes Johnson, 2017). In July, Parks Canada and the Kluane Community 

Development Limited Partnership flew Agnes and a small group of KFN citizens to a camp at 

Big Horn Lake where an ecotourism resort may be built as a joint venture (KFN, 2017). At the 

camp, Agnes told some Parks staff of her experience growing up across from the sanctuary and 

was shocked by their lack of knowledge about her community’s history: 

“I was telling them stories about the park and how we were having such a hard time with 

the park many years ago. Oh, man! I never had anyone just crowd around me like that. I 
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think they need [an] introduction like that . . . and they need that kind of a teaching from 

First Nation people!” (Focus group, 2017) 

I originally interviewed Agnes over lunch with her sister, Mary Easterson, who I had previously 

interviewed at KFN’s Harvest Camp. Mary was also concerned about this lack of awareness, but 

related it to public discourse about the park and her own community: 

Look at the information that the park has. It looks all glossy and beautiful and [says] all 

the good things they do to protect the land. Well you know what? They didn’t protect our 

land. They took it away. So, the young people really need to know and understand that. 

And the other people, [the] general public, I think they need to know what actually 

happened here. (interview, 2017) 

Several people did not believe youth experienced the same kind of unease using the park 

largely because they have no memory of not having harvesting rights or experienced the fear-

inducing behaviour of park wardens and conservation officers (Agnes Johnson; Mary Easterson; 

Lawrence Joe; James Allen; YFN2, interview, 2017). Stories from several interviewees and 

focus group participants described what they consider overly authoritative behaviour of park 

wardens and conservation officers towards CAFN and KFN people (Chuck Hume; James Allen, 

interview, 2017; Lena Johnson, focus group, 2017). Dennis Dickson recounted he and other 

children in Burwash Landing would flee when they saw conservation enforcement officers 

driving through the community (Denis Dickson, focus group). Agnes Johnson and Mary 

Easterson’s father, Joe Johnson, wrote a letter to the government requesting permission to 

harvest two moose in the sanctuary because of concerns over food security, which was granted. 

The same day he harvested these moose, he was arrested anyway and suffered a stroke (Focus 

group, 2017). Mary and Agnes firmly believe this happened because “he seriously thought that 
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they were going to take away his truck, take away everything that he owned,” (Agnes Johnson, 

interview, 2017). He believed this and panicked because “they had taken them away before”, 

which caused him to experience a stroke and lose the use of one arm (Mary Easterson, interview, 

2017). Another KFN Elder also shared the same disdain for the terrorization of her family by 

park wardens and conservation officers. In the 1980s, she, her aunt, and three youth were picking 

berries in the park when three officers approached them: 

They saw the truck parked by the road and they followed our tracks right up to the bush 

and said, ‘What you guys doing?’ Had a gun on their side, just like the police. We were 

scared. [My aunt] got mad at them. ‘We were just picking berries. What does it look like 

we’re doing? Cutting meat? That’s what you’re looking for here,’ she told them. They 

didn’t want anybody to kill anything back in there. (Lena Johnson, focus group, 2017) 

Several Elders in interviews and focus groups also raised concerns about the knowledge 

divide affecting youth. They were not convinced youth had the skills required for survival on the 

land and referenced witnessing youth engage in land-based activities without emergency 

supplies, which does not reflect the behaviour of older generations who “always had teapots and 

a little bit of lunch, [like] a chunk of meat” (Dennis Dickson, 2017) and “lots of matches” (Lena 

Johnson, 2017). They all expressed keen interest in leading skill-training workshops to address 

this knowledge gap that would also provide them with some additional income. Dennis 

considered it KFN’s responsibility to find a source of funding for these programs through federal 

and territorial grants. He considered a large amount of funding was necessary for trapping 

workshops, as the equipment required is very expensive. He quickly calculated the cost: 
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You buy a skidoo and that’s $15,000. The marten traps, they’re $35 each. And then 

you’ve got a have a toboggan; that’s another thousand dollars. And then . . . you’ve got to 

have someone help you to build a cabin and, oh, it’s a big cost! (Focus group, 2017) 

Focus group participants agreed Parks Canada scientists need to increasingly engage 

youth in their research studies and suggested establishing internships and youth stewardship 

programs that will teach them skills and provide them with more land-based experiences. They 

also considered this an issue with scientists from universities and other institutions outside the 

Yukon. Alyce Johnson believed this engagement would not only benefit the youth, but the 

scientists and public as well. Some of her students at the Kluane Lake Elementary School did a 

science fair project on shifting tectonic plates and made a video that she wanted Parks to play at 

the visitor centre: “The iMovie that they produced can pass on information as [the students] 

develop their own skills” (Focus group, 2017). In this example, youth are sharing knowledge 

about a part of their landscape that they must learn about. She was happy to explain that Parks 

Canada flew these students to see the faults from the air, thereby increasing this student-scientist 

and student-land engagement.  

Theme 4: Language and Ceremony 

 The importance of language was brought up by one participant (KFN4), who explained 

that their culture, including knowledge about their environment, is rooted in language and they 

have lost much of it: “the [Southern Tutchone] language is so land-based and land-specific that 

when you cut off or carve out part of that land you are essentially carving out and carving away 

part of that language” (interview, YFN1, 2017). Referring to the many regional dialects of 

Southern Tutchone, they considered that the “repercussions of dispossession is enormous and has 

generational effects,” because “you don’t have one or two – you have several generations that no 
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longer know this land, which means that if you look at the broader picture and how land and 

language are connected . . . You no longer speak that language of that particular area”. Southern 

Tutchone place names are descriptive in nature, allowing a person to know what an area has to 

offer (CAFN and Greer, 2005). Evidence of this place-name connection came through the 

disruption of their knowledge system when after the Sanctuary was established, local families 

began to refer to Asi Kéyi as Guch’an Kayįntan Ch’e, meaning ‘white man is holding it, don’t go 

over there’ (CAFN, 2010).  

Referring to this same place-based culture and knowledge, a CAFN Elder explained his 

grandparents “had songs to welcome the caribou into our country. And when the caribou left 

they had songs to say goodbye to them” (Chuck Hume, interview, 2017). He considered these 

songs largely forgotten after his family was forced to leave Shäwshe (Dalton Post) when the 

sanctuary was established. Apart from being able to trap, fish, hunt, and build a cabin, he 

considered the reestablishment of these songs and other ceremonies to be crucial for him to feel 

fully reconnected with his family’s land in the park. Chuck’s example of holding a ceremony 

twice a year like his ancestors did was also very important to his understand of reconnection, as 

was having an HBC culture camp in Shäwshe, which did not occur. This area, formerly part of 

the Sanctuary, was removed from the protected area’s boundaries in 1972 because of mineral 

claims in the area and it is now part of CAFN settlement land (Zanasi, 2005; CAFN, 1993). 

Acknowledging the language, ceremonies, and knowledge that was lost with the implementation 

of the Sanctuary and the experience of ancestors was also discussed in the adult focus group. 

Several interviewees agreed the previous generations who have since passed away need to be 

acknowledged because these generations experienced the greatest change in lifestyle when the 

sanctuary was established (Agnes Johnson; Mary Easterson; Lawrence Joe, interview, 2017). 
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Parallel to increasing awareness of the park’s history, focus groups agreed establishing a 

permanent monument in the park dedicated to these ancestors would remind visitors of its history 

and point to wider respect for their culture’s resilience (Adult focus group, 2017).  

Healing Broken Connections’ Support for Reconnection 

Overall, the activities KFN and CAFN people participated in during Healing Broken 

Connections supported these four understandings of reconnection, but in a very basic sense. 

While trapping was not an activity within HBC’s culture camps, other activities, like the Atthän 

Gän camp, reflected most of these findings. These camps and activities were planned with Elders 

and youth as a focus, which had them work outside on the land together, allowing Elders to share 

stories and teach skills. Park staff attending HBC camps also helped with these activities and 

listened to these stories, which was considered a significant shift in their level of participation 

within the community prior to the project, especially when participating in activities that required 

them to make exceptions for activities that were not compatible with park policies, like building 

fires on the trail or using motorized vehicles for purposes not related to harvesting (Paula Banks; 

Pauly Sias, interview, 2017).  

One activity had Elders driven up to Bullion Plateau in an Argo, which is a 24km return 

trip and in the alpine elevation (Pauly Sias, interview, 2017). During this trip, Park staff took 

directions from Elders and lit a fire for tea which Pauly considered significant because they 

normally discourage fires near the trail and that these exceptions were “very simple things but 

they were quite impacting,” (Ibid., 2017). Park staff and Elders spending time together on the 

land was considered very valuable to Pauly, who believes “the impact of that alone for both the 

staff and the First Nation Elders was amazing . . . they all came down with huge smiles and 

talked so happily about their day” (Ibid., 2017). Parks staff involved in the project shared similar 
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feelings. When asked what stood out to him the most, Mike Walton could not decide on one 

thing: “The whole thing. Being on the landscape. Being there with Elders. Being there with the 

youth. Being there with people of all ages. Just, you now, being there: Sharing time, sharing 

food, sharing food preparation, helping. All of that was part of simply being human together” 

(interview, 2017). 

The dry meat camp and other similar camp activities required some additional 

infrastructure that were left behind, which both Pauly and Paula considered to be an important 

exception to park rules that reflected their desire to commit to the project’s objective of 

reconnection and healing. Cabins and day-use areas were not built, but tent poles and wooden 

structures for drying meat were created and left in the park to be used by citizens in the future 

(Paula Banks, interview, 2017). Paula considered leaving the tent poles especially important and 

a good example of this commitment because “there’s no tall trees in the alpine”, and that this 

would make setting up camps in the future much easier for citizens who want to make a trip to 

the area. Similarly, a Njal (a traditional brush hut) was built by a CAFN Elder and left at 

Kathleen Lake Campground that can be seen from the access road. While not typically used as a 

shelter at this site, this structure does serve to raise public awareness of the presence of First 

Nation people in the park. 

A citizen was tasked with creating a new song with a message of forgiving the actions of 

the state in their displacement (Chuck Hume, interview, 2017) and a traditional Ka’Kon 

ceremony was held for the first time in anyone’s memory, but this was not universally accepted 

within either community largely because of its intention. Agnes Johnson told me she refused to 

participate, while Mary Easterson “walked away” when she realized it was aimed at forgiving 

Parks Canada. They did not feel they could forgive their actions yet, largely because Parks had 
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“got away with too many things” (Mary Easterson, 2017), meaning their agency had not received 

any real reprimand for the disruptions caused by the fear-inducing behaviour of enforcement 

officers acting within fortress-style conservation policies. In the 1980s, after CAFN citizens 

technically had the right to hunt in the park, James Allen’s father was charged for hunting a 

moose. He, his father, and two of his very young nephews were in the park packing the meat to 

bring home when a helicopter appeared above them: 

We were hiding under the spruce trees with the helicopter hovering just above the top of 

the tree that we were hiding underneath. They not only charged our people, but they 

terrified them when they went after them to charge them. And those kids that were with 

us . . . the downdraft of the helicopter plus the noise above them terrified them. 

(interview, 2017) 

He referred to many park wardens in the past having a “John Wayne attitude” and believed they 

would often charge people after carefully observing them break park rules, rather than intervene 

and prevent a charge (interview, 2017). While the use of military equipment and tactics is more 

commonly understood to be the fabric of violent fortress-style conservation in African countries 

(Stevens, 2014; Brockington, 2004), James Allen’s stories, coupled with Lena Johnson’s story of 

three wardens intimidating her aunt and nieces with firearms displayed openly on their hips, 

prove the North American context was not completely devoid of it. 

The biggest limitation of HBC’s ability to fully support reconnection to land was its short 

time frame, which affected Elders the most, especially those whose families’ ancestral lands fell 

in the park (Chuck Humes; Agnes Johnson; Paula Banks; Pauly Sias; Lawrence Joe, interview, 

2017). When asked if participating in HBC provided him with any degree of healing, Chuck 

Hume did not hesitate to say no: 
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To me, a three-day session in Kluane didn’t do me much. Didn’t tell me ‘welcome back 

to your home land’. Didn’t tell me that I should trust them yet. Didn’t tell me that I 

should even fish there. I still feel like I’m stealing salmon when I go back [to Shäwshe] to 

fish. Go back there to hunt, same thing. I feel like I’m stealing.” (interview, 2017) 

Every Elder I spoke with told me they still experience a similar feeling of unease when 

they use the park for hunting, but most said this feeling was the most intense in the first several 

years after their right to harvest was established through their Nations’ Final Agreements. When 

she was 60 years old, Agnes Johnson won a community draw for a sheep tag but was hesitant to 

accept: 

it took me two weeks to think about it. ‘Who’s going to be coming behind me?’ I’m 

thinking. Is that going to be another park warden coming behind me? I was really scared. 

After 60 years I still have that feeling of being scared, you know, always looking behind 

me . . . so that really took a toll on me, because I was looking all the time . . . That’s how 

I grew up, looking behind my back.  

Agnes and Mary were upset that they were made to feel this way in their own territory and 

resented the fact they and their families were forced to “become sneaky” (Agnes) and lie when 

they were fined or charged. Neither Agnes or Mary liked using the word “sneaky” to describe 

their actions, but Agnes felt it suited their experience: [Mary: I don’t like using that word] Yeah, 

I don’t like it too but it’s the government that made us like that. They did all these things to us, 

and then we have to sneak around and have to lie!” (Agnes Johnson, 2017). They found it 

difficult to forgive the actions of the government and both refused to participate in the Ka’kon 

ceremony that was held in KFN territory. This ceremony is one of forgiveness. 
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External Challenges for Reconnection  

Bureaucracy and Geomorphological Landscape 

Many Elders within focus groups and interviews expressed doubt that they would ever be 

able to trap and build cabins within KNP&R, referring to the application process. Legally, all 

CAFN citizens have the right to trap in the National Park and all KFN citizens have the right to 

trap in the Thachäl region, but this requires a permit application to the Kluane Park Management 

Board who must make a recommendation to the Minister who may approve it based on its fit 

with ecological integrity (CAFN, 1993; KFN, 2003). This process reflects a considerable amount 

of paternalism, especially if the Minister can interpret how land-based practices fit within 

ecological integrity. This same permit process applies to building infrastructure, like cabins, 

which can only be built if it is being used to support subsistence harvesting, which again must be 

approved by the Minister after a recommendation by the Park Board. This application process 

was considered a very large and lengthy task by focus group Elders who were initially not 

supportive of trapping or building cabins in the National Park and Thachäl region because of 

issues of bureaucracy, referencing the amount of “red tape” they would have to go through to get 

approval. Dennis Dickson was adamant that applying to build a cabin “wouldn’t be worth [the] 

hassle” and “by the time you get your ‘ok’ to build that thing you would be 100 years old”. 

Agnes Johnson agreed: “It’s much easier to go to this side (points to Kluane Lake) than that side 

(points to mountains). Much easier, better travelling”. Lena Johnson chimed in with, “you’ll 

probably get old just trying to get to that side!”  

KNP&R contains many extreme geomorphological landscapes, like the St. Elias 

mountain range and expansive glacier fields. These are difficult to penetrate for experienced 

hikers, let alone Elders with higher physical constraints. These areas are more easily accessed 
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with planes and helicopters, but the cost is extremely high. Agreeing with Agnes, Dennis 

considered it pointless to set up a trapline in the Thachäl region as the area was full of ice and 

had fewer trees (Elder focus group, 2017). While initially negative, I noticed their perspective 

change after the adult focus group began. While these younger focus group participants 

discussed ideas for how to make these changes, Lena and Agnes often nodded in agreement as if 

these discussions inspired them to be able to imagine a time in the near future when they could 

take part in the same activities in the park that they did as youth alongside their parents, aunts, 

and uncles, but without fear of punishment. It was concerning to hear their initial views on 

trapping, but I knew their reaction was based on over 60 years of experiencing a loss of control 

of their land in the park and the practices that are rooted in their relationship with this land.   

The challenge these nations face in being able to reconnect with land through trapping 

and having a home to return to in the park reflect Nadasdy’s view of state-led bureaucratic 

environmental comanagement in the Yukon, which he argues has created complicated and 

inefficient top-down approval and management processes that takes decision-making power 

away from First Nation comanagers (2003b; 2005). He refers to Ferguson (1994), who argues 

that bureaucratic systems of governance introduced by western ‘experts’ intervening in 

‘developing’ countries and regions can be used to garner power, sometimes intentionally (2005, 

p.219). While his critiques are outdated (Clark & Joe-Strack, 2017), this is still relevant within 

state governance intervention in the Yukon, as the bureaucratization of environmental 

management not only came from a desire to develop this area, but also claim it as their sovereign 

territory through settler-colonialism. The permit process CAFN and KFN citizens face does not 

reflect the way they were able to freely interact with their environments before western 

settlement, but rather serves to reinforce state bureaucratic control over CAFN and KFN 
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traditional territory. Prior to park establishment, local First Nation people “didn’t need a piece of 

paper” to trap (Chuck Hume, interview).  

Education and Returning Home 

The introduction of western governance systems also includes formal education. Small 

communities, like Burwash Landing, often require their students to attend secondary and post-

secondary school outside their communities and territories. A few participants believe the time 

youth spend away from home after receiving an education further reduced their relationship with 

land and is often extended by higher paying jobs in cities like Vancouver and Whitehorse (Mary 

Jane Johnson, interview, 2017; Adult focus group, 2017). My own community in northern 

Ontario experiences this same problem, but at the post-secondary and post-graduate level. I left 

my small, rural community in 2010 to attend Ryerson University and have not returned to the 

north for longer than the summer months since then, largely because of the diverse educational 

opportunities of southern Ontario and the personal relationships I tended to value more than 

Cochrane or the James Bay in the past. Throughout my fieldwork season, I heard first-person 

stories about the struggle some teenagers face when they first move to Whitehorse, for example, 

to attend high school. For one First Nation citizen, their transition from being raised in the bush 

to living in an urban centre was not smooth. They experienced constant bullying from peers, 

which they knew came from widespread racism against First Nations peoples, leading to them 

returning home before receiving a diploma.  

In this case, returning home may have benefitted their relationship with land, but not 

receiving a certain level of education, like a high school diploma, also has the potential to affect 

job opportunities. While a project like Healing Broken Connections cannot be expected to tackle 

the underservicing of rural communities or inequitable social services indicative of settler-
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colonial states, this story points to the poor history of the Indigenous-State relationship that can 

be addressed by initiatives and partnerships that build these relationships to one of trust and 

respect, as seen in Healing Broken Connections.   

Awareness and Public Discourse 

While the level of awareness of KNP&R history of displacement is a concern by many 

interview and focus group participants, I question how much this is related to the way KNP&R 

informs new and seasonal staff about their relationship with their First Nation comanagers and 

also how this relationship and the park’s value as a ‘pristine wilderness’ is marketed to the 

public. Lena thought the Parks staff that Agnes shocked with stories were most likely seasonal 

staff who would not be from the area (Lena Johnson, focus group). It is unknown to me what 

KNP&R teaches new staff members about the Southern Tutchone experience of displacement, 

but I have also shared stories about the Southern Tutchone experience being removed from the 

park with researchers I met in the field who knew little about it, even those that have over 20 

years of field work research in the Kluane region. Additionally, I observed that the materials the 

public reads on older informational plaques along the highways that border the park are largely 

outdated or only tell part of the story. With the 2010 Management Plan stating that, many First 

Nations citizens continued to avoid the area for fear of reprisal” (p.8) after the harvesting ban 

was overturned in 1976, ‘fear of reprisal’ is not defined further and nowhere in the plan does it 

describe the terrorization of citizens by park wardens and conservation officers described to me 

in interviews and focus groups.  

While most visitors may not read the Management Plan, many are likely to visit the Park 

Visitor Centre within CAFN’s Da Kų Cultural Centre. A description of the park’s history states 

that after the Park Reserve was implemented in 1972, “the outcast feeling lingered among 
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Southern Tutchone – everybody knew you couldn’t go ‘on that side of the road’,” (Figure 3, p. 

81) which, again, does not claim responsibility for the actions of former park wardens. While not 

all visitors stop in to this centre, they may read the informational plaques and signs posted on 

pull outs of the Alaska Highway and Haines road that border the park. As I was driving south 

along the Haines road from Haines Junction in the summer, I stopped at every photo site to enjoy 

the view and read informational plaques. One that stood out to me was a plaque (Figure 4, p. 81) 

that described the park’s importance as a World Heritage site, which stated Kluane National Park 

and the Wrangell-St. Elias National Monument “present an unbroken, pristine natural system 

with a rich variety of vegetation patterns and ecosystems,” which went on to describe wildlife, 

rare plants, non-polar ice fields, and glaciers as the components of this ‘pristine’ ecosystem. 

Nowhere does it describe the Indigenous Nations of these areas or their value as part of the 

National Park’s overall ecosystem. This is an older sign most likely established before the 

transformation of KNP&R’s understanding of indicators of ecological integrity to include 

Southern Tutchone presence and their intact knowledge systems, but this sign is being read by 

hundreds of visitors each year and thus continues to serve to shape their understanding of the 

park.  
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What comes out of this narrow understanding of ‘pristine wilderness’ that excludes 

human presence is reflected in CAFN and KFN peoples’ interactions with visitors, which 

Figure 4: Description of KNP&R history at Park Visitor Centre in Haines, Junction 

Figure 3: Information plaque on Haines Road describing KNP&R as an 'unbroken, pristine' natural system 
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showed tension in some cases. Lawrence Joe described to me a time when he took the CAFN 

Heritage, Lands, and Resources department staff out on boats across Mush Lake as a retreat 

where they came across tourists who had set up tents along the beach. When his group 

approached shore, he stated the tourists “were totally offended that we would dare to show up 

and interfere with their wilderness experience,” and considered this to reflect Parks Canada’s 

promotion of the park at the time as a “wilderness area” where “you won’t encounter people” 

(interview, 2017). Clearly, these visitors either did not care about the history of the park or 

simply did not understand it. This lack of understanding thus runs the risk of a public that does 

not support efforts, such as Healing Broken Connections, which seek to support Indigenous 

presence on the land.  

Conclusion 

Healing the Southern Tutchone connection to land in Kluane National Park and Reserve 

of Canada is an ongoing process that was supported by many of Healing Broken Connections’ 

camp activities and meaningful participation by Parks Canada staff. Culture camps facilitated 

land-based activities and provided opportunities for knowledge transfers between youth and 

Elders that supported CAFN and KFN citizens’ understanding of reconnection to land. The 

quality and level of Parks Canada staff participating in these camps was crucial to the level of 

personal and professional relationship-building between Parks Canada staff, both First Nation 

governments, and their citizens. This is reflected in the KNP&R Visitor Centre housed in 

CAFN’s Da Kų Cultural Centre, priority given to hiring a CAFN or KFN park superintendent, 

the implementation of traditional place names along the Alaska highway and Haines road, and 

reduced tension between park wardens and citizens, particularly Elders. 
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A large constraint of Healing Broken Connections was its short time frame, while the 

ability of citizens to fully reconnect with land in the park is limited by bureaucratic processes, 

the ability to navigate difficult terrain and associated costs, and examples of unsatisfactory public 

and internal outreach and education. Reconnection to land can be further supported by 

addressing bureaucratic barriers present within the Kluane Park Management Board that can 

work to support the assertion of CAFN and KFN citizens’ rights to trap and build base camp 

infrastructure within KNP&R. Increasing overall awareness of the fortress-style conservation 

practices of the Kluane Game Sanctuary and Park Reserve before the implementation of the 

CAFN and KFN Final Agreements can increase support for future reconnection initiatives. 

Increasing awareness can be coupled with addressing the inability for previous generations to 

benefit from the project’s activities. Participants suggest a permanent monument visible to the 

public should be erected in the park that pays respect to these ancestors. This would not let 

visitors or the current generation forget the park’s history or how important the Southern 

Tutchone relationship with land is to their Indigenous knowledge systems. 

Canada’s commitment to respecting and promoting the use of traditional knowledge 

within the conservation of expanding protected areas throughout the nation continues to move 

the Parks Canada agency towards the internationally-recognized ‘new paradigm’ of conservation 

that respects Indigenous ways of knowing and increases meaningful participation by Indigenous 

nations within protected area management. Kluane National Park and Reserve can serve as an 

example of a ‘new paradigm’ park influenced by the initiation and planning of Healing Broken 

Connections. This effort required Parks staff to reconsider their understanding of traditional 

knowledge that falls within mainstream definitions of TK described by McGregor (2004). They 

recognized HBC’s second objective could not be achieved within the framework of Indigenous 
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knowledge systems, but avoiding the use of it within management is also not compatible with 

Canada’s commitment to respecting and promoting the use of TK within conservation of 

protected areas. With the Panel on Ecological Integrity acknowledging Indigenous peoples as an 

“inherent component of the greater park ecosystems of national parks” (2000, p. 77), its funding 

for Healing Broken Connections supported KNP&R’s recognition that “a strong First Nation 

presence in the park will enhance the visitor experience, ecological integrity, and cultural 

heritage of the park” (2010, p. vii). With ecological integrity being the Parks Canada agency’s 

top management priority, their ability to achieve and sustain it in Kluane National Park and 

Reserve will depend on their ability and willingness to support CAFN and KFN peoples’ ability 

to heal their relationship with the land as part of their Indigenous knowledge systems. 
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Chapter 4: Conclusion 

4.1 Thesis Summary 

The knowledge Indigenous peoples have about their environments, often referred to as 

traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) or traditional knowledge (TK) in scholarly literature and 

grey literature, is an aspect of Indigenous knowledge systems (McGregor, 2004; 2016). These 

systems, or ways of knowing, are based on a human relationship with land, water, and wildlife, 

and are supported by engaging with these non-human entities through practices like hunting, 

fishing, trapping, gathering, and ceremony (McGregor, 2016; Reo & Whyte, 2012). Therefore, 

when Indigenous peoples are displaced from their environments and unable to engage in these 

practices, their knowledge systems become disrupted. National parks and other protected areas 

managed using state-led, fortress-style conservation practices disrupt these relationships and 

systems when they seek to protect ‘pristine’ and ‘uninhabited’ wilderness, a value constructed by 

the removal of Indigenous peoples (Kalamandeen & Gillson, 2007; Shultis & Heffner, 2016; 

Stevens, 2014; McGregor, 2011; Spence, 1999). This value and its associated conservation 

practices limit human interactions with nature to recreation (i.e. hiking, non-motorized boating) 

and the exploitation of natural resources that the economy of the Canadian settler-colonial state 

continues to depend on (Shultis & Heffner, 2016; Youdelis, 2016; Neumann, 2004; Coulthard, 

2014; Harris, 2004).  

Through its commitment to implementing their interpretation of the United Nations’ 

Aichi Biodiversity Targets, Canada is now leading international conservation efforts that move 

towards a ‘new paradigm’ of protected areas that value the participation of Indigenous nations in 

comanagement of national parks and engage in Indigenous knowledge systems (Stevens, 2014). 
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This shift is also supported by the Canadian state’s conservation agency recognizing the land-

based practices of Indigenous peoples as “an inherent component of the greater park ecosystems 

of national parks” (Parks Canada Agency, 2000, p. 77). This recognition and the work of the 

Panel on Ecological Integrity created funding that supported the Healing Broken Connections 

project, which began to address the long-term displacement of Southern Tutchone families from 

land in portions of their traditional territories now shared with Kluane National Park and Reserve 

of Canada.  

Summary of Findings 

This thesis aimed to identity how Healing Broken Connections, managed collaboratively 

between self-governing Indigenous nations and the state conservation agency, supported the 

understanding of reconnection to land by citizens of the Champagne and Aishihik First Nations 

and Kluane First Nation. I argue this project began a healing process at several scales; Nation-to-

Nation, Human-Environment, and Elder-Parks.  

Nation-to-Nation: Shared Governance and Comanagement 

Healing Broken Connections began a healing process between Parks Canada and the 

CAFN and KFN governments, who worked together to design, organize, and implement the 

project and its activities. HBC’s ‘Governance Structure’ mandated a professional working 

relationship based on trust and respect for each party’s values and goals, allowing opportunities 

for future collaborations. These include Parks Canada signing a 30-year lease to house their 

Visitor Centre within CAFN’s Da Ku Cultural Centre building, Parks Canada supporting 

CAFN’s General Assembly held in the park at Kathleen Lake campground, the community-

engaged planning of eco-tourism initiatives within the National Park and Thachäl region, and the 
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enactment of traditional place-name signs associated with trails, lakes, and rivers along the 

highways that border the park.  

 Through their Final Agreements, CAFN and KFN participate in environmental 

comanagement of their traditional territories with the territorial and federal governments through 

their individual Renewable Resources Councils and the Kluane National Park Management 

Board. In this context, many scholars are critical of comanagement institutions because they can 

easily fall victim to inequitable power structures not conducive to Indigenous autonomy and fail 

to integrate Indigenous knowledge systems because of its holistic nature and the value of 

Western scientific methods as a standard for basing management decisions on (Nadasdy, 2003; 

Berkes, 2009; Houde, 2007; Hunt, 2013). HBC’s shared governance structure allowed these First 

Nations and the state’s conservation authority to work together as partners, but not interfere with 

each party’s ability to govern their territories and jurisdictions, which align with Manuel and 

Derrickson’s (2015) two-canoes example and McGregor’s (2004) interpretation of the Two-Row 

Wampum belt as models for coexistence and nation-to-nation governance. Healing Broken 

Connections was initiated by Parks Canada staff who wished to understand how to collect 

traditional knowledge to use in park management, demonstrating a mainstream understanding of 

traditional ecological knowledge described by McGregor (2004) on the part of state 

comanagement actors at the time. What is significant about this project’s collaborative 

organization based on its Governance Structure is that it resulted in a comanaged initiative that 

engaged in promoting McGregor’s (2004; 2016) understanding of Indigenous Knowledge as a 

system of reciprocity based on Indigenous peoples’ relationship with land.  
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Human-Environment: Indigenous Knowledge Systems 

Many participants of the Healing Broken Connections project began, or continued, 

healing the circle of their knowledge systems when they engaged in land-based practices within 

KNP&R during week-long culture camps. Camp activities supported most of CAFN and KFN 

citizens’ understanding of reconnection to land, which I determined from my analysis of 

interviews and focus groups with CAFN and KFN citizens. During camp activities, Elders taught 

CAFN and KFN youth survival and life skills, like how to skin and dry moose hide and make dry 

meat, which required building wooden tent and dry meat structures. This basic infrastructure was 

left in the park for use by citizens. Additionally, the project’s workshops and its First Nation 

participants  gave Parks staff  the opportunity to be introduced to these same valuable skills and 

the two First Nations’ cultures and histories. This required these staff members to recognize the 

impacts faced by Southern Tutchone families living in and around Asi Kéyi that began with an 

influx of settlers and the eventual establishment of the Kluane Game Sanctuary. Finally, a 

headstone potlatch was held in the Bighorn Lake area and a traditional Ka’Kon ceremony was 

held at the end of the project. While the use of the Ka’Kon ceremony is a point of contention 

within both the CAFN and KFN communities, it is evidence of an effort by project organizers to 

apply Southern Tutchone culture as a foundation for healing their relationship with land in 

KNP&R. 

Elder-Parks: Putting the ‘Truth’ in Truth and Reconciliation 

Importantly, the project allowed CAFN and KFN Elders to engage in land-based 

practices and explore their traditional territories within KNP&R that were not easily accessible to 

them because of a lingering sense of unease associated with hunting and fishing in the park. Both 

the park’s geomorphological landscape and bureaucratic systems of governance can be 
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physically, mentally, and emotionally difficult to navigate, placing additional limitations on their 

ability to access this space. While each First Nation’s Final Agreement protect CAFN and KFN 

people’s right to hunt, fish, and gather edible plants within the park, many Elders still feel a 

sense of unease using the park for hunting and fishing (Chuck Humes; James Allen; Agnes 

Johnson; Mary Easterson; interview, 2017) and some see few benefits in re-establishing trap 

lines in the park, even though this practice was identified as a pathway for reconnection to land 

(Elder focus group, 2017). However, Elders who participated in my study are keen to lead skill-

training workshops with youth in their community (Elder focus group, 2017), which can 

contribute to the transfer of knowledge between generations. Additionally, participation by Parks 

staff in the project’s activities worked to ease their historically strained relationship with Parks 

staff, especially enforcement officers, like park wardens.  

This strain was largely caused by displays of authority by conservation officers and park 

wardens that instilled fear in Southern Tutchone families and individuals attempting to pursue 

their traditional lifestyles. Some find it difficult to forgive because they feel the state “got away” 

with their actions and some Parks staff are not fully aware of their experiences (Agnes Johnson; 

Mary Easterson, 2017). There is currently no mention of the traumatic experiences of 

displacement or abuse in current park materials available to visitors and some information signs 

and plaques are outdated (see Figure 4, p. 81) ignoring the importance of First Nation cultures, 

predominantly Southern Tutchone, to the park’s ecosystems.  

The truth can be difficult to face and emotionally taxing, especially when it involves 

traumatic childhood experiences. But without the truth, Canadian and Indigenous nations will 

never be able to approach anything resembling ‘Truth and Reconciliation’. The first time I 

mentioned the topic of Indian residential schools to non-Indigenous Canadians and did not have 
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to become an educator for the next few minutes was in 2015, seven years after Stephen Harper 

apologized on “behalf of Canadians” (INAC, 2008) for the support and use of these systems by 

the Canadian state. Today, I am no longer forced to describe to people what my family 

experienced in these ‘schools’, but I continue to struggle to feel these stories are being fully 

acknowledged by non-Indigenous Canadians when I sit alone in court sessions for my father’s 

survival group as they demand justice. I understand the frustration Agnes Johnson feels when she 

finds herself shocking Parks staff with stories of her own experiences with wardens in the 

Thachäl region of KNP&R. She and other CAFN and KFN citizens should no longer be forced to 

become unpaid educators for Parks Canada.  

4.2 Contributions 

Practical 

The Indigenous Circle of Experts (2018) argue the state’s intention of implementing 

Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas represents “an opportunity for true reconciliation to 

take place between Indigenous and settler societies, and between broader Canadian society and 

the land and waters, including relationships in pre-existing parks and protected areas” (p. 5). 

While efforts toward ‘reconciliation’6 are often directed at Indian Residential School trauma, the 

removal of Indigenous children from their culture and the land as a purposeful objective of the 

residential school system connects directly to the implementation of the Kluane Game Sanctuary. 

Additionally, Several Elders I interviewed who experienced decades of intimidation by 

                                                           
6 While the process of ‘reconciliation’ is contentious across Indigenous nations in Canada, I understand it to mean a 

strong and continuous effort on the part of the Canadian state and non-Indigenous Canadians to understand the 

widespread implications of settler-colonialism and respectfully move forward individually and collectively from 

these challenges with Indigenous peoples. 
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enforcement officers also attended residential school, making Kluane National Park and 

Reserve’s efforts to reconcile their relationship with CAFN and KFN especially important.  

Parks Canada, as a national agency, can benefit from this precedential monitoring system 

as the behaviours and practices of individual staff members within KNP&R can be translated to 

other national parks across Canada seeking reconciliation with Indigenous nations. The Umbrella 

Final Agreement and the individual Final Agreements of CAFN and KFN define their legal 

relationship with Kluane National Park and Reserve, including their responsibilities as 

comanagers. This shared responsibility and the work of the Panel on Ecological Integrity created 

a path for Healing Broken Connections to occur, but it was individual staff within Kluane 

National Park and Reserve that proposed the initial idea for the project as a TK collection 

initiative. Instead, the partners’ worked together to design and implement the project within an 

understanding of IKS, requiring them to dedicate a significant amount of time and resources to 

negotiations and planning. Land claims and Indigenous land rights across Canada are varied and 

many national parks have yet to develop a relationship with Indigenous nations. While the land-

based activities of Healing Broken Connections’ culture camps were dependent on CAFN and 

KFN citizens’ right to harvest for subsistence within the park, this project can still be used as a 

framework by other national parks committed to reconciliation in developing and/or 

strengthening current relationships with local Indigenous nations and peoples. 

The results of my study can contribute to continuing the healing process that began with 

Healing Broken Connections by providing CAFN, KFN, and Parks Canada with local 

perspectives to consider in current and future efforts meant to support Indigenous knowledge 

systems based on a sustained relationship with land. If ecological integrity depends on Southern 

Tutchone ‘reintegration’ with land in the park, Southern Tutchone knowledge systems must be 
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supported, or else ecological integrity will decline or remain stagnant. The ‘Cultural 

Reintegration’ indicator for ecological integrity is unique to the management of KNP&R, which 

lists five additional indicators of ecological integrity as part of their monitoring framework; 

Glaciers and Icefields, Tundra, Forests, Rivers and lakes, and Wetlands (Parks Canada, 2010). 

As seen in Table 1, there are currently no measures developed to monitor ‘Cultural 

Reintegration’. My research can contribute to this development if used as a basis to identify what 

CAFN and KFN citizens believe is necessary to heal their relationship with land.  

 

In June of 2018, I submitted a summary report to CAFN, KFN, and Kluane National Park 

and Reserve containing my evaluation of Healing Broken Connections, including how citizens 

believe reconnection to land can be accomplished and how this related to the ecological integrity 

of KNP&R. In September, I will submit an extended final report to the partners with ten 

Table 1: Framework used to monitor ecological integrity indicators (Parks Canada, 2010, p.78) 
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considerations (Appendix C). I do not intend to continue the colonial legacy of external 

researchers providing unwanted and culturally insensitive instructions to Indigenous nations and 

communities meant to increase livelihoods that conform to western standards and these 

considerations are not meant to provide direction on how First Nation governments should act in 

the interest of their citizens. Rather, I am providing an organized analysis of the experiences and 

opinions shared with me by a sample of CAFN and KFN citizens throughout the summer and fall 

of 2017. These insights are intended to be used at the discretion of leaders CAFN, KFN, 

KNP&R, and the Kluane National Park Management Board. I hope these insights can initiate 

greater discussions within the CAFN and KFN communities to determine how citizens can be 

supported in their ability to reconnect with land in Kluane National Park and Reserve. 

Scholarly 

 This thesis can add weight to existing scholarship that encourages scholars valuing 

human-free wilderness (Locke and Dearden, 2005; Locke, 2013; Cafaro et al., 2017; Kopnina, 

2016) to fully consider how the human-nature dichotomy and its historical conservation practices 

inequitably impact marginalized groups, especially Indigenous nations and people living in 

poverty (Büscher et al., 2017). Results of this study support the existence of Canada’s move 

towards protected area management within the international ‘new paradigm’ of conservation, 

including respect for Indigenous knowledge systems (Stevens, 2014). ‘Wilderness’ protection is 

not part of Canada’s commitment to Pathway Target 1 or any other of the 18 targets 

(Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2016). Instead, the “customary use” of natural 

resources by Indigenous peoples will continue and traditional knowledge will “regularly, 

meaningfully and effectively” inform decision making within conservation (p. 3).  
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The idea of traditional knowledge as an aspect of Indigenous knowledge systems 

dependent on the relationship Indigenous peoples have with land is rooted firm in scholarly 

literature (McGregor, 2016, Clark and Slocombe, 2009; Berkes, Colding, & Folke, 2000), just as 

the degree of displacement experienced by Indigenous peoples, including how this is justified 

within fortress-style conservation, is discussed within scholarship about Indigenous peoples and 

protected areas (Stevens, 2014; Cernea, 2006; Spence, 1999; Brockington, 2004). While the 

value of traditional knowledge protected area management moves along a similar path to ‘new 

paradigm’ conservation, scholars rarely define if this value is targeting TK or IKS. This 

distinction is necessary, as TK integration efforts continue to decontextualize this knowledge as 

an extractable product used to complement results of western scientific methods (McGregor 

2005; 2016; Berkes, 2009; Houde, 2007). My examination of Healing Broken Connections 

contributes to a link between these bodies of literature, providing evidence that it is possible for 

states to support Indigenous knowledge systems within protected area management when they 

move away from a simple, utilitarian view of TK. The project’s objectives and activities served 

to heal the Southern Tutchone relationship with land because they were based on the 

understanding of traditional knowledge as a process of Indigenous knowledge systems. This 

influenced a respect for Indigenous worldviews rooted in kinship in park management, apparent 

in the current understanding of ecological integrity to include Southern Tutchone presence on the 

land.  

However, despite best intentions within the project’s engagement with IKS, my study 

also points to how structures of bureaucracy impede the ability for the Parks Canada agency to 

move away from TK, as IKS cannot fit within western categorizations of the environment 

present within the colonial administration of nature used by the Canadian state to govern the 
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environment (McGregor, 2011; Johnson et al., 2015; Bridge & Perreault, 2009). Additionally, 

processes of bureaucracy present in the Final Agreements, like the permitting process for 

trapping and cabins, impede some CAFN and KFN citizens’ ability to fully reconnect to land. 

This example contributes to Nadasdy’s (2003; 2005) arguments that the bureaucratization of the 

environment generates uneven power distributions and creates inefficiencies. However, given his 

critiques of comanagement were written in the mid 1990s and early 2000s, some authors suggest 

they are outdated and comanagement bodies implemented by the Final Agreements do more 

good than harm (Joe-Strack & Clark, 2017). Within this context, this thesis provides a more 

modern example of a partnership between Indigenous nations and the state that can be applied to 

comanagement bodies critiqued in literature. Additionally, the significance of Healing Broken 

Connections’ Governance Structure reflects the importance of trust, early engagement, and 

shared goal-setting to the effectiveness of shared governance between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous actors within environmental management (Adams et al., 2014; Stevens, 2014; Reo et 

al., 2017; Huntington et al., 2011).  

Finally, my ability to relate to research connections and participants as an ‘Indigenous 

outsider’ can provide an applied, methodological contribution to scholarship navigating 

sensitive, cross-cultural research as it applies to Indigenous nations, particularly First Nations. 

As a visibly mixed-race person raised in a predominantly-white, rural northern Ontario town, I 

have a considerable amount of practice moving between and relating to cultures with different 

worldviews and shared experiences. Additionally, I do not pretend to be an expert in Indigenous 

methodologies, but my research approach influenced by my identity and life experience can offer 

insights into how indigeneity can be inserted into academic research methods that I considered 

appropriate within my own Mushkegowuk identity and my role as a researcher.  
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4.3 Limitations and Future Research 

Apart from my position as an outside researcher who is not Southern Tutchone, results of 

this study are limited by its small sample size and the lack of a CAFN focus group. I was not 

able to hold a focus group with CAFN citizens because of time constraints. I chose to delay 

organizing focus groups for my 2-week follow-up trip in November and December until I could 

meet with research connections within the CAFN and KFN Lands and Heritage departments to 

receive confirmation that this was appropriate for me to do. In these meetings I was encouraged 

to conduct them, but the delay required me to hold two focus groups on relatively short notice. 

KFN had an advantage in this regard because Burwash Landing is a small community and they 

have a smaller dispersal of citizens throughout their traditional territory, making it easier for 

citizens to hear about the focus groups within the village. Additionally, the time needed for a 

CAFN focus group was also impeded by a planning workshop held for CAFN citizens by the 

Lands department and partners from other academic institutions the same week. I was warned 

about ‘interview fatigue’ from a few of my connections, which is a concern in communities that 

are engaged in several research projects and I did not want to contribute to this or take away 

from their own research process already occurring during my short return.  

I was also concerned that the CAFN citizens who I could find to participate on short 

notice would be a few people I had already interviewed during the summer. Only one KFN focus 

group participant was previously interviewed. I believe allowing my initial findings to be 

discussed amongst those who had not already participated in my research is valuable because it 

created the opportunity for more diverse perspectives about the park and Healing Broken 

Connections. Community-wide discussions within KFN and CAFN will be necessary to address 



 

100 
 

these gaps, and future research must attempt to engage a greater sample of CAFN citizens to 

diversify perspectives about what reconnection to land means.  

Future research should also examine how strengthening the connection to land in national 

parks as an indicator of ecological integrity can be applied across the national system. The 

Indigenous Circle of Experts (2018) acknowledged the values and practices of Indigenous 

nations and communities vary across Turtle Island, just as ecosystems and climates do. Any 

effort to understand how indicators and other monitoring efforts can apply across the national 

park system will require engagement with these nations and communities. Additionally, it will be 

necessary to understand how to translate the efforts and commitments of individuals involved in 

the Healing Broken Connections project into institutional policies. The level of engagement and 

partnership seen in Healing Broken Connections should not depend on the actions of individuals, 

but be protected by its insertion into the mandates of institutions and agencies ready to commit to 

reconciliation with Indigenous nations and peoples. 
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Appendix A: Participant Consent Forms  

Interviews 

 
 
 

Informed Consent Letter 
 
 
 
 
 
Study Name: Exploring the Healing Broken Connections project: The transformation of 
Parks Canada’s understanding of ecological integrity and Indigenous Knowledge 
systems 
 
Researchers: Robin Roth, Associate Professor, Department of Geography, University 
of Guelph, ON, Canada; Roberta Nakoochee, Graduate Student, Department of 
Geography, University of Guelph, ON, Canada 
 
Purpose of the Research: To understand the best practices of the Healing Broken 
Connections project and realize the full meaning of reconnection to land from a Yukon 
First Nation perspective. 
 
What You Will Be Asked to Do in the Research: If you agree to be interviewed, your 
participation will consist of an interview that will last approximately 30-60 minutes in 
which we can talk about issues pertaining to First Nation experiences reconnecting to 
traditional territory within Kluane National Park and Reserve. If you participated in the 
Healing Broken Connections project we can talk about your experiences during the 
project and how it may have fostered a reconnection. 
 
Risks, Discomforts, and Benefits: The risks of participating in this study include the 
possibility of feeling uncomfortable during the interview, as we may ask questions that 
are sensitive in nature. We will only ask the more sensitive questions after a rapport has 
been developed and will remind you of your right to not answer the questions or stop 
the interview at any time. In terms of benefits, this project will offer you a chance to 
share your insights, but there is no immediate direct benefit to the participant.   
 
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. You 
can stop participating in the study at any time and for any reason, and you have the 
right not to answer any particular question. If you decide not to volunteer or to stop the 
interview at any point, this will have no negative impact on you, and it will not affect your 
relationship with the researchers University of Guelph or any other group associated 
with this project either now or in the future. By consenting to participate in the research, 
you have not waived any legal rights.  
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Withdrawal from the Study:  You can stop participating in the study at any time, for 
any reason, if you so decide. Your decision to stop participating, or to refuse to answer 
particular questions, will not affect your relationship with the researchers or the 
University of Guelph. In the event you withdraw from the study, all associated data 
collected will be immediately destroyed wherever possible. If you withdraw from the 
study you will still be entered into an incentive draw for an AirNorth gift certificate. A 
thesis is expected to be published by June 2018. You will not be able to withdraw from 
the study after this is published. 
 
Confidentiality: I may use the information you share during the interview as part of my 
research, and it may become public as I include your insights in publications. I will be 
using verbatim quotes in publications. However, I will not use your name or specific job 
title or mention anything else that may identify you unless you specifically indicate your 
consent by initializing the statement below. Confidentiality will be provided to the fullest 
extent of the law. I will be taking notes during the focus group discussion and will 
digitally record the focus group discussion only with your explicit permission. After the 
focus group discussion the recording will be transferred immediately to an encrypted 
computer. Information shared during the discussion and notes will be safely stored on 
this encrypted computer located in a locked facility and only I will have access to this 
information. Identifying information will be stored on a master list on an encrypted 
computer. This list and all other data will be destroyed in June 2024, which is five years 
after the study ends. 
 
Dissemination of Findings: Results of the findings will be provided to the community 
through a presentation in Haines Junction and Burwash Landing, as well as through a 
summary report for those who cannot access the presentation. Participants will 
personally be invited to attend. 
 
Questions About the Research?  If you have questions about the research in general 
or about your role in the study, please feel free to contact Dr. Robin Roth either by 
telephone at 001-519-824-4120, extension 53525 or by email at 
robin.roth@uoguelph.ca. This research is funded by the Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research Council of Canada. This project has been reviewed and approved 
by the Human Participants Review Sub-Committee, York University’s Ethics Review 
Board and the Research Ethics Board of University of Guelph for compliance with 
federal guidelines for research involving human participants.  If you have any questions 
regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in the study (REB17-06-
020), this process, or about your rights as a participant in the study, please contact the 
Sr. Manager & Policy Advisor for the Office of Research Ethics, [5th floor, Kaneff Tower, 
York University (telephone 416-736-5914 or e-mail ore@yorku.ca) or Director, 
Research Ethics; University of Guelph; reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606). 
This research is sponsored by the Social Sciences & Humanities Research Council of 
Canada (SSHRC). 
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Please indicate how you would like to be known in publications (e.g. by name or 
position):  
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name:  ___________________________ 

Signature:  ___________________________         Date:  _____________________ 
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Focus Groups 

 

 

Informed Consent Letter 
 
 
 
 
 
Study Name: Reconnecting to Asi Keyi: Evaluating a collaborative attempt to heal 
colonial conservation practices 
 
Researchers: Dr. Robin Roth, Associate Professor, Department of Geography, 
University of Guelph, ON, Canada; Roberta Nakoochee, Graduate Student, Department 
of Geography, University of Guelph, ON, Canada 
 
Purpose of the Research: To understand the full meaning of reconnection to land from 
a local Yukon First Nation perspective and how ‘Healing Broken Connections’ fulfilled 
that understanding. 
 
What You Will Be Asked to Do in the Research: If you agree to participate in a focus 
group your participation will consist of a group meeting in which we can talk about 
issues pertaining to First Nation experiences reconnecting to traditional territory within 
Kluane National Park and Reserve. We will also discuss the Healing Broken 
Connections project. We will talk about your experiences during the project and how it 
may have fostered a reconnection. I will distribute considerations on how to continue the 
healing process and reconnect First Nations with the land within the park. These 
considerations will be based off community inputs from previous interviews. You will be 
asked to review the considerations and provide revisions or subsequent 
recommendations.  
 
Risks, Discomforts, and Benefits: The risks of participating in this study include the 
possibility of feeling uncomfortable during the focus group questions, as we may ask 
questions that are sensitive in nature. We will only ask the more sensitive questions 
after a rapport has been developed and will remind you of your right to not answer the 
questions or stop participating at any time. In terms of benefits, this project will offer you 
a chance to share your insights. There is no immediate direct benefit to a participant. 
 
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. You 
can stop participating in the study at any time and for any reason, and you have the 
right not to answer any particular question. If you decide not to volunteer or to stop 
participating in the focus group discussion at any point, this will have no negative impact 
on you, and it will not affect your relationship with the researchers University of Guelph 
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or any other group associated with this project either now or in the future. By consenting 
to participate in the research, you have not waived any legal rights.  
 
Withdrawal from the Study:  You can stop participating in the study at any time, for 
any reason, if you so decide. Your decision to stop participating, or to refuse to answer 
particular questions, will not affect your relationship with the researchers or the 
University of Guelph. In the event you withdraw from the study, all associated data 
collected will be immediately destroyed wherever possible. If you withdraw from the 
study you will still be entered into an incentive draw for an AirNorth gift certificate. A 
thesis is expected to be published by June 2018. You will not be able to withdraw from 
the study after this is published. 
 
Confidentiality: You will be interacting with other focus group participants from your 
community and therefore participation in these focus groups will be known to you and 
other participants. Focus groups are a public process and you should not say anything 
that you would not want being made public. I may use the information you share during 
the focus group discussion as part of my research, and it may become public as I 
include your insights in publications. I will be using verbatim quotes in publications. 
However, I will not use your name or specific job title or mention anything else that may 
identify you unless you specifically indicate your consent by initializing the statement 
below. Confidentiality will be provided to the fullest extent of the law. I will be taking 
notes during the focus group discussion and will digitally record the focus group 
discussion only with your explicit permission. After the focus group discussion the 
recording will be transferred immediately to an encrypted computer. Information shared 
during the discussion and notes will be safely stored on this encrypted computer located 
in a locked facility and only I will have access to this information. Identifying information 
will be stored on a master list on an encrypted computer. This list and all other data will 
be destroyed in June 2024, which is five years after the study ends.  
 
Dissemination of Findings: Results of the findings will be provided to the community 
through a presentation in Haines Junction and Burwash Landing in spring of 2018, as 
well as through a summary report for those who cannot access presentation. 
Participants will personally be invited to attend. 
 
Questions About the Research?  If you have questions about the research in general 
or about your role in the study, please feel free to contact Dr. Robin Roth either by 
telephone at 001-519-824-4120, extension 53525 or by email at 
robin.roth@uoguelph.ca. This research is funded by the Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research Council of Canada. This project has been reviewed and approved 
by the Human Participants Review Sub-Committee, York University’s Ethics Review 
Board and the Research Ethics Board of University of Guelph for compliance with 
federal guidelines for research involving human participants.  If you have any questions 
regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in the study (REB17-06-
020), this process, or about your rights as a participant in the study, please contact the 
Sr. Manager & Policy Advisor for the Office of Research Ethics, [5th floor, Kaneff Tower, 
York University (telephone 416-736-5914 or e-mail ore@yorku.ca) or Director, 

mailto:robin.roth@uoguelph.ca
mailto:ore@yorku.ca
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Research Ethics; University of Guelph; reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606). 
This research is sponsored by the Social Sciences & Humanities Research Council of 
Canada (SSHRC). 
 
Please indicate how you would like to be known in publications (e.g. by name, position, 
or none):  
 
 

 
Name:  ___________________________ 

Signature:  ___________________________         Date:  _____________________ 

 

 



 

113 
 

Appendix B: Interview Participant Biographies (Alphabetical) 

James Allen – CAFN citizen, former Chief, and HBC participant. As Chief, he signed the HBC 

Governance Structure Agreement as a representative of CAFN. He and his wife own and operate 

a cultural retreat and wilderness camp for tourists. 

Paula Banks – HBC co-lead for CAFN. Paula moved to Haines Junction in 1995 and began 

working for CAFN in their Heritage, Lands, and Resources Department.  

Robin Bradasch – KFN citizen and HBC co-lead for KFN. Acted as Chief Land Claim 

Negotiator and was Director of KFN’s Lands, Resources, and Heritage department. She helped 

initiate an Indian Claims Commission Inquiry to address impacts of the Kluane Game Sanctuary 

and eventual National Park Reserve. 

Bob Dickson – KFN citizen and current Chief of Kluane First Nation. He held this position 

during HBC and participated in some of the culture camps. 

Mary Easterson – KFN citizen, Elder, and HBC participant. At culture camps, Mary told 

traditional stories and taught skills, like how to cut dry meat. She was involved in a 

demonstration in the 1970s at Lake Creek Campground where she and others demanded their 

right to use the land for traditional pursuits. 

Sheila Greer – Current Heritage Manager for CAFN and HBC organizer.  

Chuck Hume – CAFN citizen, Elder, and HBC participant. Led activities during HBC culture 

camps. 

Lawrence Joe – CAFN citizen and retired Director of Lands for CAFN. Was involved in 

organization and planning of HBC and oversaw CAFN’s HBC co-lead. 

Agnes Johnson – KFN citizen, Elder, and HBC participant.  

Mary Jane Johnson – KFN citizen and current Heritage Manager for KFN. Worked for Parks 

Canada as Cultural Resources Manager. Involved in organizing HBC camps, including the 

Ka’Kon camp.  

Sharon Kabanak – KFN citizen, Elder, and HBC participant. Led workshops during HBC culture 

camps. 

Craig McKinnon – CAFN citizen and current Resource Conservation Manager of Kluane 

National Park and Reserve. Acted as Project Manager for HBC.  

Pauly Sias – KFN citizen and current Director of the Dan Keyi Renewable Resources Council. 

Replaced Robin Bradasch as HBC co-lead for KFN. Worked as Heritage Assistant for KFN and 

eventually served as Heritage Manager during HBC. 

Dwayne Smith – CAFN citizen. Did not participate in HBC.  

Mike Walton – HBC co-lead for Parks Canada until 2007 and initiated the original idea for HBC. 

Previously worked for Parks Canada and credits his appreciation and introduction to Indigenous 

ways of knowing to the Anishinaabe (Ojibway) people of Pic River First Nation, whose 

community borders Pukaskwa National Park.  
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Linaya Workman – CAFN citizen and current Superintendent of Kluane National Park and 

Reserve. Worked for CAFN during HBC. 

YFN1 – Anonymous First Nation citizen (unspecified to ensure confidentiality) and HBC 

participant. 

YFN2 – Anonymous First Nation citizen (unspecified to ensure confidentiality) and HBC 

participant. 
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Appendix C: Considerations for Supporting Reconnection to Land 

 Part of my study involved asking CAFN and KFN citizens to identify what is necessary 

for them to be able to consider themselves reconnected to land in Kluane National Park and 

Reserve. The following points (10) are my organized interpretation of the answers to this 

question by interview and focus group participants and subsequent discussions. These are meant 

to be referenced by the Kluane National Park Management Board, Parks Canada, the Champagne 

and Aishihik First Nations, and Kluane First Nation when considering how to support CAFN and 

KFN citizens’ ability to reconnect to land in KNP&R and when developing ‘Cultural 

Reintegration’ indicators to monitor ecological integrity. 

Trapping 

1. Several CAFN and KFN Elders feel disincentivized to trap in the park because: (1) the 

current permit process is too complicated and time consuming; (2) the cost of trapping 

is very high when accounting for necessary equipment, like traps, all-terrain motor 

vehicles, gas, and other supplies (e.g. shelters, food); and (3) the price of fur is too low 

to cover these costs. Elders focus group participants suggest exploring external funding 

opportunities that can financially support Elders who wish to lead trapping workshops 

for youth. 

2. Not all interview participants believe trapping is necessary for reconnection. Focus 

group participants agree community-wide discussions should be organized to deliberate 

how trapping should be supported in the park. 

Permanent Infrastructure 

3. Several interview participants believe using the park for traditional pursuits would be 

easier if additional infrastructure is present because it will reduce the amount of heavy 

and expensive equipment needed to support day and overnight trips. Some interview 

participants consider cabins especially important for their ability to reconnect to land 

because they can support multi-day activities (e.g. hunting and trapping) but referred to 

the permitting process as a significant barrier.  

4. Focus group participants suggest establishing day-use areas with basic infrastructure, 

like gazebo-style shelters and cook stoves, similar to what is found at public 

campgrounds (i.e. Lake Creek, Congdon Creek, Pine Lake). Several focus group 

participants suggest that these gazebos can be built on skids for easier removal or 

relocation. Focus group participants agree visitors (i.e. the public) should be allowed to 

use day-use areas, but priority must be given to CAFN and KFN citizens. 



 

116 
 

Youth-Elder-Park Relations 

5. Several Elders are concerned park visitors and seasonal Parks Canada staff are not 

educated enough about what CAFN and KFN citizens experienced with the 

implementation of the Kluane Game Sanctuary and eventual Park Reserve, like the use 

of aggressive intimidation tactics by conservation officers and park wardens (i.e. 

harassment by low-flying helicopters and multiple officers approaching families with 

firearms visible). Some Elders believe these stories must be shared with the public and 

Parks Canada staff and consider it important that this is done by CAFN and KFN 

people. 

6. Several interview participants and all Elders focus group participants believe many 

CAFN and KFN youth are experiencing a knowledge gap (i.e. they lack outdoor 

survival skills and have little knowledge of land in the park). Elders focus group 

participants are keen to lead land-based skill workshops if funding is available for 

equipment and honoraria. Focus group participants agree this can be partially  that Parks 

Canada scientists engage more youth in their research studies as assistants 

7. Some interview participants believe the Kluane National Park Management Board must 

be involved in future reconnection initiatives similar to Healing Broken Connections.  

Language and Ceremony 

8. Several interview participants expressed the previous generations (i.e. the parents and 

grandparents of current Elders) experienced the greatest impact from the 

implementation of the Kluane Game Sanctuary, but were unable to participate in the 

Healing Broken Connections project because they had already passed away. To address 

this, focus group participants agree a permanent memorial dedicated to these ancestors 

should be established in the park and visible to the public. 

9. Participants of the Healing Broken Connections project engaged in important 

ceremonies at culture camps, including the Ka’kon (forgiveness) ceremony and the 

Grizzly Creek headstone potlatch. Some interview participants suggest similar 

ceremonies need to occur in the park when appropriate and other ceremonies must be 

reinstated. A CAFN Elder gave an example of a traditional song-based ceremony 

occurring twice a year that welcomes and says goodbye to migrating caribou.  

10. Several interview participants who are Elders continue to feel a sense of unease using 

the park for hunting and fishing, though this has improved significantly since the 

implementation of the CAFN and KFN Final Agreements. The Healing Broken 

Connections project served, in part, to address this discomfort and accomplished a great 

amount in a short time period. If the project is reinstated and more culture camps occur, 

some interview participants feel the Klukshu and Shäwshe area must be considered as a 

camp location because many of its families experienced physical displacement from the 

Kluane Game Sanctuary.  


