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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Indigenous Models of Higher Education:  

Understanding the Indigenizing and Decolonizing Processes 

 

 

by 

 

Kapua Lililehua Chandler 

Doctor of Philosophy in Education 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2020 

Professor Mitchell J. Chang, Chair 

 

 Indigenous students are in “a state of emergency” comprising less than 1 percent of all 

students enrolled in college and the lowest graduation rates of all racial/ethnic groups in the U.S. 

(Brayboy et al., 2012). Attempts to address these low participation and completion rates often 

ignore the fact that state-sponsored education systems were created as mechanisms of 

colonization to erase Indigenous culture and people (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2013). Therefore, 

Indigenous institutions require a close examination as sites of systemic transformation that 

address the colonial injustices of higher education.  

Using a multiple case study design, this dissertation investigates how two well-known 

Indigenous models of higher education indigenized – the decolonization process of operating 

through Indigenous values, knowledges, and worldviews – their institutions to combat settler 

colonialism (Alfred & Alfred, 1999; Alfred & Corntassel, 2005; Trask, 1999).  Case study sites 



 iii 

consisted of a tribal college from the United States and a wānanga, Māori tertiary institution, 

from Aotearoa/New Zealand. Document analysis, site observations, and interviews with 

administration and faculty were collected and analyzed to understand the processes that sustain 

institutional longevity. This study used Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation framework and an 

Indigenous place-based lens to understand these key indigenizing practices. 

         Several findings emerged related to the principles, values, and key practices that underpin 

and govern Indigenous institutions. Findings offer valuable lessons of caution for educators 

committed to the systemic transformation of higher education in both Indigenous and settler 

colonial institutions. From a substantive standpoint, this analysis adds to our understanding of 

factors that are important to supporting Indigenous students beyond cultural inclusion and urges 

institutions to take responsibility in addressing the systemic settler colonial mechanisms of 

Indigenous erasure (Trask, 1999; Lipe, 2014). This study also expands on existing literature of 

Indigenous institutions as expressions of self-determination, introducing the utility of values to 

build Indigenous institutional capacity. Overall, the analysis offers significant implications for 

Indigenous peoples and settler colonial postsecondary institutions to improve the academic 

achievement of Indigenous students. 
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION 

I am a Native Hawaiian woman raised on the rural island of Kauaʻi in Hawaiʻi. I come 

from a small community and an even smaller Native Hawaiian community. I was brought up in 

what is often referred to as a “country” lifestyle, living off the ʻāina (land) and the kai (ocean). I 

am privileged to be born into a life rooted in Hawaiian culture and sustainable practices such as 

farming, fishing, and hunting. Throughout my childhood, though neither possess more than a 

high school diploma, my parents valued and instilled in me the importance of pursuing an 

education. As a result, I have diligently worked towards academic achievements that I could use 

to return home and better my community.  However, as I have traversed through a wide range 

of educational paths including various degrees (BS, MA, MEd, PhD) and institutional types 

(private, public, elite, religious affiliated), I often asked myself, “Would people from my 

community thrive in the various educational environments that I have been exposed?” Sadly, 

more often than not, I find that my answer is an unmistakable, “No, they would not thrive here 

on this campus.” Looking to my immediate family members, brothers and parents, to my 

extended family, cousins, aunts, and uncles, and to our close-knit community, I see and 

understand why so few have chosen to continue into higher education after high school. The 

opposition felt between the Native Hawaiian culture of our communities and the settler colonial 

education systems rooted in assimilation and cultural erasure has severe implications on the 

academic achievement of Indigenous students (i.e. Native Hawaiians, Alaska Natives, American 

Indians).  

There is a strong divide between the cultural experiences at home, in my rural 

community, compared to the unwelcoming settler colonial college/university setting. Even in my 

own story, though I have had the privilege of attaining higher education degrees while 

maintaining strong cultural connections to my community; it was not without constant cultural 
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invalidation, appropriation, and isolation. Unsurprisingly, these are common experiences for 

many Indigenous students in settler colonial higher education (Smith, 2013). 

 Encouragingly, some Indigenous communities have responded by developing their own 

higher education models to better meet and serve the needs of their community in culturally 

responsive ways (Benham & Stein, 2003). Therefore, this dissertation examines 

these unique models to help other Indigenous communities, such as my own rural Native 

Hawaiian community, to develop our own models of higher education that align with the culture 

of our communities. Moreover, this study addresses the problem of conflicts between cultures 

within Indigenous communities and settler colonial higher education settings.  

Research Imperative  

Indigenous peoples in higher education are in a “state of emergency” comprising less 

than 1 percent of all students enrolled in college and the lowest completion rates, 39 percent, of 

all racial/ethnic groups in the U.S. (Tachine, 2015). While social justice educators sought to 

combat the low participation and completion rates of Indigenous students with college choice, 

access and resilience studies, these often overlook historical context or account for U.S. colonial 

agendas within Indigenous communities (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Perna, 2006). Moreover, 

these studies have led to pedagogical or curricular solutions, while ignoring the fact that U.S. 

education systems continue to act as mechanisms of colonization meant to domesticate and 

civilize subjugated communities to alienate students from their Indigenous identities (Goodyear-

Kaʻōpua, 2013). Although there are many challenges that present barriers for Native students to 

overcome, perhaps none are more problematic for some students than the potential for cultural 

conflict (Huffman, 2001), more recently referred to as cultural dissonance (Museus, 2014). There 

are many variations of cultural conflict, however, the underlying notion identifies the tension 

between the values, behaviors, worldviews, and knowledges of Indigenous culture with settler 
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colonialism. Indeed no other single factor has been more frequently identified as a contributing 

reason for poor academic achievement among Indigenous students than various forms of cultural 

conflict (Huffman, 2001).   

To address the issues of cultural conflict, much of the literature points to the process of 

utilizing culturally relevant, responsive, or sustainable pedagogies and/or curriculum (Ladson-

Billings, 1995; McCarty & Zepeda, 1995; Paris, 2012). Countless teachers and university-based 

researchers have been inspired by what it means to make teaching and learning relevant and 

responsive to the languages, literacies, and cultural practices of Indigenous students (Paris, 

2012). While Demmert and Towner (2003) assert that pedagogical approaches have positive 

impacts on Indigenous students’ success, Castagno and Brayboy (2008) believe these practices 

do not, in and of themselves, result in systemic or institutional changes. For this reason, scholars 

in the field of indigenizing higher education look to Indigenously-controlled institutions as 

sites of systemic transformation (Benham & Stein, 2003). Across various Indigenous contexts, 

Indigenously-controlled institutions have found ways to honor their respective culture within 

institutions and foster a strong sense of belonging for their students, staff, faculty, and 

communities (Cole, 2011).   

Indigenously-controlled Institutions  

U.S. Indigenously-controlled institutions are developed in response to the higher 

education needs of American Indians, and generally serve geographically isolated populations 

that have no other means of accessing education beyond the high school level (Shotton, Lowe, & 

Waterman, 2013). The American Indian Higher Education Consortium (1999) states that, “[these 

institutions] have become increasingly essential educational opportunities for American Indian 

students.” In the United States, Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs) emerged in the 1960s, 

in response to the horrific colonial trauma American Indian peoples experienced and survived. 
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During the creation of TCUs, though Indigenously-controlled, they were forced to model their 

institutions after settler colonial institutions (Champagne, 2015). Though Indigenous ancestors 

wanted to create an entirely Indigenous way of operating (curriculum, practice, policy, etc.) to 

serve their community, they were pressured by colonial powers of oppression to follow settler 

colonial dominant accreditation agencies and higher education policies to conform to settler 

colonial ideals. However, over time from their emergence, American Indians and Indigenous 

peoples around the world have developed their own avenues (accreditation, curriculum, policies, 

etc.) for creating Indigenous higher education that model the Indigenous communities they 

serve.  

Indigenously-controlled institutions have taken up the daunting charge, working with 

their communities not only to validate both their Native knowledge and worldviews through 

language and culture, but also to integrate contemporary knowledge and worldviews into the 

learning experiences of students (Benham & Mann as cited in Benham & Stein, 2003). They 

have developed new models and frameworks of higher education which weave together 

Indigenous culture within a contemporary context. Though rarely discussed in literature, these 

frameworks are utilized throughout the institution as a lens through which the institution is 

governed, curriculum is developed, and policies are implemented. Within this study, the 

term Indigenous models of higher education distinguishes such institutions, which differ 

drastically from settler colonial higher education models and implement culturally coherent 

frameworks to govern their institutions. Indigenous models of higher education have been 

developed internationally including the United States (American Indians), Canada (First Nations 

peoples), Australia (Aboriginal peoples), Norway (Saami) and Aotearoa/New Zealand (Māori).  
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Purpose and Research Questions  

The purpose of this study was to examine the process that Indigenously-controlled 

institutions use to operationalize their respective Indigenous models of higher education – 

institutions that reflect the culture and values of the Indigenous community they serve. More 

specifically, this multiple case study investigated how two well-known Indigenous models of 

higher education, situated within their respective Indigenous communities, indigenize(d)1 their 

institutions of learning. Findings from this study not only advance knowledge for understudied 

and underserved Indigenous populations, but also helps Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

institutions to meet the needs of their increasingly diverse student body.   

The following research questions guided this study:  

1. What are the key practices for Indigenizing and decolonizing institutions?   

2. What values are attached to the key practices for Indigenizing and decolonizing?  

3. How do these practices contribute to sustaining longevity and addressing settler 

colonial challenges that confront Indigenous models of higher education?  

Scope of Research  

Working with various Indigenous communities, I conducted this study in a manner that 

was respectful to participating tribes and individuals sharing their time and, more importantly, 

knowledge with me. Therefore, it is imperative to note that an Indigneous research paradigm was 

used as the foundation for developing the study design. There are several key components of a 

transformative Indigenous research paradigm that sets this research apart from standard 

qualitative research. First, it is important to recognize and acknowledge that the Indigenous 

research paradigm included Indigenous methodologies to account for the difficult relationship 

Indigenous communities have historically had with researchers (Tuck, 2009; Wilson, 2008). 

Secondly, this methodological approach emphasized that research should not be conducted on 
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Native people but with them (Wilson, 2008). And thirdly, Indigenous research methodologies 

account for Native epistemologies. This ethical approach to research is critical to me – as a 

Native Hawaiian researcher – conducting research with other Indigenous communities within 

their homelands.  

Two theoretical frameworks were used to explore and explain the process of Indigenizing 

an institution. An Indigenous place-based framework was selected because it is an Indigenous 

lens to interrogate both dominant settler colonial and Indigenous worlds; as opposed to a settler 

colonial lens to interrogate an Indigenous world (Wilson, 2008). The Indigenous place-

based framework was used to identify the Indigenous cultural components of Indigenous peoples 

through place (Deloria & Wildcat, 2001; Goodyear-Kāʻopua, 2013; Vaughan, 2018). This 

framework was used in conjunction with a cultural negotiation framework (Stairs, 1994) to 

identify and evaluate indigenizing practices.  

Stairs’ (1994) three-dimensional model of cultural negotiation between Indigenous and 

settler colonial perspectives is the second framework I used to analyze the indigenization 

process. Stairs’ model consists of three dimensions. A horizontal dimension that recognized the 

multilevel context of cultural negotiation including classroom, school, regional, and national 

contexts, where I will focus on the school/institutional level of cultural negotiation. A second, 

vertical dimension, added three increasing levels of cultural meaning – content (what), relational 

(how), and value system/psychological (why) – that described a progression of three different 

levels of meaning and method through which Indigenous knowledge is conveyed; for example, 

through curriculum and language. The third dimension referred to the depth and level of 

engaging in process – a move from meaning to culture-making and active involvement in the 

evolution and negotiation of culture for survival. Stairs’ model was an appropriate framework to 
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investigate the indigenization process where the negotiation between Indigenous and dominant 

settler colonial knowledges on an institutional level were examined (Barnhardt, 1994; Mohatt; 

1994). Additionally, Stairs’ model helped to organize and identify specific areas of the process as 

well as how these various components impacted each other.  

I employed a comparative multiple-case study approach (Stake, 2013) to identify 

elements of the indigenization process and overarching themes within each institution. Secondly, 

I compared these themes across institutions to identify findings that transcended both cases. The 

sites for this study included Sinte Gleska University in South Dakota of the United States and Te 

Wānanga o Raukawa in Aotearoa/New Zealand. Sinte Gleska University is a four-year private 

TCU on the Rosebud reservation and Te Wānanga o Raukawa is a Māori university offering 

tertiary education in Ōtaki, Aotearoa/New Zealand. These institutions were selected for three 

primary reasons: (1) they are Indigenously-controlled institutions, (2) their geographic location 

and (3) these institutions are well-known throughout Indigenous communities as successful 

models of Indigneous higher education. As a Native Hawaiian scholar whose goal is to develop a 

Native Hawaiian model of higher education for my community, it was imperative to have 

multiple perspectives. A perspective from American Indians that shares the same colonial 

government as Native Hawaiians, and also, from an Oceania perspective (Hauʻofa, 

1993), Māori, whose culture and practices are related to Native Hawaiians. This approach 

provided dynamic perspectives from two different Indigenous cultures within different colonial 

contexts that offer unique insights into indigenizing processes.  

Document analysis, one-on-one semi structured open ended interviews, observations, and 

researcher journals were used as data sources in this case study design. Document analysis was 

used primarily to examine historical and recent documents pertaining to the process of 
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indigenizing the institution. Semi-structured open-ended interviews helped to gain insight into 

the various contributors, conversations, and perspectives involved throughout the various 

indigenizing practices. Additionally, in-depth interviews offered insight into the educational 

needs and expectations of their respective Indigenous communities. Interviews with institution 

and Indigenous community members helped to identify the key practices of indigenizing and 

how those practices have been sustained to inform the longevity of the institution. At both 

institutions, leadership was intentionally engaged for interviews, more specifically, university 

administration, including president, vice-presidents, and deans, will be identified. Additionally, I 

used snowball sampling to intentionally engage other key persons within the institutions and 

community that were involved with indigenization processes. Interviewees were strategically 

selected based on the roles, responsibilities, and involvement in the indigenizing process. In 

total, this study included 18 recorded interviews and 52 not recorded conversations along with 

several institutional documents collected to reflect the timeline of the indigenization processes. I 

also kept researcher journals that included reflections and observations throughout the data 

collection processes. 

Significance and Contributions of the Study 

The improvement of participation and completion rates of Indigenous peoples in higher 

education is paramount, because it represents the gap between Indigenous communities and the 

spheres of influence that dictate the policies and programs that govern our social circumstances. 

Indigenously-controlled institutions are one way that Indigenous communities have attempted 

to redress this educational gap, and the injustices of colonization and settler colonialism (Alfred 

& Corntassel, 2005; Trask, 1999; Wolfe, 2006). There has been little research conducted that 

articulates the indigenizing process of higher education on an institutional level. With so much 

emphasis on the lack of academic achievement, research is needed that goes beyond tokenizing 
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Indigenous faculty, multicultural curriculum, or even departmental recognition. This study will 

serve as a roadmap to develop institutions of learning that incorporate and balance Indigenous 

knowledges, values, and worldviews within contemporary times. Furthermore, this study should 

offer valuable lessons for Indigenous people seeking to construct an educational alternative to 

the dominant settler colonial higher education model.   
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CHAPTER TWO – REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter will broadly map the evolution of Indigenous education for certain regions 

of the world. I begin by discussing education before colonial contact, to provide background of 

the knowledge, values, and worldviews of Indigenous communities before colonization. This 

context sets the stage for understanding the imposed role of settler colonial education on 

Indigenous peoples. Next, I provide a historical overview of settler colonialism education as a 

tool for Indigenous cultural erasure and its effect on Native students. This background frames the 

research imperative to address cultural conflict, more recently termed cultural dissonance 

(Museus, 2014), that students experience in settler colonial institutions. Moreover, I examine the 

various approaches to address cultural conflict including culturally relevant, responsive, and 

sustaining pedagogies. The literature suggests that while these critical pedagogies have had 

positive impacts on Indigenous student success, they do not remediate these issues on systemic 

or institutional levels. Therefore, I explored the creation of Indigenously-controlled institutions 

as sites for systemic transformation in what is now the United States and in Aotearoa/New 

Zealand and how they address cultural conflict through indigenizing processes. Lastly, I present 

the theoretical frameworks that guided this study.    

Key Terms   

This section operationalizes a number of terms used throughout this study.  Various 

Indigenous cultures and peoples will be discussed; the term Indigenous refers to the original 

inhabitants of various places including the United States and Aotearoa/New Zealand. The 

implicit notion of coming from the land and being of the land is an accurate description of 

Indigenous people’s origins but also a political declaration about claims to the land (Trask, 1999; 

Wilson, 2004). The concept of Indigenous also challenges the anthropological explanation of 

how Native people came to populate the world. Occasionally, I use the terms Native, 
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Aboriginal, and First Nation interchangeably with Indigenous. Furthermore, specific Indigenous 

peoples are named throughout this study including the following: Māori as the original 

inhabitants of Aotearoa/New Zealand, American Indians and Native Americans is used 

interchangeably as the original inhabitants of the continental U.S., and Native Hawaiians, 

Kanaka Maoli, and Kanaka ʻŌiwi are used interchangeably to represent the original inhabitants 

of Hawaiʻi.   

In the development of this study and the research questions, the term practices is vital 

language chosen to capture the dynamic nature of indigenizing and decolonizing. Often studies 

utilize static vocabulary (i.e. elements, components, factors) or relegate to a linear ordering of 

steps. Instead, by using the term practices, I aim to illustrate the various ways Indigenous 

peoples, place, and institutions remain living in process (Schaef, 1999). As forms of human 

action and agency, the term practices embodies the dynamic work that gets to the heart of the 

various processes people engage with their time, place, communities, and institutions. 

Throughout this study, I utilize the terms practices and processes interchangeably to shift from 

finite concepts of product to an action-oriented philosophy whereby the approaches, actions, and 

stories of these institutions are dynamic expressions of Indigneous self-determination.  

The term indigenizing (indigenize, indigenized, indigenization) is used throughout this 

study to center the ontology of Indigenous people. That is, the politics of knowledge that are 

grounded in Indigenous 1) axiology, or the values that dictate the way Indigenous people interact 

with reality, 2) epistemology, or the way Indigenous people think about reality, and 3) 

methodology, the way that Indigenous people collect information that defines their 

reality.  Furthermore, indigenizing is about resistance and persistence: resistance to 

settler colonial attempts to erase First Nations people; and to support the persistence of 
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Indigenous people’s journeys towards self-determination (Pete, Schneider, & O’Reilly, 2013; 

Wilson, 2004). Indigenization is not an agenda that can be tokenized or sprinkled onto colonized 

spaces to make them more critical, or authentic. It is a reclamation of that space and Indigenous 

existence in this world. For these reasons, I argue that indigenization can only take place when 

decolonization has occurred.    

Kukahiko (2017) suggests that the process of colonization manifests itself in at least 

seven forms of cultural racism: objectification, epistemicide, erasure, elitism, colorblindness, 

deculturalization, and symbolism. Therefore, decolonization must disrupt the manifestation of 

these forms of cultural racism in not only the policies, programs, and strategic plans that are 

operationalized and implemented, but within the philosophies that form them:    

Decolonization entails developing a critical consciousness about the cause(s) of 

Indigenous oppression, the distortion of history, Indigenous collaboration, and the 

degrees to which Indigenous peoples have internalized colonialist ideas and practice. 

Decolonization requires auto-criticism, self-rejection, and a rejection of victimage. 

Decolonization is about empowerment – a belief that situations can be transformed, a 

belief and trust in Indigenous people’s own values and abilities, and a willingness to 

make change. It is about transforming negative reactionary energy into the more positive 

rebuilding energy needed in Native communities. Decolonization in its farthest extension 

moves us beyond mere survival and becomes a means of restoring health and prosperity 

to our people by returning to traditions and ways of life that have been systematically 

suppressed. (Wilson, 2004, p. 71)  

Indigenous communities are constantly surrounded by settler colonial forces, therefore, in order 

to indigenize, it is vital to include definitions of what it means to decolonize (Korteweg & 
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Russell, 2012). Furthermore, indigenize is often used independently of the term decolonize but 

still carries both definitions, responding to Tuck and Yang’s (2012) critique that decolonization 

is often reduced to a metaphor.  

The term settler colonialism (settler colonial, settler colonialist) is used to identify the 

forces – policies, practices, ideologies, societies – that seek to rid the land of collective Native 

presence and permanence in order to make way for and legitimize settler societies (Wolfe, 2006). 

 This is true whether for French settler colonies like Tahiti, Kanaky, and Algeria or British 

colonies like Australia, Aotearoa/New Zealand, and India or Portuguese colonies like Brazil, 

Angola, and Mozambique or Dutch colonies like South Africa and Indonesia or “the strange 

Spanish, French, British amalgam called the United States of America” (Trask, 1999, p. 25). 

Patrick Wolfe (2006) describes settler colonialism as the logic of elimination where settler 

colonial relations of power operate on logics of elimination whereby Indigenous connections to 

land and to each other are supposed to disappear. More specifically, Wolfe (2006) asserts that 

settler colonization is a structure to replace Indigenous peoples with settlers including culture 

and worldviews. Furthermore, Fujikane & Okamura (2008) add that structural violences in 

Hawaiʻi are committed both through formal Asian settler colonial structures and through 

settler colonial practices “ranging from colonial administration to the routines of everyday life” 

(p. 8). Settler colonial school systems, like higher education, are built upon seized lands and 

resources, and work to legitimize and reproduce the broader settler society and its 

political economic order. Goodyear-Kaʻōpua (2013) argues:   

[Settler colonialists] naturalize the use and governance of those lands and resources 

within those orders, to the detriment of Native peoples. They enact the logic of 

elimination by suppressing Native histories and contemporary realities, by discounting 
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Indigenous epistemologies and knowledge bases, and by individualizing and disciplining 

Native bodies. (p. 33) 

Here we see that Goodyear-Kaʻōpua suggests settler colonialism is not only about Indigenous 

elimination, working together with Wolfe’s scholarship, it also makes way for a settler society 

whereby ensuring the permanence of settlerism. Moreover, in the context of education 

Goodyear-Kaʻōpua (2013) states,  

Settler colonial school systems are built upon seized lands and resources, and they work 

to legitimize and reproduce the broader settler society and its political economic order. 

They naturalize the use and governance of those lands and resources...to the detriment of 

Native peoples. (p. 25) 

Kauanui (2016) argues that a substantive engagement with settler colonialism also demands a 

deep rethinking of the associated concept of indigeneity – distinct from race, ethnicity, culture, 

and nationality. Furthermore, Kauanui adds to Goodyear-Kaʻōpua’s (2013) critiques of settler 

colonialism stating that settler colonialism is a structure not an event. By doing so, Kauanui’s 

(2016) critique of settler colonialism allows for challenging the normalization of dispossession as 

a “done deal” relegated to the past rather than ongoing (para 11). This scholarship adds greatly to 

the understanding of settler colonialism as a structure, whereby Indigenous people are still 

subject to that structure – an ongoing genocidal project – rather than the illusion that it is an 

isolated historical event, moment or account.  

 Settler colonialism includes the Western approaches to education. I use the term settler 

colonialism instead of Western to decentralize notions that education started in the West. 

Moreover, I refuse to use the term post-colonial, as many Native scholars have argued, because it 

suggests that colonialism no longer exists or is thing of the past.  Furthermore, Trask (1999) uses 
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the term “neocolonial” to describe the current conditions in Hawaiʻi and the Pacific further 

refusing the concept of post-colonial.  

Due to the various countries involved in this study, multiple terms define higher 

education institutions including post-secondary, tertiary, college, and universities. Furthermore, 

the term Indigenously-controlled institutions represents the higher education institutions that are 

governed by Indigenous peoples where Wānanga are higher education institutions governed by 

Māori and Tribal Colleges and Universities are controlled by American Indian Tribes. Simply 

being governed by Indigenous people, does not make an institution Indigenous. Therefore, I use 

the term Indigenous models of higher education as a subset of Indigenously-controlled 

institutions distinguished by their implementation of culturally coherent frameworks to govern 

their respective institutions. More specifically, I differentiate Indigenous models of higher 

education as well-known Indigenously-controlled institutions that, for various reasons and 

means, represent the realization of praxis; due in large part, to the Indigenous activists who have 

been purposeful and intentional about the processes, policies, programs, and practices that have 

created decolonized spaces of Indigenous learning within Native communities. There are not 

specific standards or indicators to identify such “models,” however, I use this term to distinguish 

institutions that engage in culturally-based decision-making practices whereby their curricula and 

programs are determined by their nation/tribe/iwi/hapu and reflect the culture of the Indigenous 

community they serve.  

The term tribe is used throughout this study in both the American Indian and Māori 

contexts, however, it is important to distinguish the differences in this term depending on the 

context. For American Indians, tribes are historical clans, bands, nations, tribes, or other 

communities of American Indians within the United States. American Indian tribes are often 
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associated with land or territory of a specific Indian reservation. Furthermore, from a settler 

colonial perspective, an American Indian tribe recognized by the United States government may 

possess tribal sovereignty – a dependent sovereign nation status with the Federal Government 

that is similar to that of a state in some situations, and that of a nation in others. Depending on 

the historical circumstances of each tribe’s federal recognition, the degree of self-government 

and sovereignty varies from one nation to another. For Māori, the term iwi means people or 

nation and is often translated as tribe or confederation of tribes. There are specific boundaries of 

each iwi and iwi groups trace their ancestry through geneaological connections. There are also 

other smaller groups within each iwi or confederation of tribes called hapū (sub-tribes). 

Additionally, today in Aotearoa/New Zealand, iwi exercise significant political power in 

recovery and management of land and other assets. While similar, it is important to recognize the 

differences between American Indian and Māori contexts when referencing the term tribe or iwi 

as they are different and contribute greatly to the current circumstances of each Indigenous 

community. 

Background   

When laying the foundational background for a study centered around Indigenous higher 

education, literature often begins from the point of colonial contact. However, for a 

dissertation investigating indigenizing processes, it is imperative to discuss Indigenous education 

prior to colonial contact; a historical perspective that is often left out and intentionally ignored 

when discussing the history of Indigenous education. Therefore, I first provide a brief overview 

and broad definition of Indigenous education coupled with examples from various Indigenous 

communities of curriculum, pedagogy, and practice. Then, I discuss the role and significance of 

cultural values driving Indigenous education. This pre-contact Indigenous education section aims 

to provide background and a more nuanced understanding of origins of indigenizing practices.    
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Indigenous Education Systems 

In order to identify and understand indigenizing practices in a contemporary context, first 

I trace the origins of Indigenous education before colonial contact to better understand the 

fundamental components of Native education. It is often forgotten that education existed within 

Indigenous communities before colonial contact, and that schooling is only one of many forms of 

education. It is assumed that education is a formula consisting of classrooms, teachers, and 

textbooks, applied to communities to civilize. However, Indigenous education defies this 

prescribed settler colonial mold of formal education. Indigenous education began in the womb, 

experiential learning often derived from a nature-centered philosophy. Teaching conducted by 

community members included place, peers, neighbors, family, and elders. Most Indigenous 

peoples had extensive knowledge of their environment, history, plant medicines, navigation, 

governance, and language. They understood natural patterns and relationships that promoted 

communal livelihood and individual well-being (Deloria and Wildcat, 2001).   

These funds of knowledge (Moll et al., 1992; Rios-Aguilar & Kiyama, 2017; Rios-

Aguilar et al., 2011; Wolfe, 1966) are the cornerstone of Indigenous education, developed from 

centuries of research and place-based observations, and were passed down through generations, 

often through oral traditions. For example, Native Hawaiians taught their young how to 

sustain themselves through taro farming; a discipline that involved experiential pedagogies and 

curriculum developed from expert knowledge of soil, weather, irrigation, and botany. Another 

example, Cherokee medicine men and women were trained extensively for years in an elaborate 

curriculum involving the use of plants and herbs for healing, coupled with medicine formulas, 

songs, ceremony and protocols (Cherokee Medicine Men and Women, 2018). A third example, 

Māori fishermen passed on to the next generations their traditions and knowledge, including their 

complex calendars, rituals and prohibitions that regulated customary law and practices, as well as 
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practical tools such as iridescent lures and woven traps (Heritage Te Manatu Taonga, 2015). 

These examples demonstrate how Indigenous education in a pre-contact context was multi-

dimensional and holistic; the foundation of education was built on the values of each respective 

Indigenous community that included an extensive and rigorous curriculum.  Moreover, this 

discussion of pre-colonial education demonstrates the fundamental features of Indigenous 

education – the connection between values, knowledge, culture, and place. Furthermore, these 

connections helped to frame the components of Indigenous education and assisted the researcher 

in identifying key practices in indigenizing higher education.    

Role of Values   

Indigenous communities passed on their values to future generations by teaching through 

story-telling of nature-centered philosophies that focused on the places in which they lived. For 

example, because of the reciprocal and genealogical connection Native Hawaiian people have 

with land and place (Oliveira, 2014), Native Hawaiian creation stories reveal lessons that teach 

the values underpinning the culture. Other Indigenous cultures use these similar teaching 

tools. Their creation stories strengthen the beliefs about origin and provide insight into the 

importance and role of various values within Indigenous communities.    

For example, most American Indian cultures maintain that the Creator formed all animate 

and inanimate things, including humans, out of a few elements, and that those elements were 

derived from the earth. Therefore, the earth is regarded as mother (Davis & Reid, 1999). Such 

creation stories form the basis of the familial connection Native people have with the earth, land, 

water, and place, and serve as the foundation for the values that drive decision-making and 

processes. One of many examples are the seven Lakota values described by White Buffalo Calf 

Woman, a holy spirit, as a gift to show Oceti Sakowin – the Great Sioux Nation – how to live 

in communion with the Creator and Mother Earth (Rose, 2014). These values included 
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Woc’ekiya (prayer), Wa o’hola (respect), Wa on’sila (caring/compassion), Wowijke 

 (honesty/truth), Wawokiye (generosity), Wah’wala (humility), and Woksape (wisdom). These 

are a few of the values that created a deep awareness of self in relation to community, including 

people, living creatures, plants, and place. The values provided a foundation for decision-

making, action, and inaction (Marshall, 2002). It is imperative to understand the significant 

role of values within communities, because they directly influenced Indigenous education on all 

levels and were so pervasive within Indigenous communities that they are still taught and lived 

today.   

Values and sustainability often were tied to the place where Indigenous people resided, 

because the livelihood of the community depended on it. For example, farmers needed to perfect 

their knowledge of botany, meteorology, hydrology, and pedology, and did so through 

continuous research and observation. Love and respect for the land also were key components of 

a Native farmer’s education. These values created a mindset that dictated how knowledge, 

knowledge production, and knowledge transfer were practiced. Across many Indigenous groups, 

the processes associated with education were rooted in the values of that culture. For example, 

many Native American medicine healers had specific protocols for collecting medicinal plants, 

so that even after harvest the plants would continue to flourish. Communities across Oceania 

selected and trained voyagers who were in top physical condition and pristine health, to ensure 

they could endure rough seas and lengthy journeys. Many Indigenous cultures focused on 

seasonal changes and moon cycles, and established laws to protect marine and animal life.   

Values were often taught indirectly through lessons from stories, proverbs, and legends. 

For example, Marshall (2002) discusses how the legend of Crazy Horse illuminates a lesson on 

humility. Marshall’s (2002) telling of this story indicates that Crazy Horse, a member of the 
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Oglala Lakota nation, was a well-known man who defeated the Seventh Cavalry and George 

Armstrong Custer at the Battle of Bighorn. A man of few words, his refusal to recount his 

exploits in battle – the waktoglaka is a Lakota tradition that encouraged warriors to publicly 

recount their actions in combat – was upsetting to some as he bucked tradition, however, it also 

endeared him to many others for his humility. The story of Crazy Horse and his part in the 

Lakota nation’s existence physically, emotionally, and spiritually today, reveals the importance 

of humility as an important virtue to be practiced. Values were also embedded in the day-to-day 

practices and protocols of the community. For example, two of the most striking Māori values 

are a keen respect for place and the honoring of family and ancestors. When meeting new people, 

Māori identify themselves by naming their home region’s mountain(s), river(s), lake(s), and 

other topographical features. Additionally, Māori and Native Hawaiians name their parents and 

ancestors as another form of identifying their origins. Both the geography and the genealogical 

introductions are demonstrations of the deeply rooted value of family, in people and place.    

The values underlying pre-contact Indigenous education have not disappeared or been 

erased. As many stories and proverbs are passed down from generation to generation, they are 

still taught within homes and communities today. For example, I grew up in a Native Hawaiian 

community and was taught a proverb, nānā ka maka; hoʻolohe ka pepeiao; paʻa ka waha, which 

roughly translates to look with your eyes, listen with your ears, and close your mouth; this is the 

best way to learn. This was repeated throughout my childhood and translates to the value of 

observation. Observation is a key skill of Native Hawaiian people historically and today, whether 

in settler colonial contexts such as formal education or in cultural contexts such as fishing and 

farming.    
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The sophistication of education and values within Indigenous communities was often 

wrongfully characterized by colonizers as savage and less than. This was an arrogant rationale 

used to impose formal education on Indigenous peoples. This was the settler colonial beginning 

of cultural erasure disguised as formal education. Moreover, the understanding that education 

existed before colonial contact and was grounded in values is a vital background to consider in 

order to better understand the devastating history of Indigenous education after colonial 

contact.    

Colonial Indigenous Education History   

Indigenous communities around the world have traumatic experiences from colonial 

education which has left an indelible mark on the livelihood of Indigenous people (Mihesuah & 

Wilson, 2004). For Indigenous peoples, the legacy of genocide includes distortions of Indigenous 

identity and values (Shield, 2004). Formal education was, and often argued is, an assimilative 

weapon utilized by colonizers for the erasure of Indigenous identity (Au, Brown, & Calderon, 

2016; Deyhle & Comeau, 2009; Deyhle & Swisher, 1997).). Colonial-settler policies in 

Australia, Canada, the United States, and Aotearoa/New Zealand developed slowly along similar 

stages because of a common mindset shared by colonial settlers originating in the embedded 

history and culture of imperial and colonial Europe (Gonzalez & Colangelo, 2010). Though these 

stages occurred at different times, they led each country to develop Indigenously-

controlled institutions as acts of self determination to reclaim education. The level of higher 

education available to Indigenous students varies greatly by country from minimal to a system of 

tribal colleges in the U.S. (Cole 2011).   

Gonzalez and Colangelo (2010) conducted a comparative historical analysis of 

Indigenous higher education development from 1880 to 2005 that revealed education policies 
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developed over similar stages, however, within different time frames. Gonzalez and Colangelo 

(2010) describe American Indian history in the following six stages:   

In the Creation period, AIs/ANs practiced their cultural and religious beliefs freely. 

During the Contact period, were engaged in conflict with the colonial settlers and were 

forced to assimilate to colonial-settler culture through schooling. In the Removal Era, the 

U.S. adopted official policies that forced the removal of AI/AN and Taino (Puerto Rican 

Indigenous people) children from their families and placing them in government-run 

boarding schools to try to fully assimilate them into American culture. During the 

Reservation Era, American Indian tribes were removed from their traditional lands and 

placed in non-contiguous reservations to prevent them from uniting. In the Reform Era 

period, the government dismantled American Indian boarding schools and allotted 

monies to governmental agencies to improve American Indian education. During the 

Contemporary Resistance period, both American Indians and Alaska Natives declared 

and demanded aid from the government to educate their own tribes. In the current 

Cultural Resistance and Expansion Era, American Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native 

Hawaiians are coalescing their power and forming relationships with non-Indians to 

provide culturally adequate education for their children. (p. 5) 

Though not all encompassing, this provides a brief glimpse into the relentless challenges – 

cultural erasure, assimilation, genocide – that First Nations’ people have survived from various 

harmful forms of formal education. Today, Indigenous peoples have similar sentiments toward 

higher education. Though higher education is often promoted as inclusive of multicultural 

perspectives with an emphasis on diversity, the experiences of American Indian students tell a 

different story.    
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American Indians account for only 1 percent of all college students in the United States 

(Minthorn, Shotton, Brayboy, & Davidson, 2018).  According to Adelman, Taylor, and Nelson 

(2013), only about half of American Indians who enroll in settler colonial colleges and 

universities survive the first year as compared to almost 70 percent of the general population. A 

report by the Institute for Higher Education Policy (Cunningham, McSwain, & Keselman, 2007) 

indicates the percentage of American Indians who have at least a bachelor’s degree is the lowest 

of all racial/ethnic groups. The numbers are even lower for those who live on reservations and 

other Native lands. Although there are many challenges that present barriers for Native students 

to overcome, perhaps none are more problematic for students than cultural conflict (Huffman, 

2001).    

Cultural Conflict / Cultural Dissonance   

No other single factor has been more frequently identified as a contributing reason for 

poor academic achievement among Indigenous students than various forms of cultural conflict 

(Huffman, 2010). Cultural conflict is defined as the tension between the values, behaviors, 

worldviews, or knowledges of various Indigenous cultures with dominant settler colonial culture. 

Cultural conflict has been alternately termed, “cultural difference,” “cultural dissonance,” 

“cultural discontinuity” or “value discrepancy” and various researchers have suggested ways to 

mitigate (Gilbert, 2000; Oppelt, 1989; Sanders, 1987; Swisher, 1990; Waterman, 2007). More 

recently, the term cultural dissonance (Museus, 2014) – or tension that results from incongruence 

between one culture’s meaning making system and new cultural information that they encounter 

in their surrounding environment – has been used. There is a vast range of differences depending 

on each Indigenous culture and community, some examples include: differences in linguistics 

(McCarty, 2004), communications (voice level, speed, non-verbal) (Huffman, 2010), values 

(individual, collective, public, private)(Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2013), relationships (with land, 



 24 

people, culture, class) and sovereignty (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hussey, & Wright, 2014). These are 

a few examples of cultural conflicts that illustrate the vast ways that Indigenous students 

experience higher education spaces differently. The differences between life at and in 

universities and at home on reservations, urban areas, or other highly concentrated pockets of 

Indigenous people, can be dramatic. The difference between these lives is, perhaps, the most 

studied area in educational research on Indigenous students (Carroll, 1978; Scott, 1986).    

A common theme in the literature about Indigenous students in settler colonial 

institutions of higher education is the overwhelming cultural conflict that often exists between 

the Native students and the culture of the institution (Brayboy, Castagno, & Solyom, 2012; 

Borthwick-Wong, 2017; Hall, Keane-Tuala, Ross, & Te Huia, 2018; Lopez, 2018; Tachine, 

Cabrera, & Yellow Bird, 2017).  For example, Indigenous students often find strength in their 

family and community (Brayboy, Castagno, & Solyom, 2012; Waterman, 2012). While, it is 

widely accepted that for students to succeed in college, they must become involved in the college 

campus (Astin, 1984; Tinto, 1993). Waterman (2012) found that Native students went home on 

weekends or transferred to institutions closer to home, so they could commute. This is contrary 

to recommendations from student affairs professionals that encourage students to be active in 

campus life and work to keep them on campus. There are often multiple and various cultural 

differences between Indigenous students and settler colonial universities (Brayboy et al., 2012). 

Brayboy and Castagno (2011) provide examples that range from Native students not knowing the 

correct way to make appointments with college administrators (Bray, 1992), to hearing harshly 

spoken words (Worl, 1992), to setting aside cooperation for individualism and competition 

(Adams, 1997). Additionally, other scholars focus on the competing worldviews and conceptions 
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of legitimate knowledge and argue that these differences impact how Indigenous students 

experience college (Carney, 1999; Fixico, 1995).    

It is important to note, student’s Indigenous culture is not a problem nor should students 

continue to assimilate within settler colonial institutions. Rather than the onus be put on the 

student, as it often is, the responsibility to address this conflict should be that of the institution. In 

spite of the evidence of widespread cultural conflict where Native students are concerned, 

educational institutions remain settler colonial in design, curriculum, culture, and climate 

(Auletta & Jones, 1990; Champagne & Stauss, 2002; Rhoads, 1998). Additionally, scholars have 

found that cultural identity, social norming, educational support mechanisms, unique student 

learning styles including Indigenous epistemologies, have been proven to impact the academic 

success of American Indian college students (Pewewardy, 2002). This has led to the 

development of pedagogies and curriculum that address issues of cultural conflict where 

literature suggests utilizing culturally relevant, responsive, or sustainable pedagogies and/or 

curriculum (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Paris, 2012).    

Deconstructing Cultural Conflict with Critical Pedagogy   

 Over the past three decades, researchers and practitioners have explored the various 

avenues to address cultural conflict calling for critical pedagogical solutions.  

Culturally Relevant Pedagogy. Ladson-Billings (1995) first termed culturally relevant 

pedagogy to improve teacher education in order to produce new generations of teachers who 

would bring an appreciation of their students’ assets to their work in urban classrooms populated 

with African American students. This pedagogy emerged as a response to three terms – 

culturally appropriate, culturally congruent, and culturally compatible – employed by studies on 

cultural mismatch between school and home, which seemed to connote accommodation of 

student culture to settler colonial culture. Culturally relevant pedagogy must meet three criteria: 
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an ability to develop students academically; a willingness to nurture and support cultural 

competence; and the development of sociopolitical or critical consciousness (Ladson Billings, 

1995). In response, scholars have shown that there is difficulty in the practical implementation of 

culturally relevant pedagogy (Morrison, Robbins, & Rose, 2008; Young, 2010; Lopez, 2011). 

Often, studies show that the success of such pedagogy depends on the critical awareness of the 

teacher, Howard (2003) argues that the development of culturally relevant pedagogy strategies 

are contingent upon critical reflection about race and culture of teachers and their students. 

Although culturally relevant pedagogy is widely espoused and applied in educational research 

and practice, there are deep structural issues related to teachers’ cultural bias, the nature of 

racism in school settings, and the lack of support to adequately implement theories into practice 

(Young, 2010). Additionally, culturally relevant pedagogies are put into action by individual 

teachers and courses; rarely are they implemented systemically in settler colonial higher 

education institutions.   

Culturally Responsive Pedagogy. Building on the foundation of culturally relevant 

pedagogy, more recent literature utilizes the term culturally responsive pedagogy – an approach 

to teaching that incorporates attributes, characteristics, or knowledge from student’s cultural 

background into the instructional strategies and course content in an effort to 

improve educational outcomes (Howard, 2012). A primary idea behind culturally responsive 

pedagogy is to create learning environments that allow students to utilize cultural elements, 

cultural capital, and other recognizable knowledge to enhance their college experience and 

academic success (Wlodkowski & Ginsberg, 1995). The concept has gained increased attention 

over the past decade, positing to rethink instructional practices to improve the educational 

performances of African American, Latino, Native American, Native Hawaiian, and various 
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Asian American students (Au, 1993; Campbell, 2007; Gay, 2010; Pewewardy, 1994; Pewewardy 

& Hammer, 2003; Villegas, 1991). Gay (2010) argues that culturally responsive pedagogy does 

for Native American, Latino, Asian American, African American, and low-income students what 

traditional instruction ideologies and actions do for middle-class White Americans; that is, it 

filters curriculum content and teaching strategies through their cultural frames of reference to 

make the content more personally meaningful and easier to master. Over the past 40 years, 

culturally responsive pedagogy has been advocated for as a promising strategy to improve 

education for Indigenous students (Beaulieu, Sparks, & Alonzo, 2005; Demmert, Grissmer, & 

Towner, 2006; Demmert, McCardle, Mele-McCarthy, & Leos, 2006; Dick, Estell, & McCarty, 

1994). However, Castagno and Brayboy (2008) argue that although the plethora of writing on 

culturally relevant pedagogy is insightful, “it has had little impact on what teachers do because it 

is too easily reduced to essentializations, meaningless generalizations, or trivial anecdotes – none 

of which result in systemic, institutional, or lasting changes to schools serving Indigenous 

students.” (p. 1)    

Culturally Sustaining/Revitalizing Pedagogy. More recently, Paris (2012) coined a new 

term, culturally sustaining pedagogy, in response to questioning the lack of systemic impact of 

the terms “relevant” and “responsive.” Paris and Alim (2014) critique previous 

conceptualizations of asset pedagogies and argue that culturally sustaining pedagogy requires 

that pedagogies be more than responsive of, or relevant to, the cultural experiences and practices 

of students – the curriculum should support students in sustaining the cultural and linguistic 

competence of their communities while simultaneously offering access to dominant cultural 

competence. Ladson-Billings (2014) has embraced this term and adds that culturally sustaining 

pedagogies allow for a fluid understanding of culture, and a teaching practice that explicitly 
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engages questions of equity and justice. Drawing on Paris’s (2012) notion of culturally 

sustaining pedagogy, McCarty and Lee (2014) assert that given the linguistic, cultural, and 

educational realities of Native American communities, culturally sustaining pedagogy in these 

settings also must be understood as culturally sustaining/revitalizing pedagogy (CSRP). 

Culturally revitalizing pedagogy differs from other pedagogical approaches in that the central 

concept of tribal sovereignty is to make sense of Indigenous educational sovereignty and 

underscore the importance of Indigenous epistemologies in making sense of the concerns and 

desires of sovereign nations (Ladson-Billings, 2014; McCarty & Lee, 2014). Furthermore, 

McCarty and Lee (2014) highlight decolonizing as an expression of Indigenous education 

sovereignty with the goal of transforming legacies of colonization, a significant component of 

indigenizing which is often not included in other pedagogical solutions (Paris & Alim, 2014). 

Culturally sustaining/revitalizing pedagogy is a relatively new approach to teaching, often 

referenced and utilized in K-12 schools (McCarty & Lee, 2014), whereas, its application to 

higher education spaces is still understudied. Additionally, there is a scarcity in studies regarding 

the systemic, institutional, or lasting changes to higher education institutions serving Indigenous 

students. For this reason, I look to Indigenously-controlled institutions as sites of systemic 

transformation (Benham & Stein, 2003; Sumida & Brayboy, 2017) in addressing cultural 

conflict.    

Transformation of Indigenous Higher Education   

Considering the plethora of social problems plaguing Indigenous communities today 

(including poverty, chemical dependency, depression, suicide, family violence, and disease), it is 

profoundly clear that these are the devastating consequences of conquest and colonization 

(Wilson, 2004).  To address such problems, Indigenous people have developed strategies toward 

decolonization and self-determination that are guided by the principles that allowed Native 
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people to live a sustainable existence for thousands of years. One of these strategies is through 

the transformation and reclamation of Indigenous higher education. The transformation has taken 

many forms including the development of Indigenously-controlled institutions and indigenizing 

settler colonial institutions.   

Settler Colonial Institutions  

In settler colonial higher education institutions, Native scholars have contested the 

intellectual colonization of higher education where fields of study are dominated by white 

supremist ideologies (Trask, 1999). Native scholars and allies have found ways to indigenize 

settler colonial higher education institutions (Mihesuah & Wilson, 2004), however, these 

attempts are often siloed to individuals, departments, support services, or outreach programs 

(Chandler, 2018).  Chandler (2018) further names these forces as exemplary practices and argues 

for their significance and necessity within higher education institutions. More specifically, these 

individuals, student services, and outreach programs provide safe spaces for Native students to 

address and overcome issues of cultural conflict. Therefore, while these exemplary practices are 

critical for addressing cultural conflict for Native students, due to the siloed nature of these 

approaches, they fall short in addressing such issues systemically.    

Some scholars look to Minority Serving Institutions (MSI) as sites for addressing issues 

pertaining to minority student access and persistence in higher education (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2011). MSIs are higher education institutions designated to receive additional funding 

for serving specific minority populations. For example, Asian American Native American 

Pacific Islander Serving Institutions (AANAPISI) designation provides grant funding to 

accredited institutions where the Asian American and Pacific Islander population comprise at 

least ten percent of the total population, have a minimum threshold of low-income students, and 

have a lower than average education and general expenditures per student (Congressional 
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Research Service, 2012). Similarly, Native Hawaiian-serving Institutions and Alaska Native-

serving Institutions have similar designations primarily based on the Native Hawaiian or Alaska 

Native student enrollment. The intention of these programs is to fiscally support institutions in 

their efforts to increase their self-sufficiency; however, these programs do not require the 

implementation of Native policies, practices, or curriculum. For these reasons, these institutions 

are not considered Indigenous models of higher education because while they serve Native 

peoples, the approach is not inherently Indigenous. Such practices are recognized within 

Indigenously-controlled institutions because their missions explicitly include Indigenous 

education. Therefore, while the work of scholars to decolonize and indigenize settler colonial 

higher education institutions is vital, for the purpose of this study, I focus on the relevant 

literature to indigenization efforts within Indigenously-controlled institutions.   

Indigenously-controlled Institutions of Higher Education   

In response to settler colonial institutions of higher education not meeting the post-

secondary education needs of most Navajo students, the first tribally controlled college, Navajo 

Community College (NCC, now Diné College), was chartered by the Navajo Nation in 1968. 

Similar post-secondary conditions for other Indigenous students and communities led to the 

development of Indigenously-controlled institutions around the world, such as the development 

of Te Wānanga o Raukawa in Aotearoa/New Zealand founded in 1981 and Blue Quills First 

Nations College in Canada founded in 1971. In the United States, other tribes quickly worked to 

emulate this success, chartering additional colleges, nearly all of which were founded as 

community colleges.  This was a period of expansion in higher education generally, and in the 

community college movement specifically (Wheeler, 2004). The hard fought federal legislation 

that propelled the expansion of TCUs emanated from Navajo Community College (now Diné 

College) and the American Indian self-determination movement. The trait that distinguishes 
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tribal community colleges from other community colleges is their dual mission: 1) to rebuild, 

reinforce, and explore traditional tribal cultures as one avenue to support Indigenous sovereignty, 

self-determination, and identity, using uniquely designed curricula and institutional settings, and 

2) to address settler colonialism models of learning by providing traditional disciplinary courses 

that are transferable to settler colonial four-year institutions (American Indian Higher Education 

Consortium & Institute for Higher Education Policy, 1999). Tribal college and university (TCUs) 

founders recognized that they could not just prepare tribal students to be proficient in their own 

cultures, but also must prepare them to be proficient in the settler colonial world that surrounds 

the tribal communities; to prepare their students to live productively in two very different worlds 

(Stein, 2009).  Initially, TCUs were modeled after settler colonial colleges – classrooms, 

chalkboards, and three-credit courses – while incorporating culture through courses such as tribal 

history, art, philosophy, and language. Over time, TCUs aim not simply to teach more culturally-

based classes, but to become a kind of college that looks and acts less like settler colonial 

colleges and more like the community they hope to serve (Boyer, 2005).    

Around the world, Indigenously-controlled institutions are in various stages of 

development as they have created their own avenues (accreditation, curriculum, policies, 

campuses, etc.) for developing Indigenous higher education models that reflect their Indigenous 

communities. For example, the creation of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium 

(AIHEC) in the U.S. and the World Indigenous Nations Higher Education Consortium 

(WINHEC) to support Indigenous institutions. Furthermore, Barnhardt (1991) asserts that 

Indigenously-controlled institutions range in their development and form:   

Some have incorporated explicit Indigenous perspectives in their design, while others 

have adapted models of non-Indigenous institutions. Some are independently 
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administered and accredited, while others are affiliated with or subsumed within 

established institutions. Some have been in existence for over twenty years, while others 

are still in the formative stages. All, however, are controlled or guided by Indigenous 

people and are intended to address the particular social, political and economic interests 

of the population they serve. (p. 2)    

One way institutions incorporate their culture beyond curriculum is in the architectural 

design of campus buildings and landscaping, which often reflect the Indigenous motif. For 

example, the main campus of Diné College is located at the geographic center of the reservation, 

and the central administration building is constructed in the shape of a hooghan, the Diné 

traditional home (Martin, 2005). Other examples include policies, “tribal colleges value the role 

of family and community in their students’ lives and provide for flexible policies that permit 

students to maintain their familial and tribal obligations” (Martin, 2005, p. 81). Furthermore, 

various countries, including the United States (American Indian/Alaska Native/Native 

Hawaiian), Canada (First Nations/Native Indian), Aotearoa/New Zealand (Māori), Australia 

(Aborigine), Greenland (Inuit), Scandinavia (Saami) and elsewhere, have developed 

Indigenously-controlled institutions where the level of higher education available to Indigenous 

students varies greatly by country from minimal to a system of tribal colleges, such as in the U.S. 

(Barnhardt, 1991; Cole, 2011).     

Tribal Colleges and Universities in the United States. According to AIHEC (2018), 

TCUs are chartered by their respective tribal governments (e.g., Sitting Bull College is located 

on the Standing Rock Sioux Reservation and was chartered by the Standing Rock Sioux Tribal 

Government) and operate more than 75 campuses in 16 states serving students from more than 

250 federally recognized American Indian tribes. TCUs vary in enrollment (size), focus (liberal 
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arts, sciences, workforce development/training), location (woodlands, desert, frozen tundra, rural 

reservation, urban), and student population (predominantly American Indian). Currently, 

there are 37 TCUs with more than 75 sites in the United States that offer associate degree 

programs, including 14 that offer baccalaureate programs; and five that offer master’s degree 

programs. Another distinguishing trait of TCUs is that approximately 30 percent of the faculty 

members are American Indian compared to non-Native institutions where they make up less than 

one percent of faculty (Guillory & Ward, 2008). Additionally, it is not uncommon for tribal 

elders and other non-traditional faculty members to teach classes ranging from, “tribal language 

emersion classes, arts and crafts, and Indigenous medicine.” (Guillory & Ward, 2008, p. 98) 

TCUs have become increasingly important to educational opportunity for Indigenous students 

and are unique institutions that combine personal attention with cultural relevance to encourage 

students to overcome the barriers they face in higher education (AIHEC, 2018).    

In the United States, TCUs have become essential in providing access and opportunity to 

the majority of American Indian students in higher education and enroll significantly more 

Indigenous students than settler colonial institutions (Stein, 2009).  Stein (2009) states:  

TCU students are generally older students; often female single heads of households; 

many speak English as a second language; have families; are poor; and prior to their 

tribal college experience, have found formal educational settings to be a hostile 

environment for them. (p. 26)   

According to the Postsecondary National Policy Institute (2017), in 2014, TCUs awarded 1,266 

associates degrees and 295 bachelor’s degrees to American Indians and Alaska Natives. 

Additionally, despite the high-risk factors that impact tribal college students, 86 percent of TCU 

students complete their chosen program of study, while fewer than 10 percent of American 
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Indian students at non-TCU schools complete a degree (PNPI, 2017). Given the role of tribally 

controlled colleges in the lives of American Indian communities and American Indian students, it 

is not surprising that some refer to these colleges as “islands of hope” (DeJong, 1993, p. 

244; Tippeconnic Fox, Lowe, & McClellan, 2005). Additionally, TCUs are vital in their role to 

not only improve academic achievement of Native students, but also, to their communities in 

tribal sovereignty and self-determination (Brayboy, 2005; Champagne, 2015; Lomawaima, 

2000; Lomawaima & McCarty, 2002).   

Wānanga in Aotearoa/New Zealand. The Māori Wānanga came into existence as a 

result of the 1989 Education Act. The need, similar to American Indians, was apparent due to the 

high dropout rates for Māori in settler colonial institutions (Durie, 2005). Edwards 

and Hewitson (2008) assert that the contemporary Wānanga began in the early 1980s to support 

the continuation of Māori ways of knowing and being with the sole intent to establish tertiary 

institutions of education that could positively contribute to Māori success where the Māori 

worldview was at the forefront. In 1989, Wānanga were accorded legal status via the New 

Zealand Education Amendment Act; however, it is important to note that the struggle for 

existence was extensive and occurred against political attempts with support from the power and 

extensive resources of the British Crown to not allow Wānanga to exist (Edwards & Hewitson, 

2008; Theodore et al., 2016).    

At present, Aotearoa/New Zealand houses three Māori Wānanga: Te Wānanga o 

Aotearoa in Te Awamutu, Te Wānanga o Raukawa in Ōtaki, and Te Whare Wānanga o 

Awanuiarangi in Whakatāne. Durie (2005) describes these institutions as the following:   

All three differ from each other in their approach to tertiary education, but all three have 

shown themselves to be highly successful in attracting Māori into higher education. Te 
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Wānanga o Aotearoa has been especially successful in bringing Māori into higher 

education. Most of their students would have been unlikely to survive within a 

mainstream institution because mainstream institutions tend not to provide the support 

and nurturing for Māori students that is present in Māori Wānanga. (p. 5)  

Together they form, and are guided by, the Wānanga association called Te Tauihu o Nga 

Wānanga. Te Wānanga o Raukawa and Te Whare Wānanga o Awanuiarangi are closely aligned 

to specific tribes, while Te Wānanga o Aotearoa operates at a national level (pan-Māori) 

serving as many non-Māori as Māori students. Te Wānanga o Raukawa and Te Whare Wānanga 

o Awanuiarangi developed close relationships between the Wānanga and the people they were 

designed to serve (Hook, 2007). Additionally, these Wānanga implemented community 

education, bridging, and language programs as well as bringing education to their respective 

marae, tribal sacred meeting grounds. Wānanga have shown that Māori students perform better 

in a Māori setting as evidenced by the growing number of students attending Māori institutions 

(Edwards & Hewitson, 2008).   

Indigenous Self-Determination 

 In order to identify and understand indigenizing practices, it is imperative to first discuss 

the reciprocal relationship of indigenizing with self determination and sovereignty. Indigenous 

peoples around the world including American Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians 

have asserted and continue to assert their right to remain distinct, sovereign, and tribal peoples 

(Alfred, 1999; Brayboy, et al., 2015; Cornell & Kalt, 1998; Deloria, 1988; Grande, 2004; Trask, 

1999; Wilkins, 2002). Sovereignty within the context of education has been defined as, “the 

inherent right of a people to self-government, self-determination, and self-education.” 

(Lomawaima & McCarty, 2006, p. 9). Moreover, Brayboy et al. (2015) explains, 
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Hundreds of years of abusive relationships between mainstream educational institutions 

and Native communities means that Indigenous education and persistence cannot be 

understood independent of their unique history with the United States. The United States 

shares an extensive and complicated legal relationship with American Indians, Alaska 

Natives, and Native Hawaiians and tribal nations that has served as the basis for a myriad 

of treaties, laws, executive orders, and other federal policies, including Indigenous 

educational policies. (p. 4) 

Furthermore, Cole’s (2011) book Uncommon Schools: The Global Rise of Postsecondary 

Institutions for Indigenous Peoples states,  

With some exceptions, cross-national patterns in Indigenous-state relations may be 

organized into four sequential periods: First contact and colonization; Cultural 

assimilation, generally spearheaded by Christian missionaries; Political integration of 

Indigenous peoples as citizens with “equal” rights; and Autonomy, self-determination, or 

limited self-government. (pp. 80–81) 

This generalization points to culminating acts of sovereignty which he later connects to the 

development of postsecondary institutions for Indigenous peoples.  

 Therefore, it is imperative to draw attention to this relationship as multiple dimensions of 

sovereignty grounds the implications of this study such as: political sovereignty underpins 

implications for policy; self-education underpins implications for practice, and self-

determination underpins various implications for other Indigenous communities. In the 

subsections to follow, first I provide a brief political self-determination history as it relates to the 

two sites of this study (within the United States and Aotearoa/New Zealand). Second, I provide a 

brief history of the sovereignty movement within a Native Hawaiian context to provide 
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necessary historical background and researcher transparency. Lastly, I bridge the significance 

and importance of indigenizing higher education as acts of sustainable self-determination and 

self-education.  

Self-Determination Period 

 Across both the United States and Aotearoa/New Zealand, a combination of colonial 

assaults on American Indian and Māori nations’ way of life, legal status, land, and language 

precipitated the rise of the self-determination periods. Both American Indians and Māori were 

originally colonized by the same imperial power – Britain – whereby Aotearoa/New Zealand still 

belongs to the Common Wealth while in contrast, the United States emerged from the 

“revolutionary break” with Britain (Cole, 2011, p. 91). This break gave the United States a 

noticeably different political system compared to Aotearoa/New Zealand (Lipset, 1990). 

Therefore, it is important to distinguish the self-determination periods for these Indigenous 

groups as the colonial and settler colonial political systems directly impacted and continues to 

impact Indigneous models of higher education today. 

 For American Indians. The self-determination period for American Indians was 

foreshadowed by the 1928 Meriam Report. The Institute of Government Research (Meriam et al., 

1928) published the Meriam Report entitled, The Problem of Indian Administration, criticized 

the Department of Interior’s implementation of the Dawes Act, more notably, revealed the 

conditions of American Indians on reservations and the state of Indian education. This report led 

intensive government sponsored studies of conditions in American Indian life, providing the 

impetus for important changes in Indian administration and ultimately influenced several federal 

policies (Szasz, 1999). One of the major implications for federal policy led to the 1934 Indian 

Reorganization Act which reversed the U.S. policy that favored Indian assimilation and instead, 
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became the basis for United States education policies to recognize the right of tribal governments 

and sovereignty for American Indians. The Indian Reorganization Act allowed for tribal 

governments modeled on the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ templates of what constituted 

“government” – often in the interest of extracting resources from tribal lands. To be clear, this 

was not an act of sudden federal enlightenment or beneficence. Education was the centerpiece of 

this legislation which led to an increase in American Indian college student enrollment through 

the support of student loans (Carney, 1999). While this could be conceived as a positive 

outcome, federal policies did not continue in this direction. 

 During the 1940s, federal policy shifted again which reverted back to forcing assimilation 

through relocation, termination, and state subjugation. In 1953, the House Concurrent Resolution 

108 – nicknamed the “termination policy” – removed American Indians from being special 

wards of the federal government, eliminated a significant number of reservations, and transferred 

Indian programs to the individual states (Boyer, 1997). The effects of the termination policy 

were culturally and economically devastating (Cunningham, McSwain, & Keselman, 2007). 

Finally, in the 1960s, the termination policy was reversed and with it the emergence of the self-

determination movement within American Indian communities.  

 The establishment of TCUs is arguably the most significant development in American 

Indian higher education history (Carney, 1999), presenting a momentous movement towards 

self-education for American Indians (Brayboy, et al., 2012). In 1968, the first tribal college, 

Navajo Community College (known today as Diné College) was established, paving the way for 

the development of tribal colleges and universities (TCUs). Moreover, in the 1970s several other 

policies supporting American Indian higher education were established: the Indian Education 

Act of 1972, the Indian Self-Determination Act and Education Assistance Act of 1975, the 
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Education Amendments Act of 1978, and the Tribally Controlled Community College Acts of 

1978 (Carney, 1999).  

 While this brief political history resulted in positive momentum towards uplifting 

American Indian students and communities, scholars contend there is still much to be done. 

Wilson (2012) captured this sentiment stating, 

Given the nature of the relationship between the USA and Indian tribes, one thing is 

certain: the USA does not have the power to fulfill the educational dreams of Indigenous 

people.  Even if the USA increases its financial support of Indigenous educational 

initiatives many times over, the essential logic of the guardian-to-ward “trust 

relationship” ensures that the aims of indigneous tribal nations – whether educational, 

governmental, environments, and so on – will always remain secondary to the aims of the 

USA. (p. 905) 

This statement expresses the realities of operating within a settler colonial state and provides 

insight to the frustrations and challenges experienced by Indigenous peoples in realizing self-

governance. However, it is vital to recognize the political agendas and federal policies that 

continue to impact Indigenous students and Indigenous communities that are striving towards 

nationhood and sovereignty. More specifically, it is imperative to be aware of this complex 

background leading to the development of tribal colleges. TCUs are sites of Indigenous self-

education that aim to offer culturally-based education that promote tribal cultures, histories, and 

languages to support tribal nation building and self-determination (Benham & Stein, 2003). 

Therefore, as one of the sites of this study is a tribal college within the United States, this self-

determination background for American Indians offers unique insights into the importance and 

effects of policy for Indigenous students’ postsecondary academic achievement.  
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 For Māori. The Māori, the Indigenous people of the colonized country of Aotearoa/New 

Zealand, experienced similar sequential periods (Cole, 2011) as the American Indians. Beginning 

with the British colonial contact followed by cultural assimilation, described by Māori scholar 

Mekaere (2017) as,  

It is probably not surprising that the whalers, traders and missionaries, like the Crown 

representatives who followed them, brought with them a set of understandings about the 

world that was radically different to the theories of existence that [the Māori] had 

developed to explain [Māori] reality. ...By the nineteenth century, a brazen British self-

confidence was manifesting itself as the kind of overt cultural arrogance that befitted an 

ambitious and practiced colonizer. (p. 77) 

The imperial mindset of the British at this time is captured by Rhode’s (1877) contention, “[the 

British] are the finest race in the world and...the more of the world [the British] inhabit the better 

it is for the human race” (p. 1). While the other sequential periods including political integration 

of Indigenous peoples as citizens with “equal” rights followed by autonomy, self-determination, 

and limited self-government (Cole, 2011), are similar to American Indians, one stark difference 

is raised with the Tiriti of Waitangi (Treaty of Waitangi Act).  

 While the American Indians have a nation within a nation relationship to their colonizer, 

the Treaty of Waitangi affirmed the collective treaty rights of Māori and formalized their 

relationship with the British (the Crown). In 1840, the Tiriti o Waitangi was signed by a Crown 

representative and over 500 Māori chiefs and remains a central issue in Aotearoa/New Zealand 

today (Orange, 2015). Issues arise due to the two seperate versions of the Treaty of Waitangi, 

one written in Māori language and another in English, whereby only 39 chiefs signed the English 

version with the vast majority signing the Māori version. Controversial issues have been raised 
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due to the scheming and devious translation of terms, specifically, sovereignty verses 

governance. Whereby, the English version sought to relinquish all rights of Māori through 

utilizing the term “sovereignty” while the Māori translation for sovereignty is Rangatiratanga; 

however, this was not the term used in the Māori translated Treaty. In the Māori version of the 

Treaty, the term that was used was Kāwanatanga meaning “governorship” (Orange, 2015).  

Therefore, it was implied that Māori who signed the Māori version of the Treaty were giving up 

their rights on governance, not their sovereignty.   

 With two different meanings, the implications of the Treaty of Waitangi continue to be 

debated today. The 1980s and 1990s debates of the Treaty, led to the concept of biculturalism 

which treated Māori and Pākehā (non-Māori) as seperate but cohesive political communities 

(Sullivan, 2007). While the bicultural approach has made important contributions to Māori 

policy, it competes with alternative possibilities for self-determination (Sullivan, 2007). Today, 

several Māori tribes have received financial and land settlements in compensation for 

confiscations that breached the Treaty’s promises, while Māori language and culture are 

continuing to grow and strengthen (Makaere, 2017). Moreover, it is important to note, concepts 

and uses of the word sovereignty are avoided due to the misappropriated nature of this term by 

the colonizer, instead terms such as independence and autonomy are utilized. Therefore, in 

discussions of self-determination and Māori autonomy, scholars have also taken none political 

approaches to decolonization and exercising their independence.  

 Makaere’s (2017) analysis of colonization, specifically of Ngāti Raukawa (the tribe of 

one of the sites for this study), delves into the metaphysical effects of the process of colonialism. 

She states, “typically, analyses of the impact of colonization rehearse the detail of lands taken, of 

Indigenous political systems destroyed and of plummeting population figures; by comparison, 
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any commentary on the psychological effects of such developments on the colonized tends to be 

brief.” (p. 133)  Building off of Alfred (1999) and Fanon (2008), Makere’s (2017) interrogation 

of the colonial history serves, “not simply to consider what was done but, more importantly, to 

set the scene for an examination of how what was done affected the way that [Māori] think.” (p. 

133) These understandings of colonial thinking in conflict with Māori way of life have grown 

along with the development of Māori self-education.   

 In Aotearoa/New Zealand, Wānanga, or Māori-controlled postsecondary institutions, 

were defined by the Education Act of 1989, characterized by teaching and research that 

maintains, advances, and disseminates knowledge and develops intellectual independence, and 

assists the application of knowledge regarding ahuatang Māori (Māori tradition) according to 

tikanga Māori (Māori customs) (Mead, 1998). While both are defined by law, Cole (2011) points 

to the distinct political differences of TCUs and wānanga stating: 

Unlike the United States, wānanga constitute a distinct institutional form that 

distinguishes them from all other [settler colonial] institutions in the country. That is, 

wānanga are not simply Māori-controlled polytechnics, colleges, or universities but rather 

comprise something qualitatively different. Also unlike the United States, wānanga 

received their official charters as ʻtertiary education institutions’ from the Aotearoa/New 

Zealand government, rather than from their founding tribes or subtribes. (p. 120) 

This background provides insight into the relationship of Māori to their colonizers and the 

development of wānanga as independent institutions uniquely Māori. These definitions of 

sovereignty and the approaches to autonomy through self-education showcase the distinct 

differences of Māori history compared to American Indians. Therefore, when looking at 

indigenizing practices, this background provides a multi-dimensional approach to understanding 
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self-determination and highlights both the political governance as well as the metaphysical 

autonomy affected by colonialism.  

 As a Native Hawaiian researcher, it is imperative that I also provide a brief background 

on the Hawaiian Sovereignty Movement in order to provide researcher transparency. The 

following section will describe the Hawaiian movement and aims to provide pertinent 

background that informs implications of this study for my community context.  

 For Kanaka ʻŌiwi. Sovereignty for kanaka ʻōiwi is captured by the Hawaiian word, 

“Ea.” Having several meanings, ea refers to political independence and is often translated as 

“sovereignty” and also carries meanings of “life” and “breath.” Goodyear-Kaʻōpua (2014) 

captures the fluid nature of ea stating, “Like breathing, ea cannot be achieved or possessed; it 

requires constant action day after day, generation after generation” (p. 4). To further the 

complexity of this two-letter word, Bauer (2014) describes, “Ea, like aloha, can neither be simply 

translated nor understood, yet it is the force that gave birth to and sustains the Hawaiian 

sovereignty movement” (p. 110). Native Hawaiian sovereignty from my perspective and that of 

other Native Hawaiian scholars, is not only a political action, it is the intersection of life, land, 

and sovereignty (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hussey, & Wright, 2014). This intersection is distinctly 

different from colonial and settler colonial definitions of sovereignty as it centers the origin of ea 

to the ʻāina and it’s resources.  

 Unlike colonial and settler colonial philosophical notions of sovereignty, “ea is based on 

the experiences of people on the land, relationships forged through the process of remembering 

and caring for wahi pana, storied places” (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hussey, & Wright, 2014, p. 4). In 

A Nation Rising: Hawaiian Movements for Life, Land, and Sovereignty, Goodyear-Kaʻōpua 

writes:  
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The constellation of land struggles, peoples’ initiatives, and grassroots organizations 

[that] gave rise to what has become known as the Hawaiian movement or the Hawaiian 

sovereignty movement. ... Because of Hawaiian movements, ... water in Hawaiʻi is 

protected as a public trust; Indigenous cultural practitioners can continue to access 

necessary natural resources and sacred sites, white supremacy cannot go unchecked; and 

the unadjudicated claims of the Hawaiian Kingdom’s descendants to our national lands 

and sovereignty still remain intact. (p. 1) 

This movement gave way to Hawaiian language revitalization movements as evidenced today by 

Native Hawaiian people who “asserted our distinctive identity in our own language” identifying 

as “Kanaka Maoli,” or “Kanaka ʻŌiwi,” the ancestral ways of describing ourselves disrupting the 

racialized, U.S. legal definition of “native Hawaiian” which originated from using blood 

quantum measurements that do not emerge from Hawaiian culture (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014).   

 The devastating effects of colonial occupation beginning in 1898 brought a catastrophic 

stop to the growth of Hawaiian national life (Silva, 2004). The effects of a generation under the 

colonial occupation, the Hawaiian nationalist press was largely extinguished. Goodyear-Kaʻōpua 

(2014) describes, 

Control of the national land base was forcibly removed from the Hawaiian Kingdom. The 

Hawaiian language was banned. For most of the twentieth century Hawaiʻi did not have a 

single school in the islands that made the Indigenous Hawaiian language or culture 

central to its curriculum. Stories of Hawaiian resistance to American takeover were 

hidden, overwritten by American historical narratives fabricated to make people believe 

there was a legal merger between the Hawaiian Kingdom and the United States. (p. 5) 
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While distinct, these eras align with Cole’s (2011) sequential periods similar to American 

Indians and Māori. There are distinct similarities to Māori such as the direct connection between 

the sovereignty of an Indigenous people and the health of their language evidenced by the 

creation of Hawaiian and Māori language immersion schools as well as differences in these 

movements due to the political differences in government relations as Native Hawaiians do not 

have a government-to-government relationship with the U.S. as do American Indian nations. 

Additionally, the Hawaiian sovereignty movement was approached beyond politics and 

government to the social movements aimed to protect and energize Hawaiian ways of life: 

“growing and eating ancestral foods, speaking the Native language, renewing relationships 

through ceremonies, making collective decisions, and simply remaining on the land” (p.12).  

With these various collective Hawaiian movements, awareness and participation grew as more 

and more people began to remember the Hawaiian Kingdom lands referring to them as sovereign 

or Hawaiian lands. Building critical consciousness about the history, status, practices, and health 

of sovereign lands provided a critical piece in the development of Hawaiian sovereignty 

discourse. 

 Given the place-based theoretical framework of this study, it is imperative to consider the 

role of land in the Native Hawaiian sovereignty movement. Examples of land struggles can be 

found across the paeʻāina, the Hawaiian islands, which displaced people and desecrated ʻāina, 

ultimately disrupting the land-based subsistence practices such as fishing, gathering, and 

farming. For example, for the first time in the twentieth century Native Hawaiians in Kalama 

Valley stood up to the largest private landowner, Bishop Estate, who were bulldozing homes to 

make way for high-priced suburban homes which most kanaka could not afford. The Native 

Hawaiian occupation of the valley taught other communities that they could similarly organize as 
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community-based assertions for preservation of agricultural lands (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; 

Trask, 1987).  

The activists in Kalama broadened their analysis beyond that specific battle to larger 

trends of alienation and structural violence that were happening throughout the islands. 

...Over the next several years, [Native Hawaiians] stood in many of the struggles... – 

Waiāhole-Waikāne, Niumalu-Nāwiliwili, Kahoʻolawe, Mākua, and Sand Island – as well 

as other anti eviction struggles such as in Chinatown and Waimānalo. (p. 8)   

From these land issues, a shift from focusing on class-based land struggle to Indigenous cultural 

resurgence happened quite organically (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014, p. 9) whereby issues of land, 

water, language, and culture were woven together as kanaka fought for sovereignty. These are 

important distinctions of the Native Hawaiian sovereignty movement that exist till today. 

Furthermore, this background provides an understanding of the relationships between 

sovereignty and land that are vital components of using a place-based framework.  

 In the realm of education, it is appropriate to recognize and honor the intellectual 

kuamoʻo (backbone) of advocates that supported building a broad, popular movement of 

educated Native Hawaiians who could exercise their right to informed self-determination. The 

massive organization of Hawaiians in the 1990s required popular education and consciousness-

raising based on sound research to include not only academics but people “of all vocations” 

striving to remedy a century of historical miseducation. The following summary of Peralto’s 

(2018) kuamoʻo ʻike (intellectual lineage) illustrates the intellectual genealogy with which 

Native Hawaiian sovereignty, this dissertation and my intentions as a Hawaiian researcher are 

founded including, 
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Our first Hawaiian ancestors and scholars to produce written literature in Hawaiʻi: 

Davida Malo, Samuel M. Kamakau, Kepelino, Ioana ʻĪʻī, Simeon Keliikaapuni, and 

Joseph H. Kānepuʻu, among many others. Hawaiian literary scholars forwarding 

“occupation theory” and “ʻŌiwi agency” – Keanu Sai, G. Kanalu Young, and Kamana 

Beamer. Literature during a time of vast political upheaval in Hawaiʻi, prior to and soon 

after the overthrow of the Hawaiian Kingdom government including scholars and 

political leaders: Kalākaua, Liliʻuokalani, Moses K. Nakuina, Moses Manu, Joseph 

Nāwahī, Joseph M. Poepoe, Hoʻoulumāhiehie, John E. A. Bush, Charles Kahiliaulani 

Notley, John Wise, Isaac Kihe, and Stephen L. Desha, among others. Hawaiian scholar-

activists whose work was framed by the vast decline of Hawaiian national consciousness 

and cultural identity as a result of the loss of Hawaiian control over our country 

including: Henry Kekahuna, Mary Kawena Pukui, Samuel Crowningburg Amalu, John 

Dominis Holt, George Kanahele, and Edward and Pualani Kanahele. Hawaiian scholar-

activists from grassroots organizations of the 1970s and 80s such as George Helm, Walter 

Ritte, Keliʻi “Skippy” Ioane, Terriless Kekoʻolani, Mililani Trask, and Kīhei “Soli” 

Niheu who contributed to Hawaiian intellectual traditions. The late twentieth century 

scholar-activists that confronted and some continue to confront the deeply entrenched 

settler colonial power structures by reasserting Hawaiian conceptualizations of our 

Indigenous identity, national consciousness, claims to sovereignty, and liberatory 

education which include: Haunani-Kay Trask, Lilikalā Kameʻeleihiwa, G. Kanalu 

Young, Davianna P. McGregor, Jonathan K. Osorio, Noenoe K. Silva, Dana Naone Hall, 

Larry Kimura, S. Noʻeau Warner, Kū Kahakalau, and Manulani Meyer. To some of the 

leading scholars in this generation which include: Noelani Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hokulani 
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Aikau, Leilani Basham, Sydney Iaukea, and Keanu Sai, and Kēhaulani Kauanui in 

political science and studies; Kekuewa Kikiloi and Ty Kawika Tengan in anthropology 

and archaeology; Carlos Andrade, Kamana Beamer, Kapā Oliveira, and Donovan Preza 

in geography; kuʻualoha hoʻomanawanui, Noelani Arista, Nālani McDougall, and 

Alohalani Brown in literary studies; Hiapo Perreira and Kalei Nuʻuhiwa in Hawaiian 

language; and Mehana Vaughan in natural resource management and environmental 

science. (pp. 4-47)  

I add to this list Erin Kahuna Wright and Maenette Ah Nee-Benham, among many others, in 

Native Hawaiian higher education. By virtue of their struggles in the academy and on the ʻāina 

(land), a growing number of politically conscious Native Hawaiians entered the twenty first 

century well-grounded in the lessons of our past, chanting proudly, as Trask did, “We are 

Hawaiians, not Americans” (Peralto, 2018, Trask, 1999;).  

 Building from the work on this powerful ancestral intellectual lineage, we continue to 

fight tirelessly to clarify the differences between understanding Hawaiʻi as an always sovereign 

nation under illegal occupation rather than as a group (tribe) of colonized people. The evolution 

of the sovereignty movement from one focused on decolonizing and fighting for reparations and 

nation-within-nation status, to a more nuanced understanding of Hawaiʻi as an illegally occupied 

sovereign state whose government and people have never relinquished our independence (Bauer, 

2015; Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hussey, & Wright, 2014). Similar to many other Indigenous 

communities, including the American Indians and Māori, my goal to develop a Native Hawaiian 

higher education alternative is my contribution to Ea-ducation, a common commitment to 

restoring the collective well-being of the lāhui ʻŌiwi Hawaiʻi, Hawaiian nation. 
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 As illustrated across American Indian, Māori, and Kanaka ʻŌiwi (Native Hawaiian) 

nations, indigenizing – to decolonize, remember, and restore Indigenous ways of life – is directly 

related to self-determination and sovereignty. The practice of indigenizing is not simply to 

“make something native,” rather indigenizing is an act of Indigenous self-empowerment coupled 

with decolonizing the physical and metaphysical. Indigenizing education is a transformative 

pedagogical, political, and cultural practice for Indigenous peoples, providing the means for self-

determination through the recentering of Indigenous ontologies, knowledges, and educational 

traditions (Ball; 2004; Lomawaima & McCarty, 2002; Smith, 2013). Therefore, practices of 

indigenizing – and decolonizing – are acts of self-determination to restore the collective well-

being of Indigenous nations. 

Indigenizing and Decolonizing Institutions of Higher Education   

The processes for indigenizing and decolonizing higher education occurs in both settler colonial 

and Indigenously-controlled institutions. Attempts to indigenize established settler colonial 

institutions tends to be siloed into departments and programs (i.e., Indigenous studies, Native 

student support services) or isolated to specific faculty and staff (Mihesuah & Wilson, 2004; 

Chandler, 2018). The process to decolonize and indigenize settler colonial institutions is often a 

lonely and arduous undertaking, and a necessary advancement for the betterment of Indigenous 

students within the academy. As I look to making decisions regarding creating a Native 

Hawaiian higher education space in my community, I focus on the Indigenous models of higher 

education that exist today.   

 TCUs and Wānanga are examples of sites for systemic action and change. It is within 

these Indigenously-controlled institutions that policies, practices, and processes are indigenized – 

reflect the Indigenous communities and cultures they serve. TCUs have demonstrated 

strengthening economic empowerment, rebuilding cultural traditions, and healing communities 
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through a variety of initiatives (Benham, 2003). Due to the very recent development of TCUs 

and other Indigenously-controlled institutions that serve Native students, the institutions are at 

various stages of development and indigenization. Few studies have examined Indigenous 

models of higher education and even fewer across international contexts. More specifically, there 

is little research that delves into understanding the indigenizing process that Indigenous models 

of higher education undertake.   

Few studies have focused on the processes conducted throughout the development and 

implementation of Indigenously-controlled institutions. Stein (2003) proposed 11 pragmatic 

steps in starting an Indigenously-controlled college including: community, local 

leadership/Tribal council, charter, Board of Trustees and Advisory Board, administrators, 

faculty, support services, support staff, students (and student services), facilities, finances, and 

instruction. These steps suggest a broad approach to understanding the important elements 

involved in starting an institution (Benham & Stein, 2003), however, these steps do not address 

how to sustain such an institution beyond creation. Moreover, the research focused on 

Indigenously-controlled institutions often does not look across various countries. Cole’s (2011) 

study compared the creation of Indigenous post-secondary institutions across the U.S., Australia, 

Canada, and Aotearoa/New Zealand, although primarily focused on historical governmental 

policies that influenced these institutional developments instead of institutional operations. 

Jensen (2006) also looked across the U.S. and Aotearoa/New Zealand with attention given to 

integrating Indigenous knowledge into institutions where the primary source of data was 

document analysis. There is a need to look deeply into various country’s Indigenous models of 

higher education as sites for systemic approaches to the process of indigenizing institutions and 

sustaining such processes; this study addresses this much needed research.   
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Theoretical Framework   

As I think about starting a Native Hawaiian higher education space and how I might learn 

from these Indigenous models of higher education, I am most concerned about the indigenizing 

practices and processes. The theoretical frameworks that informed this study help to analyze and 

investigate various dimensions of indigenization processes with a place-based perspective. The 

theoretical frameworks that guided this study include Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation 

framework and an Indigenous place-based lens. The following sections describe Stairs’ cultural 

negotiation framework including the ways in which the multiple dimensions of this framework 

address each of the research questions in this study. Additionally, I utilized a place-based lens in 

combination with cultural negotiation framework to better understand various Indigenous 

cultural components. The coupling of these frameworks will serve as the underpinning 

theoretical framework of this study.   

Stairs’ Cultural Negotiation   

As this is a study designed to understand the indigenizing practices of higher education, I 

utilized Stairsʻ (1994) theoretical framework on cultural negotiation. Cultural negotiation helps 

us to conceptualize how agents of Indigenous models of higher education deal with various 

internal and external contexts to indigenize an institution. More specifically, I was guided by 

Stairs (1994) multidimensional model of cultural negotiation. Drawing on the study of situated 

cognition and other schools of constructivism (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Bruner, 1990; 

Sternberg & Wagner, 1986) as well as terms of political-economic history and power relations 

(Holland & Quinn, 1987; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Wolcott, 1985), Stairs’ (1994) cultural 

negotiation redefines education as culture-in-the-making where, “school becomes a forum for 

negotiation among surrounding cultures, between itself and the community, and in the personal 

negotiations of students with their cultural worlds, including the school culture, as they 
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construct and reconstruct identity” (p. 156). Cultural negotiation provides a conceptual space in 

which Indigenous education is proposed as a viable and present alternative to assimilation.    

 Before further elaborating on the details of this framework, I first must address the use of 

the term “negotiation.” The term has an unfortunate history among Indigenous groups, more 

specifically, with the process of treaty negotiation. I want to acknowledge that the word 

negotiation carries a powerful connotation of manipulation and treachery. Furthermore, this term 

is utilized in the framework as a word needed to define the process that brings community and 

institutions together to create Indigenously-controlled institutions. Therefore, in the following 

description of this framework I will utilize the term “cultural negotiation” interchangeably with 

“indigenization process.” I employ both these terms as alternative language to provide a clearer 

interpretation of the framework as well as to avoid confusion caused by the negative connotation 

of utilizing only one term. Therefore, in the following sections I will discuss the foundational 

premises and the three dimensions of the framework.   

 Stairs (1994) outlines the foundational two premises of this framework as follows:   

The first premise underlying a cultural negotiation perspective on education is that school 

is a cultural phenomenon, not a free-floating universal agency unbound from history and 

present situation. The second premise is that schools are critical sites for and agents of 

negotiation among cultures in contact, not merely transmitters of the means for success in 

a dominant culture. (p. 155) 

Additionally, this framework was created in response to ways of addressing cultural conflict. 

More specifically, while some previous studies related community culture and particularly 

language patterns to educational practice, “most have remained bounded within classroom walls, 

building on earlier micro ethnographic methods of studying movement and language.” (Stairs, 
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1994, p. 155) Based on the previous literature, there are three dimensions that underpin the 

vision of cultural negotiation within Indigenous education – context, meaning, and process.   

Context. The first dimension focuses on what a cultural context is, particularly in terms 

of political-economic history and power relations. This dimension represents the breadth of 

context, ranging from the classroom to system and government boundaries, as seen in Figure 1.   

  
Figure 1: Context boundaries  

The horizontal dimension represents the breadth of the negotiation context; understanding and 

affecting what occurs within an Indigenous institution depends on understanding the situation of 

that institution in relation to the “concentric circles of cultural organization in which it is 

embedded” (Stairs, 1994, p. 157). Figure 1 represents the four major planes of organization 

surrounding education as horizontal bands, the context boundaries: Classroom/Teacher context 

(C), School/Community context (S), Regional/Educational system context (R), and 

State/National context (N). Figure 1 illustrates that cultural negotiation effects are not necessarily 

hierarchical as seen by the dashed vertical lines across boundaries. While boundaries are ordered 

according to broadness of structural context and control, no strict hierarchy or timeline is 

intended.    

The first dimension of this framework, context, is useful in examining the key practices 

of indigenizing an institution, RQ 1. For the intent of this study, I began with the 

School/Community context (S) as denoted by the color gradation in Figure 1. “Many have 

observed that even under conditions of Indigenous control, schools adopt features from the 
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pervasive culture of formal education to which they have been exposed and may even exaggerate 

conventional educational practices initially in the quest for legitimization” (Stairs, 1994, 

p. 160). Therefore, in my application, this first dimension was utilized to examine indigenizing 

practices and the cultural negotiation within these various contexts. One might initially limit the 

study of cultural negotiation to the classroom, looking to curriculum and pedagogy; or to the 

school/community context which may include school-wide policies with community integration; 

or the regional/educational boundary that may include Native boards whose influence can range 

from indirectly to directly impacting institutions; or the State/National context which may 

include financial or cultural educational policies. While each of these boundaries are often 

observed in siloes, it is essential to note that gained insight from the boundaries and their 

relationships with each other beginning with the School/community context. Additionally, the 

context boundaries served as codes during the analysis phase of this study.   

Meaning. The second dimension moves beyond behavior into interpretive realms 

of meaning and cultural models of thought as paths to understanding education. Figure 2 outlines 

the levels of meaning that evolve from “what” is learned, to “how” it is learned, and lastly, 

“why” it is learned.    

   
Figure 2: Levels of meaning 
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 As mentioned previously, the history of cultural negotiation of Indigenous education has 

an almost exclusive focus on language. At this level, meaning is conveyed through language, and 

the language carries the culture. Gradually, in many Indigenous institutions the negotiation of 

curriculum content is added to the negotiation of language, as indicated by the second step in 

Figure 2. Following a strong focus on language and content, the micro ethnography movement 

lead to an era of emphasis on description and educational application of culturally specific 

learning styles, particularly the various Indigenous styles of learning. Styles of learning vary 

dramatically among Indigenous groups and situation specifics interact with learning style 

preferences to reveal unexpected behavior. The next focus shifts from “how” to “why” as 

indicated by Figure 2. Cultural meaning often takes the form of lists of distinct values, where the 

conduct of institutional agents such as faculty, staff, and administration is within the value model 

of the respective culture. The “why” level draws on how institutions have negotiated Indigenous 

world views with settler colonial norms and ways of thought.    

The second dimension, meaning, will function to identify values attached to indigenizing 

and decolonizing practices, RQ2. Additionally, the levels provided a guide to unveiling 

components of these practices. Said another way, these levels were applied during the analysis 

phase of this study to better understand decision making and the meaning behind decisions. 

Thus, in my application, the cultural negotiation that occurs within the indigenizing practices and 

processes can be better understood when each of these levels were examined across various 

contexts. Furthermore, context and meaning are two inherently interactive dimensions of the 

Indigenous institution with context seen in terms of breadth rather than hierarchy of control. This 

framework better situates cultural negotiation as it evolves through the interaction of individual 

and surrounding cultures.   
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Process. The third dimension represents the depth of the cultural negotiation process – 

depth of engagement, active participation, and the negotiation of identity – at each level of 

meaning. Figure 3 integrates context, meaning, and process dimensions together to form a guide 

to understanding the indigenization process within Indigenously-controlled institutions.   

 
Figure 3: Depth of processes    

It is this dimension of engagement in the cultural negotiation of education that identifies the 

depths of relationships and identity, which is labelled process as indicated by the diagonal plane 

in Figure 3. Stairs (1994) argues the following:    

Indigenous education focused at even the highest level of cultural meaning can be 

tokenistic in its negotiation with mainstream education, trivialize central values, and 

remain passive. It is depth of active process across all levels of meaning which drives 

cultural negotiation and which has so often remained an invisible dimension in 

Indigenous educational development. The process dimension concerns the move from 

meaning to meaning-making, and ultimately to culture-making. (p. 165)  

For example, looking directly at how language is integrated into an institution could result in the 

addition of one or two Indigenous language courses, unrelated to or with no effect on other 



 57 

aspects of the institution. On the other hand, it could also result in the deep process of elder and 

community involvement, collective efforts at language renewal, and the strengthening of local 

Indigenous identity around the language, its use, and the cultural values it uniquely conveys 

(Stairs, 1994). This exemplifies how there are various depths of processes that can contribute to 

the sustainability of the indigenizing process, RQ3. More specifically, this dimension guided the 

identification of elements that contribute sustaining longevity and addressing challenges of these 

institutions as they relate to the ability to maintain the institutional memory and character as 

Indigenous models of higher education.    

According to Stairs (1994), in terms of cultural negotiation, as the process dimension 

deepens the distinction among levels of meaning fade. The third dimension provides a guide to 

identify the explicit approaches of incorporating Indigenous knowledge, such as policies, 

practices, and processes as well as more implicit approaches that stem from Indigenous 

worldviews and values. Furthermore, this multidimensional framework allowed for identifying 

indigenizing practices as institutions and communities negotiate across various cultures. For 

these reasons, I found cultural negotiation to be a helpful framework as it resists inert definitions 

of culture, structure, or identity and helped me explore Indigenously-controlled institutions. 

While Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation provides a framework to understand decision-making 

amongst settler colonialist dominant and Indigenous knowledges, it falls short with identifying 

Indigenous cultural elements and practices. Therefore, I will also utilize an Indigenous place-

based lens to illuminate cultural components of the indigenizing practices of the communities 

within this study.   
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An Indigenous Place-based Lens   

 For Native Hawaiians, place is more than geography and more than just land or water. 

The role of place is rooted in the creation story of Native Hawaiian people’s existence and our 

ancestral link to the land. Papahānaumoku – earth mother – and Wakea – sky father – gave birth 

to the Hawaiian islands. Trask (1996) describes, 

From these islands came the taro, and from the taro, our chiefs, and common people 

[Native Hawaiians]. The lesson of our origins is simple. The land is our mother, and we 

are her children. If we care for our mother, she will care for us in return. The relationship 

is more than reciprocal; it is familial. (p. 906)  

The role and meaning of place for Native Hawaiians is inherently ingrained in Native Hawaiian 

identity, culture, and survival. This survival is threatened by the colonial violence that 

continually damages our familial connection to place.  

 In Native Hawaiian scholar Katrina-Ann Rose-Marie Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Oliveira’s 

(2014) book, Ancestral Places: Understanding Kanaka Geographies, she discusses the 

genealogical connection that Native Hawaiians share with the ‘āina and the learned cosmogonic 

genealogies between the creation of the land, the people, and the gods. Not only is place rooted 

in the Hawaiian genealogical stories, but it is respected as a living being that educates, as a 

teacher. The ‘āina teaches the community how to survive and thrive, furthermore, each ‘āina has 

something different to learn from (Oliveira, 2014; Chandler, 2018). Guajardo et al. (2016) work 

supports the idea that place is important because “each community has unique strengths, assets, 

and gifts, along with the stories that exemplify and illustrate them” (p. 35). Furthermore, Oliveira 

(2014) reminds us that Indigenous people’s worldview was the product of the “world they 

view(ed)” (p. 47). Place was not confined by arbitrary boundaries of land, instead, extending in 
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every direction encompassing heavenscapes, landscapes, and oceanscapes transforming spacing 

into personalized spaces (Cajete, 1994, Oliveira, 2014).  

 Unlike the colonial confines and boundaries of place, Native Hawaiian ancestors 

understood the fluidity of place and intentionally did not try to compartmentalize it into separate 

categories. Boundaries tended to flow into each other, from one place to another and everything 

in between, including from land to sea and sky. Place was seen as a continuum, however, 

colonial influences and conceptions of place distorted this profound understanding of place.   

 Wahi Pana. The significance of place to Native Hawaiians is most evident when 

discussing the meaning of ‘āina, or that which feeds (i.e. land, water). Native Hawaiian historian 

Edward Kanahele (1991) recalls the importance of wahi pana (sacred and significant places in 

the Hawaiian islands), he describes the significance of ʻāina to the Native Hawaiian identity:  

For Native Hawaiians, a place tells us who we are and who is our extended family. A 

place gives us our history, the history of our clan, and the history of our ancestors. We are 

able to look at a place and tie in human events that affect us and our loved ones. A place 

gives us a feeling of stability and of belonging to our family - those living and those who 

have passed on. A place gives us a sense of well-being and of acceptance of all who have 

experienced that place. A wahi pana is, therefore, a place of spiritual power which links 

Hawaiians to our past and our future. (p. 8) 

 Our Native Hawaiians ancestors recognized the connection between the heavens, lands, 

and oceans and how all three were interconnected and interdependent upon one another. 

Furthermore, the rigorous nature by which Native Hawaiians distinguished and named various 

components of their environment suggests an intimate relationship of Native Hawaiians with 

their surroundings (Oliveira, 2014).  
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 In utilizing an Indigenous place-based lens, it is very important to acknowledge the 

names bestowed on various places and to understand how and why names are selected and what 

traditions and histories are attached to each name. “Place names serve as historical genealogies, 

chronicling the changes that have occurred over time in a particular locale” (Oliveira, 2014, p. 

78). As generations pass, place names either continue to be passed on to succeeding generations, 

renamed, or forgotten. For Native Hawaiians and other Indigenous peoples who share a close 

connection to their land and use oral traditions to record their history, Oliveira (2014) states, 

Place names and landmarks serve as triggers for the memory, mapping the environment 

and ultimately the tradition and culture of a people. Simply hearing a name can jar a 

person’s memory, taking one virtually back to the place. Knowing the names of our 

places is a form of knowledge about our history and heritage. Place names often detail the 

physical features of the natural environment, enumerate significant historic events of the 

place, and catalog natural resources of the locale. Those who are unacquainted with the 

place names of their ancestral lands are ignorant of their own past and the legacies of 

their ancestors. Place names are of the utmost importance in telling the histories of the 

landscapes they reference. (p. 78) 

This demonstrates the significance of place and place names with recording the histories of 

Indigenous peoples. This aspect of an Indigenous place-based lens allows for understanding the 

history, development, guiding practices, and actions of Indigenous models of higher education 

through storied places. It also adds greatly to understanding the naming process utilized by 

Indigenous people’s constructing new places, such as wānanga and tribal colleges.  

 As Kuaʻāina, My Perspective. Kuaʻāina have a vital role in the community and self-

determination of Native Hawaiians. There once was a time where kuaʻāina was a demeaning 
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term meant to describe one that was an awkward rough country person (McGregor, 2007). Kua 

translates to back and one translation of ʻāina is land, so kuaʻāina literally means back land. 

However, through the late twentieth century Hawaiian cultural renaissance, the word kuaʻāina 

has gained a new and prominent significance. Oliveira (2014) defines kuaʻāina as, “the backbone 

of the land; the people who carry the burden of the land on their backs; refers today to people 

who live off the ʻāina” (p. 151). It describes those Native Hawaiians who live a simple life of 

fishing, farming, hunting, and ranching in conjunction with preserving Hawaiian traditions. 

Kuaʻāina pass on knowledge generation to generation orally. Kuaʻāina live in rural communities, 

described by McGregor (2007) as strong holds for the perpetuation of Hawaiian culture as a 

whole.  

 As a Native Hawaiian woman raised within what Peralto (2018) describes as a kīpuka of 

aloha ʻāina – a space in which Hawaiians have maintained our aloha for and kuleana to ʻāina 

continuously since time immemorial  – I belong to a family of caretakers whose roots in Hāʻena 

and Haleleʻa reach much deeper than any of the trees that currently surround it. I am privileged 

to see the world through the eyes of a kuaʻāina. As such, two principles underpin my worldview: 

1) without water, there is no life – collective wealth is directly related to water – and 2) if we 

take care of the ʻāina, the ʻāina will take care of us – a reciprocal relationship with our natural 

environment is vital to our health, wealth, and existence as Native Hawaiians. Placing ʻāina first, 

the strict values that grounded my belief system informed the lens with which I see the world 

today. 

 My approach to education, and more specifically higher education, has been through an 

ʻāina-based framework, aloha ʻāina – a love for the land and sea. With identifying and 

acknowledging this lens of the researcher, there are two important implications to note. First, this 
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lens influences the way that I prioritize and think about Indigenous work, including indigenzing 

and decolonizing practices. More specifically, I am aware that my personal understanding of 

indigenizing practices centers place, more specifically, working in communion with our natural 

resources.  Secondly, this awareness and transparency is critical in order to effectively apply the 

theoretical framework, an Indigenous place-based lens, to this study. Furthermore, I specifically 

envision the roles of place in a postsecondary institution to cover a broad spectrum including 

being integrated into curriculum, facilities, and naming practices to integration of cultural 

practices (farming, fishing, traditional ways of land and resource management) as vital 

knowledge accessible for all students to educational practices that reconceptualize classroom 

spaces from four-walls to the classrooms of our ancestors (reefs, seas, forests, plains, etc). My 

lens as a researcher is influenced by my experiences growing up caring for kīpuka within Hāʻena 

and Wainiha, focused on kuleana (responsibilities) in traditional farming and fishing practices 

(Vaughan, 2018). Moreover, it is critical to highlight my distinct perspectives within this 

Indigenous place-based lens as they directly influence the application of the theoretical 

framework for this study.  

 My experiences being raised as a kuaʻāina define my assumptions and presumptions of 

the theoretical framework of this study, whereby I see Indigenous models of higher education as 

kīpuka in the landscape of settler colonial postsecondary institutions. McGregor (2007) describes 

an analogy which conveys a sense of the significance of kīpuka is found in the natural 

phenomenon of the volcanic rainforest. When Pele (goddess of the volcano) claims and 

reconstructs the forest landscape (laying fields of lava), she leaves intact whole sections of the 

forest. These oases are called kīpuka, due to their ability to resist and withstand the destructive 

forces of change, but also their ability to regenerate life on the barren lava that surrounds them. 
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This analogy describes the desert lava fields laid down by colonization, and the kīpuka are the 

kuaʻāina found in rural areas continuing with Hawaiian culture practices. In the context of higher 

education, kīpuka serve as a metaphor for the development and growth of resilient places, such 

as wānanga and tribal colleges, in the lava fields of colonial society and settler colonial 

institutions.   

 Indigenous Perspectives of Place. Across cosmologies, stars, water, land, plants, and the 

various parts that make up our environments, Indigenous peoples describe similar relations with 

their natural world, their place (Deloria & Wildcat, 2001; Oliveria, 2014; Vaughan, 2018). The 

traditional knowledge of Indigenous peoples is derived from centuries, perhaps millennia, of 

experience with power and place (Deloria & Wildcat, 2001). Indigenous peoples did not have a 

detailed conception of the whole planet in the sense that formally educated scientists presently 

do, instead, they had a very accurate knowledge of the lands they inhabited, and the plants, 

animals, and other life-forms that shared their environment. Not only do Native peoples have 

deep practices ingrained in place, place was deeply imbedded within language. Basso (1996) 

states that place-names are called upon to serve as vehicles of ancestral authority, places and 

their meanings are continually woven into the fabric of social life, anchoring it to features of the 

landscape and blanketing it with layers of significance that few can fail to appreciate.  The role of 

place is ingrained within Indigenous knowledge and is understood in numerous ways as 

described by Memmott and Long (2002) in the following:  

Types of place-specific knowledge include knowledge of seasonal harvest, indicators and 

associated climatic knowledge, as well as identification and knowledge of local native 

plants and animals and their distribution, procurement and usage. There are complex 

models of traditional ownership of places and territories, and associated roles and 
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responsibilities, as well as access restrictions to various places and the need for certain 

forms of approach behavior. Rich cultural repertoires exist of symbolic and indexical 

elements derived from cosmologic and cosmogenic belief systems (especially invisible 

beings, entities, and energies). The rules and customs for the passing on of place-specific 

knowledge represent another important area of Indigenous knowledge that is partly 

embodied in ceremony and ritual. The secret/sacred nature of the Aboriginal place 

knowledge associated with customary religious and ceremonial practice brings with it 

restricted access to certain places across gender, age, and level of initiation, a 

contemporary aspect of which is the tension when asked to reveal knowledge in court 

settings such as public inquiries or land claims. (pp. 42-43)  

Through this framing of place, I utilized this lens to better identify cultural practices including 

world views, knowledges, and values within the indigenizing practices of each institutional 

site. For example, this framework was used to identify the ways in which ceremony and 

customary protocols were woven into the indigenizing practices. Where Stairs’ (1994) 

framework does not provide clarity on ways to identify Indigenous culture, this Indigenous 

place-based lens fills that void. Moreover, this lens provided a way to look across various 

Indigenous communities to identify cultural values. While Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation 

framework provides a multidimensional way to approach examining indigenizing and 

decolonizing practices, an Indigenous place-based lens adds a common way to identify the 

Indigenous cultural underpinnings. Additionally, this framework guided the coding process 

during the analysis phase to identify place specific components of the indigenizing practices and 

processes. In combination with my own Indigenous understandings of the role of place in Native 
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Hawaiian culture, I utilized an Indigenous place-based lens as a way to interpret and analyze the 

decision-making of each institution in their indigenizing and decolonizing practices.   

Summary 

 This chapter reviewed the terminology and literature relevant to this study, including the 

pertinent background of Indigenous higher education background and the cultural conflict 

experienced by Indigenous peoples. Specific attention was given to pedagogical and curricular 

solutions to address cultural conflict and the transformation of Indigenous higher education as a 

result of self-determination movements. Last, this chapter offered an overview of the theoretical 

frameworks used in this study, Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation framework and an Indigenous 

place-based lens. The following chapter describes the methodology and methods of this study 

including the study design, research paradigms, data collection, data analysis, and presentation of 

findings.  
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CHAPTER THREE – RESEARCH METHODOLOGY   

This qualitative study investigated the indigenizing and decolonizing practices of 

Indigenously-controlled institutions. More specifically, this study employed a multiple case 

study design to gain an in-depth understanding about the values that underpin the indigenizing 

practices and the challenges they address in sustaining institutional longevity for Indigenous 

models of higher education. I investigated these practices at two geographically distinct 

and well-known Indigenously-controlled institutions. In this chapter, first I discuss my researcher 

positionality and how my position has implications for this study. Next, I discuss my 

methodological stance utilizing transformative and Indigenous research paradigms. Lastly, I 

discuss the various components of this multiple case study including the unit of analysis, site 

selection, sample, data collection, and data analysis.    

Researcher Positionality   

In doing research amongst Indigenous populations, it is critical to be explicit regarding 

my positionality because it informs my research. This self-reflective stance acknowledges the 

multiple roles, identities, and experiences I have in relation to the topic, site, and participants of 

this study. Moreover, it is important to be aware of how these relations may potentially shape the 

findings, conclusions, and interpretations of this study. Creswell (2007) states, “how 

[researchers] write is a reflection of [their] own interpretation based on the cultural, social, 

gender, class, and personal politics that [they] bring to research” (p. 215). To “position” myself 

refers to the concept of reflexivity in which the researcher is conscious of the biases, values, and 

experiences brought to a qualitative study (Creswell, 2007). Furthermore, the methods used for 

conducting research within Indigenous communities is a highly debated topic in an effort to 

avoid deficit assumptions and embrace decolonizing strategies (Wilson, 2008; Champagne, 

2015). As described by Native scholar Ambo (2017), I am concerned with conducting rigorous 
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research in an ethical manner, that accounts for the past injustices of Indigenous 

educational research. Simultaneously, I aim to remain true to my identity as a Native Hawaiian 

woman and to honor my family and community. Therefore, I weave my “position” throughout 

this study (in the introduction, the theory, the methods and the findings), a technique used 

by Asmussen and Creswell (1995) in their case study. In this way, I aim to nuance and unveil the 

various ways that my positionality has implications throughout this study.    

For My Community  

As mentioned in the introduction, my family and educational path has led me to this vein 

of inquiry, and has also prompted me to think about re-imagining higher education (Chandler, 

2018). As a Native Hawaiian woman who has “successfully” navigated the higher education 

terrain, as evidenced by degree completion, I am concerned for future generations of Native 

Hawaiians and their post-secondary pathways. Not only am I a daughter and a sister, a strong 

part of my identity is my role as an ʻAnakē, or Aunty, in my family and community. In my 

community, the use of the term Aunty is a marker of respect, specifically for your elders. There is 

a shift from being an Aunty in your biological family to the additional role of an Aunty as 

identified by youth within the community. I offer this personal background because the increase 

of kuleana, or responsibility, to care for future generations within my community is constantly on 

the forefront of my mind. Though my academic story has been one of success, it did not come 

without extensive hardships ranging from being forced to leave my island home and family, to 

constantly trying to find ways to return and apply my education in my community (Chandler, 

2018). Therefore, when I spend time with my nieces and nephews, I am constantly envisioning 

an educational future where they are not forced to leave and instead re-imagine a higher 

education pathway situated in our community (Chandler, 2018).   
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 My goal upon completion of my doctoral degree is to return home to my North Shore 

community and build an ʻĀina University, a Native Hawaiian college. More specifically, create a 

higher education space rooted in the rich wealth of knowledge of our community and Hawaiian 

culture. Therefore, this study directly informs the indigenizing practices I expect to implement 

when developing a Native Hawaiian higher education space for my community. Moreover, the 

development of the methodology and methods for this study are informed by this goal. 

Throughout this study, I identify when my positionality is consciously, and sometimes 

intentionally, influencing the research process. More specifically, I explicitly note how the topic 

relates to my personal goal to create a model for Native Hawaiian higher education. Additionally, 

I shared this goal and my intentions for this research with my participants in the hopes of 

building strong long-lasting relationships.    

Paradigmatic and Methodological Stance   

This study was guided by a paradigm – a set of axiological, ontological, epistemological, 

and methodological assumptions (Creswell, 2014; Hurtado, 2015). A research paradigm is an 

interpretive framework guided by a set of beliefs about how we understand the world, see Figure 

4, and the assumptions we adhere to when conducting research. More specifically, axiological 

assumptions are the role of values in research; ontological assumptions relate to the nature of 

multiple realities; epistemological assumptions include the relationship of the researcher to the 

communities being researched and nature of knowledge; and methodology is the process of 

research and systematic inquiry (Creswell, 2007; Hurtado, 2015).    
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Figure 4: Paradigm 

This study aligned with the underlying assumptions of a transformative research 

paradigm. A transformative paradigm is value-based, action-oriented research and the purpose of 

knowledge construction is to aid people to improve society (Creswell, 2007). Moreover, this 

paradigm is emancipatory in nature, including an action agenda for reform to change the lives of 

participants and transformative goals for institutions and systems of oppression. Additionally, 

this paradigm aligns with Indigenous research methodologies.    

Transformative Paradigm    

The basic tenet of a transformative framework is that knowledge is not neutral, and it 

reflects the power and social relationships within society, specifically within marginalized 

communities (Creswell, 2007). This paradigm creates a mutual learning process between the 

researchers and participants, and a plan for action or empowerment that will advance social 

justice goals (Hurtado, 2015). This study examined the indigenizing practices of two Indigenous 

models of higher education, assuming that existing spheres of settler colonial power influence 

these processes. This study aimed to advance a transformative action agenda to improve Native 

communities by providing recommendations to decolonize and indigenize higher education.   

Kemmis and Wilkinson (1998) discuss the participatory action of transformative 

paradigms including: 1) the focus on bringing about change in practice, an action agenda for 

change; 2) a focus on empowerment to free individuals of relationships of power in 

educational settings; 3) it is emancipatory in that it helps unshackle people from the constraints 



 70 

of irrational and unjust structures that limit self-determination; and 4) it is inquiry completed 

with rather than on marginalized communities. One of the goals of transformative investigation is 

mutual learning and reciprocal relationships with the researchers and participants (Hurtado, 

2015). These features extend the possibilities for various opportunities of collaboration across 

Indigenous communities where the overarching goal is empowerment (Ambo, 2017). Therefore, 

to situate this study, the following links the transformative paradigm to facets of an Indigenous 

Research Paradigm (Wilson, 2008).   

Indigenous Research Paradigm   

The purpose of using a transformative paradigm was to explore and analyze the 

transformation of Indigenous higher education through indigenizing and decolonizing practices. 

The central tenants of this paradigm served as overarching principles for various approaches to 

research within marginalized communities. Moreover, the principles of a transformative 

paradigm align with the principles of an Indigenous research paradigm, a guide of this study. For 

example, research must use relational accountability, that is, it must be connected to a 

community, if it is to be counted as Indigenous (Wilson, 2008). Therefore, in this study, research 

was conducted with Indigenous communities, and not on them. Furthermore, Lomawaima (2000) 

asserts that research should be done to benefit and advance Indigenous communities; this aligns 

with transformative and Indigenous research paradigms.  

This study focused on analyzing the decolonizing and indigenizing practices, as discussed 

previously. Native scholars have worked tirelessly to address the issues of invasive deficit-

oriented research conducted on Indigenous communities (Smith, 2013). In response, Indigenous 

scholars are making clear lists of criteria to ensure research will be honored and respected 

by their respective communities as well as the various groups they engage (Wilson, 2008). 

Moreover, Native scholar Linda Tuhiwai Smith (2013) calls for the decolonial approaches to 
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research with Indigenous communities. Wilson (2008) makes a case that only through the 

articulation and enforcement by Indigenous scholars themselves, will these approaches become 

commonplace.   

The Indigenous research paradigm is informed by notions of relationality and 

accountability. These notions are best understood through Kirkness & Barnhardt’s (1991) four 

R’s: respect, relevance, reciprocity, and responsibility. Research conducted with Indigenous 

communities should be guided by these four values: 1) research should cultivate mutual respect; 

2) research that is relevant to their worldview; 3) that offers reciprocity in their relationships with 

others; and 4) that helps them exercise responsibility over their own lives. In Brayboy et al.’s 

(2012) critical Indigenous research methodologies framework, relevance is replaced with 

relationality – the ways in which relationships are enacted and connected. This is an important 

addition to Kirkness & Barnhardt’s (1991) four R’s, further supporting my positionality and 

approach to build relationships with my participants and others within each of the two sites of 

this study. Furthermore, Wilson (2008) asserts the following:   

The knowledge that the researcher interprets must be respectful of and help to build the 

relationships that have been established through the process of finding out information. 

Furthermore, the Indigenous researcher has a vested interest in the integrity of the 

methodology (respectful) and the usefulness of the results if they are to be of any use in 

the Indigenous community (reciprocity). (p. 77)   

This discourse necessitates a critical and conscious approach to ensure that this study considered 

and accounted for the worldview, culture, goals, and values of Indigenous communities. Ambo 

(2017) states that this discourse is vastly differentiated from the goals of typical research and 

research institutions, but within the tradition of a transformative paradigm.   
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Similar to other Native scholars, I agree that “the research that we do as Indigenous 

people is a ceremony that allows a raised level of consciousness and insight into our world” 

(Wilson, 2008, p. 11). More specifically, it draws attention to my role as a researcher and the 

responsibility I have to the Indigenous communities I conducted research with and my 

own Native Hawaiian community; as this study will directly inform the creation of a Native 

Hawaiian institution for my community. In order to put this into practice, Wilson (2008) points 

to decisions regarding the choice of research topic, methods of data collections, forms of 

analysis, and presentation of information. Therefore, this study used paradigmatic principles and 

research methods that are grounded in Indigenous worldviews with regard to relationality. These 

research assumptions informed the design of this study, including research questions, site and 

participant selection, interview procedures, and analysis.    

Research Questions   

Indigenously-controlled institutions have taken up a daunting charge, working with their 

communities to validate both their Native knowledge and worldviews, and to integrate 

contemporary knowledge and worldviews into students’ learning experiences. Using a multiple 

case study design, I examined two well-known Indigenous models of higher education, 

Sinte Gleska University and Te Wānanga o Raukawa. This study explored the indigenizing 

practices of each institution. The following research questions guided this study:    

1. What are the key practices for indigenizing and decolonizing institutions?   

2. What values are attached to the key practices for indigenizing and decolonizing?  

3. How do these practices contribute to sustaining longevity and addressing settler 

colonial challenges that confront Indigenous models of higher education?  
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Case Study of Indigenous Models of Higher Education   

A case study is an approach to research that facilitates exploration of a phenomenon 

within its context using a variety of data sources. This ensures that the case is explored through a 

variety of lenses which allows for multiple facets of the phenomenon to be revealed and 

understood (Yin, 2017). For these reasons, I used two case studies to investigate the phenomenon 

of the key indigenizing and decolonizing practices within the context of Indigenously-controlled 

institutions. According to Creswell (2007), multiple case studies are a qualitative approach in 

which the researcher explores real-life, contemporary systems, bound by time and place, over 

time. This is achieved through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of 

information such as observations, interviews, and documents. Collectively, the sources of data 

help the researcher understand the phenomenon for multiple cases.   

According to Stake (2013) and Yin (2017), a multiple case study design uses the logic of 

replication, in which the researcher replicates the procedures for each case. Moreover, Yin 

(2017) describes multiple case studies as the following:    

Each individual case study consists of a “whole” study, in which convergent evidence is 

sought regarding the facts and conclusions for the case; each case’s conclusions are then 

considered to be the information needing replication by other individual cases. Both the 

individual cases and the multiple-case results are the focus of a summary report. For each 

individual case, the report should indicate how and why a particular proposition was 

demonstrated (or not demonstrated). Across cases, the report should indicate the extent of 

the replication logic and why certain cases were predicted to have certain results, whereas 

other cases, if any, were predicted to have contrasting results. (p. 56) 

I provide the following, Figure 5, to illustrate the described multiple case study design I used.   
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Figure 5: Multiple case study design 

Conducting multiple case studies allowed me to understand patterns within individual 

sites, as well as conduct a cross-case analysis that is representative of patterns across 

Indigenously-controlled institutions and Native communities. The power of multiple cases is the 

attention to a bounded situation, not in how it represents other cases in general. Therefore, while 

multiple case studies are usually studies of particularization more than generalization, each case 

presented unique and general findings across both institutions by replicating my procedures for 

each site.    

Unit of Analysis   

Case study research begins with identifying a specific case, or unit of analysis. Yin 

(2017) asserts that a case may be a community, a relationship, or a decision process. 

Furthermore, case study researchers analyze current, real-life cases that are in progress so that 

they can gather accurate information. The case is defined by Miles and Huberman (1994) as, “a 

phenomenon of some sort occurring in a bounded context. The case is, in effect, your unit of 

analysis” (p. 25). Therefore, the unit of analysis for this study was the indigenizing practices and 

was bounded by location within each Indigenously-controlled institution. By making the 

indigenizing practices the unit of analysis, I was able to examine both the Indigenously-

controlled institutions and the communities they serve. Furthermore, the “phenomenon” for this 
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study are the indigenizing practices of each Indigenously-controlled institution. The educational 

needs of Indigenous communities and the embedded decolonizing practices are also aspects that 

were explored in this study. Furthermore, the cultural differences of each Indigenous community 

showed variation in the indigenizing processes of each site.   

Site Selection and Descriptions  

What distinguishes the selection of these specific Indigenous sites from other non-settler 

colonial cultures, such as China, India, and Japan, is that this research is investigating non-

dominant Indigenously-controlled institutions where the Indigenous population has been 

colonized by a European society (Eru, 2015). Therefore, the following three criteria were used to 

select these sites: 1) recognition as Indigenously-controlled institutions, 2) geographic location, 

and 3) reputation. With this first criteria in mind, I chose to look at Indigenously-controlled 

institutions recognized by their respective colonial governments as distinct postsecondary 

institutions. For example, under the colonial United States government, Tribal Colleges and 

Universities classification (Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, n.d.) of 

higher education institutions with a distinct definition, similarly under the British government, 

Wānangas are a distinct type of Indigenous-serving institution governed and controlled by 

Māori. The second criteria narrowed the search to include sites in different geographic locations, 

more specifically, in different countries. I selected different geographic contexts to be able to 

focus on common elements of the indigenizing practices inclusive of Indigenous processes but 

distinct from settler colonial policy influence. And lastly, the third criteria, and arguably the most 

definitive, was based on the reputation of these institutions amongst Indigenous peoples. I 

selected these institutions based on recommendations that emerged from over 20 conversations 

with Native scholars and practitioners from Indigenously-controlled institutions and/or affiliated 

organizations (American Indian Higher Education Consortium, American Indian College Fund, 
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He Manawa Whenua, University of Waikato, University of Canterbury, University of Toronto, 

Native American and Indigenous Studies Association), as well as non-Native scholar allies. Such 

reputable characteristics included the institutional approaches to decision-making, governance, 

curriculum, and community involvement. I developed two charts for each geographic context 

outlining the recommendations from other scholars and then proceeded to evaluate online 

sources to identify evidence of the reputable characteristics shared with me such as community 

connection and cultural practices. For example, I looked for evidence of values utilized within 

the institutional decision-making and community engagement practices such as community 

meetings or elder gatherings. These approaches highlighted the strong connection of these 

community’s Indigenous cultural ways of knowing and doing. From these comparisons across 

various Wānanga and TCUs, I was able to determine my two sites. Furthermore, the three 

different cultural, political, and geographical contexts of the selected institutions are important to 

understand the key aspects of this study that I considered to be unique and generalizable to 

other Indigenous-serving institutions.     

 Sinte Gleska University.  SGU met the first selection criteria of being an Indigenously-

controlled institution because it is a four-year American Indian tribal college. As a tribal college, 

SGU provides a model for American Indian-controlled education where the institution is 

governed by the Sicangu Oyate (also known as Sicangu Lakota or Sicangu Sioux) on the 

Rosebud Indian Reservation. The mission of SGU is to plan, design, implement and assess post-

secondary programs and other educational resources uniquely appropriate to the Lakota people in 

order to facilitate individual development and tribal autonomy (AIHEC, 2018). SGU met the 

second selection criteria as it was situated within the U.S. settler colonial context and located on 

the Rosebud Sioux Indian Reservation, home of the Sicangu Lakota. While one of the goals of 
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this study is to shed light on how I might create a Native Hawaiian higher education model, the 

geographic location of this site shares the same settler colonial government as Native Hawaiians, 

the United States. It is important to note, however, that Native Hawaiians do not have the same 

federal recognition status as the Sicangu Lakota nor do we have a similar government-to-

government relationship. Lastly, SGU met the third criteria because it consistently emerged as a 

reputable institution of interest throughout the numerous conversations with American Indian 

colleagues and affiliates. Moreover, SGU’s website was one of the few recommended tribal 

colleges that identified specific Lakota values and epistemologies within the institution. For 

these reasons, this institution was selected as the first site of this study.  

 Before visiting, I had no prior relationships with the institution or the people there. To 

engage SGU, I sent an email through their website sharing background information about myself 

and my study. I was directed to the Vice President of Academic Affairs (VP) who was also the 

head of the education department. After several back and forth emails clarifying the study and 

dates to visit, the VP reached out to a university professor that she knew had an extra room in her 

house and arranged for me to stay with her. The Sicangu Lakota were very hospitable, whereby 

the professor I lived with during my stay drove up three hours to pick me up from the airport and 

bring me back to her home. Additionally, the VP let me borrow one of her vehicles during my 

three week stay to help me get to and from the university, a two mile drive from the house. 

While I thought I could have walked, my hosts warned me of the sudden extreme weather 

conditions that could occur, of which I experienced throughout my stay including sunshine, 

wind, rain, snow, and hail. Both the professor I lived with and the VP took turns introducing me 

to various faculty, staff, alumni, administrators, students, and community members. The 
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following is an excerpt from my research journal from the first day was picked up by the 

professor and her Lakota friend: 

 Today I was picked up by the professor and her Lakota friend from my hotel in 

Rapid City, South Dakota. When they arrived, the Lakota woman got out of the car and 

came in to get me, we hugged, kissed on the cheek, and I said aloha. I loaded things into 

the car (which was rolling away lol), introduced myself to the professor in the driver’s 

seat, and we were off. We made a quick stop to put gas before journeying back down to 

Mission, in which I offered to put gas, $2.21 per gallon, to say thank you for them driving 

to get me. I paid $23.78 to fill up her tank, I was in shock because these prices were in 

stark contrast to Hawaiʻi prices. 

 From the moment I got into the car, [the Lakota woman] started right in talking 

about Lakota creation stories. She pointed to the mountains “in the West” and talked 

about the Black Hills. I thought it would be rude for me to start writing things down so I 

did my best to pay close attention. She talked about how “we are now entering another 

time of purification.” She then offered me a piece of advise which I thought was critical 

and asked her permission to write down. She said, “of course.” I quickly got my small 

notebook out from my bag as she said, “if you or your people have a college, the number 

one thing you do is to keep your most knowledgeable people at all times.” Her point was 

well taken, she thought that was the most important thing to keep the knowledge, which 

means keeping the people. 

 Her next piece of advice came quickly after as she started to discuss how I will 

find out that Native people have lots of humor. From then on, as she spoke she would 

often let out a large chuckle along with the professor in the driver’s seat. She jokingly 
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discussed how the Native people like to name their kids after fighting “kills enemy at 

night, swift kill, etc.” I was able to relate to this type of humor as it is prevalent in 

Hawaiian culture as well. 

 She mentioned that South Dakota is famous for its geology. That I would see lots 

of dinosaur monuments and things around because many fossils are found in South 

Dakota. During our drive out of Rapid City, there were these green dinosaur monuments 

all around. Quite intense. She said that Native people know of where there are fossils, 

however, they choose not to want to share that knowledge with the white man (wisely so 

I noted). She also mentioned that there are alot of sightings of UFOs and aliens. She told 

two stories of seeing UFOs. One was when she was driving and her grandkids were in the 

car and could see it above her car. The second was when she was flying in a plane and 

looked out the window and within a quarter mile from the wing of the plane was a 

spiraling circle of lights. This was very interesting to me as I had not come across this 

information prior to my visit. 

 We talked about the birds. Eagles and hawks. The professor pointed out an eagle 

and a hawk while she drove. The way the eagle flapped its wings was so graceful. So 

large and powerful and yet so smooth. It was a good metaphor for how I aspire to dance 

my hula. I also saw a beautiful hawk. It felt so close as it was resting on the top of the 

telephone/electric pole that we passed by. I donʻt recall ever seeing a wild hawk so 

closely before.  

 As we traveled the ʻāina, the Lakota woman introduced different places and 

sometimes a story along with it. She spoke of the creation stories that came from the 

Black Hills. She pointed out a distant point and shared it’s story. We entered into the 
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Badlands. I had never seen so much flat land in my life. For as far as the eye could see, it 

seemed flat planes with a whitish, grayish, and sometimes reddish coloring. The Lakota 

woman told a story of how this was a place that many Lakota fled to because the invaders 

did not know the land well and the Natives could hide. The professor mentioned the 

White River which she said I would see often because it flows all over South Dakota.  

 She talked about the Rosebud Reservation as the most international reservation 

because the Rosebud tribe leader was known for his honesty. Other Native people came 

because of his honesty while many of the invaders who were supposed to give out things 

to the Natives as part of their “deal” instead these invaders were of the lowest and instead 

they stole and kept things for themselves. She said there are 13 reservations of Lakota 

meaning different clans of Lakota with slightly different dialects of Lakota language.   

 She also spoke about her sage and how it smells sweet and beautiful. She 

mentioned another herb but I do not remember it. She made a comment and laughed 

about how the sage from California smells awful. I laughed as I assumed this type of 

similar was similar to the humor found between our islands in Hawaiʻi. We also passed a 

small housing community right before leaving Pineridge reservation where they 

mentioned Tribal housing. It was interesting that while there are boundaries of 

reservations, there was no specific marker for crossing over from Pineridge reservation to 

the Rosebud reservation. Additionally, as I listened intently, I overheard the proper way 

to pronounce Oglala (Oh-gue-lah-lah) and Sicangu (Sichangu). 

 The Lakota woman also spoke beautifully about the relationship of the people 

with the land. She said that everything we need as Native people is there (talking about 

the creation story place). She spoke of how growing up, people are so accustomed to the 
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place, the open plains. That way, when they leave and go away it can be stifling to be in 

enclosed places even if it’s enclosed by nature. Her descriptions of the open plains and 

place brought a strong reminder of my connection to the ocean at home. (Researcher 

Journal Entry 1, November 3, 2019) 

This journal entry sheds light on the descriptive nature of South Dakota as well as the ways in 

which I was introduced and immersed into the Lakota culture, community, and SGU.  

 

Figure 6: Sinte Gleska University Map,  

from www.sintegleska.edu/map.html 

 Figure 6, shows the university of Sinte Gleska University. The Antelope Lake Campus is 

where I spent most of my time. The house I lived in was near the Downtown Campus. While this 

view may look somewhat industrial, this was a very small town. In one of researcher journal 

entry I joked, “when you are driving through the down, if you blink, then you will miss it.” There 

was only one place to get fast food which was a Subway. Just past the turn off to the Antelope 

Lake Campus, if you continue on the highway, there is a pasture of buffalo. While I visited, one 

day the professor I lived with drove me out to the side of the road as the herd had come in and I 

was able to see all the buffalo up close. This was a signficant moment for me as throughout my 
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research the importance of the buffalo to the Lakota people became clear and more understood. 

Furthermore, the actual campus where I spent the majority of my time was the Antelope Lake 

Campus. The following researcher journal excerpt describes this area: 

 Today was the first day I drove to the campus by myself. I took my time in order 

to absorb the details. While I knew that Mission, South Dakota, was several hundred 

miles from the airport in Rapid City where I flew in, I did not realize how remote the 

reservation was until I was here. There is nothing but plains and rolling hills for miles 

outside of town. It reminds me of home with a small town and rural feel, however, 

instead of being surrounded by ocean, it is surrounded by plains of land.  

 As I drove down the main highway and exited the town, there were great fields of 

grey and green coloring to my left and right with an occasional house. As I came up to 

the entrance, I took a right and drove slowly towards the campus. As I entered, the most 

prominent building was the one that looked like a tipi in the center. The road went in a 

perfect circle around the tipi building with turn offs to various buildings. First the nursing 

building, then the administration red log colored building, then the student service 

building that had a rock like textured wall, then the education building. Each building had 

a different architectural feel from the outside and the student services building was still 

being finished inside, so I was unable to visit this building. I was also reminded of home 

as I looked beyond the buildings, there was a large body of water with buffalo beyond it, 

which I later was told was Antelope lake.  (Researcher Journal Entry 3, November 5, 

2019) 

These descriptions of the place and the campus provide insight into the geographical context of 

the institution and align with the Indigenous place-based framework of this study.  
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 To further provide background and context of this site, I offer a summary of the history 

of Sinte Gleska University and how it was developed. Information regarding the history of SGU 

was gathered from the institution’s website, resources shared during my visit (2003-2004 Course 

Catalog), and participant conversations. According to the 2003-2004 Course Catalog, in 1968, a 

committee was formed on the Rosebud Reservation to study the idea of creating a community 

college, Sicangu people wanted to provide higher education opportunities to tribal members who 

were not able to leave the reservation for a myriad of reasons (p. 7). Two years later, in 1970, the 

Rosebud Sioux Tribe granted a charter to Sinte Gleska College. SGU was chartered to provide 

post-secondary and other education opportunities to area residents. Courses were initially offered 

under the auspices of the University of South Dakota and the University of Colorado extension 

division. Associate degrees were developed and approved by the State of South Dakota’s Board 

of Regents in 1972. The first Associate of Arts degree was awarded in August of 1973 (p. 7). In 

1978, the bachelor’s degree in selected studies through cooperative agreements with the 

University of South Dakota and Black Hills State College. In 1983, Sinte Gleska University 

(known as Sinte Gleska College at the time) received accreditation from the North Central 

Association of Colleges and Schools. SGU continued to grow, where in 1989 SGU became the 

first tribal college to offer a master’s program on an Indian reservation (p. 7). In 1992, due to a 

change in education and social policy, Sinte Gleska College became Sinte Gleska University 

through “a traditional tribal ceremony” (p. 7). Since, SGU has continued to focus its efforts on 

increasing its endowment (established in 1984 from a $50,000 gift from the United Parcel 

Service which is added to in 1999 by $5 million from the late Margaret Bedford), building 

adequate facilities (in 1996 the Rosebud Sioux Tribe grants SGU 1,600 acres of land in Antelope 

Community for campus expansion), and strengthening their academic programs. In 1997, the 
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Lakota Studies Department developed bachelor’s degrees in the areas of Lakota language, 

culture, history, and cultural resource management.  

 One important component to note is the naming the Sinte Gleska University. SGU was 

named after Sinte Gleska (Spotted Tail) an Ogle Tanka Un (Shirt Wearer), or war leader (p. 5). 

As an one of the important Lakota leaders, what he foresaw in the twentieth century, due to the 

deteriorating condition of the Lakota and the extremely aggressive policies of the U.S. 

government, was shocking (p. 5). The closing years of Sinte Gleska’s life are considered the 

most significant in terms of contributions made to the Sicangu Lakota during which time he 

began to look at long-range goals and the struggles that the Sicangu people were to endure. The 

Course Catalog states,  

 Today, Sinte Gleska lies buried on the crest of the nearest northern hill 

overlooking the Rosebud Agency, where the hub of activity between the U.S. 

government and the Sicangu people is enacted on a daily basis. Here, too, stands Sinte 

Gleska University which embraces the lofty visions Sinte Gleska had for the people: that 

is to take up and master the skills of the White Man – hecel oyate kin nipi kte (so that the 

people may live.) (p. 6). 

Therefore, SGU was selected as a site for this study. Furthermore, prior to my visit, I was unable 

to discern the prevalence of Native and non-faculty, therefore, this was not a criteria for case 

selection. 

 Te Wānanga o Raukawa. The second site selected for this study was Te Wānanga o 

Raukawa (TWoR). TWoR is classified as a wānanga, a tertiary institution that provides 

education in a Māori cultural context, and therefore met the first selection criteria. More 

specifically, TWoR identifies as a distinctively Māori institution that is uniquely designed and 
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built specifically for Māori. TWoR met the second selection criteria because the geographic 

location is within Oceania in Ōtaki, Aotearoa/New Zealand. Due to the geographic location, this 

site is also culturally more aligned with Native Hawaiians as the Māori are part of Oceania and 

could provide cultural insight into the indigenizing practices for a Native Hawaiian higher 

education model. Though Māori and Kanaka ʻŌiwi (Native Hawaiians) have distinct features, 

our creation stories, languages, and cultures are related (Silva, 2004). Additionally, the 

geographic location was situated within the British Crown settler colonial context, and therefore, 

the indigenizing and decolonizing practices could be better understood beyond governmental 

policies. Lastly, the third selection criterion was met due to the overwhelming recommendations 

from Māori scholars and practitioners as a reputable site for its Māori cultural characteristics. 

More specifically, Māori scholars noted this wānanga was distinct from others because it was iwi 

(tribe) focused, smaller, located on the iwi land, and offered a range of degrees. For these 

reasons, this institution met the three criteria and was selected as the second site for this study.  

 Before visiting TWoR, I had met a scholar at the He Manawa Whenua conference in 

2017 who worked for the wānanga. At that time I had shared with her about my intentions to 

develop my own Native Hawaiian college and also the direction of my dissertation. During this 

conversation, we exchanged contacts and she invited me to contact her if I ever wished to visit 

TWoR. Therefore, when I reached out to contact TWoR, I started by emailing her first. I was 

then connected with their Teaching and Learning faculty. From here, similar to SGU, we 

coordinated the logistics of my visit via email. Simultaneously, I reached out to a Māori woman 

that I knew from the area from her time spent living in my community on Kauaʻi who had moved 

back to Aotearoa/New Zealand. She also knew of my studies which we had discussed while she 

was on Kauaʻi, where she also invited me to stay with her and her family when I visited. Shortly 
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after I contacted her, I found out she was cousins with the faculty member who was helping me 

coordinate my stay. From there, the two of them arranged for me to stay both on campus in the 

wānanga and with various community/family members within walking distance from the school 

throughout my stay.  

 On my first day at TWoR, I was part of a campus tour where I learned the intricate details 

and stories behind the institution, the facilities, and history. The following is an excerpt from my 

researcher journal describing this experience: 

 After morning tea, they shared the administrative information. During this sharing 

they explained the kawa (rules) and shared about kai (meals) and tea times, to be prompt, 

they shared about the various noho (sleeping) spaces and how to be “proper/respectful” in 

these spaces. Some of the things that I learned included that there is security here 24/7, 

the campus is smoke free (I later found out this was a dying wish of one of the kupuna 

who did not want another Māori person to die as a direct cause of smoking), the campus 

is sugar free (this was another way to support the health of the people), one day a week is 

vegetarian, there is no food allowed in the sleeping areas, children and their caretakers 

are also welcome to come, and you must be there promptly for each kai. After these 

introductions, we then were led by the Teaching and Learning faculty on a campus tour.  

 This campus tour started in the newest building, Te ara-a-tāwhaki, before we 

walked in and I looked from the outside, there was a pattern on the outside. I could not 

put my finger on it exactly, as to what the pattern was (I would later find out that the 

outsides are various weaving patterns used by Māori weavers). When we entered the 

front of the building, it looked like a marae and yet it was inside. The faculty started to 

explain the meaning of the carvings. The top most carving was the gods level, then it 
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went down to the kupuna (ancestors) and the waka (canoes of genealogy) too if Iʻm not 

mistaken. Then there were panels on the outside too that led in. They also included names 

on the carvings of the kupuna, the captains of the waka, and their immediate helpers. This 

was a beautiful way of honoring the lineage of the place. Then when we entered the 

doorway it led into a seminar seating style room. At the very far end was a large 

pounamu (jade stone), then all the way around the walls were pairs of carvings created by 

various marae. These were amazing and looked all kinds of ways. This had me thinking 

about what it would mean to allow families to create similar types of story holders that 

could be displayed to represent the original Native Hawaiian families of my community 

in Haleleʻa. This building was very technology savvy, it had intercoms on each desk so 

students could ask questions and had a drop down screen and a divider. I would later find 

out that there was a lengthy cultural process behind that allowed for the development of 

this building. 

 Then when we exited the auditorium, we walked around, there was a lot of open 

light and the walls were all glass (see through) and there was comfortable seating all 

around. The naming of the three parts of this building (the auditorium, the library, and the 

kitchen/lounge area) all were named after the three types of knowledge baskets and 

connected to the Māori creation stories. They also had woven baskets and all types of 

woven things displayed all around the campus. So then we entered the whare pukapuka, 

library, which at first I thought was quite small visually. However after learning about the 

focus on Māory literature, this refocused my thinking. It was pretty cool because the 

faculty also shared that the building is a green building and has no carbon emissions. This 

is part of a larger plan by the institution. Here it was very clear, there were bins around 
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for trash, recycle, and compost. The building also adjusts (windows open automatic etc) 

to regulate temperature and maximize energy efficiency.  

 Next we walked across the street to the gym, Ngā Purapura. This was a very 

impressive building. When we walked in there was a case that held woven bags. Just as 

you walk in there is a reception desk. We were told another story here about the various 

parts of the building (gym, workout room, and classroom areas) names align with the use 

of these parts. We took a right and entered the gym area, Mauri Tū. This is where they 

had multiple basketball courts, a cloth divider, and stands on both sides as well as mirrors 

lining one other space. The space is also used for their graduation, I later saw kids from 

the kura (K-12 school) also use this space. Then we came into the center area where the 

cafe is and there is a cool domed shape room. We walked into it, it was silent, this is a 

room used for many purposes including yoga, quiet place to relax, etc. I also should note 

that we removed our shoes in many of the spaces. Then we went to the other side of the 

building, Mauri Oho, where the machinery to workout is located. Along the wall walking 

in were woven mats attached to the wall. They also mentioned that this building is where 

all the health related majors/programs were located upstairs in the classrooms.  

 Next we crossed the street and came back over to the administration building, 

Waitapu, where the tumuaki (president) and senior management (finances, program 

development) are located. We walked into the space through sliding double doors that 

had etched designs onto them. Then took a left into a conference room. This had a long 

wooden conference table and on the wall behind it were the founders (this was my term), 

their titles were Purutanga Mauri, “Keepers of the life force of this place.” It was a very 

powerful moment, I saw how the faculty was talking as if these elders were present in the 
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room right then. He mentioned that sometimes students have to come into that space and 

are answerable to these elders. It was beautiful to me that this was a critical part of the 

tour, meeting and learning about the ancestors of this place. We then walked through the 

Tumuaki, president’s office, and said hello. That was pretty cool that it was so easily 

accessible and welcomed to enter and visit the head of the school. I learned that this 

Tumuaki was only the second one after the Whatarangi, the first tumuaki. Lastly, we 

stopped by the finance people and then headed onto the next building.  

 The next building we entered was the Te Reo building, Whitireia, where it is 

Māori immersion only and English is banned. When I entered, I felt a strong shift. Where 

the faculty had been talking English throughout the other buildings, when we entered this 

building it became Te Reo (Māori language) only. The space was like a large classroom 

and had couches to the left, a white board on the far side, and a circle of tables (they all 

had the tables with wheels and chairs with wheels as well). Then we walked around and 

there were three other classrooms connected into the space where each room connected to 

another with doors. There was also a carving at the front entrance which in honor of 

“Pops” or Papa Sean, who I was told was a huge source for Te Reo and the TWoR 

community and greatly missed.  

 The next building, Rangataua, we entered was where Te Reo distance learning 

and the Iwi Hapu studies were housed. This was an older building. It seemed to go in a 

large loop where doors were numbered. Then we went to another older building, Mīria Te 

Kakara, where we entered first for the pōwhiri. This was the last building I remember 

checking out. We would have gone into the first building, however, it was under 

renovation because they found black mold in it. By this time it was lunch and we were 
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able to go and eat. We went in and had a meal. (Researcher Journal Entry 1, February 17, 

2020) 

This description shows the intricacies of this site and provides an example of the cultural fabric 

of the institution as described by the Native scholars that recommended this reputable wānanga.  

 

Figure 7: Te Wānanga o Raukawa Campus Map,  

from www.wananga.com/otaki-campus-facilities.html 

Figure 7 shows TWoR’s campus map further illustrating the layout of the site. Throughout my 

site visit, I was able to spend time in most of the buildings. During my stay, I was able to 

experience life on campus spending a week living on campus. I also stayed with two different 

families while I visited the campus each day, both with homes in walking distance from the 

institution and were familiar with the wānanga. One woman I stayed with worked for TWoR in 



 91 

the president’s office. Similar to SGU, this was quite helpful as I processed and reflected each 

day I was able to ask clarification questions to my hosts as well. By staying with community 

members and members of TWoR, I was able to immerse myself within the community during 

my site visit.  

 I did not have a car in Ōtaki and instead I walked to and from campus or was given rides. 

TWoR’s hosts were so gracious, often escorting me around campus, introducing me to various 

people, and showing me around the area. From the moment I got to Aotearoa, this type of 

hospitality was a consistent trend. The following observation from my second day at TWoR 

shows this type of hospitality as one of my participants took me to see the beach. 

 During my time with one of my participants, she also took me over to introduce 

me to the weavers and then to the Whakatupu Mātauranga (research) offices. We also 

walked around the campus a bit. She ended up showing me the first building and in it 

there were amazing carvings, this building was being renovated so we couldnʻt stay there 

long. There was a beautiful carving that depicted the three iwi (tribes) holding up a 

Kawakawa tree (Raukawa). She took a picture of me in front of this carving to use in the 

newspaper [see image below, Figure 8] to share with the community.  

 She also drove me down to see the beach. I got to get out and walk out to the 

ocean and dip my toes in. The sky was filled with darker clouds and a cold breeze came 

across. To the east was the river mouth with larger rock pebbles and to the west stretched 

more sand. There was supposed to be island, Kāpiti out at sea however the clouds made it 

unable to see. When we got back I also got to spend some time talking with the Reception 

desk woman and she gave me a book recently published about fishing stories. Both the 

ʻāina and people remind me of home. (Observation, February 18, 2020) 
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Figure 8: Article From the Ōtaki Mail Newspaper Dated March 2020 

Figure 8 above shows the article that was printed in the local newspaper. The caption under my 

photo reads, “Kapua Chandler photographed alongside a depiction of the three Iwi of the ART 

Confederation, who established Te Wānanga o Raukawa.” The title of this article, Sharing our 

stories to build strong global relationships, highlights the intentions to build and sustain a 

relationship with the site. An important part of understanding this site selection is the history of 

the institution.  

 The ART Confederation is the iwi of Te Ātiawa ki Whakarongotai, Ngāti Raukawa ki te 

tonga and Ngāti Toa Rangatira. In 1936, ART built their “marae matua” (parent marae), named 

Raukawa, in Ōtaki. The Native Purposes Act allowed for the creation of the Raukawa Marae 

Trustees. This body of sixty-nine trustees represents the iwi and hapū of the Confederation. The 

Trustees were tasked with administering the Confederation. The following statement is from 

TWoR’s institutional website History page: 
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In 1975, the Raukawa Marae Trustees began a 25-year tribal development experiment, 

known as Whakatupuranga Rua Mano – Generation 2000. Te Wānanga o Raukawa was 

born out of this revival to assist ART to achieve its educational aspirations. The Raukawa 

Marae Trustees resolved to establish TWoR in April 1981 for the advancement of 

knowledge and for the dissemination and maintenance of knowledge through teaching 

and research. The Raukawa Marae Trustees saw TWoR as a natural and necessary 

extension of Whakatupuranga Rua Mano. In 1984, repeated proposals were presented to 

the Crown in the late seventies and early eighties and only attracted lukewarm responses. 

Despite this, the development of a wānanga was given top priority by the Raukawa 

Marae Trustees. Te Wānanga o Raukawa became an incorporated body in 1984. In 1993, 

TWoR was recognized by the Crown as a “wānanga” under their new legislation known 

as the Education Amendment Act 1990. By this time, TWoR had been fully operational 

for over a decade. (Te Wānanga o Raukawa [TWoR], 2020) 

This historical background provides context for the development of TWoR. Furthermore, this 

adds to the background of the site. Therefore, TWoR was selected as the second site of this 

study. 

 Site Comparison. Table 1 below provides a brief comparison of the two sites of this 

study and presents more descriptive information of each institution.  

Table 1: Site comparison    
Site   Sinte Gleska University  Te Wānanga o Raukawa  

Established   1971 1984 
Recognized by Settler 

Colonial Government   1983 1993 

Location   South Dakota, United States Ōtaki, Aotearoa/New Zealand  
Type   Tribal College Wānanga 

Indigenous community   Lakota  Māori  
Tribal affiliations   Sicangu Lakota  

Rosebud Sioux 
Te ātiawa ki Whakarongotai  
Ngāti Raukawa ki te Tonga  
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Ngāti Toa Rangatira  
Academic Undergraduate    

Departments  
Great Plains Art Institute 

Arts and Sciences 
Business 

Education 
Human Services 
Lakota Studies 

Institute of Technologies 

Iwi and Hapu Studies 
Whare Oranga (health/wellbeing) 

Whare Toi (arts and sciences) 
Whare Whakaakoranga (teaching) 

Whare Kokiri (management) 

Number of Certificates  12 5 
Number of AA/AS  25 14 
Number of BA/BS  23 12 

Number of Masters  2 5 
  
Both institutions are accredited, Master’s degree granting institutions recognized by their 

respective Indigenous communities. Additionally, they are independently recognized by their 

respective settler colonial governments, the United States and the British Crown.   

Final Sample and Data Sources   

In order to get an in-depth understanding of each case, I used multiple forms of data 

collection (Creswell, 2007). More specifically, this study depended on interviews, documents, 

observations, and researcher journals as data sources.    

Sample 

 The primary source of data for this study was interviews with university administration, 

faculty, and staff. Since the select cases showed different perspectives on indigenizing practices; 

a purposeful sampling technique was used. Participants were purposefully selected to ensure 

representation from individuals involved in the indigenizing and decolonizing practices. While I 

initially sought out senior and mid-level administration, I used a snowball technique (Creswell, 

2014) to identify other individuals (such as Native community members, elders, or founders) to 

interview.  The criteria for selecting participants was developed based on the research questions, 

area of interest, and theoretical frameworks. To understand the indigenizing and decolonizing 

practices, leadership was intentionally engaged for interviews. A complete list of all study 
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participants differentiated by recorded and non-recorded interviews can be viewed in the 

appendices (Appendix A: Table 1A). 

Administrators/Faculty/Staff. I sought interviews with administration who had a role in 

overseeing the institution. For example, the presidents of universities are charged with the 

responsibility of articulating the goals and governing the direction of the institution. Similarly, 

vice presidents and other mid-level administrators have a role in shaping academic initiatives, 

student life experiences, and strategic plans. Furthermore, experiences within these roles 

offered first-hand knowledge of indigenizing processes and the values associated with such 

decision-making.  From these interviews, recommendations emerged for other interviewees, 

more specifically, Native and non-Native individuals involved in the institutional operations. 

However, without previous knowledge of these individuals, I only approached and interviewed 

individuals if recommended and appropriate. Therefore, by utilizing a snowball technique, I 

identified people with more specific knowledge about indigenization processes.  

The final sample of administrators, faculty, and staff representatives included a total of 

18 recorded participants, nine from SGU and nine from TWoR. Additionally, 18 participants 

participated in the study, however, these interviews were executed informally and were not 

recorded. Appendix A: Table 1A shows the individual participants by institution and identifies 

which interviews were recorded and not.  

 Participant Outreach 

Utilizing purposeful sampling ensured that participants were directly contacted for 

participation in this study. An introductory email was initially sent to participants to present the 

research topic and purpose of study. When I visited each institution, participant outreach shifted 

from email to in-person. This provided an avenue to build respectful and reciprocal relationships 

with participants throughout this study. Interview times and locations were scheduled in 
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consultation with participant’s schedules and convenience. At both sites, I visited campus daily 

for three weeks and resided with locals within the surrounding community to immerse myself 

within each institution’s context. Due to the fact that I stayed with various people who worked at 

my sites, I integrated quite quickly into the community. 

Though I had an initial list of administrators that I engaged to interview, I allowed the 

process to occur quite organically. For instance, from the first day at TWoR, both the hosts I was 

staying with and the faculty liaison I had been working with took turns introducing and 

connecting me to various individuals. On my first day, after lunch, the woman who picked me up 

from the airport and took me to the wānanga, she brought me over to meet her cousin, who was 

also the head faculty in the distance learning program. I was brought into his office and our 

conversations started with his connections to my ʻāina and we discovered that he had met many 

of my family members when he sailed to Kauaʻi. Including this participant, I made sure to share 

with all my participants my research study and my intentions with interviewing them as well as 

to develop a Native Hawaiian college per my interview protocol. Once I shared about my 

purpose and answered any questions he had, he then shared all about how the distance learning 

program works and allowed me to ask as many questions as needed. After our conversation, he 

wanted to take me to talk with some of the tutors (student workers) where I was able to talk with 

them for an hour about what they do and regarding the various questions that had come up for 

me thus far. This type of introductory process was followed throughout both of my site visits. 

The more I discussed and shared with various participants, then each successive I would get 

emails, calls, and/or in-person sharing resources and literature or directing me to another person 

that they thought would be helpful for me to interview. Additionally, at both sites, some 
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participants came back several times and consistently checked in to see how things were going 

and if I needed any help. 

At both institutions, as I made my way interviewing participants, they would share 

various resources with me. Participants at both sites shared several books with me along with 

course catalogs and annual reports. At SGU, participants showed me where to find youtube 

videos of their Founders Day celebrations. As TWoR, one participant emailed me even after I 

left the site as she wanted to share a collection of online literature and resources to help with my 

analysis. Therefore, while there were specific intentions for participant outreach, many of the 

informal conversations and interviews that I conducted were reached through this type of 

snowballing process. 

Interviews 

The purpose of interviewing is to understand the lived experiences of other people and 

the meanings they make of those experiences. Seidman (2013) suggests that the primary way a 

researcher can investigate a process is through the experience of the individual people, the 

“others” who carry out the process. Merriam (2009) provides a more nuanced definition of 

interviews as a process in which a researcher and participant engage in a conversation focused by 

questions related to the research topic. For example, within my interviews, I briefly discussed my 

goals in regards to developing a Native Hawaiian higher education space for my community and 

inquired about how the Indigenous culture of the respective participant was woven into the 

institution where questions included: How is Māori culture evident in the wānanga (such as in its 

practices, procedures, the relationships people have, and what is considered important)?; How do 

you see this as a president/faculty/staff member? This line of questioning got at the core of RQ1 

indigenizing practices and RQ3 which addresses sustaining institutional longevity. Additionally, 
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since this study was situated within an Indigenous research paradigm, the interview structure and 

process were within this paradigm.   

According to Chilisa (2012), Native researchers should use Indigenous knowledge to 

guide interview question structures, types of questions asked, and data analysis procedures. For 

example, due to the geographic context of South Dakota, I drew a geographic map to discuss 

with participants the communities served by the institution. This helped me to envision and 

better understand the impact and reach of the institution. Additionally, drawing from my own 

Native knowledge of place, I discussed decision making around naming as part of a decolonizing 

and indigenizing process, RQ1. I also reviewed literature about Indigenous models of higher 

education and dialogued with participants which gave them an opportunity to participate in 

critique of the literature produced about them (Chilisa, 2012, p. 223). For example, I discussed 

the literature regarding the significance of community and cultural protocol within the 

institution. Therefore, the content of the interview questions addressed components and practices 

for indigenizing processes as well as the associated cultural values, RQ2. These conversations 

provided information needed to generate emergent findings, and findings that aligned with the 

guiding theoretical framework. The duration of each interview depended on each participant and 

ranged from 30 minutes to 120 minutes. Depending on participant consent, interviews were 

either recorded and transcribed verbatim or were reflected in observations, researcher journals, 

and analytic memos for analysis.   

Semi-structured Interviews. Semi-structured, open ended interviews were conducted 

with the participants in this study. According to Merriam (2009), semi-structured interviews are 

less structured, flexibly worded, and guided by a list of questions or issues to be explored. This 

format allowed me, the researcher, to respond to each situation at hand and “he emerging 
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worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (Merriam, 2009, p. 74). 

Furthermore, the sequencing of questions was not the same for every participant, it depended on 

the process of the interview and answers from each individual (Chilisa, 2012). Therefore, using 

semi-structured interviews allowed the interviewer and interviewee to reflect on questions and 

responses; it also allowed for additional questioning or discussion regarding tangential related 

topics (Creswell, 2007).  Furthermore, as indigenizing practices emerged within interviews, I 

asked specific questions to investigate and better understand the importance of each practice 

(such as utilizing values) for other future interviews within each site.  Moreover, this interview 

format was within an Indigenous research paradigm and was particularly useful when working 

with my Indigenous participants. The interviews were guided by a protocol consisting of a series 

of questions related to Indigenous values that guide decision-making, the cultural practices 

highlighted within the institutions, and how the development of each institution’s model. I 

approached interviews with participants as conversations and moved through the interview 

protocol naturally providing dialogue with them on topics they had insights or expertise or 

questions. Final interview protocol can be found in the appendices B, C, D, E, and F.  

I collected both formal and informal interviews during my site visits. The process of 

outreach was similar for both formal and informal interviews where they were one-on-one, 

usually in a private or semi-private area. The formal interviews were recorded, if permission was 

granted by participants, while the informal ones were not recorded. The informal interviews were 

not used directly in the data analysis, however, information that was reflected in the researcher 

journal did reference these interviews. Formal interviews ranged from 30 minutes to several 

hours and were conducted on campus. The interview with the SGU president was over two hours 

and I was told to expect the interview may go long. The informal interviews ranged from 30-60 
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minutes with a handful of participants that wanted to share more which lasted longer. The 

informal interviews occurred both on campus and off campus with faculty, staff, and alumni. 

Some faculty invited me to their homes for dinner and we conducted our interview at their 

homes. While I did not use the informal interviews directly in my data analysis, the information 

gathered from conversations provided a fuller picture of the intricacies of each site and the 

institutional practices over time. These interviews also helped me to develop probing questions 

for formal interviews. As both these institutions were rather small, I was introduced to and 

interviewed a sizable majority of the institutional members. 

During all the interviews, participants would switch between English and their 

Indigenous language periodically. To assist with transcriptions and analysis later, I recorded a 

list of terms each participant used during their interview. Many of these terms were in reference 

to people, place, facilities, academic programs, tribes, or values of which I had made myself 

familiar. If a participant used a term that I did not know whether based on the context of how it 

was used or if it was said too fast, I would make a note and return for clarification once the 

participant had finished their response. This was most prominent at TWoR, however, due to my 

language capabilities in ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi (Hawaiian language), I was quickly able to hear and 

visualize Māori words in order to note them properly during interviews. With some words and 

meanings being very similar (kupuna/tupuna, Māori/Maoli, honua/whenua, ʻohana/whanau, 

moʻokuʻauhau/whakapapa), language-related issues were not a problem. 

Document Review  

 The intent of conducting a case study is that it presents an in-depth understanding of the 

cases through multiple sources of data (Yin, 2017). In addition to semi-structured interviews, I 

collected and reviewed institutional documents as a second source of data. Yin (2017) states that 

the most important use of documents is to corroborate and augment evidence from other sources. 
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Therefore, the purpose of the document review was to examine current and historical documents 

pertaining to the mission, vision, values, philosophy, and development of the Indigenously-

controlled institutions.   

The majority of these documents were public and collected prior to interviews. Public 

documents included mission statements, vision statements, listed values and philosophies, 

minutes from meetings, handbooks and strategic plans. These documents were gathered from 

internet searches to develop a background and understanding of the site before finalizing 

protocols, identifying interviewees, and scheduling campus visits. Due to the international 

component, some documents were not accessible until I was in Aotearoa/New Zealand on their 

internet network. Participants also offered relevant documents that emerge and were referenced 

during interviews. Gathering documents revealed new areas of inquiry and possible participants 

to interview. 

These documents provide data that addressed the research questions guiding this study, 

some directly and others indirectly. For instance, some documents (e.g. values, principles, 

philosophies, overview, history related documents) provided insight into understanding the 

culture and cultural terms. This informed the culturally specific content that was woven or 

utilized within the indigenizing practices of the institution. Other documents (e.g. strategic plan 

meeting notes, annual reports, SWOT analysis, policies and procedures) directly addressed the 

components of the indigenizing practices by providing insight into the academic model of the 

institution. These documents provided insight to both the Indigenous cultural content of 

the institution and enabled the researcher to answer the research questions. A list of all 

documents reviewed can be referenced in Appendix G. 
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Observations 

 Observation is one of the key tools for collecting data in qualitative research (Creswell, 

2007). Observation is the act of noting a phenomenon in the field setting through the five senses 

of the observer, often with an instrument, and recording it for research purposes (Angrosino, 

2007). I utilized observations to gain information about different aspects of the indigenizing 

practices such as their utility in various campus contexts (i.e. classroom, staff meeting). I 

watched various physical settings including common spaces, classrooms, staff meetings, and 

cultural protocols on campus. At each location, I was identified, introduced, and given consent to 

observe. I was often a participant observer – participating in the cultural practices and protocols 

of the institution. For example, at the SGU site I was often approached to smudge before 

meetings and offered a seat at the table. At TWoR, I participated in several pōwhiri, welcoming 

ceremonies, for students coming onto campus for their residence. Other times, I was an outsider 

of the group under study, watching and taking field notes from a distance.  

 In some instances, my role changed during an observation from a non-participant to a 

participant role (Creswell, 2007). For example, at SGU, while observing a staff meeting I was 

asked to share about my experiences and observations I had made so far and proceeded to 

contribute to their discussion by tailoring my response to the context of the meeting. At TWoR, 

initially I was invited to observe the weaver students, however, once the professors discovered 

that I was a weaver they invited me to participate in the course to make cordage out of Native 

plants and tools. After each observation, I immediately prepared full notes providing extensive 

narrative description of the people and practices in observation. This data was helpful to get first 

hand observations to triangulate and validate the referenced practices, protocols, and procedures 

that emerged during interviews.   
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 One anticipated way of sustaining the respective Indigenous model of higher education is 

the development of Native places on campus and the use of language with regards to naming and 

building structures. By visiting and observing each campus, I identified such places that were not 

identified in the other data sources. At both sites, participants shared with me various stories of 

the development of each campus and provided insider knowledge of the decision-making and 

process. More specifically, at TWoR each new student cohort was given a tour of campus of 

which I was able to attend two, one was in English and the other in Te Reo (Māori language). 

During these tours I learned the history of the buildings, the significance of their names and 

attributes to their iwi (tribe), which buildings were Te Reo (Māori language) only and English 

was forbidden to be spoken, and the connection of these elements to the purpose and function of 

the building. Furthermore, in addition to reading about institutional practices and listening to 

participants’ experiences developing various indigenizing practices, the observations provided a 

third data source for understanding the complexity of indigenizing practices. Additionally, 

observations allowed the research to capture the essence of the institutions. Moreover, these 

observations provided descriptive interpretations of the sites to enhance the findings. 

Researcher Journal 

Researcher journals were implemented throughout the study– reflections and 

observations made by the researcher throughout the study – to ensure reflexivity. Reflexivity is a 

strategy that focuses on the intersection between who the researcher is as a person and how she 

represents data (Pillow, 2003). Therefore, journaling throughout the study provided data for later 

analysis of my positionality and observations of the site to develop themes to make meaning of 

the data. For example, the Indigenous place-based framework was a lens to understand the 

unseen and experienced energies of the institution. When I visited each campus, how I was 

hosted, the spaces I was invited into, and the interactions I had with the people and the place 
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directly informed my understanding of the indigenizing practices, guiding values, and challenges 

of each site. By journaling my reflections and observations, I captured the ways in which the 

researcher experienced the institution throughout the study. Researcher journals accounted for 

how the researcher’s biases and values impact the study and ensured a level of trustworthiness. 

 For each site I visited, I wrote at least one journal entry for each day I was at the site. These 

journals were a combination of hand-written and typed entries resulting in 21 entries at SGU and 

15 entries at TWoR.  

Data Analysis   

The role of data analysis was to make meaning of the data (Merriam, 2009). For this 

study, the data was analyzed first by individual case and then across cases. I used ongoing 

analysis within each site to prevent the data from being unfocused, repetitious, and 

overwhelming in sheer volume. More specifically, data analysis occurred during and after data 

collection. To prepare for data analysis, all handwritten observations and journals were typed, 

and all recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim. Transcripts, documents, and 

observations were imported into Dedoose version 8.3 for organization and analysis.  

Individual Case Analysis and Coding   

Codes and themes were developed from the multiple sources of data gathered in this 

study including interview transcripts, documents, and observations. According to Saldaña (2015, 

codifying is the process that permits data to be separated, grouped, regrouped, and relinked in 

order to consolidate meaning and explanation. Furthermore, analysis is the search for patterns in 

data and for ideas that help explain why those patterns exist. Therefore, coding was a method 

that allowed me to organize and group similarly coded data into categories or themes because 

they shared some characteristic or pattern (Saldaña, 2015, p. 9).   For this study, inductive and 
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deductive processes were used to create codes for data analysis (Merriam, 2009). To ensure 

thoroughness, data analysis was ongoing.  

The analysis process occurred over multiple cycles. The First Cycle of the data analysis, 

deductive codes were identified using literature and theoretical frameworks (Saldaña, 2015).  For 

each individual case, there were several steps for data collection and within-case analysis. Step 

one, before visiting each institution I conducted an analysis of the current documents collected 

for that site. These deductive codes were part of a code inventory that was developed throughout 

the data collection and analysis. In step two, I visited each site and conducted face-to-face 

interviews where each visit lasted a minimum of three weeks. After each interview was 

transcribed, I continued to develop the code book building on the deductive codes. Furthermore, 

documents that emerged within interviews and were shared with the researcher were also 

analyzed. In addition to deductive codes, I used emergent coding; the process of identifying 

codes that emerge from interviews and documents. Lastly, after each site visit concluded, I 

analyzed the observations. Descriptive coding of the observations further added to the code 

inventory. Collectively, these codes consisted of broad, overarching codes identified across the 

corpus of data.     

The purpose of a Second Cycle was to reorganize and reanalyze data coded through First 

Cycle methods. In order to develop themes, the data was recoded because more accurate words 

or phrases were discovered from the original codes; some codes merged together because they 

were conceptually similar; infrequent codes were assessed for their utility in the overall coding 

scheme; and some codes that seemed like good ideas during the First Cycle coding were dropped 

altogether because they are later deemed redundant after the data corpus has been fully reviewed 

(Saldaña, 2015, p. 207). To seek patterns in the data and narrow the inventory of codes, I used a 
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constant-comparative method for the second cycle of analysis. A constant-comparative method 

involves comparing one segment of data with another to determine similarities and differences 

(Saldaña, 2015). More specifically, I refined the codes and associated data by comparing 

similarities and differences to refine the code inventory 

This process was repeated until one final codebook was established that included codes 

from both cases. Once the codebook was finalized, I arranged the codes into preliminary themes. 

These themes helped me to better understand each individual site.    

Cross-case Analysis 

According to Yin (2017), a cross-case analysis helps the researcher to identify common 

themes that transcend the individual cases and respond to the phenomenon being studied. The 

first and second cycles of analysis helped me to identify themes within each case, then I used a 

secondary analysis, cross-case, to develop a deeper understanding of the themes across sites 

(Merriam, 2009). For example, values or common elements of indigenizing practices utilized by 

both sites. More specifically, similar themes that emerged from each site such as self-

determination and Indigenous independence. Themes that emerged from each site were 

compared across sites to identify similarities and differences. Furthermore, cross-case analysis 

enhanced the transferability of this study to other contexts (Saladaña, 2015).    

Analytic Memos  

Throughout the study, I used analytic memos to capture emerging insights, and to make 

sense of the data (Maxwell, 2012). More specifically, I wrote analytic memos after document 

analysis and after conducting an interview. The purpose of analytic memo writing was to 

document and reflect on: my coding processes and code choices; how the process of inquiry was 

taking shape; and the emergent patterns, categories and subcategories, themes, and concepts in 

the data (Saldaña, 2015). In this study, while I expected overlap with the researcher journal and 
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the analytic memos, memos were drafted during the analytical process to ensure reflexivity on 

the corpus of data. Moreover, the analytic memos assisted in organizing thoughts specific to the 

data collection and analysis.  

Trustworthiness  

In order to ensure the trustworthiness of this study, I utilized various validation strategies 

(Creswell, 2007) throughout the data collection and analysis procedures. As mentioned 

previously, I used researcher journals and analytic memos as one strategy for reflexivity to 

identify my own biases. During the data analysis, I followed up with participants to further verify 

my interpretations of the data and to notify participants of specific quotes I intended to use. I 

emailed each participant their interview transcript, highlighting the quotes I wanted to use. I then 

proceeded to work with any participants that wanted further clarification. For example, the 

president of TWoR provided more details around some of the responses she shared and I added 

these changes to the transcript and quotes. None of the changes significantly altered the 

substance of the quotes, rather they added greatly to provide further detail and description.  

In the analysis process, I coded for divergent cases – views that differed from the 

majority or contradict existing themes. This created a level of trustworthiness by ensuring I did 

not neglect alternative perspectives that may contradict my own assumptions or interpretations. 

In addition to these strategies, as an added measure of reliability I also implemented peer 

debriefing and data triangulation.   

Peer Debriefing  

According to Creswell (2007), peer debriefing or review provides an external check of 

the research process. The role of the peer is an individual who “keeps the researcher honest; asks 

hard questions about methods, meanings, and interpretations; and provides the researcher with 

the opportunity for catharsis by listening to the researcher’s process” (Creswell, 2007, p. 251). 
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Therefore, I employed this validation strategy as a way of assessing my assumptions. 

Furthermore, Hurtado (2015) asserts that the peer debriefing process assists the researcher to 

develop more culturally responsive research regardless of whether the peer is or is not familiar 

with the topic.    

Through my data collection and analysis, I utilized peer debriefing. While at both sites, 

midway through data collection, I phoned and had a peer debriefing discussion with an 

Indigenous woman professor in higher education. I was able to speak candidly on an array of 

subjects and shared my process so far and plans to move forward. At both sites, I was concerned 

with appropriate protocols to give back to the respective Indigenous community and how to ask 

about such protocols. My peer helped me develop language to ask each institution if they would 

like me to share back preliminary findings, which I was able to do at each institution. In the 

instance of SGU, I was also invited to present to their Board of Regents which my peer also 

provided input. Post data collection, I met consistently with my peer to assess my assumptions as 

I analyzed the data. My peer was familiar with TCUs and not familiar with Wānanga, therefore, 

provided both an insider and outsider perspective to further develop more culturally responsive 

research (Hurtado, 2015). Additionally, my peer helped me to assess my assumptions and she 

provided me with literary recommendations to assist me in making sense of the data. This 

process further strengthened my data collection and analysis processes by providing an 

additional external check of my research process. 

Triangulation  

In triangulation, researchers use multiple sources, methods, and theories to provide 

corroborating evidence (Creswell, 2013). When researchers locate evidence to document a code 

or theme in different sources of data, they are triangulating information and providing validity to 

their findings. Therefore, I triangulated information across data sources including the interviews, 
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documents, observations, and individual cases to increase the validity of findings. The code 

inventory was organized to identify where each code originates and where the code is identified 

throughout the corpus of data. The cross-case analysis triangulated data across both sites. These 

resources assisted the researcher in corroborating evidence.   

Disseminating Findings   

Due to the long history of distrust between researchers and Native communities, it is of 

paramount importance that I do not add to the animosity that Native people have toward 

researchers, nor do I want to present inaccurate results that may have negative implications. As a 

Native Hawaiian scholar operating within a transformative and Indigenous research paradigm, I 

aimed to use this research to improve conditions for Native populations. While it is imperative to 

provide an honest representation of data, it was important to consult my participants on the 

appropriate ways to present and share results. Additionally, consulting participants throughout 

the study further ensured that my findings and recommendations do not negatively impact the 

Indigenous communities engaged in this research.    

Initially, I had intended to disseminate findings to each institution separately before 

presenting to public forums. However, due to COVID-19, I was only able to provide participants 

with a digital copy of the manuscript. I was concerned with presenting findings about or from 

participants that they do not believe should be shared with the public; this may include cultural 

practices or knowledge shared within interviews, therefore, I was careful not to include specific 

cultural practices or protocols that were shared with me in confidence. Furthermore, a central 

goal of disseminating findings with participants is to ensure that the findings and 

recommendations have informal permission to be shared. Although, post COVID-19, I plan to 

revisit and present these findings to the participants and institutions involved in order to inform 
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the accuracy and the appropriateness of how I present said findings in future research as part of 

being an Indigenous researcher.   

Limitations   

It is important to discuss the inherent limitations of this study. As a qualitative study with 

two cases focused on two specific Indigenously-controlled institutions, this multisite case study 

is a de limitation not a limitation – this is a focused study of two carefully selected sites intended 

to provide comparative depth of experience at each site to illuminate practices and values that 

have been important at each site, and the implications for indigenizing higher education. A 

challenge of the case study design is identifying and reaching the correct number of participants, 

a difficulty that typically arises due to availability or time constraints. Therefore, it is imperative 

to recognize the limitations of representation from the sample.  

Summary 

 This chapter provided details and descriptions of how this study was conducted and the 

data analyzed. I addressed the transformative research paradigm of this study and discussed the 

theoretical framework that guides this study. Furthermore, this chapter outlined the data 

collection and analysis processes with specific attention and intention given towards working 

with Indigenous peoples. Sample, participant outreach, interview procedures, document 

collection, observations and data analysis were also addressed. The following chapters review 

findings that emerged from the data relevant to the research questions of this study.  
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CHAPTER FOUR – KEY PRACTICES ACROSS BOTH INSTITUTIONS 

  The purpose of this chapter is to describe findings related to the key indigenizing and 

decolonizing practices of two higher education institutions, Sinte Gleska University (SGU) and 

Te Wānanga o Raukawa (TWoR). The practices discussed within the findings include various 

characteristics, attributes, and established norms of these institutions. The sections that follow 

are not an exhaustive list of the findings, rather, they are the most prominent findings that 

emerged from the data. These were derived from institutional documents, interviews with 

administrators and faculty, and researcher observations. The themes presented herein appeared at 

both sites from the cross-case analysis. First, I describe the founding processes of the institution 

and the ways in which the various characteristics of the foundation of the institution carried 

through to the key practices of the institution today; secondly, I describe the practices and 

institutional norms of cultivating multiple roles for the community; and lastly, I share findings 

regarding the unique practices and attributes of developing your own people, curriculum, and 

facilities. The findings presented in this chapter respond to research question one: what are the 

key practices to indigenizing and decolonizing a higher education institution? Additionally, I 

offer discussion throughout the chapter to locate the significance of the findings within existing 

research literature. 

Build A Strong Foundation  

         The findings regarding building the foundation of the institution describe common 

elements and processes that occurred during the founding of each site. The foundation is 

presented first because the data collected constantly identified the foundation through founders, 

founding documents, and the founding process. At each site, participants consistently referenced 

the history of the institution, the founders and community who got it started, and their unique 

approaches to developing their respective higher education institution. Furthermore, since the 
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founding of the institutions was relatively recent (i.e. 1993 and 1981), the history of the 

institution is a source for identifying key practices as well as provides context for other findings. 

Therefore, the themes included in this section offer two functions: 1) they address research 

question one, and 2) they provide the historical background needed to better understand all the 

findings. 

Diligent Founders and Consistent Leadership 

         As I walked into the administration building, the outside was a red log building. 

When I entered, the floor was covered in a dark forest green carpet and the walls were 

made of rounded wood logs. The logs appeared to be interlocked with each other. I 

walked in, turned right down a hallway and saw a reception desk, Maxine. I thought it 

was interesting because the assistant’s back was faced towards me. I then was told to go 

into the president’s office. 

 I took a left turn into an office which was his daughters, the VP of Student 

Services.  A bunch of green plants were under the window seal, I later found out that 

these plants had come from various funerals. Within the VP of student services office, 

there were a set of double red wooden doors that slide into the wall. I was then told to go 

into the office. When I walked in, the room was warm. 

 I wanted to be respectful and tried to keep my eyes down and not let them wander 

around the room. I did notice that at the other end of the president’s desk was a long 

conference table surrounded by large modern comfortable rolling chairs. On the table 

itself, there was a large buffalo hide that covered the whole table. Sitting in the left corner 

of the room was the president and his niece sat in one of the conference table’s chairs. 

 ...the president spoke slowly and beautifully. He really started pulling on my heart 

strings as he spoke about the hardest part of his job is being lonely. He also was one of 
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the first people that began his conversation with the land. He also talked beautifully about 

how many people have passed into the spirit world and are with us just not physically. 

This brought up alot for me. At one point he gestured over to a picture hanging on the 

wall next to him, the whole wall was covered in Lakota art, beaded amulets, intricately 

crafted dream catchers hung, as well as lots of “In loving memory” types of pamphlets 

that had photos of various people.  

 He gestured to a photo and explained that it was of him during his inauguration. It 

was at this time that I was able to lift my eyes and slightly scan the room. Paintings large 

and small covered the walls. Arrows and bows were tucked away hanging on the corner 

of a painting. Two large portraits that I recognized as the president and an elder from the 

Lakota studies department. In the corner a large picture of Sinte Gleska, Spotted Tail. A 

full size mounted brown bear, “our cousin, four legged cousin.” On the desk, a skull 

which looked like it came from a buffalo. The far wall had many items hanging including 

drums and art work. In between the president’s desk and the conference table there were 

small Indian like sculptures with feathers. Behind the president’s desk and chair was a 

filing cabinet with pictures of the president with Māori leaders. On the far side of the 

room, behind his portrait was a poster with Spotted Tail on the top left corner facing right 

and on the opposite corner was Stanley (founder) facing left. There was also a tripod 

stand which had a painting of the forest on it and a star quilt hanging on the corner.  

 He spoke briefly of his job as lonely. With sadness in his eyes, spoke of seeing so 

many people pass on. (Observation, November 5, 2019) 

 I begin with this observation to invite the reader into one of the many spaces I was 

privileged to have conducted interviews. As many participants shared the stories of their 
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ancestors and recalled the history of the institutions, I was able to see the significance of their 

contributions through my participant responses.  At both institutions, participants consistently 

identified at least one key person in the development and actualization of their higher education 

institution. In the case of SGU, this key person was identified as a founder by one of my 

participants, the founder. One participant that knew this founder shared the following: 

He is the founder of this institution. His name is Stanley Red Bird, Sr. And he had a 

dream of strengthening the tribal nation through an educational system that was based on 

spirituality and Wolakota. Wolakota is our expression of the values and everything that 

make up who we are on a daily basis as we live out our lives.” –  President, SGU 

In the case of TWoR, a key person was not named as the founder, however, an elder, 

Whatarangi Winiata was frequently referenced as the person who developed and refined the 

Whakatupuranga Rua Mano (WRM) program. This program, often referred to as an 

“experiment,” was the founding program that drove the creation of TWoR to address the 

educational mission of the WRM program to create and increase the longevity of the Māori 

people. In addition to being a key person in the founding process, Whatarangi Winiata also 

served as the Tumuaki (President) of TWoR till 2007. The current Tumuaki has been there for 

the past 13 years. Similarly, the founding president of SGU, Stanley Red Bird, Sr., sought the 

current president of SGU, Lionel Bordeaux. Lionel Bordeaux is the longest serving president of a 

university in the United States, nearly 50 years. These findings show the multifaceted role of 

founders have in developing the institution including taking direct leadership roles. The 

importance of local leadership is echoed by Stein (2003) in the literature calling attention to the 

need for local political systems and community support for the institution. Moreover, the 

participants described the ways founders identified (in different ways) the effects of colonization 
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on their people and the need to distinctively approach the creation of a higher education 

institution in response. 

Identify “the Why” 

         Throughout conversations with participants, I observed several instances where folks 

offered advice to me if I was to start my own Hawaiian college. Across both institutions, 

participants urged me to be clear about the “why” for starting a Native Hawaiian higher 

education institution. This also aligned with Stein (2003)’s focus on the philosophical 

foundations that underpin Indigenous institutions. As I analyzed the data, I found that identifying 

the “why” was a key practice utilized by the participants to inform practices and processes of the 

institution. In the case of SGU and TWoR, the impetus for founding the institution was in 

response to the effects of colonization. In the instance of SGU, the perspective of the founder 

was shared by a participant: 

The other part of his dream was a fact that [the founder] viewed as the contemporary 

situation that prevails in the area as an extension and outgrowth of the colonialism, the 

oppression, the assimilation that the Western movement imposed on tribal people...and he 

saw the imposition of an educational system that come [sic] from Europe for the most 

part but was imposed through the local grade high school system that was devoid of 

historical truth as to the early history of the tribal nation that lived in an area. – President, 

SGU 

More specifically, documents and participants from SGU identified the ways in which 

colonization had directly contributed to the erasure of Lakota culture and people through settler 

colonial education systems. One participant shared the following: 

....and there were no subjects in the area of history, civics, tribal government, tribal 

values, and [the founder] wanted to see an educational model that was different than what 
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existed, so that there would be systematic change within the tribal structure and a return 

to the traditional systems of yesteryear. And to bring those and incorporate those into an 

educational delivery where the student would know those things of ancestry and one that 

they were to absorb and to better know themselves and to know their identity and that 

they were tribal people from a proud heritage and that they could then take this forward 

and be teachers to the next generation, that was coming.” – President, SGU 

In the instance of TWoR, one of the colonial impacts identified was the erasure of the Māori 

language. A community member, Whatarangi Winiata, assessed the community and found that 

no one under the age of 30 was able to converse in the Māori language (Walker, 2015). This was 

a striking concern for their Confederation and set into motion an Iwi (tribe, tribal confederation) 

organized and led the experiment, Whakatupuranga Rua Mano – Generation 2000 (WRM). The 

25-year experiment that commenced in 1975 is seen as having completed its initial term, of 

which TWoR grew out in response to the educational mission to.... This finding was illuminated 

through the second dimension of Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation framework which 

highlighted the language and content levels of meaning.  

         At TWoR, both documents and interviews described a characterization of the educational 

gap experienced by the Māori people of the Confederation as a result of colonization. They 

described the poor educational circumstances compared to non-Māori as the following: 

The Raukawa Trustees often likened the scenario to two cars travelling in the same 

direction but at different speeds. Both cars make progress but the gap between them 

widens. The car in the front represented the rest of the population and the car at the back 

represented their own tamariki [Māori children] and mokopuna, [Māori grandchildren]. 
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This situation became the impetus to create better opportunities for their whānau 

[families]. (Royal & Winiata, 2001) 

Referencing this characterization, one participant added the following: 

I think for our people for, you know, a good almost two centuries, we’ve been the 

passengers on the bus or even a passenger on the trailer behind the bus. And that we have 

had no control over [our education]. We don’t want to just be the driver, we want to be 

the owner of the bus company, [so we] can set the direction. You decide when to exit the 

bus depot, you decide how fast it’s going, when it stops, what temperature the air 

conditioning is on, everything. ...if you’re the passenger, you’re very much the passenger. 

– Faculty, TWoR 

Identifying and being clear about the “why” is a critical practice as one of the driving forces for 

determining the purpose and model of the institution. Of the participants interviewed, the 

majority referenced the “why” when discussing the purpose and practices of the institution. In 

addition to determining the model of the institution, the prevalence of the “why” in participant 

responses signifies its role and importance in the present operations of the institution. Where 

higher education literature often focuses on institutional memory (Linde, 2009; Parker, 2011), 

this finding adds to our understanding of institutional purpose moving beyond education as a 

public or private good. Where settler colonial definitions of education are compartmentalized as 

either a public or private good, this finding suggests that Indigenous communities do not 

differentiate the purpose of an Indigenous institution as public or private rather it’s connection is 

connected to uplifting their Indigenous nation and sovereignty. Moreover, this finding upends 

emphasis on individualism whereby for Indigenous communities individual and community 

successes are synonymous. 
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Seek Support from Cultural Keepers, Elders 

 One participant sat at her desk and I on the other side, she then lifted from behind 

her desk a beautiful abalone shell. She began to show me how she burns her sage every 

morning. She shared that she also uses lavender. She then brought out a little sprig of 

lavender, pulled a few pieces, and put a couple of pieces of the blossoms into the shell 

and lit it with a lighter. She placed it in front of me to smell. I wafted the smoke my way 

and it had a strong burning smell. However, a minute or so later, she said, “ooo smell the 

lavender?” I had not realized that the after smell past the burning fire smell would have 

such an elegant lavender scent. That was a very soothing smell. 

 She had many herbs around her office, small in vases on the stem, others in jars or 

packets on a shelf in her desk. She reached down and grabbed a sprig of sage. She 

showed it to me and said, “this is our sage.” Then she held the thick stemmed end and 

with the other hand, pulled down the stock and off came the leaves. She bundled them up 

and handed them to me. Before handing them over, she rolled the leaves of sage around 

in her hands and showed me how she will pray with the sage sometimes in this way. Then 

when I received it from her, I copied her, rolled it around in my hands and then raised it 

to my nose to deeply inhale. It was a beautiful and calming smell. She then told me, put 

that in your pocket and so I did. 

 She continued to share with me about being raised by her grandmother, an elder. 

Next to some of the herbs that she grabbed for me, she had family photos. When she 

returned her herbs to the shelf, she picked up a photo and began to tell me about her 

family. I distinctly recall an old photo, in the corner, of her mother who had passed on to 

the spirit world when the participant was 14. She spoke about being raised by her 
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grandmother who taught her about plants and medicine. (Researcher Journal Entry 8, 

November 11, 2019) 

 Elders are the knowledge keepers of traditional ways of being and seeing the world. This 

journal entry illustrates the ways in which elder and familial practices are passed down in 

generations. During my site visits, another piece of advice offered by one participant as a lesson 

from the founding of TWoR was to have conversations with the elders of my community to get 

their support, especially for community gatherings. Many Indigenous scholars draw attention to 

the importance and significance of elders and ancestral knowledge (Grande & McCarty, 2018; 

Oliveira & Wright, 2016; Pidgeon, 2016; Wright, 2014; Minthorn & Chavez, 2014; Barnhardt, 

1991). Throughout my interviews, participants referenced and identified specific elders that 

contributed to the success of the institution. Participants often were related to these elders and 

spoke of their contribution during the founding of the organization as well as currently. At SGU, 

the founder sought elders, specifically medicine men, for guidance on the process and one 

participant shared the following: 

So, what [the founder] did was he mobilized individuals within the community and then 

he went to tribal spiritual leaders, medicine men, healers, and there he took those spiritual 

leaders and he, through prayer and ceremony and working with the ancestral spirits, 

started to devise a system, an educational system based upon what they knew and the 

work...so that he go and be guided and strengthened by the spiritual connection that these 

medicine men had with their ancestors in the spirit world. And therefore, be able to know 

honor and truth and correctness in what he was trying to develop and provide to the 

students and their parents and relatives in the community. – President, SGU 
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This approach aligns with Stein’s (2003) recommendation to have Indigenous leadership that 

engages local community systems and brings attention specifically to elders. In addition to 

providing guidance, participants described elders that were directly involved in planning and 

implementing the Indigenous higher education model. Both SGU and TWoR utilized individuals 

of the community, often elders, to voluntarily host and teach what would become the founding 

curriculum of the institutions. At SGU, when asked about the involvement of community in the 

founding of the institution one participant responded with the following: 

In the beginning, long time ago, they used to have classes in communities. They used to 

take workshops and they did it out in the community...When they first started, it was 

based on our Lakota language, our culture, and then our history. So, from the beginning 

that’s how it was started. – Faculty, SGU 

This faculty member later shared that these workshop type classes were often around cultural 

practices such as quill art and language revitalization. Interestingly, the topics covered in these 

workshops situate the core curriculum utilized by the institution today. Similarly, at TWoR, 

Royal and Winiata (2001) described the “...many well-respected kaumātua (Māori elders) and 

pakeke (adults) whose action and behaviour were examples of dedication, commitment and 

generosity. A strong core of people, who were key in implementing WRM, facilitated its 

activities and encouraged others to participate.” Many participants at TWoR spoke highly of the 

sacrifices and commitment of the elders referenced in these documents as open-hearted, humble, 

unselfish, determined, unflappable and optimistic. More generally, one participant characterized 

elder significance as the following: 

That’s how we kind of got to where we are [today], with a lot of help from people around 

us, a lot of support from elders. – Faculty, TWoR 
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Additionally, my observations and unrecorded conversations about the role of elders in the 

development of TWoR aligned with the description found in the document analysis. “Because 

marae-based teaching and kaumātua (Māori elder) teaching were highly valued from the start, 

Māori teaching practices were in the ascendant” (Walker, 2011). Similar to SGU, the teachings 

of the elders during the founding of the institution placed its stamp on the curriculum being 

offered in Te Wānanga o Raukawa. Of their many contributions to both sites, the practice of 

seeking support from elders provided guidance in developing the model as well as directly 

yielded curriculum. These findings suggest that as keepers of cultural knowledge and traditional 

ways, elders hold a sacred and irreplaceable role in the success of actualizing an Indigenous 

higher education institution (Chandler, 2018). 

A Purpose, Plan For 1,000 Years’ Time 

 The theme of a purpose and a plan for 1,000 years’ time emerged from in vivo coding 

(Charmaz, 2006; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Saldaña, 2014) of interviews with participants. During 

my interviews, I observed that when asked about the purpose of the institution, the responses 

connected directly to the original founding purpose. In the case of SGU, when asked about the 

purpose of institution one participant responded: 

The purpose of SGU today is to bring land and human resources together, to rebuild 

Lakota Oyate which is the tribal nation building and protecting our sovereignty. You talk 

about anything with the tribe, you only have two resources: land and people. And you 

bring them together.” – Provost, SGU 

While I visited SGU, I observed both in the classrooms and staff discussions around this 

purpose. I observed students, faculty, staff, and administration describing tribal nation building 

as protecting and asserting sovereignty, autonomy, and self-determination. This aligned with 

previously discussed literature (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hussey, & Wright, 2014), and further 
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emphasizes the direct alignment of Indigenous models of higher education with self-

determination. Moreover, when I probed further I found that participants related the purpose and 

their work to serving future generations. One participant shared the following: 

I know what [we] are talking about is something that's going to take [SGU] at least 150 

years and now that we've gone 50, leaving a 100 [years left], I'm thinking it might even 

take longer than that. This next hundred, you know will, will make a big dent in what we're 

trying to do. - President, SGU 

These findings show that the planning and purpose of the institution are projected to serve multi-

generational purposes. This differs drastically from settler colonial institutions where the vision 

is often capped with a 5- to 25-year strategic plan. Additionally, the purpose relating to serving 

an Indigenous nation, in this case the Lakota of the Rosebud Reservation, directly impacts the 

planning and product of the work of the people may not be realized in their lifetime. 

         Similarly, when asked about the purpose of the institution, multiple TWoR participants 

shared a common purpose describe in the following responses: 

...our main reason for being here is to, the phrase that [we] use is to, maximize our 

contribution to the survival of Māori as a people.  You’ll hear it over and over 

again.  And it’s in a lot of the stuff that we write about and talk about.  That’s our reason 

for being here.  It’s not that we want to take some fancy universities and make something 

Indigenous to suit ourselves.  This is actually about our survival. – Staff, TWoR 

These findings suggest that the purpose of the institution applies to the Māori nation, to all Māori 

people. Both SGU and TWoR’s purposes applied to their respective nations, Lakota and Māori. 

Furthermore, this statement informs our understanding of Indigenous models of higher education 

distinct from Indigenously-controlled institutions, where the institutional purpose moves beyond 
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education access and achievement towards a greater shift to survival through self-determination. 

Additionally, TWoR participants also referenced the effects of the institution for future 

generations. One participant shared the following: 

Our task is to make the biggest possible contribution that we can to ensure that we’re still 

here in 1,000 years’ time. – Staff, TWoR 

Another participant discussed his hope as it applied directly to his children. He compared his 

experience being raised in a settler colonial worldview and then grew up to learn the Māori 

worldview second. He gave the example of Māori being his second language. Relating his work 

at TWoR to his hope for his children, this participant shared the following: 

And I think in 30 or 40 years’ time, [my children] will look at other people and hopefully, 

to be so strong in [their] cultural understandings and language that they will know that 

it’s the right way rather than kind of questioning themselves saying, “is this what I should 

be saying” or “my school taught me all this but it’s not really the way it is.” I’m hoping 

that [my children] will be the opposite and say [Māori] is the way it is and it’s the best 

way to see [our] world. – Faculty, TWoR 

These responses demonstrate the greater purpose and intentions of the current work of the 

institutions to decolonize and reach towards future generations. This call for decolonizing 

addresses not only the physical, it emphasizes the metaphysical, the ways in which colonization 

has impacted Indigenous people’s thinking (Makaere, 2017). Through multiple informal 

conversations with institutional staff and faculty, I observed that this pattern had been occurring 

since the early founding of the institution. Elders who played key roles in the development were 

also planning and contributing to a cause of which some of them were unable to see the product 

of today. 
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         These findings suggest that while strategic planning has an important role in the 

institution, additionally, the foresight must also be for the generations beyond your lifetime. This 

theme is in conflict with the current practices of settler colonial institutions, where the mission, 

planning, execution, and benefits of the institution often occur within the lifespan of its 

contributors, such as strategic plans (Dooris, Kelley, & Trainer, 2004). These findings support 

the key practice around the understanding that the benefits of the work you do to contribute to 

revitalizing your people may not be seen in your lifetime. Furthermore, this promotes the 

practices of planning for future generations by continuing the work of the institutional ancestors. 

Create Roles for Community 

         The findings described in this section are practices characterized as responsibilities of the 

institution and its leadership. Findings from TWoR and SGU across all data sources referenced 

the importance of community in roles of the institution. Due to the distinct role of Indigenous 

models of higher education to serve specific Indigenous communities, the institution is 

accountable to the community as an explicit finding. Additionally, an overwhelming number of 

participants across institutions indicated it was common practice to include community input and 

presence within the institution, an implicit finding. These findings support current Indigenous 

scholarship that calls for practice of developing relationships with Indigenous tribes (Ambo, 

2017), further calling attention to the practice of having specific roles for community members 

throughout all facets of the institution. 

         With identifying the roles of community members, I also observed that the term 

“community” was commonly understood as Natives of the tribe or iwi served by the institution. 

The Indigenous place-based lens of this study revealed the complexities of identifying who is 

included when Indigenous peoples use the term “community.” Participants would refer to 

community in various ways such as: the Native people they serve for example all Lakota or 
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Māori; sometimes participants would reference geography, such as the Rosebud reservation in 

South Dakota or the surrounding town, Ōtaki in Aotearoa/New Zealand; in the case of SGU 

some participants identified the community as enrolled tribal members; and across both 

institutions some participants identified community through their relations or relatives which 

included all ages from elders to children. This is distinct to this finding because in settler colonial 

institutions the community is often referred to solely as the institutional membership itself, 

“university community,” or a physical community encompassing people within a specific 

geographic range. More specifically, across both institutions, I observed that the community was 

not inherently exclusive to non-Natives, rather as an Indigenous-serving institution the 

community they sought and were accountable to were often identified as Indigenous or Native 

people. The significance of these findings reveals the complexities and lack of clarification that 

accompanies the term “community” and has implications for practices related to “community 

engagement.” There were three different roles of the community that emerged from the data. 

As Stakeholders 

         During my observations at both sites, I did not observe formal policies or practices that 

intentionally engaged community members. However, across all three data sources there was an 

inherent understanding that the institution was accountable to the community they serve. 

Findings regarding being accountable to the community were characterized both generally and 

specifically. In the case of SGU, one participant characterized this accountability as the 

following: 

You know it’s not just you come to work here for SGU, you come to work for our bigger 

boss [which] are the people. You know if you look at the chain of command, it doesn’t 

stop with the [the president] and the board of directors, the Sicangu nation is above that. 

So every enrolled person is literally my boss. – Faculty, SGU 
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This response was a general characterization of the accountability of the institution as 

hierarchical, reaching beyond the organizational structure of the institution. This is a practice that 

decolonizes the approach often seen in settler colonial institutions, where the accountability lies 

within the organizational hierarchy. Similarly, at TWoR, participants clearly stated that due to 

the strong connection with the community, the institution did not need to seek out stakeholders 

rather they were already present and involved. Interestingly, this is an uncommon practice of 

large settler colonial institutions that rarely, if ever, intentionally create space within their 

institution for Native students or seek out relationships with Indigenous communities (Ambo, 

2017). One participant shared the following: 

We have a very strong connection with our local community, through our staff and 

through various organizations that many of us are involved in through our relationships 

with the kura (Māori high school), through our relationships with the kohanga (Māori 

immersion schools), there are four kohanga in Ōtaki. So it's not like we have to go out 

and find stakeholders and introduce ourselves and say why don’t you come and have a 

look. They are all here and they play a number of roles here. You might be on the staff 

that will be stakeholders in a number of different ways as well.  – President, TWoR 

In this response, the participant identifies other Māori organizations as avenues for connecting 

and sharing with the community. This finding supports Ambo’s (2017) call for institutional 

relationships with settler colonial universities and Champagne and Strauss’ (2002) models for 

collaboration between universities and Indigenous nations by addressing the expectations of 

institutions to have representation from Indigenous communities within their staff, faculty, 

and/or administration. Additionally, participants characterized the community as the 

stakeholders, the participant included herself when discussing the community, and she identifies 
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that there is not a single role but rather multiple roles for the community. These findings show 

the complexity of what it means to be accountable to the community the institution serves. A 

more specific understanding of what it means to be accountable to the community was shared in 

the following response from an SGU participant:  

You know, I don’t think that's something that most people in other schools have to worry 

about or think about and some people might see it as being a hassle. I invite it. I think it’s 

wonderful that I can go into a family and sit down for coffee and at any time be called on 

the carpet for what SGU is doing and have to answer to it. You know I don’t find that 

offensive at all because I work for you [the community]. So, and it's not like you treat 

tribal members better than non-tribal members, but they’re just the people in charge and 

you have to always remember that.  – Faculty, SGU 

Across both institutions, participants shared about the fluid nature of the institution being held 

accountable for their actions which may occur at a moment's notice. The president of TWoR 

shared a similar understanding of being held accountable stating: 

We have a very strong community influence.  It’s not beyond any of our local relatives to 

just walk in and have an opinion about what we’re doing.  And share that very openly 

with us, nobody seems to hold back about it.  I often get a knock on my door from 

kaumātua (elders) or people in the community saying, can I talk to you about something, 

I’ve heard this or I’ve got this idea or anything like that.  So, there’s a lot of ownership 

taken over our wānanga (university) by the community.  – President, TWoR 

The practice of being accountable to the community also has several implications for 

institutional transparency and trust building. Across both institutions, I observed that there is a 

level of trust and transparency across faculty and students, as well as administrators and staff, 
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which I found to be another element in the success of this practice. In a sense, the actions of the 

institution both by individuals and as a whole have implications for the entire institution, 

therefore, your individual conduct and the collective conduct are not mutually exclusive. The 

relationships amongst institutional agents such as faculty, staff, and administration impact the 

accountability process. Accountability which occurs for both individuals and the institution as a 

whole. Based on these emerging findings, that while complex, a key practice is preparing to be 

held accountable to the community. These findings suggest a different and Indigenous approach 

that inherently decolonizes the policies of accountability and roles of community often observed 

in settler colonial institutions.     

As Consultants 

         In addition to being accountable to the community, another important practice that 

emerged in the findings was consulting the community. Stairs’ (1994) theoretical framework 

helps us to understand this finding. By looking across Stairs’ levels of meaning, I identified the 

“what,” “how,” and “why” components for the consulting community.  The levels of meaning 

included the language, content, ecological, social, and psychological levels. Through this lens we 

better understand this practice and its significance.   

         What should we consult the community about? Utilizing the theoretical framework, 

the “what” points us to identifying the curriculum and content levels of meaning, I utilized this 

framework when identifying the various topics consulted by the community. At both sites, I 

observed and listened to participants that shared various ways they consult with the community. I 

observed the community being consulted for cultural knowledge and practices regarding 

curriculum. Multiple conversations were observed of faculty seeking community members to 

help them teach a specific topic or were interested in the community member’s cultural 

expertise. During one interview of an SGU faculty, when asked about how Lakota culture was 
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incorporated into their teaching, they identified the need to bring in guest speakers for such 

topics outside of their expertise. One example included going into the field with students and 

bringing community members who are familiar with the history and culture of that place as guest 

speakers. When asked this same question to other participants, I observed that responses 

displayed an ease with which to identify what they did and did not know regarding the 

Indigenous culture of the community. Additionally, multiple participants referenced specific 

community members that they sought out when such questions arise within their courses. These 

findings suggest that faculty incorporate Indigenous knowledge into courses by seeking 

consultation from the community and supports McCarty and Lee’s (2014) critical culturally 

sustaining/revitalizing pedagogy.  

         Similarly, at TWoR, I observed courses where community members were brought in as 

guest speakers for both professional expertise and cultural knowledge. I also observed protocol 

and ceremonies where community elders and members were brought in for various roles. 

Additionally, I observed community members brought in to help teaching cultural practices. For 

example, I observed and participated in a weaving course where both employed and non-

employed community members instructed and assisted students in their weaving art. These 

findings suggest that community members are consulted for their cultural expertise in ceremony, 

protocol, and traditional practices. Beyond the classroom, there was also evidence that both 

institutions gathered input from the community when developing strategic plans. Additionally, 

my data did not show that there was a cap or limitation to the types of topics that community 

could be consulted on, the examples listed herein were those that appeared in the data. These 

findings suggest implications for practice and policy regarding the consulting community both in 

and out of classroom settings. 
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         How should we consult the community? In order to identify the “how,” I utilized the 

social and ecological levels of the theoretical framework. During my time spent at each 

institution, when discussing community, I observed a strong sense of respect and value for face-

to-face community input, this social level. Findings suggest both institutions actively sought 

input from the community when developing their strategic plans. While across both institutions, 

community input was actively solicited, the approach to gather feedback differed due to the 

variance in their geographic context. In the case of SGU, when developing the strategic plan of 

the institution the community was consulted, a practice not often prioritized in settler colonial 

institutions. One document shared with me from a strategic plan meeting in 2015 stated, “SGU is 

fortunate to have a significant documentation of community input from its annual Founders’ Day 

celebrations held each year in February, and from an ambitious effort mounted by president 

Bordeaux in 2009 that gathered input from every community on the Rosebud Reservation.” I 

later discovered that there were a total of 21 separate geographic communities visited. Informal 

conversations with faculty and staff consistently referenced this process when asked about 

community relationships with the institution. The ecological level of the theoretical framework 

helps to identify the ways in which institutions and the community relate. In the case of TWoR, 

observations and conversations demonstrated that the community was often invited to the 

institution while SGU needed to actively seek out the community due to the fractionated 

geography of communities. These findings suggest that input from the community is solicited 

face-to-face both at the institution as well as in the community. 

         Why should we consult the community? To best understand the importance of “why,” 

the theoretical framework supports understanding the psychological level. As discussed 

previously, the community are stakeholders of the institution and knowledge keepers of cultural 
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practice. The importance of consulting the community was characterized in a Strategic Planning 

document as the following: 

Because SGU is a tribal university, its links to the community are particularly strong. 

Gaining and making use of community input is especially critical, and the strategic 

planning process took that into consideration, resulting in the integration of a number of 

significant community ideas and concerns into the strategic plan. (2015) 

Upon reviewing notes from the SGU strategic planning and the summaries of community input, I 

also recognized that the community provided an overwhelming amount of constructive feedback. 

This is evidence of the comfortability of community sharing feedback and the dynamics of the 

relationship between the institution and community, further supporting Ambo’s (2017) call for 

institutional relationships with tribes. For example, one recommendation stated, “Continue to 

develop Lakota history curricula, including through learning from knowledgeable community 

members.” These findings suggest that the relationship and significance of the roles of 

community are understood by both the institution and the community. The following summary 

from a SWOT analysis in 2015 describes the community input and its implications for the 

institution illustrate this relationship: 

 Community participants repeatedly speak to the basic economic, social, and health needs 

that mark the reservation community. They look to SGU to assist, and often to take 

leadership roles in addressing those needs. Their expectations are aligned with SGU’s 

mission and purposes and that alignment speaks to the way that SGU’s mission differs 

from those of most colleges and universities. In addition to preparing individual students 

for success in terms of standard metrics, SGU is charged with preparing them to “help 

determine the future development and direction of the Tribe and its institutions,” and to 
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ensure that its programs are “uniquely appropriate to the Lakota people in order to 

facilitate individual development and tribal autonomy.” Facilitating tribal autonomy can 

be understood as “tribal nation building,” which has been incorporated into the strategic 

plan as a major goal.  

 Similarly at TWoR, the value of community feedback was observed by the overwhelming 

presence of community members in the institution. I observed both employed and non-employed 

community members present in the classrooms, meetings, and gatherings of the institution. There 

was also a sense of comfortability and ownership by the community which allowed for the fluid 

coming and going of community members. Additionally, multiple participants mentioned the 

principle, “our people are our wealth,” when asked about practices of the institution. As I delved 

further, a resource was shared with me which stated, “Examples of founding principles are that 

the people are our wealth and that their development and retention is more important than the 

development and retention of any other tangible resource” (Walker, 2015). While this resource 

helped me to better understand the multiple participants that stated “our people are our wealth,” 

this notion did not align with the Indigenous place-based framework of this study which 

principled relationships with land and framed water as wealth above all else. Regardless, these 

findings support the psychological understandings of why it is important to consult the 

community as a practice of an Indigenous institution.  

As Employees 

 One way to be accountable to and consulted by the community is by employing the 

community. Upon visiting each institution, it was apparent both in observations and during 

interviews that there was a strong presence of community employees. Across both institutions, 

17 of the 18 recorded interviews identified as Native, Lakota, or Māori, where 12 of them 

explicitly identified as being community members through their enrollment in the tribe or having 
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genealogical relations to the Iwi (tribes) served by the institutions. The Indigenous place-based 

lens of this study provides a framework to identify community and the influences of place. As 

community members themselves, participants described the strengths of growing up and being 

raised in the community and place. When asked about how faculty and staff learn the values and 

culture of the community, the SGU Vice President of Student Services stated: 

I know it’s easy for me because I grew up here. ... I’m here because of my family. I have 

a connection here. I am always gonna have an affinity to this place but if it weren’t for 

that, I don’t know if I would be here. – VP of Student Services, SGU 

Similarly, an SGU faculty stated, “my best advantage is that I came from a community here. So, 

I had already instructed in a lot of those Lakota values and way of life before I ever came [to 

SGU].” Community members have intimate knowledge of the values and culture of the people 

the institution serves, this is highly valued by the institution. Additionally, one participant shared 

some of challenges faced when outsiders were employed with the following: 

So you got people who come from the outside, some come with a real math view of what 

they are going to do, almost a “Dances with Wolves” view. That it's gonna be so 

wonderful and they get burned out so fast. You know, it's much better if we get people 

who already have experience [with our community]. If not living here, at least working 

among Native people. – Faculty, SGU 

These findings suggest that outsiders or people unfamiliar with the community often have a 

romanticized idea of working on a reservation with Native people, while community members 

have a more realistic expectation and understanding of the incessant circumstances that surround 

Indigenous people’s realities.  In addition to understanding the cultural norms and values of the 

Indigneous community served, community members are also familiar with the struggles. 
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         During multiple recorded and unrecorded interviews, participants discussed the vast array 

of challenges facing the community including substance abuse, domestic violence, and poverty. 

Therefore, community employees have an insider perspective on the challenges facing the 

students served by the institution. Participants spoke candidly about the struggles facing the 

community and provided multiple examples of how understanding these challenges informs their 

approach to serving their students. One participant shared the following: 

I just got an email from a student. He talked about missing class. He said, “I live on the 

floor of my sister’s house. I get stuck with babysitting a lot. I don’t have my own place or 

car.” You know. He kind of gave me a heads up of where his life is at and how chaotic it 

is for him to try to stay in school. – Faculty, SGU 

Another anecdote shared, further illustrated the impact of employing community members with 

the following: 

Last week, [my students] were giggling about a lady. We were talking about the police 

force and what their challenges are and what their successes are. You know different 

things, what are the advantages of Rosebud having their own police force, what are the 

advantages and disadvantages. The one girl was saying, “I don’t ever want to be in that 

field because I’d just be loading up my family members all the time.” She is just very 

comfortable saying that, “You know how my family is.” I don’t think you’d find that in a 

classroom, say at [a non-Native university], find people comfortable to say that. Also, 

everybody is from here. It's not like outsiders are inside the classroom. – Faculty, SGU 

In this instance, having faculty who were from the community creates a more open and 

comfortable environment within the classroom. Participants shared that when you employ people 

from the community it helps. Findings suggest that a benefit for employing community is their 



 135 

knowledge of the values and cultural norms. Additionally, participants shared that when 

employees are from the community, both from the tribe and from the area, are often invested in 

the community and are more likely to stay.   

         Findings from TWoR were similar and went a step further, recruiting and hiring majority 

Māori employees across the institution. More specifically, almost all of TWoR’s employees are 

Māori. The president of TWoR described their population as follows: 

So we only have two staff [that are] not Māori.  I think it’s two, I think there’s one more 

coming up.  And they have Māori children or Māori spouses and speak Māori.  

– President, TWoR 

In support of their purpose and philosophy, I observed the importance of TWoR to employ Māori 

people within their organization. These findings are in opposition with what is often seen in 

settler colonial institutions where employees are looked at “objectively” based solely on their 

academic credentials. In such remote communities such as the context of SGU, participants 

shared that it is a priority to hire qualified community members. I also observed that there was 

the presence of Native faculty, staff, and administrators at both institutions where TWoR had a 

more prominent representation. These findings may be perceived as controversial because they 

are in conflict with settler colonial policies concerning race and ethnicity, however, this did not 

appear to be a consideration that came up during my interviews. Rather, the findings suggested 

that these institutional approaches come from a Native worldview, therefore, employing Natives 

is a critical part of being successful in developing an Indigenous institution. 

         Across both institutions, findings showed that it was more common than not to have 

community members of the institution that were related. Some of these relations were direct, 

such as brother, sister, father, daughter, and some relations were more distant, such as cousins, 
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aunts, and uncles. While this is often not seen in settler colonial institutions and often frowned 

upon or labeled as nepotism, one participant offered a counter-perspective when she stated, 

“Western concepts have no place in a wānanga (Māori tertiary institution), for example 

nepotism. Words like that are just destructive to the people.” In the case of SGU, one interview 

yielded insight into the challenges of employing community members with relations. One 

participant shared that the Higher Learning Commission, a settler colonial accreditation 

organization, had reported SGU for nepotism. These findings are a reminder that as Indigenous 

institutions are indigenizing and decolonizing, they are constantly challenged in the process to 

fulfill their purpose, they are constantly challenged by settler colonialism. 

Grow Your Own 

         Dictated by the unique character of serving Indigenous communities, leadership of each 

institution have devoted decades to intentionally “growing” their own practices. 

We’re taking the long game on this. We are hoping to plant those seeds... because 

probably 20 years ago, it would have been really easy for us to create a course that 

probably didn’t look too dissimilar from the other courses offered by other institutions. 

And we could have created graduates that [the colonizing system] is pumping out as well. 

You know, and they’ll go into a system and that just perpetuates the current system 

situation and that’s not what we want. We want to create change and we want to 

reconcile that difference [between colonizer and Māori]. We want the pendulum to swing 

back to the center somewhere and we want the colonizer to relinquish power...I don’t 

know if I'll see it in my lifetime but I think it’s probably in the generational fight but 

we’re happy to have that [fight]. – Faculty, TWoR 

Sharing a comparison of their institution to settler colonial universities, the participant suggested 

that the approach of TWoR was distinctly Māori. As such, he connected this approach to the 
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larger intention of creating a different system, unique to their people. Similar sentiments were 

shared at SGU. 

The other thing is, [the founder] said, we need to bring our language back, our history 

back, our ceremonies, our sacred sites, there needs to be an aggressive push on all fronts. 

...education, this come from Europe, it’s not us. It needs to be redefined and restructured. 

...we need our own [education] through our own tribal laws, our own tribal spirituality, 

our own tribal values. – President, SGU 

As he described the process as “an aggressive push,” participants often referred to this process of 

developing their own form of education for their people as a “fight” or “battle” that they were 

confident to engage in. Findings from the data show that there were certain trends in the 

practices developed by each institution to create a system unique to their respective Indigenous 

cultures. The following section describes the most prevalent of these practices across both 

institutions which included growing your own 1) people, 2) curriculum, and 3) facilities. An 

Indigenous place-based lens helps us to identify the growth of these practices over time. 

People, “leaders are made not just born” 

         Across both institutions, data showed that one of the most prominent practices was 

growing your own people supporting Agnes and Wayne Holm’s (1990, 1995) scholarship that 

highlights the theme in the literature on these Indigenous undertakings. Part of the practice of 

growing your own people included developing the skillsets of the community, restoring and 

shaping their world view, and creating agents of change. One participant characterized this 

process as, “Not a manager that is Māori, [but instead] a Māori manager. This is the concept of 

what we hope to grow.” The findings show that the practice goes beyond teaching Native people 

the skills of specific careers, and involves restoring the cultural identity of the students and staff. 
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Observations of courses and conversations at each site yielded findings that suggest faculty 

intentionally teach students to critically approach their work regardless of discipline. 

         One aspect of these findings that stood out from participant feedback was the level of 

intentionality put towards this practice. The President of SGU stated the following: 

We need to train people specifically in these different areas so we don’t have to rely upon 

outside consultants to come here and to tell us or show us something about our own 

water, our own timber, our own geology. We need to have our own people trained.  

– President, SGU 

Similarly, a significant number of participants from TWoR used terminology around teaching 

students to look at the world “through a Māori worldview” or operate from “a Māori lens.” One 

faculty member shared an example of developing this process through coursework as follows: 

One of the papers, [creative writing] the focus is on what we mean by “creative” in Māori 

and in the language. And trying not to lock ourselves into a Western model once again, 

which is what has been used here. Looking at the language of simile, metaphor, ... a 

whole lot of things that we see in the language but trying to look at it in terms of, from 

another view, from our [Māori] lens. And we have to figure out what that is because we 

don’t have a process, we don’t have a model. We’ve gotta [create] a model. So, it's 

challenging, very challenging. ... Here’s your Western framework but what I want for 

students is to go beyond that, look at the periphery and look at our lens, our Māori lens. 

This is a Western lens, what we need to do is turn that, bring [Māori lens] in and bring 

[settler colonial lens] out. - Faculty, TWoR 

This was just one of numerous examples that I heard and observed during my site visits. In this 

quote, the faculty clearly identified multiple worldviews and how those worldviews impact the 
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understanding of, in this case, language and creative writing. This quote also illustrates the level 

of intentionality the faculty place on “growing your own, self-developing” the identity and 

Indigenous lens that their students use to approach the world. This was also often characterized 

as developing the Indigenous lens “to think, act, and be” Māori/Lakota/Indigenous. 

         In the process of growing your own people, participants identified several outcomes 

which included getting more Native people into jobs that are typically held by others. More 

specifically, the role of alumni as leaders in the community and institution. During my site visits, 

I was also able to talk with alumni about their experiences at the Indigenous institution and its 

impact on their identity development and career paths. At SGU, one alumni shared the following: 

...I got to be a part of that, I got to see it. There were all these instructors in there that 

were fluent speakers and at the same time they were pushing the agenda forward for 

[those students] that either came back from going to college off reservation or our 

students that were coming right out of high school or even parents that came back to 

school after not going to school. You got to be in those spaces where you’re learning 

about the Sicangu people and then you’re learning how you’re part of a bigger nation and 

then learning how that nation was kept together and their core values and their law, 

kinship law, and then their leadership. – Alumni, SGU 

The alumni attributed his cultural development to the experiences SGU offered while he 

attended. He comments on learning from Lakota faculty who resiliently challenged the settler 

colonial systems oppressing their Native community. This specific alumnus also shared that he 

was currently working on developing a Lakota immersion K-12 system, the first of its kind. 

When asked about what put him onto this career trajectory, he attributed the development of his 

critical consciousness and career path to learning from those SGU instructors. 
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         Findings suggest that another practice of growing your own people included the 

generational impact of the institutions. Across both institutions, alumni continue to return to 

support the institution directly and indirectly. One participant described the following: 

I have talked to folks who are grandparents who have graduated from SGU, their kids 

went, and now their grandkids are gonna start classes. So just thinking about the families 

and the way SGU permeated, to go through the families and really supporting and 

continuing their education to get jobs that are in your community and are able to work. 

– VP Student Services, SGU 

Supporting Minthorn and Chavez’s (2015) assertions of Indigenous leadership in higher 

education, these findings suggest that the practice of growing your own people has implications 

across generations. This response also identifies the successful impact of SGU on growing 

students who are able to stay and get jobs within their community. This was also evidence within 

the institution whereby the majority of the participants completed some form of education 

(Certificate, Bachelor’s, Master’s, PhD) from their respective institutions. The findings also 

demonstrate the ways in which both institutions built capacity to teach graduate-level courses to 

develop master’s programs. These findings also demonstrate how growing your own people is 

applied to students, faculty, staff, administration, and community. The significance of these 

findings inform the recruitment and selection processes of Indigenous institutions. 

Curriculum 

 I sat on the side and observed as there were two curved couches and one short 

stool with a round circular table in the middle. The teacher sat on one couch with one 

female student next to him, two other female students on the other couch, and a male 

student on the stool. There was a keiki (child) of one of the women who was coming in 
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and out of the conversation next to her mother, playing in the outer space behind the 

couches.  

 The conversation was centered around the topic of professionalism. I observed 

how the instructor was empowering and challenging the students to see things from the 

Māori world view. He spoke about the Kawa (rules) and how that looks for Māori 

standards and “how you govern yourselves not to be law driven.” I interpreted this to 

mean not fear driven from the settler colonial government (the Crown). It was being 

explained and encouraged to think about things in the professional capacity always from 

a Māori perspective, rather than allowing the Crown’s rules or the leadership of the 

school that they would be working in to dictate their actions. “Mana goes back to that, 

whānau (family).” 

 As I listened, the language use was bilingual. When I entered the conversation, I 

heard them predominantly speaking in Te Reo Māori, then with some students they 

would respond in English. I am not sure if it was my presence or not that caused change 

over time throughout the conversation as it moved to mostly English.  

 Interestingly, I observed the students (who were also teachers in kura/schools 

outside of the wānanga) talking about the issues around labeling their students as “bad.” 

Instead, one student explained how she likened the behaviour of some of the students to 

that of their ancestors who were “tricksters.” This was an interesting reframing of “bad 

behaviour” into an Indigenous perspective as “tricksters, exploring, trying things out for 

the first time.” For example, Maui.  

 They talked about the importance and significance of teaching the kids about the 

whānau/family. “Struggle to connect it.” Here the conversation was around how teachers 
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might want to correct students or even parents. For example, when the teacher knows that 

the whakapapa/genealogy is (for lack of better words) incorrect. They described this type 

of “correcting as a non-Māori thing to do. Then, the discussion ensued around how to 

resolve such an issue when addressing whakapapa in a school setting. I found that these 

topics of conversation were Māori specific and took a different perspective or worldview 

on the approach to teaching.  

 One student made a bold statement, “Everything I learned as a kid was like a lie.” 

Students are told to them as if it came from the Gods but it didnʻt. This is in relation to 

the origin of certain customs coming from the time of Iao rather than in actuality it came 

with the Waka. I observed that a lot of the learning and teaching happening by the 

instructor on the couch was through story-telling and the diagalogue was a series of back 

and forth stories from students and the instructors. Many of the students nodded and sat 

contemplative as they listened to the instructor share real life issues that come up in 

school settings and then students would respond similarly.  

 The conversation turned to planning unit lessons (which was the topic of the day) 

and was around how planning is just a framework but each process will not all be the 

same. The instructor encouraged students to find their own template and empowered 

students to stand up to any leadership that forced specific uses of templates. This part of 

the conversation was very empowering for me to observe. I watched as the instructor 

consistently explained to them the realities of holding various people, Māori and non-

Māori, accountable in their work and how to navigate that in a professional Māori way. 

This was specifically around planning where the instructor courageously stated, “if you 

do not see you in the lesson plan” then you need to report it, that is your right. It is a 
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privilege to create and you get that privilege. The idea around learning to plan which 

promotes working smarter, not harder, because teachers were going to come across lots 

of settler colonial templates and rules enforcing their use. A unique takeaway from this 

observation was how open the instructor was with not only sharing his experience, also 

with the personalized approach to supporting these students beyond the wānanga. More 

specifically, the instructor continuously reiterated that, “if issues come up at your 

schools, you can also reach out to me and I will help you navigate and we (the wānanga) 

have resources here which can also support you when these types of challenges come 

up.”  (Researcher Journal Entry, February 18, 2020) 

 This journal entry sheds light on the types of conversations and observations I made 

during my site visits where administrators, faculty, and staff were consistently empowering their 

students to approach their work, whatever it may be, from a Māori worldview. While this journal 

entry focused on a conversation of students working towards their teacher certifications, findings 

showed that this type of trend to develop your own curriculum resonated throughout various 

disciplines and programs within each site.  

 Growing your own curriculum was a core practice from the inception of both institutions. 

At SGU, one participant shared: 

...when it started, it was based on our Lakota language, our culture, and then our history. 

So, from the beginning that’s how it started. So everything was based on it. – Lakota 

Studies Faculty, SGU 

TWoR shared similar practices starting with the Māori language, Te Reo, described as the 

following, “The immersion hui...a marae-based method of learning the language...were the 

ʻheavy artillery’ of the language re-education effort, and ran for eight days. We might not be able 



 144 

to speak Māori very well, the iwi was saying, but we will commit to try and speak it, and speak 

not a word of English, for a week.” (Walker, 2015) This response demonstrates the awareness of 

multiple worldviews and the diligence of the community to resist settler colonial practices in 

order to restore cultural ones. Across both institutions, the founding of the curriculum was 

developed by people who taught and contributed their time at no charge, voluntarily. Findings 

across both institutions demonstrate that these founding practices carried through as the 

foundation for the present curriculum.  Looking through an Indigenous place-based lens, 

language and culture is understood to be born of the place, which helps us to understand why the 

founding curriculum of both schools was oriented around the language and culture. 

         Core Curriculum. There was consensus across both schools (while each school looked 

different) that it is critical to have a strong Native studies core. At SGU the Lakota Studies 

department was identified as the “foundation of SGU” and was a critical part to the success of 

the institution developing the Lakota identity of its students. At TWoR, the language program 

and the core studies, Hapu/Iwi Studies and Te Reo Studies, were at the core of all students 

learning. All students must complete projects, assignments, and assessments in these competency 

areas. In both institutions, these departments serve as the foundation of the school. Stairs’ (1994) 

theoretical framework in combination with an Indigenous place-based lens helps to understand 

these findings by identifying the philosophical importance of teaching the language, culture, and 

history curriculum and content. 

         Each institution developed its own unique and distinct required curriculum for all 

students. For example, at SGU all students must take Lakota language, history, and culture 

courses from the Lakota Studies Department. At TWoR, all students must complete courses from 

the Te Reo Studies and Hapu/Iwi Studies departments. The curriculum observed from both of 
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these institutions could be characterized as core curriculum for their institution. These 

departments were described as “the heart of the institution.” These findings illustrate the 

importance placed on the practice of growing a strong Indigenous place-based core curriculum. 

Furthermore, these findings  

         Specialties and Disciplines. Beyond the core curriculum departments, I had multiple 

opportunities to observe other courses and specialties. At both institutions, courses were offered 

in cultural practices such as traditional flute carving and quilt weaving at SGU along with flax 

weaving and wood carving at TWoR.  

 As I walked towards the classroom, a strong sweet smell of cedar wood filled the 

air. Before entering the room, I could smell the presence of wood. I walked into the class. 

Off to the left a small little metal stand holding a pot of coffee, sugars and cream for all to 

access. A U-shape of tables facing the perceived front of the class where a podium stood. 

Under each table were blue and brown tarps covered in wood shavings. There were four 

men: one seated opposite of the podium at the desk, one stood off to the side of the 

podium, one sat on the ground  next to the podium with a burning torch, and one sat at 

the table behind him. It was unclear who the instructor was at this point.  

 The Lakota studies professor who escorted me to the room began to show me 

different phases of the evolution of the wood. It was unclear from just entering the room 

about what they were making. I saw a thin piece of wood cut in half with bevelled 

grooves in it. Then a beautiful carve piece of redwood appeared on the podium. It was a 

flute. I was told to have a look and slowly picked it up, it was surprisingly light. Then the 

Lakota studies professor asked one of the students to show the last one he made. He 

proudly jumped up and went to his bag at the back class and pulled out his flute. It was a 
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light cedar wood color and the seam that connected the two halves was virtually 

undetectable. He had painted arrows and images on it with meanings.  

 It is important to note that these men were all much older than me. I probably 

could have called them uncle. One man sat on the floor with a lit torch burning grooves 

into his flute and took little notice of my presence. Another student mentioned the 

technique of dripping wax into the holes to “tune” the flute. Truly remarkable artistry. 

(Observation, November 5, 2019) 

 Traditional practices, such as carving and weaving, were taught and related to their 

cultural significance. These practices were identified through Stairs’ (1994) framework as the 

philosophical level of meaning. In the instance of TWoR, weaving was an independent 

department in addition to carving. My observations indicated that this was possible because there 

was an economic industry available for weavers and carvers in Aotearoa/New Zealand. In 

addition to specific cultural courses and departments, I was also able to observe how the 

Indigenous worldview was applied within non-culturally specific disciplines. For example, at 

TWoR, I observed a classroom activity for a graduate course in teaching where the students used 

their Māori understanding of ancestors from their creation stories to develop and communicate 

their teaching philosophies. The following is an excerpt from this observation: 

 We are in a classroom where one wall has two large flat screens, the opposite wall 

is blank and white, the other two adjacent sides are floor to wall windows looking out to 

plants and nature. The tables are arranged into three areas with 2-4 students per area. I am 

sitting in the back on the carpet floor and I notice all the students have removed their 

shoes. Both English and Maori are being spoken, I observe more Maori language than 
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English. I noticed that when students were given the option to speak in either English or 

Te Reo, most students chose to speak in Te Reo. 

 I walk around the room and notice that there is a large sheet of a paper with a 

drawing of a type of person, each table’s person is drawn different, I find out that the 

students were instructed to draw a naked Ranginui, their own image of Ranginui (the sky 

father from their creation stories). Then the students were asked to clothe Ranginui. The 

prompt for the students was to reflect on what they knew about things that come with 

Ranginui.  

 Modern tools through a Māori world view, this is how I experienced this activity. 

They were given modern tools such as paper and colorful pens to create their worldview 

on Ranginui. I noticed that in the drawings of the clothes there was a lot of imagery to the 

ʻāina (land and sea) and ancestry of their people and cultural beliefs. Students drew 

images of mountains, rivers, canoes, and marae. This resonated with me because I was 

able to relate the stories they were sharing to my Hawaiian culture.  

  I saw that students and the instructor both used terms such as ka pai (good) and ki 

ora (aloha) to show understanding and connectivity with the material. So the instructors 

would give instructions and then ask ka pai (good?) and the students would say ae (yes). 

Or if the instructor said something meaningful to them or made something more clearly 

understood, then the students would say ka pai.  

 After Ranginui, they did this exercise again flipping the page over. This time they 

were using Wairuatanga. I observed that the teacher encouraged them to make a 

vocabulary list of the new terms they were learning during the noho. I watched as 

sometimes the instructor would ask if the students knew certain words, if there were 
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uncertainties, he would describe those words using other Māori terms speaking Te Reo 

(Māori language). One other point made by the instructor was about memorizing 

information and the instructor encouraged them to think critically of what they will ask of 

their future students. For instance, he said, “filling your brains with things you donʻt 

need.”  

 This activity to draw Ranginui and Wairuatanga were all around building their 

personal teaching philosophy. The instructor had each group come up and share what 

they drew and the meaning behind it, this was all delivered in Te Reo. Afterwards, this 

was pointed out to the teachers that the drawings they drew were “evidence-based” 

research. This was a way that the instructor was having them demonstrate what they 

know while also showing them this as a technique or tool to use with future students.  

 Then the students were asked to read an english text about personal teaching 

philosophy. I could hear students sitting on different tables point out similar issues they 

took with the statement. The students had to read both an English and Te Reo Māori texts 

and analyze the difference in worldviews. The students got a sense of how the English 

version was very instructor-centered, “I this..” and “my that..” Students across the class 

took pause at sentences like, “students must become...” The instructor had them do this 

analysis in small groups and then in larger groups, the critiquing was encouraged to 

identify differences or things they agree or disagree with. In the larger group sharing, 

individuals were asked what they think and individually shared back to the big group. It 

was very clear that all the students had a Māori lens on and took issue with the way the 

English philosophy was written. (Observation, February 19, 2020) 
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This observation shows various examples of weaving together Māori pedagogy, language, and 

curriculum in a teaching certification course. The instructor used Māori ancestors and stories to 

help students articulate their teaching philosophies grounded in a Māori cultural context. 

Additionally, this example shows utilizing both Māori and English texts to interrogate 

procedures and practices.   

         Looking through an Indigenous place-based lens helps to identify how Native culture and 

philosophies were in non-culture specific courses such as Education Administration or U.S. 

Government History. During an observation of an SGU course, I observed the faculty 

contextualizing the material to its impact on the tribe and the place. The teacher prompted 

questions such as, “what does this mean for the tribe?” “How do you see these policies impact 

the reservation?” Students openly engaged in a conversation about the politics of reservation 

borders and police. At TWoR, I observed an education administration course discuss the 

challenges educators face in settler colonial systems when coming from a Māori worldview 

along with how to navigate such tensions. I also observed an activity where the students analyzed 

Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, a document describing the essential knowledge, skills, values and 

attitudes appropriate to a Māori-medium school. They compared the English and Māori written 

versions of this document and the differences that get lost in translation because the worldviews 

are different. Stairs’ (1994) framework helps to understand how these examples illustrate the 

ways in which the pedagogy and content of curriculum impact the development of higher 

education through an Indigenous worldview.  

 In addition to these findings, the data also showed that the ability to apply critical and 

culturally relevant pedagogical approaches is impacted significantly by 1) if your instructors 

know the Indigenous language, culture, history, and place; and 2) the development or acquiring 
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of resources in the Indigenous language impacts the capacity to teach. These are all components 

of developing the practice of growing your own curriculum to develop the Indigenous worldview 

of students. These findings suggest the decolonizing of the mind (Smith, 2013) and the 

curriculum in the process of developing new resources from an Indigenous worldview. 

Facilities 

         Similar to the other practices of growing your own, the development of facilities was a 

practice that slowly developed over time. Both institutions started physically from humble 

beginnings, at SGU one participant stated, “In the beginning, long time ago, they used to have 

classes in communities. They used to take like a workshop and they’ll do it out in the 

community...community buildings, so that’s where [it started].” Similarly, TWoR participants 

shared that the beginning steps of the movement began in the community at marae, the principal 

home of particular iwi (tribe), hapū (sub tribe), or whānau (family). Through document analysis 

and interviews, findings showed that the schools both physically moved from community spaces 

to repurposed available buildings. Over time, both institutions acquired funding to build their 

own new facilities. Interestingly, across both institutions not all buildings were brand new, some 

buildings were still repurposed due to funding restraints. Therefore, not each building had the 

same level of intentionality that connected its structure directly to the cultural philosophy. 

         The stories of the new buildings were shared with me during campus tours at both 

institutions where cultural stories about creation, gods, and migration of people were told and 

folded into the meaning, naming, and physical attributes of the new structure. Findings emerged 

regarding the cultural intentionality behind each building including its purpose relevant to its 

name to the layout, design, and organization. These buildings demonstrated the practice of 

growing your own buildings from an Indigenous worldview in a modern context. The following 
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are two examples of current buildings designed and constructed from a Indigenous place-based 

lens at each institution. 

         Sinte Gleska University, Tipi. At Sinte Gleska University, the Tipi building houses the 

Lakota Studies program. Considered the “center” of the institution, it is physically located in the 

center of the Antelope Campus with the other buildings surrounding. To maintain the integrity of 

my research as a Native Hawaiian woman, I believe the story of these buildings is best 

understood when visited and shared by the Indigenous people of that place. However, I would 

like to highlight some of the features to better understand how these buildings were uniquely 

developed through a Native lens. The following picture, Figure 6, was taken during my visit to 

the site and will provide a visual to better understand these findings. 

 

Figure 9: Sinte Gleska University Lakota Studies Tipi, 

Courtesy of Sinte Gleska University 
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 The building was commonly referred to as the Tipi, and as illustrated in the picture, it 

looks like a tipi and housed the Lakota Studies program. The colors of each of the poles reflect 

the four colors found in the emblem of the institution aligned with the institution’s Lakota 

values. Additionally, one defining characteristic of the Tipi building is that there is an 

observatory at the top of the building where classes focused on “star knowledge” were held. 

During my visit, a book was shared with me, Lakota Star Knowledge, written by faculty of the 

institution which discussed the relationship of Lakota people to the stars, moon, and sun. 

Looking through an Indigenous place-based lens, these findings illustrate the cyclical 

relationship between the place (stars, moon, and sun), culture (building design and pole colors), 

location (center of the campus), and building purpose (to house Lakota Studies). 

         Te Wānanga o Raukawa, Te Ara-A-Tāwhaki. At Te Wānanga o Raukawa, Te Ara-A-

Tāwhaki is a building which houses the library, main lecture theatre, student services and student 

hub. To truly understand the significance of this building, the story is best told from the Māori of 

this place. Looking through an Indigenous place-based lens, there are some features that are 

worth mentioning to demonstrate the practice of growing your own facilities. The following, 

Figure 7, was taken during my visit to TWoR and provides a visual of the features that distinctly 

characterized this building as a Māori building in a modern context. 
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 The outside of the building shows three different patterns utilized in Māori weaving, 

these patterns are related to the story of the building. The relationship of the pattern and design 

relate to a cultural story about the three baskets of knowledge. The significance behind each 

basket in the traditional story is directly correlated to the purpose of that area of the building. 

These three purposes include the library on the left, the main lecture theatre in the middle, and 

the student hub on the right. Similar to SGU, looking through an Indigenous place-based lens 

helps to understand the cyclical relationship between the culturally grounded history of the 

Māori people and their stories, to the internal and external details of the building, and to the 

facility’s multiple functions. These findings reveal the significance of practices aimed at growing 

your own facilities to reflect their respective worldviews and their functions support the practices 

housed within. 

Summary 

         Findings from this chapter indicated there are key practices across both institutions that 

indigenize and decolonize higher education. Most prominently, administrators, faculty, alumni, 

Figure 10: Te Wānanga o Raukawa Te Ara-A-Tāwhaki, 

Courtesy of Te Wānanga o Raukawa 
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and community members articulated the history of the institution and its foundation throughout 

interviews and observations. One of the more compelling findings that emerged was around the 

complexities that arise from the various roles created for community members and the contrast of 

these findings to settler colonial practices. In the next chapter, I will describe practices that 

emerged from the findings as divergent themes at individual sites. 
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CHAPTER FIVE – CULTURAL PRACTICES OF EACH INSTITUTION 

         The purpose of examining the key practices of each institution in this study was to better 

understand the process that Indigenously-controlled institutions use to operationalize their 

respective Indigenous models of higher education – institutions that reflect the culture and values 

of the Indigenous community they serve. The previous chapter addressed key practices across 

both institutions, while this chapter discusses the distinct practices only found at each institution 

rather than both. The purpose of this chapter is to describe the divergent findings that emerged 

from individual cases. More specifically, the findings presented in this chapter demonstrate the 

nuanced ways that cultural practices are animated within each institution, making them 

inherently Indigenous.  

         The first section of this chapter will focus on the practices of Sinte Gleska University 

which include the cultural practices and services provided. Next, I discuss the distinct practices 

of Te Wānanga o Raukawa including cultural protocols, policies, their academic model, and 

application of values. Looking through Stairs’ (1994) theoretical framework, in both of these 

sections, I discuss practices as formally and informally understood. These findings offer a fuller 

picture of how specific Indigenous communities tailor or re-envision practices of higher 

education through their world view, thus responding to research question one. Additionally, I 

offer discussion throughout these sections to interpret and describe the significance of the 

findings situated in the current literature. 

Sinte Gleska University Practices 

         The findings distinct to Sinte Gleska University (SGU) describe formal and informal 

practices used to decolonize and indigenize their institution. The findings presented focus on 

cultural practices and suggest the normalizing of Indigenous, or in this case Lakota, worldview 

and traditions within a higher education setting. While these practices are both formal and 
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informal, this section will also describe specific attributes and established norms that inform the 

complexity of the practices presented. The findings included in this section represent data 

collected from participant interviews, document analysis, and researcher observations. 

Informal Cultural Practices 

 Important cultural practices of Indigenous peoples include prayer and ceremony; 

therefore, it is not surprising to experience these customs within Indigenous higher education 

institutions. The daily cultural practices I observed within SGU were characterized as 

“informal”. Informal practices were not identified in written policies of the institution; however, 

they were recorded in researcher observations and participant interviews. One example of these 

cultural practices observed was smudging. The following is an excerpt from a researcher 

observation of a professional development meeting for SGU faculty and staff: 

Before the meeting began, [a Lakota woman] started to walk around, some people were 

sitting, some were standing, talking, grabbing a coffee, filling their plates with freshly 

baked brownies, and here comes [this woman]. She is carrying what looks like an abalone 

shell. There was smoke rising from the shell in her hand. I watched as each person knew 

what to do. She would walk up to them and hold the abalone shell with smoke in her 

hand in front of them and they would take one hand and waft the smoke over them. When 

she got to me, I did what they did and then she asked me if our people, [Hawaiians,] 

smudge? I explained, “no, our protocol for entering would be an oli, or chant asking 

permission to enter.” She nodded her head thoughtfully and continued to the next person 

to smudge (observation, November 8, 2019). 

I observed the smudging practices regularly throughout my site visit. I recorded the distinct smell 

when I entered buildings, “When I walked into the doors, a smell of sage wafted towards me.” 

Through conversations and observations with staff members, I learned about the cultural 
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significance of various dried herbs and their medicinal properties. I began to notice the presence 

of sage and other herbs regularly stored in individuals’ offices and common spaces too. I also 

observed the SGU president enter his office in the morning and the first thing he did was walk 

around to smudge the office as well as the other employees present. This cultural practice was 

followed by a prayer in Lakota language. 

         Another informal cultural practice observed was prayer, whereby meetings were 

preceded with an opening prayer. I observed that the prayer was often offered by an identified 

elder or Lakota in the room. It appeared that while I did not identify a formal policy or practice, 

this appeared to be an institutional norm. All people present participated regardless of whether 

the individuals were Native or not, therefore, findings suggest that this was informally practiced 

across the institution. Additionally, these findings suggest that cultural practices are not always 

formalized as written policies of the institution. While not formally written or expressed, the 

normalcy of these practices is evidence of their inherent nature within the Indigenous institution. 

         The normalcy and centering of Indigenous cultural practices within the institution is in 

stark contrast to settler colonial models of higher education. Often, settler colonial institutions 

approach the inclusion of Native cultural practices as an “accommodation,” as in Minthorn’s 

(2014) discussion of an incident that “ignited a change in housing practices.” Additionally, this 

example points to the reactionary nature of settler colonial institutions to “respond” to an 

incident due to lack of awareness and understanding of Indigenous worldviews and cultural 

practices. These responses to cultural conflict (Huffman, 2010) range from individual case 

solutions to institutional policy changes. Moreover, the language typically used when referencing 

cultural practices suggest a de-centering of Indigenous worldviews such as “include,” “imbed,” 

“incorporate,” “accommodate,” or “add” to name a few. The findings from SGU suggest that 
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cultural practices are not referred to as an “accommodation,” rather, these customs are rooted 

into the fabric of the institution creating what Martin and Thunder (2013) call, “a space of 

inclusion rather than exclusion.” Furthermore, the rooted nature and normalcy of these findings 

in SGU support Kirkness and Barnhardt’s (1991) call for, “a higher education system that 

respects [Native students] for who they are, that is relevant to their view of the world, that offers 

reciprocity in their relationships with others, and that helps them exercise responsibility over 

their own lives.”  

Formal Cultural Practices  

         Findings from the document analysis and participant interviews suggest that there were 

cultural practices that were formalized in the institution. Formal practices were identified as 

findings that appeared in the document analysis. For example, SGU’s annual Founder’s Week 

Wacipi (Pow Wow), a one-week celebration offering ceremony, prayers, presentations and 

forums, “established to determine what [SGU] envision[s] for the growth and prosperity of our 

future tribal nation; as individuals, families/tiospaye, “Tribe” and communities.” Multiple 

participants mentioned that I should return and visit during Founder’s Week to experience the 

cultural practices and community gatherings that are organized. While I was unable to attend the 

Founder’s Week in person, I was able to view previous celebrations because they were live 

streamed and recorded online. Additionally, agendas from previous years were available online 

to better understand the various components of the annual founders’ week celebration and 

wacipi. An analysis of these agendas yielded consistent cultural practices rooted in Founders 

week including: sunrise ceremonies, daily prayer, drumming, dance, games and food. The 

agendas also suggested that the founders’ week held presentations and forums on a wide range of 

topics including and not limited to Lakota culture, education, economics, business, government, 

and land. These findings suggest that Founders Week is an example of a distinct formalized 
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practice of the institution; a time to pay tribute to the Elders that founded the institution, to 

remember their history and purpose, and to gather community input and support to plan for the 

future. The rooted nature of this practice in culture and traditions further demonstrates the 

inherent centering of Indigenous worldviews into formal events of the institution. 

         Another example of cultural practice that is formalized within the institution includes 

SGU’s graduation ceremony and their diploma. Findings from the document analysis showed the 

graduation ceremony included: a sunrise ceremony, purification of the graduation building, 

commencement, presentation of diplomas, ceremonies, graduate honoring, and a closing prayer. 

When asked about the distinct practices of SGU, one participant described the diploma he 

received and posted in his office as follows: 

The top are the hide [diplomas] and the bottom [diplomas] are the ones written in English 

so that other colleges, if they want to see them, other organizations can see them, that 

yeah, they are your degree. Other than the official transcripts that have them on there but 

if they just want a copy of your diploma, the hide doesn’t work for most places they want 

to see it’s a masters, it is a B.A. it’s a A.A. [etc]. – Staff, SGU 

The participant described how the diploma was written in Lakota language on a buffalo hide, a 

traditional practice. This response also describes the challenges SGU face to developing their 

own diploma because “the hide doesn’t work for most places, they want to see [a settler colonial 

diploma].” These findings illustrate the challenges with formalizing practices from an Indigenous 

worldview because they often conflict with settler colonial education systems and supports 

Huffman’s (2001) notion of cultural conflict. Therefore, in addition to creating their own 

diploma, SGU must also utilize the settler colonial accepted diploma to meet the educational 
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norms and standards outside of SGU. Additionally, these findings further demonstrate the 

complexity of cultural practices within formal policies and practices of the institution. 

         These findings build on Huffman’s (2010) cultural conflict described as a tension 

between Indigenous cultures and dominant settler colonial culture to further illustrate how 

external systems beyond the university impact the autonomy of Indigenous institutions. In this 

instance, SGU is forced to provide both forms of diplomas in order for graduates' 

accomplishments to be perceived as legitimate. Therefore, while SGU is able to develop their 

diploma from a Lakota worldview, these findings suggest that settler colonial policies continue 

to challenge First Nations’ people through cultural erasure and assimilation by not recognizing 

their hide diplomas. Additionally, the negative impact of “the hide [not working] for most 

places'' positions the hide diploma as a symbol rather than a diploma because it can not be used 

as equal to or greater than a settler colonial diploma. The findings reveal the continued resistance 

of Lakota people and SGU as an institution to settler colonial pressures, and support Castagno & 

Brayboy’s (2008) call for systemic change in education. 

         Transportation and Daycare. The transportation and daycare services provided by SGU 

are rooted in a Lakota cultural principle shared with me, “our children are sacred.” Both 

transportation in the form of 15-passenger vans and daycare are offered by SGU at no cost to 

their students. As discussed in the literature review, settler colonial institutions often put the onus 

on the student rather than the institution to assimilate to the norms of the institution (Auletta & 

Jones, 1990; Rhoads, 1998; Champagne & Stauss, 2002). However, these findings suggest that 

SGU places the onus on the institution to support the success of their students. These two 

services combat the cultural conflict challenges experienced by Native students often due to 

differences between life in the universities compared to home on the reservations.  
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 These findings support research that suggests Indigenous students often find strength in 

their family and community (Brayboy, Castagno, & Solyom, 2012). Furthermore, these findings 

are contrary to the widely accepted notion that for students to succeed in college, they must 

become involved in the college campus (Astin, 2984; Tinto, 1993) and instead, these findings 

support Waterman’s (2012) research which found that Native students preferred to commute. 

Moreover, these findings provide a better understanding of how institutions take responsibility 

for meeting the unique needs of their students rather than the student assimilating to the norms of 

the institution, which is often experienced in settler colonial universities. 

 Institutional decision-making is not solely shaped by cultural sensibilities but also include 

the socio-economic and historical understanding of Native students, particularly regarding how 

colonialism has subjugated Indigenous populations. This finding reveals an additional dimension 

of understanding the Indigenous populations they serve and points to an understanding of the 

lived realities of their students. Moreover, this finding reveals the principled stance Indigenous 

institutions have taken for having some practices and against having others.  

Te Wānanga o Raukawa Practices 

         The findings distinct to Te Wānanga o Raukawa (TWoR) had a more pronounced 

formalized nature than SGU. These findings diverged from SGU in the approach and 

implementation of cultural practices within the institution. The cultural practices presented 

herein were all identified in written policies or documents in addition to other data sources. Due 

to their presence in the document analysis, these divergent findings are not separated by formal 

or informal labels. Instead, I present specific institutional protocols and policies to further show 

the various ways of developing cultural practices inherent to Indigenous institutions. The 

following findings illustrate the degree to which cultural practices were detailed or described 
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within policies verses just directly being mentioned as well as offers a more nuanced 

understanding of centering Indigenous, or in this case Māori, worldviews within their institution. 

Protocols and Policies 

         There were a range of descriptive details provided for the protocols and policies of 

TWoR. Findings illustrated a range from brief direct mention to a full-scale description of 

process. 

         Pōwhiri, Welcoming Ceremony. A pōwhiri is a welcoming ceremony in which all new 

students or guests of the institution must participate. My understanding is that traditionally, the 

pōwhiri process occurred on a marae and served to discover whether the visiting party were 

friend or foe. As the ceremony progressed, and after friendly intent was established, it became a 

formal welcoming of guests by the hosts (Mazer & Papesch, 2010). Therefore, when I visited the 

institution, I participated in this traditional custom of a pōwhiri which was the appropriate 

cultural protocol that allowed me to freely visit the institution once I was welcomed. Throughout 

my visit to TWoR, I participated in a total of three pōwhiri and recorded observations. The 

following is an excerpt from a researcher observation that describes my observations during my 

pōwhiri: 

When the pōwhiri began, a group of Māori students and I were standing across a small 

field when a woman standing on the other side of the field of grass began to call to us 

(Karanga) in te reo, Māori language. Then there was a woman in our group who started to 

chant in te reo back to her and she stood at the front and the rest of our group followed 

her. [A Māori woman] whispered to me that the boys would be in the back and we were 

to follow the woman. At the front, there were two older looking women (2) and both took 

turns chanting. Then there was another row that I was in where Māori women were on 

either side of me and held my hands as we walked forward, I felt very cared for. Then 
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when we reached the first lady who was chanting to us, who I would later find out is the 

Tumuaki (president), then another woman to our right started to chant. She was calling us 

to haere mai and come in. There was a beautifully carved building to my right and there 

were rows of benches on one side and then chairs behind the benches. I was familiar with 

this set up and introduction. The men would sit on the bench in the front and the women 

behind them on the chairs. 

         After the woman finished chanting. We were ushered under the covered area onto 

a porch area. We went to the right where there were rows of chairs, the men (3) sat in the 

front row, and the women took up the next two rows. Directly across from us were 

benches and rows where the hosts from TWoR were sitting with one row of men in the 

front and multiple rows of women behind. Then a man got up from the other side and 

started to talk in Māori for the mihi or exchange of greetings. I tried to listen to the words 

and it seemed they were telling the story of where [their Māori] came from. Then all the 

women stood, they all joined in a waiata, a song. This was a longer song that seemed to 

talk about their wakas (voyaging canoes) and tupuna (ancestors). Then the women sat 

down and then another Māori man stood up. About 5 minutes into his sharing, also in 

Māori language, he mentioned me. He shared that I was visiting and that I came from 

Hawaiʻi. Then after his speech, there was another waiata, a song. Then it was our side, 

the new students, turn to respond. There was one kane (I later learned that he was a 

carver) that stood up and introduced us. When he was done, all the women stood and 

began to chant. I hummed along. Before the pōwhiri started, we gave koha (a gift or 

offering, in this case money) in an envelope, so during this chant another man put the 

envelope on the floor in the middle of our group and the hosts. Then we sat down and I 
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saw someone from the other side walk over and pick it up. Then we all stood up and 

everyone on the other side stood around and we went around to give hongi, a gentle 

pressing of noses that signifies the mingling together of the sacred breath of life and that 

the two sides have become one. After this, it is customary to have kai or to eat together. 

So, we all went over and had morning tea. (observation, February 17, 2020)) 

This lengthy excerpt gets at the various components of a pōwhiri at TWoR, a ceremony that 

occurs to welcome onto campus each and every new student and guest. While the excerpt 

illustrates the various elements of the pōwhiri, I did not identify any formal description or steps 

that outlined this process in my document analysis. Instead, I was guided by other Māori that 

verbally informed me of where to go and then through experiential learning, I followed the other 

Māori women on when to stand and what to do. 

         References to pōwhiri were described in the Student Handbook as “On your first visit at 

TWoR you and your fellow students will be guided through the pōwhiri process,” or sometimes 

it would just state “Pōwhiri” with a time. This cultural practice was an institutional norm within 

the institution and I did not find a rubric or detailed policy that outlines the pōwhiri protocol. 

Rather, my observations and participant responses suggest that this information was passed on 

verbally. Findings suggest that the pōwhiri process was best understood through oral 

transmission or experiential learning, a traditional cultural practice (Mazer & Papesch, 2010). 

Unlike settler colonial institutions which often elaborate or provide thorough written instructions 

for their protocols or policies, these findings suggest the oral transmission and experiential 

learning is a part of the “pōwhiri process” and offer a new way to conceptualize policies. 

Additionally, these findings suggest 1) that the students are already familiar with a pōwhiri and 

2) if some are unfamiliar, it is common enough practice that others will be able to assist them. 
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These findings suggest that the inherent nature of cultural practices within the institutions can be 

formalized by a statement or reference and the cultural practice need not always be outlined in a 

written instruction rather they rely on more traditional methods of transmission (Stewart, 2020). 

While some policies were not written out in elaborate detail like the pōwhiri, on the other end of 

the descriptive range were clear detailed policies that were born from cultural practices. 

         Intellectual Property. A clear detailed practice rooted in the Māori worldview is 

TWoR’s policy on intellectual property. Each student at TWoR is required to, “study 

himself/herself through research into his/her Whānau/Hapū/Iwi...These journeys will require 

students to complete field research into their marae and all that is associated therewith.” This 

core curriculum consists of undergraduate degree students completing 13 Iwi and Hapū Studies’ 

papers that relate to their family, sub-tribe, tribe, and marae. Students are expected to return to 

their community and marae to gather information to be able to fulfill these requirements. 

Furthermore, this process was also described as, “a personal exploration that, in its fullness, few, 

if any, have taken before.” The unique nature of these papers, their content, and their connection 

to the Māori families/tribe brings into question what is an intellectual property policy through a 

Māori or Indigenous worldview. 

         The intellectual property policy at TWoR states the following: 

All of the fruits of the research and writing done by students at Te Wānanga o Raukawa 

including, of course, in the field of Iwi and Hapū Studies, is presumed to be the property 

of the student and / or of the Whānau, Hapū or Iwi of the student. No papers are retained 

by Te Wānanga o Raukawa without the express permission of the author and of his / her 

Whānau, Hapū or Iwi as the case may be. 
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When I delved further in participant interviews, I found that this policy was commonly 

understood and practiced across the institution. TWoR’s intellectual property policy statement 

extends beyond the institution’s staff, faculty, and student’s to also include the families, tribe, 

and extended Māori community related to student research. Additionally, this policy extends 

beyond Hapu and Iwi studies and includes, “all of the fruits of research and writing” of students 

regardless of discipline. Significance to these findings is TWoR’s approach to giving ownership 

to tribes, subtribes, and families. These findings suggest that one approach to determining 

policies of an Indigenous institution moves beyond the institution to directly serve and be 

responsible to the Indigenous community. Furthermore, due to the lack of distinction between 

individual and community these findings upend settler colonial notions of education that 

emphasize individualism and what individuals should get out of higher education, in contrast, 

these findings suggest that individual and community rights are synonymous. 

         In many settler colonial models of higher education, Dusen (2013) posits that most U.S. 

colleges and universities have policies regarding ownership of intellectual property to support the 

future generation of revenue for the university. This is another example of the cultural conflict 

between Indigenous and settler colonial worldviews whereby findings from TWoR show the 

institution being responsible to the community by giving ownership over intellectual property 

back to the people they serve even beyond the institution. Furthermore, this example highlights 

the principled stance Indigenous institutions have for some practices and against others that are 

inherently rooted in settler colonialism. This is in stark contrast to the settler colonial institutions 

that often have intellectual property policies that prioritize the ownership towards the institution 

in support of monetary benefits and recognition (Slaughter & Rhoades, 1993). Indigenous 

communities have been decimated by codified colonial notions of property, which have stripped 



 167 

away the rights and contribution of Native populations. Therefore, these findings suggest that 

Indigenous peoples’ understand “ownership” and intellectual property to be more than self-

serving or individualistic, instead, have determined that these rights fall to the collective 

Indigenous communities. The significance of these findings has implications for institutional 

practice addressing the intellectual property rights for Indigenous peoples (Greaves, 1994). 

Moreover, these findings suggest that Indigenous institutions are not just about emphasizing 

Indigenous culture, which is important and often drives how outsiders typically understand these 

institutions, and points to addressing systems of oppression. 

         Te Kawa o Te Ako. While the previous two policies fall on either ends of the spectrum 

with regards to the amount of description, the Te Kawa o Te Ako policy falls within this range. 

According to the institutional documents, in Māori traditions an accepted practice, procedure and 

protocol is known as ʻkawa’ and is grounded in the Māori culture of their marae, principal home. 

At TWoR, one set of practices, procedures and protocols that applies was described as the kawa 

of learning, te kawa o te ako, described as “it relates to protecting and maximising the learning 

and teaching potential of students and staff at Te Wānanga o Raukawa. It aims to curb activity 

that reduces the capacity to learn and teach.” One written dimension of te kawa o te ako is that 

anyone who feels unable to forego the use of drugs or alcohol during any upcoming stay at the 

institution should stay away. While from a settler colonial perspective this may directly relate to 

legal reasonings, instead, findings described this dimension from a Māori worldview as follows: 

The use of drugs and the consumption of alcohol are impediments to effective learning 

and teaching. Users of drugs and consumers of alcohol reduce their own capacity to 

participate effectively in learning and they are a risk to others. It is our experience at Te 

Wānanga o Raukawa that property damage, offers, threats and acts of violence, and 
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sexual harassment accompany the use of alcohol and the consequential reduced capacity 

to act responsibly. – 2019 Student Handbook 

These examples of the harmful impacts of alcohol and drugs center on the learning of students 

and teaching of staff which are why they are forbidden. These findings move away from 

centering the acts as “unlawful” and focus solely on an individual (Iguchi et al, 2002), and 

reframe the policy’s purpose around the “maximizing of learning” for the greater collective 

including the involved student, their peers, and staff. Furthermore, this collective reframing of 

the impact of violating the kawa also extends to the consequences and their repercussions to that 

individual’s family and tribe. 

         The enforcement of this policy is also approached from a Māori worldview because it is 

rooted in traditional cultural practices. Traditionally,             

...adherence to the kawa of a marae or some other space to which the kawa applies is 

important to the people of that place. Infringement, for whatever reason will be seen as 

demeaning of the ʻhome’ people. It is [the Māori way] for those of the marae or other 

space, the kawa of which has been infringed, to take steps to reaffirm the kawa. 

Generally, this will involve some form of defense of the kawa. It might lead to a rebuke 

there and then; or the reaction might be delayed. – The Theory (and Understanding) of 

Wānanga 

In the instance of TWoR, te kawa o te ako is taken very seriously and the repercussions for one’s 

actions also have implications for their family, subtribe, and tribe. More specifically, TWoR’s 

policy described the following impact: 

If a person...does infringe the kawa, that person, and possibly his/her whānau, hapū and 

iwi [(family, subtribe, tribe)] are at risk. The reason for this is that those who feel 
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responsible for upholding the kawa might choose to challenge the offending party. The 

timing of the challenge might be selected to achieve maximum embarrassment for the 

person who has ʻbroken the kawa’. If there is no challenge and the person involved 

returns to the [institution] and repeats the infringement then that person could be seen to 

be untrustworthy with respect to the kawa. At that stage, the defenders of the kawa might 

ask that the offender go and never come back. Such is the seriousness with which 

disrespect for the kawa is viewed. – The Theory (and Understanding) of Wānanga 

When I delved further with participants, they explained that anyone at the institution has a right 

to defend the kawa, not just administration or faculty. These findings further demonstrate that the 

actions of people have implications beyond the individual and stretch to the family and Native 

community they represent. The term “embarrassment” is used within the policy as an example of 

a consequence. Again, these findings are in conflict with the culture of  settler colonial 

institutions where policies are often rooted in law, center around consequences for only an 

individual, and are structured as “equal” for all students (Harper, Patton, & Wooden, 2009). 

While a consequence is that a student may be asked, “never to come back,” participant 

discussions also showed that each case is addressed in a unique manner. Participants shared 

various examples in order to help me better understand the range of kawa infringements and the 

different approaches. The differences in this nuanced approach is captured by one participant that 

shared the following: 

[Te kawa o te ako] is an expectation that everyone will treat each other in a mana [(life 

force)] enhancing way. And when this is an issue and it could be something really 

serious. So, some of the really serious issues like a woman embezzling money or a sexual 

assault. Or it could also just be like someone snoring and affecting, you know, the ability 
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of other people to learn. ...it’s to create a culture of full learning and teaching. And so, 

anything that interferes with your ability to learn or teach here is in breach of the kawa if 

it’s affecting someone else and anyone can call anyone else on that. So I can complain 

about a staff member or contractor or my students and my students can do the same. 

         And it tries to address things at a level that is appropriate and it’s quite holistic 

like when there was an issue with a student who was disturbing all the students in the 

sleeping area, because all students sleep on campus...someone could really disturb your 

sleep and impact your ability to learn the next day. ...they put that person who was 

disturbing everyone in a motel room down the beach. You know, the solutions could be 

really simple like it’s not necessarily a bad one whereas, the sexual assault...the man was 

removed from campus. He was told there is a process for you to come back, but it’s going 

to be really hard and you need to do something about your behavior and you need to 

make us confident that you are safe to be around other students. And that’s generally the 

way te kawa o te ako has been approached that if you’re causing a problem, it’s your 

responsibility to show that you can contribute to the culture of learning and teaching. 

         ...[the person who infringes the kawa] would have to really think about what 

[TWoR] mean[s], go back to their [family/community/tribe] and it could take months and 

months. And some people didn’t come back, like that [sexual assault] man, I have never 

seen him come here again and I’m not surprised. I’m not surprised that he couldn’t come 

up with a pathway back but it’s really put on – this is a problem for you and your 

[family/community/tribe] to sort out, that’s not for [TWoR] to sort out but if you can 

come up with a solution, then you’re welcome back. ...and I think [te kawa o te ako] is a 
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really beautiful way to show people that there are ways of dealing justice and being you 

know, living well together that don’t involve police and judges and jail. –  Staff, TWoR 

This response captures the wide array of possibilities that the policy or kawa can be infringed 

and offers a nuanced approach to mend those infractions. Interestly, where often in settler 

colonial universities the institution tells the student what they must do to address a disciplinary 

action, TWoR’s policy places the responsibility not only on the student but also their family, 

tribe, and community. These findings suggest that there is a greater role of the family and 

community in supporting the success of students beyond academics and into holistic approaches 

to rectifying infringements. This is further supported by the policy which states: 

An important understanding with kawa is that the defenders do not have to explain it; 

they don’t have to remind people about it; and, they are not obliged to forgive the unwary 

or the ignorant. Everyone is expected to know the kawa of the space in which they find 

themselves. Everyone is expected to respect the kawa of the place. This is [normal or 

usual Māori practice]. – 2019 Student Handbook 

This statement further supports the emphasis on centering policies from a Māori worldview and 

presents an unapologetic response to those who are unaware or “ignorant” of this perspective. 

Additionally, these findings point to a rejection of settler colonial norms, and instead, support a 

more nuanced approach to custom holistic processes. The findings suggest a practice of the 

Indigenous institution is to develop policies directly rooted in the cultural traditions such as the 

kawa practiced on the marae and the process to enforcing this protocol which also follow 

traditional customs. 

         The significance of these findings offer insight into understanding the practice of 

developing policies from an Indigenous worldview and the nuanced dimensions of this practice. 
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Drawing attention to the unique relationship Indigenous institutions have with the communities 

they serve, having a deep understanding of the population they serve, uniquely qualifies them to 

respond to the sensibility about students’ circumstances. The findings suggest that approaching 

the development and implementation of such practices are grounded in the Indigenous cultural 

practices of the community served by the institution. While settler colonial systems often utilize 

law as the foundation (Stoner II, Shaw, & McClay, 2000), these findings support research aimed 

at developing education systems and processes founded upon traditional Native values, 

principles, and customs (Cajete, 1994). Furthermore, the approach to enforcing policies also 

aligns with traditional customs of the Indigenous peoples and moves away from epitomizing 

legal expertise. Moreover, these findings support McCarty’s (2008) call for culturally responsive 

education policy, additionally, they suggest there are implications for practice regarding re-

envisioning principles of equity and social justice that align or center on Native traditional 

values, customs, and cultural practices.  

Noho Model 

 One attribute of TWoR that diverged from SGU was their unique approach to a learning 

model that was a hybrid of distance and residential learning. Rather than modeling as a 

commuter institution like SGU or a residential model where students live on-campus during their 

enrollment, TWoR utilizes a noho model. The noho (residential seminar) model of Te Wānanga 

o Raukawa was described in the Student Handbook as the following: 

The majority of the teaching-learning process at Te Wānanga o Raukawa requires that 

students attend noho (that is be in residence) for periods of four to six days. Most 

students are required to attend eight noho a year: five that are four days in length each; 

and three that are six days each. ...accommodation is in a marae [(traditional principle 

home)] setting or open sleeping area. ... Linen is provided but please bring with your own 



 173 

blankets, towels and personal or medical care items. [TWoR] provides ensuite rooms for 

special circumstances...You are provided with all meals while on noho...[and] there is no 

charge to use the gym facilities while you are on noho. – 2019 Student Handbook 

During my site visit, I was able to observe and experience several noho where students arrived, 

participated, and returned to their respective homes. Students arrive from all over Aotearoa/New 

Zealand including both North and South islands. The noho seemed to be quite intensive where 

each day was full of activities from 8AM to 8PM and sometimes longer. Built into students’ 

schedules included time to work with faculty on their core curriculum (Māori language and tribe 

studies) in addition to their specialty (major). I observed specialty courses that included guest 

speakers, lectures, projects, allotted time for writing, and hands-on learning. The expectations of 

this academic model were described as the following: 

The Academic Model of the undergraduate and postgraduate degrees, with very few 

exceptions, have a credit value of 120-credits in any one year of study. This translates to 

1200-hours teaching, investigatory activity and writing or equivalent assessment 

requirements. Fifty percent (600 credits) are attributed to the specialist subject [(your 

major)] and the remaining 600-credits are attributed to te reo Māori and Iwi and Hapū 

studies [(core curriculum)]. With very few exceptions undergraduate programmes of 

study delivered in any one year are as follows: a) Two six-week blended learning 

modules per semester; b) 1 noho of 3 days during each six week module; one Hui 

Rūmaki Reo (Māori immersion) of 6 days duration per semester; and d) one kura tautoko 

(completions period [to finish overdue or unfinished work]) per semester. – 2019 Student 

Handbook 
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Therefore, while students were “on noho” their course was delivered in-person during all-day 

seminars and activities. Furthermore, participant interviews and observations showed that when 

students were not in residence on campus, they returned to their homes, families, and 

communities where they continue their education virtually through online platforms.  

         As mentioned previously in the findings of SGU, often settler colonial models of higher 

education argue that campus involvement is critical for students to succeed in college 

(Astin, 1984; Tinto, 1993), while other scholars have argued that for Native students, commuting 

or being close to family is their preferred support for student success (Waterman, 2012). The 

findings from TWoR suggest an alternative approach for Indigenous students that responds to 

both of these discourses simultaneously. Findings show that students are able to fully immerse 

into campus life while “on noho” for brief residential seminars and then return home to their 

familial support systems where they continue their education. This approach also responds to the 

rhetoric regarding the familial, work, and cultural responsibilities of Native students which is 

often in cultural conflict with being a full-time student at a settler colonial university (Brayboy, 

Castagno, & Solyom, 2012; Borthwick- Wong, 2017; Tachine, Cabrera, & Yellow Bird, 2017; 

Hall, Keane-Tuala, Ross, & Te Huia, 2018; Lopez, 2018). Additionally, while these challenges 

are not only experienced by Indigenous students, these findings warrant greater exploration due 

to their implications for other minority and underrepresented students that face similar 

challenges. 

         The concept of a noho academic model does not originate from settler colonial 

institutions’ notions of residence, rather they originate from traditional Māori cultural practices 

within their marae. Multiple participants shared that the noho model developed from the hui 

(gatherings) that occurred on the marae during the founding years where community members 
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would attend for several days and then leave. In particular, participants discussed the “Rumaki,” 

a component and requirement of the noho model, where students were in a Māori immersion 

language setting for a week. The Hui Rumaki was described as the following: 

Hui rūmaki reo lasts six days during which Māori is the only language to be spoken, 

wherever you are in the classroom, in the dining room, in the ablutions, on campus, off 

campus. This is an extremely demanding requirement, however, its achievement is 

accompanied by significant progress with the reo [Māori language]. There should be no 

doubt about the nature of the experience of the participants. Hui rūmaki reo are 

exhausting emotionally, spiritually, physically and intellectually. 3 hui rūmaki (a total of 

18 days) and 5 noho (a total of 20 days) give a total of 38 days at noho. – 2019 Student 

Handbook 

Looking through an Indigenous place-based theoretical lens, I identified that rooted in the Māori 

culture’s language and developed from the initial founding days of TWoR, the hui rūmaki is 

another example of how the noho model is reframed through a Māori perspective and prioritizes 

the culture through language immersion. Additionally, the expectation and requirement of Māori 

language has supported the improved capacity of TWoR to be able to support a bilingual campus 

culture in speaking and writing. These findings further support the practice of centering 

Indigenous world views, culture, and values to inform institutional policies, practices, and 

academic models. 

 These findings also show that Indigenous institutions not only are rooted in cultural 

practice, they also serve to address systems of oppression. The findings presented herein 

emphasize the practices of Indigenous institutions that directly address the inherent settler 

colonial tensions that Native students are up against due to the long history of colonial 



 176 

oppression justified under the flag of “Western” superiority. Perhaps, this explains why 

predominantly white  institutions (PWIs) often fail Indigenous students because, while they 

might include culturally appropriate practices, PWIs often neglect addressing the equally 

important systems of oppression. Furthermore, in addition to highlighting the cultural importance 

of these practices, the significance of these findings also draws attention to the political 

implications of indigenizing practices as sites for Indigenous self-education and self-

determination.    

Summary 

         The findings from each institution illustrate a key practice of grounding policies, 

practices, and academic models in the Indigenous culture the institution serves. These findings 

suggest three primary dimensions related to grounding institutional practices in culture. First, due 

to the inherent nature of cultural practices within Indigenous institutions, a spectrum of formal 

and informal policies developed through cultural practitioners, community involvement, written 

policies, and ceremonial protocols. Second, findings from this chapter suggest a different 

understanding of students beyond representing only themselves as individuals and indicates that 

there are implications for an individual’s family, subtribe, tribe, and community. And lastly, 

findings from this chapter suggest a rejection of centering institutional practices on settler 

colonial ways of knowing and an implementation of consistently re-centering to an Indigenous 

worldview. These perspectives reflect how institutions are rooted in cultural practice and 

knowledge making them inherently Indigenous.  

 The significance of these findings is these practices by themselves do not define 

Indigenous institutions, rather, Indigenous institutions are defined by what animates these 

practices which is their core connection to their respective Indigenous culture and deep 
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understanding of the population they serve. Moreover, as Indigenous institutions actually have 

strong relationships with the communities they serve, their sensibilities about students’ 

circumstances – mobility, geographic location, familial situations, and economic conditions – 

uniquely informs their higher education model such the noho model. Therefore, these findings 

highlight practices that are not only shaped by cultural sensibilities and also include socio-

economic and historical understanding particularly regarding how colonialism has subjugated 

Indigenous communities. In the next chapter, I will respond to my second research question and 

describe the values attached to the key practices described in chapters 4 and 5. 
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CHAPTER SIX – APPLICATION OF VALUES AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

         The purpose of this chapter is to describe the values attached to the key practices 

described in previous chapters and their roles in indigenizing and decolonizing institutions of 

higher education. Previous chapters addressed the key practices of Indigenous institutions, 

broadly, findings indicated institutions work collectively with their communities to ground and 

grow their own institutional practices in their respective Indigenous culture, traditions, and 

customs. Looking through an Indigenous place-based lens, the findings presented herein describe 

the underlying values that underpin both the cultural and institutional practices of SGU and 

TWoR. 

         To better understand the role of values, first, I describe the relations between values, 

Indigenous cultures, and their institution; secondly, I describe the roles of values by presenting 

examples of their utility and application; next, I share findings that support assessing the 

relevance of values within Indigenous institutions today; and lastly, how the principle foundation 

of self-determination supports the resilience of Indigenous institutions. The findings presented in 

this chapter respond to research question two: what values are attached to the key practices of 

indigenizing and decolonizing processes? Additionally, I offer discussion throughout these 

sections to delve into the meaning, importance, and relevance of these findings.  

Relations of Values to Indigenous Institutions 

         Each institution had a set of values, or as TWoR described them as guiding principles, 

that they identified to guide their institutional decision-making. These descriptive terms “values” 

and “guiding principles” impact their role and application within the institution. Additionally, the 

findings suggest that the utility of the values have a range of intentionality. The following two 

sections are descriptions of the sets of values that guide each institution. 
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Values and Wolakota 

         The document analysis yielded several values that have roles within the institution which 

were described as the following: 

The attributes and credentials of the department leadership today should be based on 

Waohola (respect), Waonsila (care and compassion), Wokskape (wisdom), Wowahwaia 

(humility and peacefulness), Wacantognaka (generosity), Wowacintanka (fortitude) and 

Woohitika (bravery). ... All of these are considered to be part of Wolakota. – 2016 

Program Review          

Upon further analysis with interviews, when asked about the values that guide the institution, 

participants would focus more specifically on the four values found on SGU’s emblem: woksape 

(wisdom), woohitika (bravery), wacantognaka (fortitude), and wowacintanka (generosity). When 

asked about the role of the values within the institution participants described the bravery and 

fortitude of their students. One participant stated: 

So you see things like that happen by individuals. And with the fortitude, you know, you 

have individuals who are coming from an unstable house. Not so much that it's a violent 

type house but they don’t have a stable place to live and study everywhere so they're 

going from friends to friends to relatives and they are still taking the time and effort to 

study and make it to class and get their degrees. So they are pushing through with that. So 

it's displayed by, you can see those values displayed out. – Staff, SGU 

Most participant responses characterized the application of the values similarly in this manner 

with broader descriptions of how individuals exemplify these both in the past, present, and 

future. In addition to this characterization of the values, participants also discussed the 

expression of Wolakota. 
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         Sinte Gleska University policies and procedures described Wolakota (Peace) as an 

expression of a set of values for the institution. Wolakota was described as a code of behavior to 

develop mutual and reciprocal relationships through the kinship system whereby “the purpose of 

kin behavior is to achieve respect for relatives and others who are associated with relatives.” The 

document analysis revealed the following description of Wolakota: 

Wolakota means to act and behave with ultimate respect, harmony, peace and friendship. 

Wolakota is a powerful deterrent to arguing, fighting, making enemies, jealousy, 

squabbling among relatives, and belittling people in public. ...the ultimate symbol of 

wolakota is the pipe. The actual use of the pipe began with the creation of Wolakota. – 

SGU 2013 Self Study 

These findings point to the significance of Wolakota rooted within Lakota culture and history, 

where the importance of the pipe was described as, “how [it] was used to create peace and allies 

of former enemies.” One participant described Wolakota as, “our expression of the values and 

everything that make up who we are on a daily basis.” An administrator stated the following: 

Wolakota, if you look, that is in our personal policies and procedures too. So basically, 

the rules that people are supposed to live by to be a good relative, you know be a good 

person, you forgive people, you live a good life. That's what we strive to do within the 

University too. – Vice President of Student Services, SGU 

         When specifically asked about Wolakota, participants stated that it was an expectation of 

all those that work at SGU. One administrator stated, “so Wolakota is stressed. ...we expect 

people to abide by that and it’s supposed to follow through into the classrooms as well.” 

         Beyond the expectations referenced by participants, the SGU Student Handbook lays out 

the history of Wolakota, its significance, and provides examples of some of the ways of 
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promoting respect according to their traditional ways. Some of these examples included the 

following list: 

• Respect is to hold all people (especially elders in high esteem, honor them, venerate 
them, and to praise them for their probity (wisdom and integrity). 

• When ideas and concepts are expressed in meetings, honor them or build on them if 
they seem good, especially if they came from elders or learned people. Never insist 
that your ideas are better or argue this point. 

• Never speak negatively about people in public because this tends to hurt people. 
When you hurt people it affects their heart. The heart is a sensitive organ and negative 
elements tend to build up and this poisons the mind. Decisions should be made from 
the mind and the heart. 

• Do not walk between people who are talking in public and the audience or people 
who are talking to each other. 

• Do not interfere with people talking or people who have the floor. Non-interference is 
a virtue. Steer clear of confrontation as much as possible. 

• ... Allow all speakers to speak their mind without interrupting them. Listen to people 
or pay attention to them as a courtesy. 

• ... Traditional values should always be upheld because the youth look up to the older 
generations as models. 

• Never correct, challenge or yell at an elder in public. To do so is a sign of disrespect. 
Always treat the youth or younger generation as one of your own relatives and with 
respect because they look up to you and emulate what you teach. 

• When in company of elders never speak out of turn, unless you are asked something. 
Never point at someone. To do so is a sign of disrespect. Remember the story of the 
two who pointed at the stars. 

• Never threaten anyone with a pipe or ceremony. To do so will bring hurt to you or 
your family. Never use the pipe in public if there is negativity or potential negativity. 
(pp. 26-27) 

 
These findings reveal the types of values, their cultural and historical significance, and how these 

values are expressed through wolakota. Furthermore, there is a differentiation between the values 

(i.e. the four values printed on the school emblem) compared to how one would express the 

values (i.e. Wolakota). 

Kaupapa, Guiding Principles 

         At Te Wānanga o Raukawa (TWoR), the term values was not used, instead they used the 

term Kaupapa or “guiding principles.” In order to maintain their identity as a Māori institution 

and “to contribute to the survival or Māori as a people,” TWoR reviewed “a number of models 
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that utilize and apply mātauranga Māori (Māori knowledge).” The following Figure 11 

demonstrates how TWoR depicted the function of their Kaupapa, guiding principles. 

 

Figure 11: Values Attached to Key Practices 

The basic idea is that the Āronga or Māori world view was described and then a set of Kaupapa 

or guiding principles are drawn from which the culture was founded. These kaupapa are 

described as, “the bedrock, the foundation of the culture.” Then growing from the kaupapa are 

the tikanga or the actions, methods, processes, policies, etc that are aligned and consistent with 

the foundation kaupapa. Figure 11 acted as a conceptual framework to ensure the development of 

a uniquely Māori institution. This conceptual framework demonstrates how the key practices 

described in previous chapters are the tikanga, and the guiding principles, or kaupapa, are 

directly attached to those processes. 

         From this conceptual framework, a group of TWoR was tasked to identify a number of 

kaupapa, values and philosophies consistent with the Māori world view. Interestingly, while this 

institution was already identified as a Māori institution and managed by majority Māori people 

with a mission and vision to serve Māori, the intention with starting this process came from the 

concern that on a daily basis TWoR may operate as any other tertiary institutions. The following 

excerpt depicts this concern: 

 4 

8) Te Wānanga-o-Raukawa Charter 
This document, signed in 1993 and further refined in 1995, cites many key kaupapa / 
tikanga including the; principals of Whakatupuranga Rua Mano, māramatanga, 
Whakapono, Whanaungatanga, Rangimarie, Manaakitanga and Wairuatanga,  
 
9) Te Wheke – Dr Rangimarie Rose Pere12

This is another well known model that expounds the importance of Mauri, Mana, 
Wairua, Pümanawa, Whanaungatanga, Taonga Tuku Iho, Hinengaro and Tinana, 
which make up the eight tentacles that sustain the child/family. 

 

 
10) Colin Knox & Whatarangi Winiata13

In their paper presented to Ngä Kaihautü on 6 August, entitled Proposed Review and 
Changes to Executive Structure, a list of kaupapa / tikanga that might be included in a 
revised Charter included: Tikanga, Rangatiratanga, Whakapapa, Wairuatanga, 
Kaumätuatanga, Mana, Kaitiakitanga, Whakawhanaungatanga, Manaakitanga and 
Whakarite Mana. 

 -  

 
 
Te Waihanga i te Kaupapa 
 
The deliverers in the Master of Mātauranga Māori programme, lead by Te 
Ahukaramū, have engaged in lengthy discussion and at times debate on the basis of 
tikanga Māori14

 

. We are in agreement however with a model that has been developed 
and is delivered to the Masters tauira:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

                                                 
12 Pere, Te Wheke A celebration of Infinite Wisdom, 1995 
13 Paper delivered to Te Mana Whakahaere, 30 July 
14 Royal, 2000 
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Te Wānanga o Raukawa has always described itself as a reformulation of the ancient 

whare wānanga (ancient institution). As such it has also described itself as a tikanga 

Māori institution, another unique and fundamental characteristic. Such lofty descriptions 

however are of little value if, on a day to day basis, the wānanga is operating like any 

other tertiary institution. The tikanga Māori nature of this place is an essential part of the 

justification for the existence of Te Wānanga o Raukawa. (Winiata, 2012) 

Therefore, this demonstrates the intentionality behind the purpose of identifying the guiding 

principles of TWoR. 

         The group identified ten guiding principles, and provided “working” definitions along 

with examples of tikanga (methods, processes, policies, practices) consistent with the outlined 

kaupapa. When asked about the values of the institution, all participants clearly identified the ten 

kaupapa and their roles. One participant stated, “everything we do is an expression of that 

kaupapa.” The following is an example of one of the ten guiding principles and examples of the 

ways to express this kaupapa: 

5) Wairuatanga 

An emphasis on the fostering of wairuatanga is a unique feature of wānanga. 

Wairuatanga is about understanding and believing that there is a spiritual existence in 

addition to the physical. The physical world is represented by Te Ao Mārama, surrounded 

and connected to Ngā Rangi Tūhāhā and Ngā Pā, the spiritual realms. We as Māori 

represent these realms within us, having both a taha kikokiko and a taha wairua. We are 

intimately connected spiritually to our environment, our maunga, awa, moana and marae, 

all of which have their own wairua (spirit). 
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The Wairua of a person requires nourishment as regularly as the tinana, and the forms of 

nourishment differ among people. The environs of TWoR are nourishing and nurturing of 

the wairuatanga of staff and students. 

Tikanga: 

• Further developing a wairua nourishing and nurturing environment including the 
provision of noho puku spaces and marae style environs. 

• Encouraging the inclusion of deliveries involving visiting and teaching in natural 
venues including te ngahere, te moana (the ocean), Kapiti island etc. 

• Providing for karakia Māori and other religious expression in our activities 
• Mirimiri sessions provided to staff for stress relief 
• Increased involvement by staff in pōwhiri (welcoming ceremony) encouraged 

including welcoming of new staff 
• Two staff retreats per annum to refresh, relax and nourish our wairua. (p. 8) 

 
 This example illustrates the close relation of the kaupapa of Wairuatanga to the cultural 

history of the Māori. Furthermore, this example of how TWoR characterizes their values 

demonstrates the complexities with which the guiding principle is grounded and understood in 

addition to the methods and practices utilized by the institution to support the alignment with this 

guiding principle. The other nine guiding principles included: Manaakitanga (mana enhancing 

behavior), Rangatiratang (autonomy), Whanaungatanga (the people are our wealth), Kotahitanga 

(unity of purpose), Ūkaipōtanga (to ground ourselves to the land and home), Pūkengatanga 

(teaching preserving, and creating Māori traditions), Kaitiakitanga (a. the preservation of Māori 

sacred treasures, b. Appropriate financial management, c. Accountability to ourselves first, to the 

Crown and its agencies second), Whakapapa (genealogy, foundation of the Māori world view), 

and Te Reo (revival of Māori language). These findings directly speak to the values or guiding 

principles that underpin the practices of this Māori institution. 
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Values vs. Guiding Principles 

         The difference between the term “values” and “guiding principles,” may seem 

insignificant at first, however, upon analysis of the findings I found that the actual definition may 

have implications for their purpose and function within the organization. The term “values” 

aligns with an Indigenous axiology, or the values that dictate the way Indigenous people interact 

with reality. The term “guiding principles” was more encompassing of the ontology of the Māori 

which included: 1) axiology, 2) epistemology, the way Indigenous people think about reality, and 

3) methodology, the way that Indigenous people collect information that defines their reality. 

This subtle nuance has implications for practice that relate to the commodification or 

tokenization of Native values compared to their intentional application in a modern context. 

         As sites for autonomy and self-determination, the findings of TWoR show that without 

intentionally identifying and utilizing guiding principles in the day to day operations of the 

university, that the Indigenous institution may be no different than any other higher education 

institution. Therefore, while often relegated to posters on the wall, these findings offer a different 

perspective on the potential utility of values or guiding principles to distinguish Indigenous 

education institutions. This process is an act of schooling for self-determination and aligns with 

Brayboy and Castagno’s (2009) understanding of self-education. This is not surprising as 

Indigenously-controlled institutions were born during sovereignty movements and are 

historically rooted in response to the systematic extermination of Indigenous people and culture. 

Furthermore, where self-determination movements in response to Indigenous survival as 

described in previous chapters brought forth Indigenous-controlled institutions, these findings 

suggest a reframing from a response for survival towards thriving and Indigenous independence. 

The guiding principles and values are an inherent approach to resist settler colonial subjugation 
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and advance Indigenous autonomy as defined by their Indigenous worldview and not colonial 

prescribed definitions of sovereignty. 

 Additionally, the relevance of these findings points to the understudied area of values in 

education, their purpose and function. Literature often focuses broadly on culture rather than 

values or the values are couched in cultural conflict between Indigenous and settler colonial 

worldviews (Tavana, Hite, & Randall, 1997; Verbos, Gladstone, & Kennedy, 2011). These 

findings suggest that there are implications for practice and policy regarding the utility and 

application of values within education. In the following section, I will identify the roles of the 

aforementioned values and illustrate the range of their function and application within the 

institution. 

Roles of Values/Guiding Principles 

         The roles of SGU’s values and TWoR’s guiding principles were identified on a spectrum 

from individually assumed to intentionally taught and perpetuated. In the case of SGU, the 

values were identified on the school emblem and observed on posters throughout the campus in 

classrooms, offices, and campus common spaces. Additionally, participants would reference the 

utility of the values as an expectation or as assumed to be practiced by staff and faculty in the 

classroom. One faculty participant characterized the application of values as, “the expectation is 

that we incorporate those values into our classes and into our pedagogy.” When asked further 

about how staff are taught these values and their application, participants did not identify an 

explicit practice around applying the values within the institution. Moreover, my observations 

and discussions with participants revealed that this approach of values originated from their 

application by elders during the founding years. 

         When the institution was first founded there was a larger number of elders who were 

raised and grounded in the traditional Lakota values and practices that were involved in the 
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institution. Therefore, these individuals’ understandings of applying the values were inherent due 

to their traditional upbringing. However, as time has passed and settler colonial worldviews and 

systems have infiltrated successive generations along with the passing of elders, there has been a 

shift away from these inherent understandings; most notably, this can be seen with the erasure of 

Lakota language and shift as a second language to current generations rather than being a first 

language like with the elders. Therefore, these findings yielded a greater understanding of 

evolution from founding to present of the application of values at SGU. 

         TWoR started off in a similar manner to SGU where there were many elders involved in 

the founding years of the institution. Then, in 2012, TWoR decided to go through the 

aforementioned process to identify specific kaupapa to guide their decision-making to ensure 

they were a Māori organization and not just another settler colonial tertiary institution. The 

results of this process contribute to the spectrum of the role of values to move beyond 

assumption within individuals to explicitly teaching and utilizing values in the day to day 

functions of the institution. The President of TWoR stated, “the whole thing is trying to get back 

to something that has been taken away from us. ...It doesn’t happen by accident, it won’t happen 

by osmosis, you have to make a conscious decision that this is what we’re going to do until it just 

becomes second nature to us.” This response illustrates the awareness of the changing 

understanding and application of values within the institution and demonstrates the intentionality 

towards utilizing the values until it is “second nature” which is similar to what participants at 

both sites described it was like when there were more elders. 

         Both institutions characterized the actions and decision-making driven by the values as 

“expressions” of the values or guiding principles. This is another important term utilized by both 

institutions identifying their actions as expressions of the Lakota values and how decision-
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making is an expression of the kaupapa, guiding principles. This was clearly identified as 

common terminology utilized in the documents analyzed for both sites and was referred to by 

most participants at the TWoR site. One participant at TWoR stated: 

...[the kaupapa] inform what we do. And we talk about our actions as being an expression 

of those Kaupapa, ...they need to be guiding us, so in that regard our planning emanates 

from those Kaupapa. – President, TWoR  

This response clearly identifies the intentionality of utilizing the guiding principles and in this 

case, she discusses their expression in the institutional strategic planning processes. Therefore, 

these findings suggest that not only should Indigenous institutions identify their values and 

guiding principles, an important practice is to be conscious of how the institution, including 

faculty, staff, and students, express these values or principles in their daily actions. These daily 

practices that express these values can be understood as acts of remembrance in an effort to heal 

from intergenerational trauma and oppression, through deep work to decolonize Indigneous 

thought and restore their respective Native ontologies to primary thought.  

Presentation of Values 

         One of the stark contrasts between institutions was their approach to presenting their 

values and guiding principles. At SGU, the values were named on the school emblem and posters 

around campus and included the values with their definitions typically coupled with the school’s 

mission and vision. At TWoR, participants explicitly stated, “you will not see the guiding 

principles posted” on campus because the school wants the values to be dynamic and alive in the 

daily practice and function of the institution rather than static on the walls. This concept was 

beautifully illustrated when I realized the only place I observed the kaupapa printed were on 

school shirts. All ten of the guiding kaupapa are listed down the front of various school t-shirts, 

illustrating that the kaupapa are alive, moving and walking around campus while people wear 
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them. Again, this is another example of the intentionality behind the presentation of values to 

ensure they have a dynamic character and are embodied by the people. I found this to be a strong 

example of how to dynamically visualize the values as alive and walking around through the 

institution rather than as static signs posted on walls that have the potential to fade into the 

background and become tokenized or under utilized. These findings suggest that the presentation 

of values is a significant component to be considered in the process and practice of animating 

Indigenous values within an institution. 

Application of Guiding Principles 

         The systemic application of values was most evident at the TWoR site. Findings from 

participant interviews showed a variety of ways in which the guiding kaupapa were utilized by 

staff within the institution. On an individual level, one participant shared an example with me 

about writing a research piece for the institution. Before she began writing the article, she sat 

down and wrote out how this article either responded, was in alignment with, and/or was an 

expression of each of ten kaupapa. While this process could be construed as time consuming and 

cumbersome, the participant further described how she does this values application process 

regularly as a part of her decision-making. Additionally, she described how this process has also 

helped her develop a deeper understanding of the kaupapa, their relevance, and their application 

in a modern context. This practice can be characterized as an exercise in decolonizing the mind 

(Smith, 2013), and re-learning to approach decision-making and thinking through an Indigenous 

worldview. Similarly, the TWoR president echoed the intention and significance of applying the 

values in stating, “...anything that anybody does at any moment of any day should be an 

expression of one or a combination of those kaupapa. And if it’s not, then we should cease with 

what we’re doing.” 
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         Other participants stated that they do not have such an elaborate process with reviewing 

or writing out how their decision-making aligns with the ten guiding principles. Rather, some 

participants stated that identifying the application of the kaupapa within their actions may occur 

midway or after a decision has occurred. For instance, the tumuaki (president) of TWoR shared 

their current strategic planning process including the application of values, not previously 

practiced. She described the application within their planning as the following: 

But for us, so things like, so in our planning and our strategic planning with kaupapa we 

say what in this particular year are the activities or the goals that we want to achieve that 

will give expression to the kaupapa. – President, TWoR 

This response shows the repetition of applying and utilizing the kaupapa, guiding principles, on 

an institutional level and provides an example of how guiding principles are directly expressed 

within a strategic plan. Furthermore, these findings suggest there are implications for practice 

when developing an institution to identify what values are driving decision-making and clearly 

expressing those values or principles. These findings show a variety of avenues to the application 

of values including expressing them written or oral, before or after a decision-making, and 

individually as well as collectively throughout the institution. 

         The significance of these findings contributes greatly to the limited literature that 

supports values-driven education, practice, and leadership (Cook, 2011; Gentile, 2012; Rowe & 

Hiser, 2015; Sumida Huaman & Valdiviezo, 2014). Values are rarely explicitly discussed in 

higher education (Galt, Clark, & Parr, 2012). The topic of values and their role within the 

university are often relegated to student affairs (Cook, 2011), however, these findings suggest a 

broader application of values beyond student affairs, into academic affairs and across the entirety 

of the institution. Moreover, these findings offer a reframing from “values-driven,” which is 
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commonly used to depict actively using values, to “expression of” or “embodiment of” values 

and principles as a form of decolonization. The findings herein push the current rhetoric of the 

role that values have within higher education institutions, more specifically, Indigenous 

institutions, to be applied across the entirety of the institution including: faculty in the classroom 

with students, staff and policies, to administration and governance. Additionally, these findings 

offer insight into a systemic practice that decolonizes the institution by applying traditional 

principles, values, and philosophies to the daily activities of the institution; ultimately, a practice 

of indigenizing the institution by operating from an Indigenous worldview. 

Relevance of Values/Guiding Principles Today 

         Until visiting the TWoR site, neither the literature nor the data had revealed a process to 

evaluating the relevance of values and guiding principles of an institution. However, at TWoR, 

multiple participants discussed the importance of consistently assessing the current guiding 

principles and whether or not they were still relevant: should they be removed or new ones 

added. For example, when I spoke with the Tumuaki (President of TWoR), she aspired for the 

day that they could remove the guiding principle Te Reo (Māori Language) from the ten kaupapa 

because that would suggest the revitalization of the Māori Language had become a normalized 

part of the institution. Furthermore, she shared how the guiding principle of Te Reo served a 

function when the school was born because the language was threatened to extinction, however, 

she felt that they are “closer than ever now” where that may no longer be the case and this 

guiding principle could be removed. This was a striking finding because it suggests that through 

their constant application, the Māori people of TWoR are consistently examining the guiding 

principles of their institution to identify their relevance as well as asking questions of the 

potential need for more. 
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         As stated previously, the reason TWoR developed the ten kaupapa was to ensure that the 

day to day practices were guided by Māori principles. Additionally, to the point about elders 

embodying values because they were raised and grounded in cultural traditions, constantly re-

evaluating the need and relevance for the kaupapa is also an assessment of the progression to 

normalizing the kaupapa to become “second nature.” With the constant threat of settler colonial 

thinking, or as the Māori characterized it as “Pākehā worldview,” this finding suggests that the 

removal of a kaupapa is a marker of indigenization success because it would mean that the 

guiding principle has been ingrained into the minds of the people and woven into the fabric of 

the institution. Moreover, this finding is an example of decolonization and self-determination 

whereby TWoR’s approach aims, “to be hesitant to revert to [settler colonial] practices and 

philosophies” and “to contribute to the survival of the people as Māori.” This finding contributes 

to the growing body of literature for developed strategies toward decolonization and self-

determination (Lomawaima & McCarty, 2002; Wilson, 2004; Brayboy & Castagno, 2009; Pete, 

Schneider, & OʻReilly, 2013) and highlights the principles that guided Native people to live a 

sustainable existence for thousands of years.  

Resilience Founded in Self-Determination 

         A primary purpose of this study is to examine the processes that Indigenously-controlled 

institutions use to operationalize their respective Indigenous models of higher education – 

institutions that reflect the culture and values of the Indigenous community they serve.  Part of 

understanding such practices includes exploring the values that underpin and drive these 

processes. In Groenfeldt’s (2003) definition of values it, “refers to the guiding principles of a 

social group.” (p. 920) Across both institutions, there was a salient theme of self-determination 

as value, that consistently surfaced across both institutions from multiple data sources. Described 

in values and guiding principles, missions and visions, and even discussed in the foundation of 
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the institution, self-determination is a guiding principle of TWoR and SGU. One participant 

characterized the pervasive nature of self-determination as “our whole existence.” 

         There was a wide range of ways that both sites perpetuated and expressed self-

determination. The cultural significance of this value was demonstrated by a statement from the 

SGU president which stated: 

We have our own autonomy and sovereignty as a tribal nation. That was given to us by 

the Creator, that preceded the paper that you see in Washington, the U.S. Constitution, or 

the leather that the treaty was written on. – President, SGU 

Another participant added: 

Sovereignty in the context of Sinte Gleska University is self-determination [by] creating 

your own higher education system. ...exercising sovereignty by establishing your own 

tribally controlled education institution, ...the existence is predicated on sovereignty, the 

ability to establish your own. – Provost, SGU 

Additionally, participants and documents characterized how self-determination drives the 

institution and the education offered. At SGU, documents across multiple decades showed 

missions and visions connecting their purpose to self-determination. For example, “in its goal to 

promote sovereignty and self-determination, Sinte Gleska University has adopted as its vision 

form the seven basic criteria which the United Nations uses to define a sovereign nation.” 

Similarly, at TWoR, one of the kaupapa or guiding principles is Rangatiratanga was described to 

me by a Māori elder as: 

Rangatiratanga can be autonomy. But we often described it as having the attributes and 

everything associated with a chief or what a chief exercises. Now I’m not just talking 

about an individual, but where a group of people are in control of their circumstances. 
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 – Staff, TWoR 

At TWoR, one participant further cemented the significance of this guiding principle stating, 

“that’s the expression of our political authority that is not only our right but our obligation; we 

have to do it because no one else will, it’s ours.” The collective voice of participants showed that 

the foundation and continued existence of their institutions is underpinned by their respective 

Indigenous communities driving principle of self-determination as an embodiment of their 

worldview. 

         In response to research question two, both sites identified self-determination, sometimes 

characterized as autonomy or sovereignty, as a value attached to the key practices and processes 

of their institution. These findings add to the literature showing that connections to ideas of 

sovereignty, self-determination, and nation building highlight potential paths and areas of 

strength for Natives in institutions of higher education (Brayboy, Castagno, & Solyon, 2012). 

These findings contribute new understandings of the movement of Indigenous education from 

assimilation to self-determination (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997). Furthermore, these findings 

support Brayboy and Castagno’s (2009) notion of self-determination through self-education, and 

offer a new approach to applying autonomy through the lens of values rather than politics and 

governance. Therefore, there are implications for practice and future research oriented on self-

determination as a value that underpins the daily actions of individuals, and ultimately, the 

collective expressions of an Indigenous higher education institution. 

 The core role of values and guiding principles is at the core of expressing self-

determination within an Indigenous institution.The key practices of expressing values and 

guiding principles throughout every facet, including the physical and metaphysical 

manifestations, of the institution highlight the valuing of Indigenous independence and 
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autonomy. While self-determination movements are historically rooted in the systematic erasure 

of Indigenous people and culture, it is often fundamentally situated around survival. The guiding 

principles and values are daily reminders the Indigenous institutions must operate in specific 

ways to reject inherent settler colonial tensions and resist further subjugation. These efforts are 

attempts towards healing – mentally, physically, and spiritually – from a long history of colonial 

efforts to exterminate Indigenous peoples. The cultural practices, protocols, policies, and acts of 

remembrance can be characterized as these efforts to heal and reject further subjugation. 

Therefore, I argue that healing and self-determination are core to the role of values.  

Summary 

         These findings respond to research question two and demonstrate that there are values or 

guiding principles that underpin the key practices of indigenizing and decolonizing Indigenous 

models of higher education. Findings point to four primary areas related to values. First, the 

values are directly related to the cultural traditions and philosophies of the Indigenous 

communities the institution serves. Second, findings regarding the roles, including presentation 

and application, of the values supported implications for practice in utilizing values in the day to 

day actions within the institution both individually and collectively. Third, findings supported the 

need to consistently assess the relevance of values and provide implications for future research 

on decolonization through learned principles. And lastly, the resilience of self-determination as a 

prominent theme and value that was observed throughout both sites.  These findings add to the 

growing body of literature on tertiary institutions moving from education as a tool for 

assimilation (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997) towards education as exercising self-determination. 

 Being among the first studies to examine values in higher education, the findings of this 

chapter contribute greatly to the understudied significance and role of values within higher 
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education. These findings support the current rhetoric of decolonization and indigenization of 

higher education and add a new approach through utilizing values. An act of remembering, the 

formal and informal processes described herein of applying values to daily actions and 

institutional decision-making is a process of decolonizing the mind and returning to operating 

from an Indigenous worldview. Reflecting on the literature, values are often relegated to apply 

within student affairs or leadership, however, rarely are discussed with academic affairs, 

administration, or institutional decision-making. These findings move beyond these silos and 

indicate implications for practice and policy towards the significance of and need for applying 

values across the entirety of an Indigenous institution.  Furthermore, the values are what animate 

the key practices of these institutions because of their core connections to their Indigenous 

culture and deep understanding of the populations they serve. Thus, the findings offer some 

general context on the utility of culturally grounded values within institutions of higher 

education which contribute to their identity as inherently Indigenous.  The following chapter will 

respond to my third research question and describe how the key practices identified in Chapters 

4, 5, and 6 contribute to sustaining longevity and addressing challenges of Indigenous models of 

higher education. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN – CHALLENGES TO SUSTAINING LONGEVITY 

 The previous chapters outlined several key practices, attributes, and established norms to 

indigenizing and decolonizing Indigenous models of higher education found at each site. These 

included: attributes of the institutions’ founding processes, leadership, and purpose; established 

norms for seeking the support of elders and creating roles for community members as 

stakeholders, consultants, and employees; and the key practices of growing your own leadership, 

curriculum, and facilities through a value driven approach. The purpose of this chapter is to 

focus on the ways in which the findings of this study respond to RQ3, how do indigenizing 

practices contribute to sustaining longevity and addressing settler colonial challenges that 

confront Indigenous models of higher education? Therefore, the following sections explore the 

challenges that surfaced at both sites and the ways in which these key practices help to sustain 

the longevity of the institution. 

         The first section of this chapter will focus on the challenges that emerged from the data as 

participants discussed various key practices. These challenges center around the settler colonial 

mechanisms that constantly obstruct the development of Indigenous institutions. The second 

section will address how these challenges hinder the institutions from building capacity. Lastly, I 

will discuss how the key practices address these challenges and how they contribute to sustaining 

the longevity of the institution. Moreover, I offer discussion throughout these sections to delve 

into the significance and meaning of the findings. 

Challenges 

         U.S. education systems have acted as mechanisms of colonization meant to domesticate 

and civilize conquered communities, thereby, alienating Native students from their Indigenous 

identities (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2013). While often couched in the past or reframed in current 

literature as “post-colonial,” the findings presented herein suggest that, in addition to the 
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historical colonial trauma of Native communities, Indigenous institutions also must navigate, 

mitigate, and address the inherent tensions of settler colonial systems in place today. Indigenous 

institutions must simultaneously heal their communities from historical trauma and disrupt the 

manifestation of these forms of colonization in not only the policies, programs, and strategic 

plans that are operationalized and implemented, but also within the philosophies that form them. 

The following sections outline various settler colonial mechanisms that emerged throughout the 

data that the key practices of decolonizing and indigenizing address. 

Pressures To Be Like Settler Colonial Models of Higher Education 

         The ability to resist the external pressure to be like settler colonial models of higher 

education was a prominent finding. This challenge drastically undermines the Indigenous 

community’s authority and ability to exercise sovereignty through their academic model. One 

component of this colonial mechanism is that it burdens the Indigenous community to re-learn 

and/or re-train settler colonial organizations to recognize and respect the sovereignty of Native 

communities. This is one of the great challenges that plague Indigenous institutions to engage in 

cumbersome processes to defend, resist, or, in the case of TWoR, reject the inherent tensions of 

settler colonial processes and pressures. Additionally, it is imperative to recognize that an 

influential part of an institution’s ability to respond depends on the relationship with the colonial 

government (i.e. United States, the Crown). The following sections provide examples from the 

data that show the direct and indirect settler colonial mechanisms that attempt to pressure 

Indigenous institutions to be more like settler colonial tertiary institutions. 

         Accreditation, Accountability, and Legitimacy. Accreditation, accountability, and the 

authority to determine what is legitimate is often rooted in settler colonial philosophy. For 

example, for over 30 years, Sinte Gleska University (SGU) has been accredited through the 

Higher Learning Commission (HLC) which is headquartered in Chicago. Multiple participants 
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shared the frustration of the additional burden to justify their curriculum and operations to an 

external organization outside of their community that has no connection to their culture or place. 

The markers with which an institution is accredited do not take into consideration the cultural 

grounding of the institution. In addition to developing and implementing a culturally responsive 

curriculum and pedagogy for their population, Indigenous institutions are also accountable to 

external accrediting agencies that operate from a settler colonial framework. Accreditation 

through HLC is a formal external system that has implications for an institution's ability to 

acquire funding and continue their operations. One participant described this process as the 

following: 

We have somebody on the outside, [HLC,] validate who we are and what we are trying to 

do, when they don’t know anything about us. And so, ...we need our own accreditation 

through our own tribal laws, our own tribal spirituality, and our own tribal values. 

– President, SGU 

This response shows the awareness of the administration on the cultural conflict within the 

accreditation system and the added explanation their institution is burdened with in compliance 

with settler colonial standards. Other participants echoed this frustration stating, “We're on track 

for a great nation, I mean that, and I mean it's sad, it's challenging that we have to have an 

outside entity, validate who we are” and “Well there is this whole accreditation process through 

somebody else to give us permission to [operate as we see fit].” The effects of this colonial 

mechanism over the last decade can further be identified through one participant’s response 

stating: 
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[Accreditation is] always a hassle. Getting ready for them. Because you never know who 

is gonna show up. Is this person gonna understand us? Are they gonna nit-pick us to 

death? You never know. So, we got you know that's always looming in our horizon. 

– Faculty, SGU  

The characterization of this process as “looming in our horizon” and the uncertainty of cultural 

conflict through the question posed, “Is this person gonna understand us?” are examples of the 

challenges felt by both faculty and administration to comply with settler colonial standards. 

While tasked with being culturally grounded and relevant to the communities they serve, 

Indigenous institutions are further burdened by colonial mechanisms in ways that settler colonial 

higher education institutions are not. The uncertainty described by this participant points to the 

added difficulty to attempt to explain the traditions and culture with which the institution and its 

operations are grounded. Additionally, due to the high-stake consequences of not being 

accredited (i.e. funding), this process places pressure on the Indigenous institution to respond to 

metrics of accountability rooted in settler colonial philosophies and ideologies regardless of their 

conflict with the Indigenous values that govern their higher education model. Ultimately, this 

process places pressure on the institution to model after the settler colonial dominant models of 

higher education through subtle settler colonial compliance requirements in order to be perceived 

as legitimate compared to their non-Indigenous institutional counterparts. 

         Funding Sources. Twelve years without the Crown supervision, that is how long the Te 

Wānanga o Raukawa (TWoR) operated before giving into getting funding from the Crown and 

joining the tertiary education system. In 1993, TWoR became recognized by the Crown as a 

tertiary education institution. Prior to this identification, TWoR was solely accountable to the 

Māori people they serve and to the iwi (tribes). One participant described that time period by 
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stating, “we were poor but we were free.” This response reframes the ability to exercise 

autonomy without restraints from their respective colonial government as freedom. Furthermore, 

this response showcases the independence the institution was founded upon and alludes to the 

challenges of oversight that Indigenous institutions face when accepting funding from their 

respective colonial government. The shift in 1993 resulted with implementing formalized 

accountability to the Crown and was characterized by one participant as, “just a distraction from 

the work” whereby the Crown offers “no added value.” In general, TWoR appeared to take a 

much stronger stance in rejecting the Crown’s attempts to control their institution. With sticking 

to their key practice of operating as an expression of their Kaupapa, guiding principles, TWoR’s 

president stated, 

...we’ve told auditors they must find a way to audit us against Kaupapa Māori, [guiding 

principles].  And that’s not easy in New Zealand. But we have said that that’s what they 

must do, because they have agreed with the statement about what we are, so donʻt go 

measuring us against something that weʻre not.  Measure us against what our inherited 

values tell us we should be doing. Bring yourself up to speed and understand what the 

data is about.  This is quite a big challenge for them. So everything at TWoR is done 

through the kaupapa-tikanga framework, or what we call the kaupapa framework.   We 

insist that externals apply this framework in measuring us and we ask that they account 

for any comments they make.  We want the comments.  We welcome the comments and 

the assessments but we need to know that what they have to say is relevant to what the 

kaupapa prescribes for us. – President, TWoR 

With this example of funding that is received through the Crown, TWoR takes a forceful 

approach by insisting and demanding the auditors approach their comments, feedback, and 
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assessment through their kaupapa framework. These findings reveal the ways in which the 

practice of expressing their guiding principles extends beyond the institution and the practice of 

decolonizing into another education system, in this case auditing. Furthermore, the burden is 

placed on the auditor rather than the institution to learn the culture of the institution and to make 

the assessment relevant to the Indigenous entity rather than the oness put onto the institution to 

conform to the settler colonial mechanisms. 

         While this process positions TWoR to be a driving force in upending these systems, it 

was clear from participant interviews and the document analysis that this is a “constant battle” to 

fight the inherent tensions of settler colonialism. One participant explained, “[TWoR] is in 

constant battle with the Crown because they want to have a hand in the comings and goings of 

Māori learning.” Another participant described her role in this constant battle as the following: 

There are many challenges I think.  I think, you know, that the dynamics of dealing with 

Māori structures as well as Pākehā [settler colonial] structures, the compliance stuff that 

comes from [the Crown] has really been very very frustrating.  I’m up for a scrap with the 

Crown at any given day of the week if that is what it is going to take to push us across the 

line.  – President, TWoR 

Here the President is speaking directly to the awareness of the multiple structures she must 

navigate. Additionally, she points out her role in protecting the institution through “a scrape with 

the Crown” and her resilience through this process over the past 13 years. Moreover, the 

resilience of TWoR to reject settler colonial ways and to pave their own path grounded in their 

guiding principles emerged in all participant interviews. One participant reframed this process as, 

“our accountability is to [the Māori community we serve] not to the Crown.” This is an example 
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of a core difference in principle that animates practice different from settler colonial models of 

higher education. 

         Professionals Trained in Settler Colonial Institutions. Data was not intentionally 

collected regarding the proportions of Native and non-Native faculty at each site, rather, through 

observations and participant interviews I was able to identify noticeable differences across 

institutions. Due to a myriad of reasons, I was surprised to find such a noticeable amount of non-

Native faculty at the SGU site. Findings showed that pressure from the accrediting agency to hire 

“qualified” faculty over community cultural experts combined with limited recruitment and the 

passing of elders contributed to a shift in the ratio of Native to non-Native faculty and staff. 

While these non-Native faculty and staff were understood to be strong allies to the Indigenous 

community they served, their professional training was often grounded in settler colonial models 

of education and settler colonial ideologies, a subtle and harmful result of conditioning. 

Therefore, there is an additional challenge placed on the institution to re-train these professionals 

through an Indigenous worldview. Findings showed this challenge is further compounded if 

those trainings and processes are not already in place when new professionals arrive or if staff 

turnover creates a time where there are fewer culturally qualified professionals to lead such 

trainings. It is during times such as these that the Indigenous identity of the institution may be 

unintentionally threatened. Moreover, it is imperative to make a distinction here as to not 

generalize this finding to non-Native people rather this finding is in regards to settler colonial 

ideologies which individuals carry. Specifically, the embedded nature and inherent tensions, due 

to professionals’ formal training in settler colonial dominant higher education institutions, often 

privileges settler colonial ontology while simultaneously erasing Indigenous ways of knowing.   
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         Findings from my observations indicated that there was a lack of awareness of the impact 

of hiring settler colonial trained professionals on the identity of the institution. Through 

conversations with various institutional agents, both Native and non-Native, it was apparent that 

this challenge and gradual shift was obvious to some members of the institution while others it 

was not. This is a significant component of this finding because it reveals the pervasive nature of 

settler colonial ideologies and the inherent tension to infiltrate the Indigenous DNA of the 

institution without warning. These findings suggest significant implications for practice and a 

warning to other institutions that want to operate from an Indigenous worldview that must be 

vigilant of the potential ideological shifts that can occur unintentionally and, in this case, from an 

imbalance in the ratio of Native and non-Native ontological underpinnings of staff. Moreover, 

one approach to addressing this challenge can be gleaned through findings from TWoR which 

showed an intentional rejection and intolerance for settler colonial ideologies within their 

institution as discussed previously. Implications for practice suggest that Indigenous institutions 

at a minimum should implement preventative measures such as values training, Native 

mentorship programs, and language courses to re-train and orient new professionals entering an 

Indigenous institution.    

         Other Settler Colonial Systems. Another example that was raised that indirectly 

pressures Indigenous institutions are other organizations that support tertiary institutions that are 

beyond institutional or tribal governance. For example, one tension discussed at SGU was 

through the transportation and insurance agencies. SGU offers free transportation and free day-

care for students. However, the insurance policies do not cover children. Therefore, while 

operating from their values, the institution offers free transportation and childcare, the settler 

colonial agencies beyond tribal governance will not allow children of students to utilize SGU’s 
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transportation services. Additionally, SGU is unable to address these challenges because the 

changes would have to occur with organizations outside the purview of the institution. This 

example further supports the key practices of growing your own as sustainable solutions for 

addressing these ongoing challenges. 

         Upon reflecting on the data, it is apparent that often in order for real change and healing 

to occur within these Indigenous communities, the burden is placed on the institution to rely 

solely on the systems they develop. In the intermediate stage, Indigenous institutions carry the 

additional burden to decolonize their institution and are constantly pressured to assimilate, to 

some degree, to meet the standards of external settler colonial mechanisms. To move beyond this 

challenge, these findings support Barnhardt’s (1991) claim that Indigenous institutions must 

create entirely new responses including new educational systems rather than rely on the 

transformation of existing settler colonial mechanisms. For example, four of the SGU 

participants reiterated the need for their own accreditation system that was specific to the cultural 

foundations “of and for Lakota.” Similar sentiments for Native people creating their own systems 

of education were shared to create systems by, for, and with Native people from an Indigenous 

worldview relative to the communities they serve. Therefore, these findings point to the 

pervasive nature of settler colonial philosophies beyond the education systems and call for more 

tailored Indigenous policies, practices, and organizations. 

Influences of Primary and Secondary Institutions 

 While Indigenous institutions are an expression of sovereignty, the findings suggest that 

challenges arise from the influences of primary and secondary institutions that threaten their 

autonomy. More specifically, the following two sections discuss the influence of primary and 

secondary education systems on the curriculum and capacity of Indigenous institutions. 
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         On Curriculum. At both sites, I observed education courses and reviewed content 

related to their education departments. With these observations and multiple conversations with 

several participants, it was striking how the surrounding primary and secondary educational 

systems impacted the curriculum of each higher education institution. In the case of SGU, the 

surrounding primary and secondary schools were State run and not controlled by their tribe. The 

curriculum and process that I observed showed that the SGU was preparing teachers to enter into 

this settler colonial system and therefore, the degree curriculum aligned with the certification 

standards of the State not the Tribe. This is an example of challenges for all Indigenous 

institutions preparing students to enter back into settler colonial systems of employment after 

graduation. Therefore, while key practices of the institution aim to decolonize and indigenize, 

this example shows the constant settler colonial processes disguised as certifications or 

qualifications from outside systems that present challenges for curriculum and temptations 

towards assimilation. 

         On the other hand, at TWoR, the surrounding primary secondary schools included both 

settler colonial and Māori governed schools. Therefore, at TWoR, I observed a curriculum that 

prepared teachers through a Māori world view, to enter into Māori immersion type schools. 

Additionally, I observed a different approach than at SGU when it came to preparing teachers for 

settler colonial school systems. For example, TWoR students were asked to compare the Māori 

texts of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the curriculum document for Māori medium in schools, with 

the English text of the national school curriculum. Furthermore, the faculty took an aggressive 

and intentional approach to challenging students to interrogate the differences in worldview and 

encouraged dialogue to address the cultural conflict challenges that arise in the pākehā (settler 

colonial) system. Therefore, while this approach was teaching students the certification standards 
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of both Māori and non-Māori systems, they were also teaching through a decolonial framework. 

There was an awareness that the strong Māori worldview atmosphere of TWoR was rare and that 

most spaces throughout Aotearoa/New Zealand were not so critical or empowering towards 

transformation. Therefore, the findings suggested that TWoR took it upon the institution to 

prepare the critical consciousness of its students to be resilient in operating from through a Māori 

worldview even when entering a settler colonial discipline or system. These findings suggest 

pedagogical implications for practice and support Tuhiwai Smith (2013) research through 

decolonization. 

         On Capacity. The ability of an institution to develop and sustain their Indigenous 

identity over time is connected to the institution’s capacity to develop policies, practices, and 

academic models from an Indigenous worldview. The key practices of operating through 

Indigenous cultural values and growing your own are vital components that contribute to the 

capacity of the institution. Another component of the capacity of an Indigenous institution is to 

be able to utilize Native texts and bilingual programs which relies on Native language speakers. 

The findings showed that the capacity of TWoR to maintain its identity as Māori was related to 

the bilingual nature of the institution and its developed Māori text resources. As a decolonial 

tool, the sheer volume of Māori language speakers at TWoR was another component of the 

capacity of the institution. Additionally, the prominence of the language within the community 

was also attributed to te kura (Māori immersion schools) where language was being revitalized in 

K-12 schools and homes. 

         The findings showed the relationship between the success of the tertiary institution was 

also evidenced by the wealth of Māori-medium literature and publications available to students. 

Conversely, the lack of a Native language immersion K-12 system near SGU, challenged the 
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Indigenous identity and decolonial nature of the institution. Furthermore, the ability to compare 

the worldviews through Native and English texts hinges on the linguistic capacity of staff and 

students. This is also influenced by the primary and secondary education systems and the lack of 

immersion K-12 schooling. These findings build on Coronel-Molina and McCarty’s (2016) work 

with language revitalization in K-12 and suggest implications for practice when developing an 

Indigenous institution. Additionally, the creation of K-12 immersion programs creates an 

advantage for children to start learning the language and with the values that ground the 

Indigenous worldview before they enter an Indigenous institution. 

         The key practices discussed in previous chapters by themselves do not define those 

institutions, instead they are defined by what animates those practices, which is their core 

connection to Indigenous culture, the values, and a deep understanding of the population that 

they serve. However, the current settler colonial mechanisms undermine the ability for 

institutions to build capacity to operate as truly Indigenous entities with Native practices. Beyond 

primary and secondary schooling systems, these settler colonial mechanisms also threaten the 

ability for Indigenous institutions to continuously build their capacity allowing for more policies, 

practices, and academic models that are culturally grounded. One component that influences an 

Indigenous people’s ability to develop such models is grounded in the political structures of the 

colonizing country. For example, participants from TWoR often would reference the Treaty of 

Waitangi as the legal foundation to maintain the Māori’s right of autonomy. Arguably, the 

political structures of Aotearoa/New Zealand and the Treaty of Waitangi allow for the Māori at 

TWoR to develop their capacity at a faster rate compared to SGU which operates under the 

United States and tribal government structures. This finding supports Cole’s (2011) research on 

the relationship between Indigneous institutions with various colonial governments and the 
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resulting limitations. Additionally, such findings suggest implications for policy based on the 

political impacts on self-determination through Indigenous models of higher education. 

         Indigenous institutions are not just about emphasizing Indigenous culture, which is 

certainly important and drives how outsiders typically understand these institutions. However, 

Indigenous models of higher education are actually equally about addressing what the population 

that they serve is constantly challenged with, which is the present effects of a long history of 

colonial oppression justified under the flag of settler colonial superiority. This perhaps explains 

why predominantly White institutions often fail Indigenous populations because they might get 

the cultural part correct however they often neglect addressing the equally vital oppression part. 

In this sense, Indigneous institutions are just as much a political entity as they are a culture one. 

This finding supports Kaʻōpua et al. (2019) scholarship which problematizes the ways U.S. 

occupation in Hawaiʻi has been naturalized through schools for more than a century. The 

findings presented herein show how this is emblematic of operating within a colonial state. 

While these institutions, Māori wānanga, TCUs, and Native Hawaiian charter schools, purpose is 

vastly different from settler colonial models, they are often relegated to follow and be assessed 

by the “naturalized” standards of their colonial state. This naturalization is further evidence of 

the settler colonial system that not only aims to eliminate Indigenous peoples and cultures 

(Wolfe, 2006), it also makes way for a settler society through schooling thereby ensuring the 

permanence of settlerism (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2013). 

Sustaining the Longevity of the Institution 

         The challenges presented in this chapter all threaten the institution’s ability to sustain 

their longevity and cultural identity. However, the key practices discussed in the previous three 

chapters illustrate the various ways that Indigenous institutions are constantly resisting and 

rejecting these challenges to protect the longevity of their institution from the inherent tensions 
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of settler colonialism. The attributes of Indigenous institutions’ founding processes, firm 

leadership, and strong sense of purpose rooted in self-determination suggest that from inception 

an Indigenous model of higher education must be resilient and requires steadfast leadership to 

withstand the constant temptation towards settler colonial assimilation. The established norms 

for seeking support of elders and creating roles for community members as stakeholders, 

consultants, and employees reveal how Indigenous models empower community members 

throughout all facets of the institutions in both paid and unpaid roles to combat the ideologies of 

those trained in settler colonial institutions. The key practices of utilizing a values-driven 

approach to grow your own leadership, curriculum, and facilities through an Indigenous 

worldview supports the underlying claim that the success of Indigenous models of higher 

education is related to the Indigenous capacity of the institution. The following two sections 

discuss two of the unavoidable challenges that directly impact the capacity of an Indigenous 

institution. 

When an Elder Passes, a Library Burns 

         The Indigenous identity of an institution is profoundly developed through relationships 

with elders and the community served. One of the most prominent findings that emerged from 

the data was the devastating impacts of elders passing. As a respected Hawaiian scholar once 

described, “When an elder dies, a library burns” (Vaughan, 2018). Elders are valued for their 

contribution as, “keepers of Indigenous knowledge, dynamic ethical consultants, community 

protectors, and credible sources of information” (Kennedy, McGowan, & El-Hussein, 2020, p. 2; 

Flicker et al. 2015, p. 1149). At both sites, participants commented that they wish I could have 

met various elders that were the initial visionaries that started their respective Indigenous 

institutions. Throughout the data analysis, more specifically when participants discussed 

challenges, they also mentioned the impact of elders passing on the momentum of the institution. 
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The impacts and significance of elders were described as having vital roles within the institution 

including housing the history, their wisdom of cultural practices and protocols, their extensive 

knowledge of the Native language, their connection to traditional values and ways of life through 

their upbringing, and their resilience and guidance in decision making. These roles of elders 

contribute to the underpinnings of the institution’s Indigenous identity and ultimately to the 

capacity of the institution. 

         Consulting elders is a vital practice of Indigenous institutions to fulfill their purpose to 

serve their respective communities. While these practices are a systemic way to maintain a 

strong cultural foundation, the findings also suggest implications for practice to capture and 

preserve the teachings, experiences, and knowledge of elders. Both institutions shared difficult 

lessons learned from not preserving elder knowledge and therefore have begun to implement 

various processes to combat this challenge. The findings revealed several examples of processes 

including mentorship programs as shared by SGU participants whereby every teacher had a 

Native mentor or developing an archive of elder interviews, recordings, and videos as seen at 

both institutions. However, findings also revealed that while these practices are critical to 

preserving elders’ libraries of experience and wisdom, the institution must also develop 

processes that simultaneously protect these archives and also provide access for future 

generations to utilize. For example, I observed such protocols at TWoR where a librarian shared 

their process of accessing their archives along with the measures to ensure that the knowledge 

was utilized to contribute to the institution’s purpose. Therefore, as Indigenous communities 

exercise their sovereignty and develop their own models of higher education, this finding 

suggests implications for preserving and protecting elder knowledge as a vital component 

towards developing the capacity and maintaining the Indigenous identity of the institution. 
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Erasure of Institutional Memory 

         One of the many settler colonial mechanisms is the erasure of institutional memory. 

Additionally, findings suggest the passing of elders and the lack of an archive also contribute to 

the erasure of the institutional memory. The practice of “growing your own'' allows for a certain 

degree of cultivation of Indigenous language, history, and culture within the institution. This 

practice addresses the challenge of preserving the institutional memory of an Indigenous 

institution. The institutional memory includes the history of the organization, its purpose, and the 

circumstances that allowed for the creation and development of a new higher education model 

reflective of a Native culture and community. Findings from the data revealed that within 

Indigenous institutions this information is often housed by elders. Multiple participants referred 

to specific elders as keepers of the institutional memory. One lesson gleaned from listening to the 

stories of participants was the importance of thoroughly documenting the development process 

of the institution from inception. Furthermore, these findings suggest Indigenous institutions 

should constantly be revisiting and growing their institutional memory from elders to new 

generations of students. Additionally, in order to preserve the institutional memory that is often 

carried by individuals, it is also important to capture the decision making, processes, and 

practices while they are being executed so that future generations can maintain the institutional 

memory while simultaneously learning from their elders’ decision-making processes. These 

findings suggest implications for practice when developing an Indigenous model of higher 

education. 

Summary 

          These findings presented within this chapter respond to research question three and show 

the pervasive nature of settler colonial mechanisms that Indigenous institutions must constantly 

resist and reject. These challenges are both obvious such as accreditation and access to 
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immersion schooling as well as subtle such as the erasure of institutional memory and the 

passing of elders. Furthermore, this chapter shows how the key practices contribute to sustaining 

the longevity of the institution through building the institution’s capacity to operate and develop 

policies and practices through an Indigenous worldview. Interestingly, these findings reveal the 

multiple layers of responsibilities that burden Indigenous institutions to heal from historical 

colonial trauma, to resist current settler colonial mechanisms of today, and to support students 

with an academic model framed through an Indigenous worldview. The findings suggest 

implications for practice to combat such challenges through implementing key practices and 

developing the Indigenous capacity of the institution.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT – IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION  

 Throughout my higher education journey, I have come to understand the 

invisibility experienced by Indigenous students (i.e. Native Hawaiians, Alaska Natives, 

American Indians) is manifested in the unwelcoming settler colonial college/university setting. 

As a student affairs professional mentoring and supervising students, I witnessed the 

disproportionate effects of intergenerational trauma, economic stress, familial responsibilities 

and cultural dissonance confronting Indigenous students daily. Even in my own story, though I 

have the privilege of attaining postsecondary degrees while maintaining cultural connections to 

my community, it was not without constant cultural invalidation, appropriation, and isolation. 

Devastatingly so, these experiences are common for Indigenous populations as settler colonial 

education continues to fail Indigenous students having the lowest completion rates of all 

racial/ethnic groups in the U.S. (Brayboy et al., 2012). 

All through graduate school, I sustained a strong connection to my ancestral homelands 

while addressing issues of inequity within my community and in the academy. I brought ʻāina-

based leadership education courses home that teach students to care for and govern our natural 

resources at the community level. Additionally, I travelled to Indigenous communities globally 

and developed a diverse network of scholars dedicated to Indigenous education. My experiences 

as a researcher working with Indigenous communities globally converge with my commitment to 

serving the Native Hawaiian community to produce my research agenda. As such, this study 

examines Indigenous models that decolonize and reclaim higher education by prioritizing 

connections with land and cultural traditions, significant factors needed in education for Native 

Hawaiian and Indigenous student success. 

 This chapter serves to share implications from the findings of this study. In this chapter, 

first, I provide a brief summary of the findings discussed in previous chapters as they related to 
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the research questions and extant literature. Next, I share the contributions of this study by 

discussing the implications of the findings for theory, practice and research. In this discussion, I 

present lessons learned as a researcher and offer advice for other communities that have or are 

looking to have an Indigenous institution. Lastly, I share the implications of this study for my 

community, Native Hawaiians, and conclude with recommendations for future research. 

Summary of Findings 

 This study aimed to understand the indigenizing and decolonizing practices of Indigenous 

institutions to advance knowledge for understudied and underserved Indigenous populations. 

Findings within this study pointed to key practices with the following components: attributes of 

the institutions’ founding processes, leadership, and purpose; established norms for seeking the 

support of elders and creating roles for community members as stakeholders, consultants, and 

employees; and the key practices of growing your own leadership, curriculum, and facilities 

through a value driven approach. Findings revealed challenges that confront Indigenous models 

of higher education, emphasizing the inherent settler colonial practices embedded within settler 

colonial institutions which are in direct conflict with the formal and informal indigenizing 

practices found in this study. Additionally, the findings of this study provide insight into 

indigenizing practices that combat the inherent settler colonial tensions from the systemic 

oppression that confronts Native students. 

 Strikingly, the findings reveal the role of values and their core connection to Indigenous 

self-determination which get at the heart of Indigenous models of higher education. Moreover, 

the findings of this study nuance our understandings of what it means for an institution to be 

Indigenous. The findings suggest that what makes an institution inherently Indigenous is not 

simply that it is controlled by Native people or tribes, rather, it is a combination of intentionally 

operating from their respective Indigenous worldview combined with healing their served 
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communities through Indigenous methods. Findings reveal the intimate relationship of 

Indigenous institutions with the communities they serve, highlighting their deep understanding of 

students’ cultural and socio-economic circumstances, educational needs, and present effects from 

historical trauma. The key practices found in this study re-center our worldviews and reject the 

perpetual settler colonial attempts to usurp and erase all things Indigenous. Moreover, the 

findings of this study provide hope and inspiration for Indigenous communities looking to 

develop Indigenous models of higher education. 

Implications for Theory and Practice 

 The purpose of this section is to provide implications for theory, practice, and research by 

building on the extant literature.  

Theory 

 Stairs’ (1994) cultural negotiation conceptual framework and an Indigenous place-based 

lens were used to examine and explore the indigenizing practices of the two case study sites. The 

combination of these conceptual frameworks was fundamentally multidimensional in contrast to 

many unidimensional pedagogical approaches. This study highlights Stairs’ third dimension, 

depth of process – the degree of engagement and participation at any level of meaning – and 

supports her claim that this dimension is critical as it often remains invisible (p. 154). Stairs’ 

intention was that this framework be used as an “authentic field guide” useful in plotting 

effective courses through Indigenous educational development (p. 156). This field guide proved 

useful in organizing the various components of the indigenizing practices. Furthermore, the 

addition of an Indigenous place-based lens expanded the application of Stairs’ framework, more 

specifically, our understanding and interpretations of culture. 

 While Stairs’ (1994) conceptual framework was helpful in organizing and analyzing the 

data, it lacked in scope to understand the role of sovereignty in indigenizing practices. 
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Sovereignty within the context of education was defined as, “the inherent right of a people to 

self-government, self-determination, and self-education” (Lomawaima & McCarty, 2006, p. 9). 

While one could argue that these facets were individually included in the levels of meaning – 

language, content, ecological, social, and psychological – this study exposed the interconnected 

nature of these levels and a need for a “political level” to be included. While governance was not 

the sole definition of self-determination, it appeared often within the findings and warrants 

inclusion within Stairs’ cultural negotiation model. Moreover, Stairs’ framework did not include 

a dimension related to sovereignty. As a recurring theme, this study shows the need for an 

expanded cultural negotiation framework (Stairs, 1994) that explicitly includes sovereignty as an 

integral component or dimension. that Stairs’ cultural negotiation framework explicitly include 

sovereignty as an integral component of this framework. Furthermore, in addition to sovereignty, 

these findings show the need for components, levels, or dimensions for the direct relationship of 

the Indigenous communities with the nation-state and its agents.  

 Additionally, at each institution, after data collection I shared preliminary findings with 

all involved parties through a presentation where participants were able to ask questions and give 

feedback before I left the site. Interestingly, the imagery that depicted Stairs’ (1994) framework 

in a hierarchical fashion (an image of stairs going up) was controversial for participants. While 

the participants understood the interconnected nature and application of the framework as I 

described, participants urged me to reconstruct the image to reflect something more “natural,” 

such as a tree or circle. I understood these suggestions earnestly as part of the reciprocal 

relationship within an Indigenous research paradigm between researcher and participant, more 

specifically, as Indigenous participants held me accountable to utilizing a framework constructed 

through an Indigenous worldview. This feedback reminds me that as an Native Hawaiian 
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researcher working with Indigenous communities, it is important to be mindful and intentional 

with the images used to describe Indigenous thinking and processes, including theoretical 

frameworks. 

  While the Indigenous place-based lens was helpful in identifying and understanding 

culture within the institution, this study failed to support my presumptions of the role of place 

within an Indigenous institution. Initially, I had envisioned the roles of place in a postsecondary 

institution to cover a broad spectrum including being integrated into curriculum, facilities, and 

naming practices to integration of cultural practices (farming, fishing, traditional ways of land 

and resource management) as vital knowledge accessible for all students to educational practices 

that reconceptualize classroom spaces from four-walls to the classrooms of our ancestors (reefs, 

seas, forests, plains, etc). Some of these presumptions were realized including the integration of 

cultural practices (weaving and carving), along with curriculum, facilities, and naming practices. 

However, other assumptions were not realized. For example, at both institutions I did not 

observe integrated relationship building with the ʻāina (i.e. land, sea, natural environment) 

through fishing and farming subsistence practices, instead there was a stronger focus on 

language, culture, and history. Where my upbringing as a kuaʻāina casted a lens over my 

interpretations of relationships with place, it appeared that relationships with people and 

economic survival were more pronounced, and arguably prioritized, over working with and on 

the land. Moreover, these differences showed a disconnect in my interpretation of an Indigenous 

place-based lens and revealed researcher assumptions regarding place. Due to my upbringing 

living off the land, I assumed these types of subsistence lifestyle practices in place would be 

more pronounced in an Indigenous model of higher education, however, my findings showed 

that the institution’s relationship with place was cultivated in other ways. This is not to say that 
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individuals did not live these types of cultural practices (i.e. fishing, farming), rather it did not 

appear in the data. This theoretical implication is important because it draws attention to the 

significance of researcher positionality and reflexivity. Additionally, this implication highlights 

the contextual implications of utilizing an Indigenous place-based framework. 

 At both sites I was invited to participate in cultural practices that did align with my 

assumptions of the role of place. However, these practices were not housed within the 

institutional sites, rather, I experienced them outside of the university setting. More specifically, 

I had the privilege of being invited and immersed into sacred and ceremonial spaces within both 

communities I visited. I highlight this to draw attention to the choice Indigenous peoples have on 

cultural traditions they do or do not practice within their institution. While cultural practices are a 

vital part of what makes institutions inherently Indigenous, my experiences suggest that specific 

attention and care be given to such sacred decision-making in determining which traditions are 

practiced as well as how they are practiced. This too is another form of Indigenous self-

determination. 

 This entire study explores the intricacies of indigenizing practices, therefore, the 

following section draws attention to key practices rarely discussed in scholarship. These are 

primarily recommendations for how to develop an Indigenous model of higher education. More 

specifically, for Indigenous peoples that intend to have an Indigenous institution that reflects the 

culture and values of the community they serve.  These practices can be implemented in a variety 

of ways and serve as a guide to indigenizing and decolonizing. Additionally, this is not an 

exhaustive list of recommendations nor is it perfect. These practices are intended to act as a 

guide and are encouraged to be utilized in conjunction with networks from Indigenously-

controlled institutions. Building off the work of our ancestors, many Indigneous communities 
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have worked tirelessly over the past decades to develop Indigenous postsecondary institutions 

and it is imperative to acknowledge and develop relationships within this Indigenous network. 

Furthermore, the recommendations presented come from both sites, therefore, offer an 

international perspective on implications for practice.  

Practices 

 First, I would like to acknowledge that some of the indigenizing practices described in 

this study align with current scholarship. For instance, the curricular and pedagogical literature 

discussed in chapter two supports the findings related to curriculum and culturally rooted 

practices. Findings regarding community engagement and inclusion align with Stein’s (2003) 

pragmatic steps. The findings related to leadership and foundation align with Minthorn and 

Chavez (2014) analysis of Indigenous leadership. Moreover, findings that revealed expressions 

of self-determination, including self-education, aligned with Indigenous scholarship that centers 

sovereignty, power, and place (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, Hussey, & Wright, 2014; Deloria & Wildcat, 

2001). To my knowledge, the following listed practices stand out as findings that were rarely, if 

ever, discussed within Indigenous education scholarship, specifically as they apply to Indigenous 

models of higher education. I elaborate and share these practices as a guide for institutions, 

communities, and people working with Indigenous students. These practices include: 

A.  Kaiāulu – People connected to and by their relationship with place 

 In order to serve Indigenous populations, strict attention should be given to defining the 

community you serve. This step is often over simplified or generalized to strict settler 

colonial descriptions of community defined as people within a geographic boundary or 

political definitions such as tribal affiliations. While often siloed to people, findings suggest 

that community is people connected by place. Vaughan (2018) beautifully captures this 

understanding with the following: 
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Place or land, including the sea, is ʻāina, that which feeds. This word speaks to a 

relationship with ʻāina, the place that feeds your family, not only physically but 

spiritually, mentally, and emotionally. For generations, the sea of [the Hāʻena] coast has 

fed not only [our] area fishing families, but an entire community, through sharing. The 

word kaiāulu means “community” and contains the words kai ulu, the sea at full tide. 

Community is made up of people connected to and by their relationships with a particular 

place, as well as the place itself. Community encompasses people who live in, maintain 

family ties to, advocate over long periods of time for, eat from, or regularly use natural 

resources in a specific place. Increasingly, today’s world is made up of virtual and mobile 

communities. (p. 4) 

 Many of the practices in this study such as Indigenous core curriculum and cultural 

courses demonstrate the ways that people connected through a long history with a place 

directly influence an Indigenous model of higher education. The findings support a deep 

knowing of the kaiāulu, the community, familiar with the history of the land, the people, and 

the culture born from their relationship. This clarity is needed as it underpins almost every 

faucet of an Indigenous institution including all the indigenizing and decolonizing practices 

shared within this study. Community – people and place – is where the culture, history, and 

story of Indigenous peoples are created and sustained over time. More specifically, all agents 

of an Indigenous institution should be well-versed in the culture, history, language, and 

present circumstances of the community they serve. Moreover, this knowledge serves to 

inform the practices, policies, and processes of Indigenous institutions. 

E.  Hoʻokele – Using values and guiding principles to navigate decision-making 
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 Values and guiding principles are connected to the core of what makes postsecondary 

institutions inherently Indigenous. The explicit practices shared within this study illustrate 

various examples of how Indigenous institutions operationalize their values within their daily 

actions and decision-making. By utilizing and enforcing a set of guiding principles, 

postsecondary institutions are able to claim their identity as Indigenous. The daily practice of 

thinking through an Indigenous worldview, via guiding principles, is an avenue to 

decolonizing our thinking and re-membering our ancestral ways of life. This practice can be 

enforced both formally and informally throughout the institutions in written or oral practice.  

 If we think of seeing the world through an Indigenous worldview as running a marathon, 

then the implementation of analyzing and applying guiding principles to daily institutional 

activities is likened to training and exercising to build up endurance. To see through an 

Indigenous worldview is to glimpse through the eyes of our ancestors, a challenge for many 

raised in this technological and urban era often removed from traditional ways of thinking 

and doing. A strong Indigenous worldview, cultivated through daily application of cultural 

values in decision-making, supports our ability to reject and resist settler colonial 

mechanisms of Indigenous erasure. Utilizing values in daily activities within the institution 

creates a defense barrier within the mind to identify, resist, and eventually reject inherent 

settler colonial tensions of higher education. Furthermore, as more individuals implement 

this practice, a collective Indigenous identity will form for the institution. 

 This is arguably the most significant implication of this study. Educators within 

Indigenous institutions not only perpetuate this practice to remove settler colonial thinking by 

remembering and replacing it with an Indigenous worldview, they also strive to support 

future generations to develop their primary worldview as Indigenous. Rather than the current 
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rhetoric that centers settler colonial ideals and knowledge, this practice allows Indigenous 

communities to develop a pipeline for development of their student’s Indigenous worldview 

from birth to higher education and beyond. Additionally, for Indigenous institutions in their 

infancy, the implementation of this practice would significantly strength the Indigenous 

identity of a university or college.  

I.   Hoʻoulu – To grow and build capacity 

 In order to maintain an Indigenous identity, it is important to build capacity to support the 

forward momentum of self-education within postsecondary institutions. It was apparent 

through the findings how vital it is to implement succession plans to continue the forward 

movement of our Indigenous ancestors. Moreover, building capacity around language, 

history, and culture including preparing and developing future professors and leadership 

within an Indigenous institution are critical to an institution’s survival. 

 Both institutions expressed the importance and significance of teaching, learning, and 

utilizing Indigenous language within a postsecondary institution. The ability for Indigenous 

peoples to read, speak, and think with their respective Native languages allows for individual  

and institutional growth. More specifically, when language is accessible through primary and 

secondary educational avenues, a postsecondary institution can cultivate a bilingual or 

immersion space. Additionally, the bilingual nature of an institution contributes to the 

production and growth of a strong Indigenous literary foundation. Such resources can be 

developed and utilized within curriculum and courses as well as in community. Language, as 

noted by several language revitalization movements including Māori, Lakota, and Hawaiʻi, 

have great success in restoring Indigenous cultural vitality to disadvantaged communities. 
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This practice calls for such language movements to invade and permeate within higher 

education spaces. 

 Similar approaches to growing and building capacity apply to other arenas within the 

institution including people, curriculum and facilities. Discussed in depth in chapter four, the 

significance of building capacity is related to succession plans. As turnover or other 

circumstances shift the administration, staff, faculty, and students of an institution, capacity 

is critical to continue the work of Indigenous institutions. Building capacity around cultural 

practitioners is also vital in order to maintain such cultural lineage. Indigenous institutions 

must be vigilant and intentional with raising generations of educators, practitioners, and 

leaders to sustain the academic lineage of their institutions. 

O.  Kupuna ʻIke – Preserving elder(s) knowledge 

As evident in this study, kupuna or elders, are the keepers of cultural knowledge and 

traditional ways of knowing, doing, and being. They are sources of wisdom deeply connected 

to the people, place, and culture who typically spent the majority of their lives immersed in 

Indigenous traditional lifestyles. It was apparent across both institutions how devastating it is 

on a community and institution when an elder passes away. While this is inevitable, this 

practice calls for the preservation of elder knowledge. Whether by recording, interviewing, 

pictures, books, or shadowing, it is vital to record and safely store elder knowledge. One 

approach to such preservation is through mentorship, intentional shadowing and integrated 

learning from elders by being physically present with them. We can look to various methods 

of collecting, preserving, and sharing kupuna ʻike, however, regardless of the avenue, elder 

knowledge must be captured to the best of our abilities to preserve for future generations. 

U.  Kākoʻo – Support through an Indigenous network of educators 
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 Not only did this study provide insight into the best practices and lessons learned to 

indigenize and decolonize, it also opened doors of support across the world. As I reflect on 

the history of the development of Indigenous institutions, I noticed that they were often the 

first of their kind and the first to pave a path. However, today Indigenous institutions can be 

found around the world whereby a wealth of knowledge and experience is housed within this 

network. Therefore, this practice calls for relationship building across lands and seas. With 

the incessant threat of settler colonial subjugation, it is imperative more than ever to work 

together to support the Indigenous self-determination movements of our various nations. This 

includes sharing resources, learning from each other’s practices, and physically experiencing 

the manifestation of our respective Indigenous models of higher education. 

Implications for Policy and Research 

 This study made important empirical contributions to higher education and key practices 

to support Indigenous students. In this section, I call attention to the contributions of this 

research and suggest areas for future research.  

Policy 

 This study highlights the distinct and often opposing ontologies between settler colonial 

and Indigneous worldviews. These findings upend settler colonial debates about whether or not a 

college education is a public or private good. As one participant noted, such settler colonial 

ideas, in that case nepotism, do not have a place within Indigenous institutions. Or, in the 

instance of intellectual property and individualism speaks to this whereby Indigenous 

communities have been decimated by codified settler colonial notions of property, which have 

stripped away the rights and contributions of Native peoples. For Indigenous communities, what 

is public and private seems to be the same, unlike settler colonial notions of postsecondary 

education. This is in large part due to the emphasis on individualism within the academy and 
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what individuals should get out of college given the high cost. By contrast, within Indigenous 

nations, individual and community success are synonymous and education is not practiced as a 

transactional exchange. This study contributes to our understanding and definition of higher 

education as a public or private good and adds an alternative interpretation for Indigenous 

communities. 

 Another implication of this study addresses the characteristics that define an Indigenous 

institution distinct from an Indigenously-controlled institution. Indigenous institutions are not 

inherently Indigenous because of who governs them, rather, the findings from this study show 

that Indigenous institutions not only emphasize Indigenous culture, which is certainly important 

and drives how outsiders often understand these institutions. However, Indigenous institutions 

are actually equally about addressing what the Indigenous population that they serve is up 

against, which is the present effects of a long history of colonial oppression justified under the 

flag of settler colonial superiority. Moreover, this perhaps explains why predominantly white 

institutions often fail Native students because they might get the cultural part through student 

services or pedagogical solutions but they often neglect addressing the equally significant 

oppression part. In this sense, Indigenous institutions are just as much political as they are 

cultural. These implications serve to nuance the terms settler colonial research and policy has 

used to discuss, explain, and define Indigenous peoples, actions, and institutions. 

Research 

 There has been a recent growth in the number of Native scholars utilizing and 

incorporating Indigenous research paradigms into their research and scholarship (Keene, 2013; 

Lipe, 2014; Tachine, 2015; Ambo, 2017). While these studies focused on students in higher 

education and institutional partnerships, this study focuses on indigenizing practices. Moreover, 

this study utilized principles from an Indigenous research paradigm (Wilson, 2008) to work with 
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and learn from Indigenous communities that govern postsecondary institutions. This study 

provides a distinct contribution to research as these concepts were integrated into the entire study 

– paradigmatic stance, the method of conducting research, and disseminating findings – which 

few studies in higher education have attempted. 

 Throughout my data collection and across both institutions, participants raised issues with 

the terms “Indigenous,” “indigenize,” and “decolonize” used within this study. More 

specifically, with the term “indigenize” offered too broad of a generalized term and participants 

prefered I use their specific Indigenous community or nation term such as Māori or Lakota. This 

is an important implication for research as often Native peoples are homogenized into a 

monolithic category of “Indigenous” or “Native” removing the vast differences of our 

communities. The data showed that the terms “indigenize and decolonize” suggested to 

participants that they were taking something and transforming it into something Native, which 

did not resonate with the purpose of their respective institutions. Additionally, these terms fell 

short in identifying the purpose of the underpinning intentions of indigenizing and decolonizing 

which is sovereignty. To address these concerns of the participants, I reframed these terms as 

“...from a Māori/Lakota worldview” when sharing findings.  

 This is an important implication, as researchers often utilize the term Indigenous to 

collectively discuss Native peoples, however, when working with specific tribes or peoples, it is 

more appropriate to utilize their self identified nationality and report your findings as such. 

While these terms have purpose and function in Western-framed research context, as a 

generalized term to encompass all Native people, as researchers and as a Native researcher we 

must caution to address these concerns and distinguish our findings as such. This study 
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demonstrates how research can simultaneously be specific to distinct Indigenous communities as 

well as have implications for the broader Indigenous community. 

Advice of Caution for Other Indigenous Communities 

 This study highlights the constant tensions between decolonization and institutional 

sustainability. As described throughout this study, Indigenous institutions struggle to fully escape 

the inherent settler colonial tensions embedded in higher education and must comply with settler 

colonial standards in order to receive the resources needed to sustain their institution. Indigenous 

institutions must not only be vigilant regarding issues of compliance, they must also protect their 

ways of thinking and operating. As sites of systemic transformation, Indigenous institutions not 

only serve educational purposes but they are sites of self-determination geared towards 

addressing a long history of settler colonial efforts to exterminate a once thriving nation of 

people. Therefore, for other Indigenous communities who have or want to have their own 

Indigenous institutions, it is imperative to be defensive of settler colonialism invading their 

model through people, practices, and policies. These words of caution serve as advice that was 

revealed during this study. 

 What makes an institution inherently Indigenous is not that it is governed by Native 

people but rather the Indigenous values, practices, histories, and traditions that underpin these 

models. This distinction is very important, as I found, an institution is not Indigenous solely 

because it is governed by Indigenous peoples. Due to the constant plague of settler colonialism, 

Indigenously-controlled institutions that are designed after settler colonial universities must be 

vigilant to avoid utilizing settler colonial ideologies of legitimacy, rigor, content, curriculum, or 

policies if they aim to be Indigenous. To do so, would replicate current systems of oppression. 

To be identified as an Indigenous model of higher education on approach is to quantify its impact 

towards nation building and self-determination. TWoR is a clear example of the ways in which 
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they have grown to explicitly reject settler colonial oversight, develop their own Māori systems 

of assessment through to values, and their success in graduating students as agents of change. 

Through tracking graduates, there is a quantifiable approach to identifying the impact of 

Indigenous institutions.  

 This study not only offers indigenizing and decolonizing practices, it also points to the 

lessons learned by educators within Indigenous models of higher education. This section 

highlighted the importance of Indigenous peoples to caution and protect ourselves from settler 

colonialism geared to erase our existence.  

For My Community, Ea! 

         As a first-generation college student, I diligently worked towards academic achievements 

that I could use to return home and better my community. As I noted at the beginning of this 

study, I have traversed a wide range of educational paths including multiple degrees and 

institutional types, and often asked myself, “Would people from my community thrive in the 

various educational environments that I have been exposed to?” Sadly, I found my answer is an 

unmistakable, “No, they would not thrive here on this campus.” Looking to my immediate and 

extended family and our close-knit community, I understand why so few chose to continue into 

higher education after high school. The opposition felt between the Native Hawaiian culture of 

our communities and the settler colonial education systems rooted in assimilation and cultural 

erasure has severe implications on the academic achievement of Indigenous peoples.  

 As a researcher and as a Native Hawaiian woman, it was a privilege to develop, 

implement, and complete this study. The opportunity to learn first hand from other Indigenous 

communities around the world provided invaluable insights into creating an Indigenous model of 

higher education. The diverse approaches to indigenizing and decolonizing practices coupled 

with the formal and informal application of values have implications for my future research and 
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work to serve my community. The lessons learned and the advice of caution are crucial 

scholarship that I will apply to combat the challenges that confront the Indigenous, more 

specifically, Native Hawaiian students. Furthermore, findings from this study have implications 

for my community and support my position to continue to fight and assert our political distinct 

from bicultural or nation-within-a-nation relationship with our colonizer. 

 In addition to remembering and revitalizing cultural knowledge and practices, 

implications of this study call for action within a twenty-first century in mind. A call to not just 

remember our chants but to practice making new chants, not just conceptualizing wahi pana of 

old but identifying and storying wahi pana of today. A call to face and embrace the challenges of 

imparting the values of these practices for youth not interested in these specific lifeways. The 

root of this implication is a call to action for what it means to be a Native Hawaiian today within 

the twenty-first century, perpetuating cultural practices and creating new ones. As I look to the 

lesson and practices of the Indigenous institutions in this study, this study laid the foundation and 

framework for me to continue to develop a ʻĀina University within my own community. This 

study serves as a guide to the first steps including community – place and people – engagement 

to inform the direction and shape the model of higher education reflective of my community. As 

a contribution towards Native Hawiian resurgence, the findings of this study have direct 

implications on the approach and process I will use to grow an ʻāina-based Hawaiian model of 

higher education for my community and the future generations of Haleleʻa and Koʻolau. Ea! 

Conclusion 

 As one of the first international qualitative case studies to do a cross case analysis of 

Indigenous models of higher education, this study showcased the perspectives of Indigenous 

educators to reveal new and significant findings related to indigenizing and decolonizing 

practices, the values that underpin these practices, and their contribution to sustaining 
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institutional longevity and addressing settler colonial challenges. Additionally, this study offers 

significant findings and recommendations for postsecondary institutions that work with 

Indigenous students. These findings challenge us to think of alternative ways to define higher 

education, the values that animate their practices, and ways to approach issues of systemic 

oppression that manifest in the academy today. There is much work to be done to address such 

inherent tensions, whereby, this study brings to light a guide for those looking to develop or have 

developed an Indigenous model of higher education. Models that simultaneously reflect the 

culture, values, and worldviews of the community they serve as well as address the present 

effects of a long history of colonial subjugation and oppression. 

 My life commitment is to foster the success for Native Hawaiian and Indigenous students 

in higher education. While it is essential to transform settler colonial postsecondary institutions, 

my experiences collecting data combined with my lived experiences as a Native Hawaiian 

woman influence my intentions to reclaim higher education for Native Hawaiians by developing 

the first ʻāina university, Indigenous institution, for my community. My goal is to uplift the 

Lāhui Hawaiʻi, Hawaiian Nation, by teaching students in an environment that reconnects people 

to the land and privileges Native Hawaiian values, cultural practices, and worldviews. To this 

end, this study serves as a guide to develop an Indigenous model of higher education and 

contributes to Indigenous resurgence and Native Hawaiian sovereignty, Ea. 

 

 

  

  

  



 232 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A. 

Table 1A 
Final Sample of Recorded Participants 
Case Study Site Position Recorded  
Sinte Gleska University President Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Provost Yes 
Sinte Gleska University VP of Academic Affairs Yes 
Sinte Gleska University VP of Student Services Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Director of Financial Aid Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Assessment Coordinator Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Arts & Sciences Faculty Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Human Service Faculty Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Lakota Studies Faculty Yes 
Sinte Gleska University Land Institute Director No 
Sinte Gleska University Librarian No 
Sinte Gleska University Administrative Assistant No 
Sinte Gleska University Art Institute Faculty No 
Sinte Gleska University Business Faculty No 
Sinte Gleska University Environmental Science Faculty No 
Sinte Gleska University Lakota Studies Faculty No 
Sinte Gleska University Lakota Studies Faculty/Staff No 
Sinte Gleska University Nursing Faculty No 
Sinte Gleska University Alumni No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Tumuaki (President) Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Admin - Te Whare o te Tumuaki Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Staff – Te Kāhui Whakatupu Mātauranga Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Staff/Faculty – Te Whare Whakatupu Mātauranga Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Staff/Faculty – Te Kāhui Whakatupu Mātauranga Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Staff – Te Whare Manaaki Whenua Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Kōrero Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Whakaakoranga Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Oranga Yes 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Admin - Te Whare o te Tumuaki No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Staff – Te Whare Whakatupu Mātauranga No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Aronui No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Kōkiri No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Kōkiri No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Kōkiri No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Kōkiri No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Oranga No 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Faculty – Te Whare Oranga No 
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Appendix B. 
 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES  
PARTICIPANT OUTREACH 

Indigenous Models of Higher Education 
 

Email Script for Participant Recruitment 
 
Subject: INTERVIEW REQUEST: Doctoral dissertation on Indigenous Models of Higher 
Education 
 
Aloha [Participant], 

 
 My name is Kapua Lililehua Chandler and I am from the island of Kauaʻi. I am a Phd 
student at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in the Graduate School of 
Education and Information Studies. As part of the requirements for earning my PhD degree, I am 
doing a research project. The purpose of my project is to examine the process that Indigenously-
controlled institutions use to operationalize their respective Indigenous models of higher 
education – institutions that reflect the culture and values of the Indigenous community they 
serve.  

You were referred to me by INSERT NAME. Since you are an admin/staff/faculty member 
at SGU/TWoR, I am contacting you with the hope of interviewing you to learn more about your 
experience working in an Indigenous institution. More specifically, I am interested in learning 
about how your institutions was uniquely designed for your culture. As a Native Hawaiian 
woman myself, I hope to learn more about how other Native communities Indigenize their 
institutions. My goal is to use the findings from this research project to inform my decision-
making in developing a Native Hawaiian college for my community on Kauaʻi. Your 
participation would be kept anonymous and confidential, this research will support not only 
myself but others that may learn from the practices of your Indigenous institution.  
 
If you are willing to participate, please reply to this email with your availability for an 
introductory conversation. I look forward to hearing from you and to answer any questions you 
may have. 
 
Mahalo, 
Kapua 
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Appendix C. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Indigenous Models of Higher Education 
 

Kapua L. Chandler, a Phd student, from the Education Department at the University of 
California, Los Angeles (UCLA) are conducting a research study. 
 
You were selected as a possible participant in this study because you are a Indigenously-
controlled university adminstrator/staff/faculty member.  Your participation in this research 
study is voluntary.   
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
The purpose of my project is to examine the process that Indigenously-controlled institutions use 
to operationalize their respective Indigenous models of higher education – institutions that reflect 
the culture and values of the Indigenous community they serve. 
 
What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, the researcher will ask you to do the following: 
• Participate in a 60-minute interview at your University campus 
• You will be asked questions about the following topics: 

o History of the institution 
o Questions regarding development of cultural department 
o Values and principles of the insitution 
o Process for Indigenizing the insitutions (i.e. place names, curriculum, etc.) 

 
How long will I be in the research study?  Participation will take a total of about 60 minutes. 
 
Are there any potential risks or discomforts that I can expect from this study? 
 
Participants may feel temporary emotional distress if they discuss uncomfortable or difficult 
experiences regarding the process of indigenizing their institution.  
 
Are there any potential benefits if I participate?  
 
You will not directly benefit from your participation in the research. 
  
The results of the research may provide a necessary addition to current academic literature on 
Indigenous models of higher education, creating for educators and policy makers the potential 
for more informed and critical future practice. 
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Will information about me and my participation be kept confidential? 
 
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can identify you will 
remain confidential. It will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. 
Confidentiality will be maintained by means of an encrypted and password protected folder and 
computer.   
 
What are my rights if I take part in this study? 
 
• You can choose whether or not you want to be in this study, and you may withdraw your 

consent and discontinue participation at any time. 
• Whatever decision you make, there will be no penalty to you, and no loss of benefits to 

which you were otherwise entitled.   
• You may refuse to answer any questions that you do not want to answer and still remain in 

the study. 
 
Who can I contact if I have questions about this study? 
 
• The research team:   

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can talk to the one 
of the researchers. Please contact:  
 
Kapua Chandler at (808)-639-6248 
PO Box 763 
Kilauea, HI 96754 
kapua@ucla.edu 
 
Mitchell Chang at (310)-825-0504 
Moore Hall 3127 
405 Hilgard Avenue 
Los Angele, CA 90095-1521 
mjchang@gseis.ucla.edu 

 
• UCLA Office of the Human Research Protection Program (OHRPP): 

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject, or you have concerns or 
suggestions and you want to talk to someone other than the researchers, you may contact the 
UCLA Office of the Human Research Protection Program by phone: (310) 206-2040; by 
email: participants@research.ucle.edu or by mail: Box 951406, Los Angeles, CA 90095-
1406. 
 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
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Appendix D. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Indigenous Models of Higher Education 
INTRODUCTION  
Aloha Kakahiaka/Awakea/Ahiahi, my name is Kapua Lililehua Chandler. I am a Phd student at 
the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in the Higher Education and Organizational 
Change division. As part of the requirements for earning my Phd degree, I am doing a research 
project. The purpose of my project is to examine the process that Indigenously-controlled 
institutions use to operationalize their respective Indigenous models of higher education – 
institutions that reflect the culture and values of the Indigenous community they serve.  
Thank you for consenting to participate in this research study. If you have not yet completed a 
consent form, I can give you a few minutes to do so now. Within the next 60 minutes, I will be 
asking you a series of open ended questions to learn more about the Indigenizing practices of 
your institution.  
Again, this is a voluntary activity and your answers will be kept confidential. If at any time you 
need to take a break, please feel free to do so. Also, if at any time you do not want to answer a 
question or wish to withdraw your participation, please fell free to leave or refrain from 
answering the question.  
The information collected will be destroyed after this study. As this is a semi-structured 
interview, these are guiding questions; not all questions may be asked, and questions may not be 
asked in this exact order. Follow-up questions may also emerge during the conversation. Please 
be as honest and truthful as possible, remembering again that this is confidential.  
Mahalo nui for your participation in this study. Do you have any questions before we begin?  
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
See Sinte Gleska University Interview Questions See Te Wananga o Raukawa Interview 
Questions  
CLOSING  
Mahalo nui for talking with me today! Is there anything else that you would like to include?  
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Appendix E. 
 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES  
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR SGU 

 
Indigenous Models of Higher Education 

 
Sinte Gleska University Interview Questions 

 
Theoretical Framework & Literature-driven Questions 
What are the values of the institution? What was the process to determine these values? 
When the school was first created, how did you determine what would be taught? 
How did you determine how it would be structured and who would teach it? 
How is the quality of the cultural information and the way it is taught maintained?  
What is the role of advisory boards/councils within the tribal college?  
How do you determine who is on these boards/councils? 
How are meetings governed? Is there a specific process for decision making? 
What is the role of community in the development of the institutional practices? 
Does the community have a role in the day-to-day functions of the institution? 
How does the community participate in the decision making of the institution? 
Leadership 
In what ways do you see the tribal college as a Lakota institution different from a Western 
university? 
What are the most prominent ways the the tribal college is a Lakota institution? 
How is the quality and accuracy of the Lakota culture is ensured throughout the institution? 
For example, in classroom  contexts, policies, programs, departments, governance, with 
community, with state/government. 
Are there less obvious ways the philosophies and processes play a part in the tribal college? 
In what ways do you think Lakota values and worldviews could be more included in the tribal 
college structure, programs, and organization? 
And if you think of any things that could be better, why haven’t they happened yet?  
*If examples are presented of future plans, I will inquire about the Indigenization process for 
those examples. 
(Anticipated) Community Leadership 
What is Indigenous knowledge in your community? 
What cultural values do you consider important for education? 
What are traditional methods of teaching and learning in your culture? 
How do you see these cultural values and ways of being educated included in the tribal 
college? 
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How is Lakota culture evident in the school (such as in its practices, procedures, the 
relationships people have, and what is considered important)?  
How do you see this as a chancellor/president/faculty member? 
(Anticipated) Specific Examples (i.e. dean of Lakota studies, stories of place) 
In what ways has the school  intentionally structured the courses, programs, and policies to 
develop the Lakota identity of students? 
Could you walk me through a “typical” student story plan (from first day to graduation)?  
Who were the primary people at the meetings when the department was being developed? 
How did you determine what would be taught and what would not? 
How did you determine the methods of teaching? 
Were there protocols put into place to ensure the quality and accuracy of Lakota culture would 
be maintained? 
Has the department changed significantly over time, specifically the content taught or the 
methods for teaching? And if so, how? 
What is the story of how the institutional structures were named? 
Significant surrounding geographic places and their stories, how are they integrated into the 
institution. 
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Appendix F. 
 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES  
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TWOR 

 
Indigenous Models of Higher Education 

 
Te Wānanga o Raukawa Interview Questions 

 
Theoretical Framework & Literature-driven Questions 
What are the values of the institution? What was the process to determine these values? 
When the school was first created, how did you determine what would be taught? 
How did you determine how it would be structured and who would teach it? 
How is the quality of the cultural information and the way it is taught maintained?  
What is the role of advisory boards/councils within the wananga?  
How do you determine who is on these boards/councils? 
How are meetings governed? Is there a specific process for decision making? 
What is the role of community in the development of the institutional practices? 
Does the community have a role in the day-to-day functions of the institution? 
How does the community participate in the decision making of the institution? 
Leadership 
In what ways do you see the wananga as a Maori institution different from a Pakeha 
university? 
What are the most prominent ways the wananga is a Maori institution? 
How is the quality and accuracy of the Maori tikanga and kaupapa ensured throughout the 
institution? For example, in classroom  contexts, policies, programs, departments, governance, 
with community, with state/government. 
Are there less obvious ways the philosophies and processes play a part in the wananga? 
In what ways do you think Maori values and worldviews could be more included in the 
wananga structure, programs, and organization? 
And if you think of any things that could be better, why haven’t they happened yet?  
*If examples are presented of future plans, I will inquire about the Indigenization process for 
those examples.  
 
(Anticipated) Community Leadership 
 
What is Indigenous knowledge in your community? 
What cultural values do you consider important for education? 
What are traditional methods of teaching and learning in your culture? 
How do you see these cultural values and ways of being educated included in the wananga? 



 240 

How is Maori culture evident in the school (such as in its practices, procedures, the 
relationships people have, and what is considered important)?  
How do you see this as a chancellor/president/faculty member? 
(Anticipated) Specific Examples (i.e. dean of Lakota studies, stories of place) 
In what ways has the school  intentionally structured the courses, programs, and policies to 
develop the Maori identity of students? 
Could you walk me through a “typical” student story plan (from first day to graduation)?  
Who were the primary people at the meetings when the department was being developed? 
How did you determine what would be taught and what would not? 
How did you determine the methods of teaching? 
Were there protocols put into place to ensure the quality and accuracy of Maori culture would 
be maintained? 
Has the department changed significantly over time, specifically the content taught or the 
methods for teaching? And if so, how? 
What is the story of how the institutional structures were named? 
Significant surrounding geographic places and their stories, how are they integrated into the 
institution. 
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Appendix G. 

Table G1 
List of Documents Reviewed  
Case Study Site  Document Title 
Sinte Gleska University  
(SGU)   

SGU Organizational Chart  

SGU Values and Principles  

SGU Policies and Procedures Handbook  

First Strategic Plans year 2000 and 2013  

SGU 2015 Work Plan  

SGU Strategic Plan 2015-2018  

SGU All Staff Meeting SWOT Analysis 2015  

SGU Strategic Planning Meeting Notes 2015   

SGU Tokatakiya Okolakiciye Strategic Planning Session   

SGU Lakota Studies Department Program Review 2016  

SGU Self Study Report 2015  

SGU Overview & History of Institutional Shared 

Governance  

  
Te Wananga o Raukawa  
(TWoR)  

TWoR The Theory and Understanding of Wananga   

Principles, Values, Philosophies and their expression  

Guiding Kaupapa of Te Wananga o Raukawa, online 

at Whakatupuranga Rua Mano – 2000 Case Study  

 
Te Kawa o Te Ako Principle  

2017 Annual Report  

2018 TWoR Student Handbook  
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