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Note on Terminology 
 

Throughout this document, the term Indigenous Peoples represents the shared and 

distinct worldviews, values, principles, histories and methodologies of First Nation, 

Métis and Inuit Peoples in Canada. This term is not used to homogenize First Nation, 

Métis and Inuit Peoples, and reflects these distinct nations and communities as the 

First Peoples of Canada. When talking about one nation or community in particular, 

the term First Nation, Métis and/or Inuit is used.  

 

Executive Summary 

Between October 2018 and November 2019, through the Indigenous Mental Health 

Project, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative hosted three gatherings across Canada to 

identify Grand Challenges that articulate mental health and wellness within a 

framework guided by Indigenous ways of knowing and being1.  To support its research 

and knowledge creation activities during this project, and (ideally) in the long-term, 

the Indigenous Innovation Initiative developed a modified version of the mainstream 

Delphi method, called the Three-Stranded Basket approach.  The three “strands” of the 

basket refer to three groups comprised of Indigenous and non-Indigenous participants 

who collaboratively defined the Grand Challenges: Academics (i.e., Strand 1), 

Community Service Providers (i.e., Strand 2), and Indigenous community members 

with lived experience2 (i.e., Strand 3).  

A key intention of creating the Three-Stranded Basket approach was to: 

 Decolonize the Delphi method for use within Indigenous research contexts 

 Create a tool that can identify Grand Challenges in Indigenous mental 

health, which could then be used to inform the development of targeted 

innovation programs that fund innovators and entrepreneurs to identify 

innovative solutions for these challenges in Indigenous communities 

 

To ensure the Three-Stranded Basket approach was suitable for long-term use, the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative has evaluated its utility and limitations. To ensure this 

was done in a way that is grounded in Indigenous ways of knowing and being, 

Johnston Research Inc. was engaged to implement an evaluation using a decolonized 

methodology.  Knowing that decolonization does not adhere to the parameters of a 

checkbox system, this evaluation sought to raise the bar in assessing what was 

accomplished by the Indigenous Innovation Initiative during its first implementation of 

                                                           
1 A Grand Challenge is a specific and significant barrier that prevents communities from 

addressing large problems that they are facing. These barriers are difficult, but not impossible, 

to remove and require an innovative and collaborative approach to solve them. If these 

solutions are successful, we can scale them up and apply them to similar Grand Challenges in 

other areas which allows us to have a larger, and potentially global, impact. 
2 See the findings and recommendations sections for a discussion on the need to revisit the use 

of the term ‘l”ved-experience.” 



 

the Three-Stranded Basket approach. As such, this evaluation sought to respond to the 

following primary questions: 

 Can this approach be applied within, and generate outcomes that are 

relevant to, Indigenous contexts? 

 Is this an appropriate approach to support the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative platform, and for identifying Indigenous Grand Challenges? 

 Is this approach innovative? If not, what changes are required to make it 

innovative? 

 What are the key attributes of this approach that are contributing to its 

success? 

 

The Indigenous Innovation Initiative recently established an Indigenous Framework to 

guide its daily work and commitments.  This Framework is an admirable set of goals 

and was applied to evaluate the Three-Stranded Basket approach.  The analysis, 

conclusions and recommendations were guided by interviews, project documents and a 

review of key literature.  

In developing and implementing the Three-Stranded Basket approach, the Indigenous 

Innovation Initiative has endeavoured to meet a bar not set by industry and 

government, but by Indigenous Peoples, and has excelled in almost all expectations 

made as to what it could accomplish.  Based on the results of this evaluation, the 

Three-Stranded Basket approach is an innovative and culturally safe adaptation of the 

Delphi method.  All evaluation informants were satisfied with the modified Delphi 

method and recommended its continued use in the future, following some 

modifications (see below).   

For their first application of the Three-Stranded Basket approach, through the 

Indigenous Mental Health Project, Strand 3 (which was made up of Indigenous youth) 

was observed to best demonstrate the appropriate and ideal use of this approach, for 

example by following cultural safety protocols most closely. Despite this, the 

following areas for improvement have been identified: 

 Each of the ‘integration models’ are rooted in shared and distinct 

Indigenous rights, worldviews, approaches and methodologies to varying 

degrees, and will benefit from modifications to further decolonize 

structural issues within the process    

 Western research practices are being used during the consensus building 

phase of the Three-Stranded Basket approach, and this phase of the 

process should be further decolonized to best align to shared and distinct 

Indigenous worldviews, approaches and methodologies 

 Aside from Strand 3, mentorship does not appear to have been a 

component of the gatherings, and could be enhanced to create even safer 

cultural spaces and to further promote relationship building across 

participants 

 Some of the language used to define aspects of the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach would benefit from modifications from a decolonization lens 



 

 

 

Based on these areas for improvement, the following key recommendations have been 

presented for consideration:  

1. Consider including alternative methods, for example sensemaking, into 

each gathering to resolve numerous issues, including those related to 

mentorship, balanced decision-making and use of Western research 

practices. For example, if using the “Community Determined” 

‘integration’ model again, the goal of Strand 1 and 2 could be to finalize 

the list of barriers through an end-of-gathering sensemaking session (vs. 

doing this offline through surveys). Then, the goal of Strand 3 could be to 

develop the final list of Grand Challenges through an end-of-gathering 

sensemaking session that considers the final lists of barriers from Strand 1 

and 2.  Beyond sensemaking, participatory approaches could bring some 

participants from Strand 1 and 2 to collaboratively inform the Grand 

Challenges finalized during Strand 3, or have participants from all three 

strands participate at each other’s gatherings. Either approach would 

enable mentorship across gatherings that would allow participants from all 

strands to understand the perspectives and experiences that are informing 

each gathering’s list of barriers, and to ask questions and enable a more 

meaningfully informed list. Thus, the final list of Grand Challenges would 

have more rigorously evolved through a dynamic participatory process.  

2. Aside from the above, the following changes could also be made to the 

‘integration models’ to better align them to the shared and distinct 

protocols and methodologies of Indigenous communities: 

a. If using the “Three Separate Strands Make Up the Gathering 

Basket” ‘integration model’ in the future, the process could be 

modified by having the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 

consolidate all three lists of barriers offline and then have the 

participants from all three strands come together in a fourth 

session to define the final list of Grand Challenges 

collaboratively, which is then shared with funding partners.   

b. If using the “Rolling Verification” ‘integration model’ in the 

future, the process could be modified by having two to three 

participants from the other two strands attend each gathering to 

more fully engage with their peers in Strand 3.  

3. As it relates to the use of the term ‘integration model’, a term that better 

describes the process followed within the project is ‘verification’. This is 

because the Grand Challenges were compared, ranked and verified within 

the three separate groups, with a final list defined by Strand 3.  Thus, the 

term ‘wholistic verification model’ can be considered instead. 

4. As it relates to the language used for explaining why Indigenous youth 

were participating in Strand 3, Indigenous communities have been a young 

population since time immemorial and they take much pride in having 

youth participate in leadership building roles and enacting their 

responsibilities to their communities.  As such, youth are often referred to 

as the future and are encouraged to “wander” to support their wholistic 



 

and extensive development.  Considering this, a strength-based solution 

would include leveraging this leadership-focused language instead of the 

deficit-based language around the mental health challenges they face, 

often alone.  

5. Future engagements and evaluations across the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative, including but not limited to the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach, should use a flexible modeling process.  For example, a 

participatory, community-centered approach that enables community 

members to define an appropriate balance of representation when 

engaging non-Indigenous, First Nations, Métis and Inuit Peoples across 

rural, urban and remote communities and other intersectionalities as they 

deem appropriate. Furthermore, community should define how and what 

data is collected, to make sure it is accessible and allows for 

disaggregated, relevant and helpful information that meets their needs and 

priorities.  

 

In conclusion, despite numerous areas where the Three-Stranded Basket approach can 

be improved to better meet the needs and methodologies of Indigenous Peoples, the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative has taken a courageous leap in transforming Western 

research practices for use within Indigenous contexts, with the aim of supporting 

program development that addresses core community challenges.  A future that brings 

Indigenous ways of knowing and being together into research, and to function in this 

new way through collaborative processes, is a vision for Indigenous program design 

across Canada.  The Indigenous Innovation Initiative has taken on innovation practices 

in program design that support individuals to participate in system-level discussions 

that enable wholistic thinking, reflection and growth.   

With an ongoing focus of decolonization and reconciliation by addressing the above 

recommendations, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative will continue to play a 

leadership role in advancing research practices that meet the needs and support the 

visions of Indigenous Peoples. Furthermore, their focus on developing programming 

that invests in communities, including a focus on Indigenous youth, will have a 

substantial impact on the mental health and wellness of Indigenous communities in the 

future.   

  



 

1. Background 

1.1 About the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 

The Indigenous Innovation Initiative is an innovation platform that enables Indigenous 

innovators and entrepreneurs in Canada to identify and solve challenges in their own 

communities, to transform lives and to drive inclusive growth. To do this, the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative helps increase access to funding and support for 

innovators by reducing gaps and barriers and creating new opportunities, so they can 

test and grow ideas designed to improve lives.  The Indigenous Innovation Initiative is 

staffed and managed by Indigenous Peoples, and is hosted at Grand Challenges 

Canada.   

To ensure the Indigenous Innovation Initiative meets the needs of Indigenous Peoples, 

it is built on a foundation of Indigenous ways of knowing and being and is deeply 

rooted in Indigenous values and wisdoms. This includes the following Indigenous 

Framework which guides how all of its programs and projects operate (see Appendix 

A for details about what each principle below means): 

 Acknowledge our shared history 

 Respect Indigenous rights 

 Be grounded in Indigenous worldviews 

 Honour Indigenous approaches 

1.2 About the Indigenous Mental Health Project and the Three-Stranded 

Basket Approach 

Between October 2018 and November 2019, 

through the Indigenous Mental Health 

Project, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 

hosted three gatherings across Canada to 

identify Grand Challenges in Indigenous 

mental health (defined in box on right).   

One of the tools that Grand Challenges 

Canada uses to identify Grand Challenges is 

the mainstream Delphi method. Using this 

method, a group of experts, which includes academics, scientists and researchers, is 

surveyed multiple times to identify and gain consensus on a list of Grand Challenges 

in a specific topic area.  This list is used to develop programs that fund innovators and 

entrepreneurs to solve these challenges in their own communities, which includes 

funding through the Indigenous Innovation Initiative.   

Within Indigenous worldviews, however, experts include more than academics, 

researchers and scientists, so the Indigenous Innovation Initiative has developed an 

alternative to the Delphi method. This method is called the Three-Stranded Basket 

A grand challenge is one or more 

specific critical barrier(s) that, if 

removed, would help solve an 

important social problem with a 

high likelihood of impact through 

widespread implementation  

 

Definition used by Grand 

Challenges Canada 

  

 

https://indigenousinnovate.org/
https://www.grandchallenges.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Global-Access-Policy_March-5-2019_ENG.pdf
https://www.grandchallenges.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Global-Access-Policy_March-5-2019_ENG.pdf


 

approach, and it is used to identify Indigenous Grand Challenges in a specific topic 

area – for example, mental health.  

The Three-Stranded Basket approach expands the group of experts from the Delphi 

method to include Indigenous and non-Indigenous community service providers and 

Indigenous community members with lived experience, in addition to academics, 

researchers and scientists with experience and/or expertise in the topic area, regardless 

of their personal background or affiliation to an Indigenous community. Each group of 

experts makes up one strand of the basket.  This modification aims to support 

identification of Indigenous Grand Challenges in a way that is rooted in Indigenous 

worldviews, based on relationship and storytelling and gives the most voice to 

Indigenous Peoples within the community who are not necessarily academics or 

service providers, but who are often closest to the issues and, thus, most aware of or 

impacted by the topic area. 

Using the Three-Stranded Basket approach, each strand gathers separately to identify a 

list of barriers related to the topic area. After each gathering, participants separately 

and independently complete multiple online surveys to rank and refine their list of 

barriers, until they all agree on the rankings.  Once each strand agrees, these separate 

lists are consolidated into one for further ranking (again using surveys) into a final list 

of Grand Challenges in the topic area. There are different ways to do this and, when 

developing the Three-Stranded Basket approach, three possible models of data 

integration were identified (see Appendix B for an overview of each): 

 Three Separate Strands Making-up the Gathering Basket 

 Rolling Verification 

 Community Determined 

 
Each ‘integration model’ outlines a different way of synthesizing the list of barriers 

from each strand into a final list of Grand Challenges. The “Community Determined” 

model was used in the Indigenous Mental Health Project. Following this model, after 

the gatherings, the Indigenous youth from Strand 33 used multiple online surveys to 

review and rank the consolidated list of barriers until consensus was achieved on the 

following list of Grand Challenges in Indigenous mental health (Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative: 2020a): 

 Disconnection from Indigenous identity and culture 

 Limited or no access to culturally relevant, self-determined and safe 

services and programs 

 Fear and anxiety about the impacts of climate change 

                                                           
3 In the Indigenous Mental Health Project, Indigenous youth were chosen to represent 

Indigenous community members with lived experience for Strand 3.  This is because most 

mental health challenges begin in childhood or adolescence, because suicide rates are highest 

for many Indigenous youth age 15 to 24 and because Indigenous youth are the largest and 

fastest growing Indigenous age group (Centre for Addition and Mental Health, 2020; Kumar & 

Tjepkjema, 2019). 



 

 Limited supply of Indigenous mental health service providers or 

caregivers 

 Limited or no access to community role models for Indigenous youth 

 Limited or no access to services and programs in Indigenous languages 

 Systemic racism (e.g., from service providers) 

 Everyday racism (e.g., from peers) 

 Family separation because of child protective services 

 Limited or no access to services and programs for vulnerable Indigenous 

groups, like two-spirit, queer and gender diverse individuals and women 

 

The ultimate purpose of identifying Indigenous Grand Challenges using the Three-

Stranded Basket approach is to inform the development of targeted innovation 

programs that fund innovators and entrepreneurs to identify innovative solutions for 

challenges in Indigenous communities.  These Grand Challenges are also shared back 

with Indigenous communities so they can use this information to inform their own 

policy, program planning and decision-making. 

2. Evaluation Overview 

2.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the utility and limitations of the Three-

Stranded Basket approach. The primary (main bullets) and secondary (sub-bullets) 

questions it intends to answer are as follows:  

 Can this approach be applied within, and generate outcomes that are 

relevant to, Indigenous contexts? 

o Is this approach grounded in Indigenous epistemologies and 

research methodologies?  

o Is this approach aligned to Indigenous worldviews? 

 Is this an appropriate approach to support the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative platform, and for identifying Indigenous Grand Challenges? 

o How can this approach be enhanced to make it more appropriate 

to the Indigenous Innovation Initiative platform?  

o Are there other approaches that are more appropriate? 

 Is this approach innovative? If not, what changes are required to make it 

innovative? 

 What are the key attributes of this approach that are contributing to its 

success? 

  



 

2.2 Scope 

This evaluation assesses use of the Three-Stranded Basket approach only, and is not an 

evaluation of the Indigenous Mental Health Project as a whole. As such, this 

evaluation is only focused on the following aspects of the Indigenous Mental Health 

Project: 

 Designing the Three-Stranded Basket approach and the Strand 1, 2 and 3 

gatherings  

 Implementing the Three-Stranded Basket approach through the following 

in-person community gatherings and surveys (Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative, 2020b): 

o Strand 1 gathering: hosted in Tkaronto (Toronto, Ontario) at the 

Grand Challenges Canada offices, and attended by ten (10) 

researchers, professors and other thought leaders. Most 

participants were Indigenous, and all had experience or expertise 

working in Indigenous mental health. 

o Strand 2 gathering: hosted in Kisiskaciwan (Saskatoon, 

Saskatchewan) at the Saskatchewan Indian Institute Of 

Technologies, and attended by thirteen (13) service and program 

providers. Many participants were Indigenous, and all had 

experience or expertise providing Indigenous mental health 

services or programs. 

o Strand 3 gathering: hosted in Tiohtià:ke (Montréal, Québec) at 

the Ashukan Cultural Space, and attended by nineteen (19) 

Indigenous youth. All youth were Indigenous community leaders 

and advocates from fifteen (15) to twenty-four (24) years of age, 

and whose experiences and networks allow them to be closest to 

the challenges within their communities. 

o Additional youth survey: the nineteen (19) youth from Strand 3, 

in addition to forty-eight (48) other Indigenous youth who could 

not attend the gathering, were surveyed to identify barriers prior to 

the Strand 3 gathering. 

2.3 Approach 

To support the Indigenous Innovation Initiative in grounding this evaluation in 

Indigenous ways of knowing and being, an Indigenous evaluator has been engaged to 

plan and execute this evaluation based on decolonized evaluation practices.  

Decolonized evaluation practices 

Based on the teachings and worldviews of this evaluator, a key source of 

understanding decolonized evaluation practice is the Kaswentha (pronounced Ga-

Swen-Ta and often referred to as the Two Row Wampum Treaty or Belt).  The 

Kaswentha is the symbolic record of the first agreement between European settlers and 

the Rotinonshonni/Hodinosyoni (Mohawks of the Haudenosaunee Confederacy). This 



 

agreement outlines a mutual and permanent4 three-part commitment of Friendship, 

Peace and Respect between settlers and Indigenous Peoples. This creates an 

environment that enables a parallel existence between these Peoples, and provides a 

key perspective through which this evaluation was carried out. Specifically, when 

considering which evaluation practices to apply, the Kaswentha reminded us that we 

need to consider the needs and values of the people who are most impacted by the 

evaluation, which are Indigenous Peoples (particularly youth).  

In general, across Indigenous worldviews, all aspects of creation are connected and 

inseparable, including the self, family, community and physical environment. 

However, within Western evaluation practice these aspects are separated which can 

damage our psyche and connections to the land and world around us (see Table 1 

below for an overview of Western and decolonized approaches). As such, and 

considering the context of the Indigenous Innovation Initiative, it is critical that the 

shared and unique worldviews and values of Indigenous Peoples and communities are 

prioritized in this evaluation.  

The challenge for decolonized evaluation practice is to undertake dialogue and to 

responsibly transfer knowledge about evaluation practices and their decolonization to 

Indigenous Peoples.  As such, decolonization is not a light undertaking or an 

adjustment to pre-determined methodology, but a partnership with Indigenous Peoples.  

This ensures that Indigenous communities can make informed decisions and increase 

evaluation capacity, through their enhanced understanding of and ability to apply 

evaluation practices and decolonization methodologies.  

Table 1: A Spectrum of Evaluation Practices5 

Western evaluation practices Decolonized evaluation practices 

Evaluation honours scientific ways of 

knowing and the community must fit 

the evaluation 

Evaluation honours many ways of 

knowing and must fit the community 

Evaluation seeks to create knowledge 

for the sake of knowing and, as such, 

collects data that has little to no 

relevance to the decision-making needs 

of the community 

Evaluation seeks to improve the 

program and community by learning and 

reflecting on what did and did not work 

well, including how and why, and 

collects self-determined data that is 

mutually beneficial to program and 

community decision-making needs 

Evaluation is an “add-on” to a program, 

often added late in its implementation 

and taking place once at the end of the 

program 

Evaluation is integrated into program 

planning and implementation, and takes 

place throughout the life cycle of the 

program, not just at the end 

                                                           
4 Permanent in this instance means “as long as the grass is green, as long as the rivers flow 

downhill and as long as the sun rises in the east and sets in the west.” 
5 The purpose of this table is not to be exhaustive, but to make room for new notions of what is 

measurable and what provides valid evidence. These are also generalized statements, and may 

not apply to all instances of Western or decolonized evaluation practices.  



 

Western evaluation practices Decolonized evaluation practices 

Evaluation is linear and focused on how 

well the program performed in 

comparison to its logic model, which is 

generally the only benchmark to assess 

program accomplishments 

Evaluation is wholistic and looks at 

program performance based on its story 

(or theory of change) while considering 

program and community context and 

other ways of understanding and 

measuring accomplishments (e.g., how it 

supported restoring community health 

and well-being outside of the confines of 

the program, and what it defines as 

success based on the community 

context) 

When assessing findings, program 

context is not considered much or at all 

and findings are considered valid if 

they can be generalized across settings 

When assessing findings, program 

context frames the assessment and 

findings are considered valid whether or 

not they can be generalized across 

settings 

Community is not generally engaged in 

evaluation planning and 

implementation, with funders deciding 

what will be evaluated, how, when, by 

who etc., which means community 

capacity building is limited 

All aspects of evaluation planning and 

implementation are co-created with 

community,* and community capacity 

building is encouraged through 

participation in evaluation, including 

data collection, analysis, etc.  

 

* Depending on the needs, priorities and 

desire of the community to participate in 

each area 

Data is almost entirely quantitative, 

with limited focus on narrative or 

qualitative data, and is collected mostly 

through paper-based tracking and 

reports. Data is controlled and owned 

by the evaluator’s organization. 

Data is almost entirely narrative and 

qualitative, and is collected through 

storytelling and other creative ways that 

allow for various forms of self-

expression. Data is controlled and 

owned by the Indigenous communities it 

is shared from.  

Evaluation often takes place without the 

knowledge or support of the Indigenous 

Peoples or communities who are the 

focus of the evaluation 

Community protocol are followed to 

obtain support for the evaluation and to 

implement it in a way that aligns with 

Indigenous ways of knowing and being, 

and community context  

 

Following this decolonized approach, all individuals who participated in this 

evaluation via interviews are owners of the information they have shared. As such, 

these individuals have reviewed this evaluation report to ensure their knowledges and 

experiences are accurately and meaningfully reflected. All participants have consented 

to the use of their quotes and, to ensure their privacy, no names have been used in this 

report. 



 

2.4 Methods 

The evaluator completed interviews, project document reviews and literature reviews 

to collect data during this evaluation (details are below).  

A knowledge exchange group was established to guide the evaluation (see Appendix C 

for an overview of the evaluation team).  This group consisted of the evaluator, the 

evaluation project manager within the Indigenous Innovation Initiative and the broader 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative team. The evaluator met at least weekly with the 

evaluation project manager and any issues were escalated to other knowledge 

exchange group members for discussion, as required. 

Interviews 

A total of eight (8) interviews took place with various project participants and 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative and Grand Challenges Canada staff who planned and 

implemented the Indigenous Mental Health Project.  

Considering the constraints presented by COVID-19, these interviews took place using 

Zoom as opposed to in person, which was the original intention.  Using Zoom allowed 

for a sense of presence and was the most appropriate option considering these 

circumstances. The Indigenous Innovation Initiative offered an honorarium to each 

interviewee as a means for valuing and respecting the time taken to support the 

evaluation process, and to follow community protocols. Honoraria were not received 

by Grand Challenges Canada or the Indigenous Innovation Initiative staff.  

In terms of approach, these were not typical interviews, but were more dialogue 

sessions that were led by the interviewees based on the decolonized interview 

materials prepared by the evaluator.  For example, the interviewees determined how 

they would share information, what information they would share and when during the 

interview they would share it. Some mild probes were used by the evaluator as guiding 

questions, however, interviewees were informed from the start of the interview that 

they were free to speak openly.    

The interview method incorporated two tools: the Waawiyeyaa Evaluation Tool and 

the Medicine Wheel Tool (see Appendix D for details). The tools ask interviewees to 

self-reflect on the impacts of the project on aspects of self, family and community (as 

noted above in the approach section, these are interconnected components of a 

program and need to be assessed wholistically).  These tools follow an art-based 

approach that enables a creative process to emerge by stimulating both sides of the 

brain while reflecting on and sharing experiences. This creates a sense of ease for 

many people, because their responses do not have to fit into a box of pre-defined 

questions and because they are being engaged in a manner that is deep and 

meaningful. During the interviews, some individuals made comments about how the 

lines overlap in the medicine wheel, recognizing that a wholistic understanding is 

important to understanding their experience during the project.   

  



 

Project document reviews 

The project document review included twenty-seven (27) files supplied by the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative, including: 

 Background documents describing the Three-Stranded Basket approach, 

including the process for ranking and refining the list of barriers into the 

final list of Grand Challenges  

 List of attendees, agendas and planning documents for each gathering 

(where available – see limitations section for details) 

 The barriers and Grand Challenges that were identified following each 

gathering (where available – see limitations section for details) 

 Data from post-gathering satisfaction surveys (where available – see 

limitations section for details) 

 Final report for the Indigenous Mental Health Project  

 Article describing a modified-Delphi method used through development 

of The Rising Sun Toolkit 

 
Literature review 

Literature reviews were used to a limited extent during this evaluation, and mainly to 

fill minor gaps in the data collected using the above methods. For example, literature 

reviews were used to assess how well the Three-Stranded Basket approach supports 

the Truth and Reconciliation and Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women calls to 

action and to assess how well this approach supports the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative’s Indigenous Framework (as discussed in the introduction section and 

Appendix A). 

2.5 Limitations 

This evaluation was impacted by various limitations, which need to be considered 

when interpreting the findings.  

 

First, despite the same external consultants supporting Strand 1 and 2, a change in 

staffing within the Indigenous Innovation Initiative before the Strand 2 gathering 

introduced different approaches for planning and facilitating these gatherings, 

particularly as it relates to the Strand 3 gathering. This may have resulted in 

differences in satisfaction between gatherings and, because the gathering participants 

may not have been asked the same questions by the facilitator, the findings may not be 

consistent across gatherings.  

 

Related to this, post-gathering survey data was not available for Strand 1 and Strand 2, 

only for Strand 3, and many of the individuals who led planning and facilitation for the 

Strand 1 and Strand 2 gatherings were not available to interview for this evaluation, 

which impacts our ability to interpret and understand some of the limitations 

surrounding this staffing change.  



 

Second, memory and recall potentially limited the ability of gathering participants to 

accurately reflect on their experience within the project. This is especially true for the 

Strand 1 gathering which was in October 2018 and Strand 2 which was in March 2019. 

As well, the above staffing changes resulted in a long delay between these gatherings 

and when the final project report was developed and shared with gathering participants 

(which was in June 2020). As such, there may not have been enough time for all 

evaluation participants to review this final report prior to participating in an interview 

to refresh their memory.  

 

Third, the Indigenous Framework that guides the Indigenous Innovation Initiative and 

this evaluation was developed by the Indigenous Innovation Initiative in March 2020, 

well after the Three-Stranded Basket approach was developed. Although this 

Framework was not developed specifically considering the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach, it guides all aspects of the work that the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 

does and will be instrumental in illustrating if the Three-Stranded Basket approach is 

out of sync with the strategic approach of the Indigenous Innovation Initiative. This is 

important for the Indigenous Innovation Initiative to know so it can determine how to 

re-align the Three-Stranded Basket approach to its ways of being. 

 

Lastly, because of the small interviewee sample size, the dataset for this evaluation is 

not large enough to reliably and consistently disaggregate the distinct First Nation, 

Métis and Inuit Worldviews, values, principles, protocols, languages, knowledges and 

methodologies that were shared through the interviews.  While interviewees did self-

identify as First Nation, Métis or Inuit during their interviews, the sample size and 

resulting dataset was not substantial enough to decipher personal opinions from 

established ways of knowing and being their community. Therefore, the term 

Indigenous is applied in most instances to avoid inappropriately applying personal 

opinion to community ways of knowing and being. Where possible and meaningful, 

differences between First Nation, Métis and Inuit worldviews and approaches are 

distinguished.  

3. Evaluation Findings 

3.1 Can this approach be applied within, and generate outcomes that are 

relevant to Indigenous contexts? 

The first primary question of this evaluation is to see if the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach can be applied within, and generate outcomes that are relevant to, Indigenous 

Peoples in Canada.  To do this, the following secondary questions were assessed:  

 Is this approach grounded in Indigenous epistemologies and research 

methodologies?  

 Is this approach aligned to Indigenous worldviews? 

 

To support responding to this question, as noted at the outset of this report, the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative’s Indigenous Framework was used as a frame of 



 

reference to compare interviewee feedback to (see Appendix A for details about this 

Framework). As such, this section explores how the Three-Stranded Basket approach 

embodied the various principles of this Framework, which are as follows: 

 Acknowledge our shared history 

 Respect Indigenous rights 

 Be grounded in Indigenous worldviews* 

 Honour Indigenous approaches* 

 

* Due to overlap in the principles about Indigenous worldviews and approaches, these 

two were assessed together, as opposed to separately, in an ensuing sub-section below. 

 

Acknowledge our shared history 

As per the Indigenous Framework, acknowledging our shared history means that the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative includes and promotes the findings of the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission and the National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered 

Indigenous Women and Girls (where possible and appropriate) and acknowledges the 

reality and consequences of a legacy of colonization, family disruption and colonial 

policies. 

 

First, the Three-Stranded Basket approach supports the Truth and Reconciliation aall 

to action #19 (see box above) which identifies the need to establish health outcomes 

and indicators related to several issues, including mental health.  The Three-Stranded 

Basket approach identified key Grand Challenges that should be addressed to advance 

mental health and wellbeing in Indigenous communities, which supports this need.  

Second, the Three-Stranded Basket approach inherently acknowledges the legacy of 

colonization through the process of having gathering participants discuss and prioritize 

key barriers that are common across communities, based on shared colonial 

experiences, and this was supported by interview findings. For example, interviewees 

indicated that, during the gatherings, there was a focus on identified racism within 

society and the healthcare system as contributory to mental health challenges, which is 

“We call upon the federal government, in consultation with Aboriginal 

peoples, to establish measurable goals to identify and close the gaps 

in health outcomes between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

communities, and to publish annual progress reports and assess long-

term trends.  Such efforts would focus on indicators such as: infant 

mortality, maternal health, suicide, mental health, addictions, life 

expectancy, birth rates, infant and child health issues, chronic 

diseases, illness and injury incidence, and the availability of 

appropriate health services.”  

Truth and Reconciliation Commission Call to Action #19 



 

part of the shared history of Indigenous Peoples in Canada as it relates to mental health 

and well-being.   

Another important aspect of recognizing our shared history are the impacts of 

colonialism on our worldviews and language used to describe the world around us.  

The following terms that are used in relation to the Three-Stranded Basket approach 

have been observed as requiring additional work from a decolonization lens: 

 The language used to describe why Indigenous youth represented 

Indigenous community members with lived experience for Strand 3 
requires further decolonization. In the Indigenous Mental Health Project, 

Indigenous youth were chosen to represent Indigenous community 

members with lived experience for Strand 3.  The rationale given is that 

these youth are closest to the mental health barriers in their communities, 

in that most mental health challenges begin in childhood or adolescence, 

suicide rates are highest for many Indigenous youth age 15 to 24 and 

Indigenous youth are the largest and fastest growing Indigenous age group 

(Centre for Addition and Mental Health, 2020; Kumar & Tjepkjema, 

2019). Although valid reasons, this language is more deficit- than 

strengths-based. See the recommendations for different language that can 

be considered.  

 The term “integration model” does not fit what was actually done 

during the project.  From the interviews and document reviews, it was 

stated that consensus building was used to determine the final list of 

Grand Challenges.  According to sociological practice, ‘integration’ is 

more about the intermixing of people and ideas across and, in the case of 

this project, social groups.  However, during this project there was no 

cross-fertilization or intermixing across social groups during consensus 

building.  See the recommendations for different language that can be 

considered. 
 

Respect Indigenous rights 

As per the Indigenous Framework followed by the Indigenous Innovation Initiative, 

respecting Indigenous rights includes honouring their Traditional Laws, the Canadian 

constitution, the Human Rights Code and the United Nations Declaration on the 

Rights of Indigenous Peoples; respecting Indigenous Peoples’ values, knowledges and 

expertise by compensating these contributions fairly (e.g., by giving respectful 

honoraria); and following Natural and Communal Law which includes working from 

an understanding of balance and using tools that respect how all aspects of creation, 

including the self, family, community and physical environment, are inter-related and 

inseparable and which respect the inherent responsibilities we have within our 

relationships with all of creation. 

Because the ‘integration models’ outlined in Appendix B define the various ways 

through which the Three-Stranded Basket approach can be implemented, it is 

appropriate to first assess each model against this principle of respecting Indigenous 

rights.  This is of particular importance because, depending on the ‘integration model’ 

used, the Three-Stranded Basket approach can unintentionally create unbalance across 

Indigenous participants in each of the three strands.  The next three bullets provide an 



 

assessment of each ‘integration model’ against the principle of unintentionally creating 

unbalance across Indigenous participants (Indigenous Innovation Initiative: 2020a).6  

 A strength of “Three Separate Strands Make Up the Gathering Basket” 

model is that the internal verification process allows for programs to be 

developed and implemented faster.  However, a weakness of this model is 

a colonized approach that limits the potential for collective consideration 

and agreement on the final list of Grand Challenges using a consensus 

building model. This is because, in this model, all three strands are 

positioned at equal levels, with the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 

having control over the process, including deciding on the final list of 

Grand Challenges which does not support Indigenous inherent rights to 

self-determination, and which does not follow distinct Indigenous 

protocols related to consensus-based decision making. This model also 

does not recognize service providers and/or Indigenous community 

members with lived experience as the true experts within their 

communities.  See the recommendations section for a potential 

modification to better respect these protocols using this model.  

 A strength of the “Rolling Verification” model is that it better respects 

Indigenous rights by amplifying the voice of community service providers 

(i.e., Strand 2) and, especially, Indigenous community members with lived 

experience (i.e., Strand 3), which enables self-determination.  However, a 

weakness of this model is that it limits the participation and influence of 

academics (i.e., Strand 1) which constrains the self-determination of 

participants in that Strand, which does not follow shared and distinct 

Indigenous protocols related to consensus-based decision making.  See the 

recommendations section for a potential modification to better respect 

these protocols using this model. 

 A strength of the “Community Determined” model (which was used in the 

Indigenous Mental Health Project) is that, in comparison to the other 

models, it best respects Indigenous rights by giving Indigenous 

community members with lived experience (i.e., Strand 3) the most voice 

and influence over the process, by allowing them to define the final list of 

Grand Challenges which respects their inherent rights to and values of 

self-determination, sovereignty and nation building.  This model also 

weights the voice of academics (i.e., Strand 1) and community service 

providers (i.e., Strand 2) equally which improves upon the “Rolling 

Verification” model.  However, a weakness of this model is that it limits 

the voice of Strand 1 and 2 vs. Strand 3, which favours decision-making 

power to Strand 3 and, therefore, creates a power imbalance between 

participants across all strands.  This limits to ability of this model to fully 

respect self-determination, sovereignty and nation building and still does 

not align fully to shared and distinct Indigenous protocols related to 

consensus-based decision making.  See the recommendations section for a 

potential modification to better respect these protocols using this model. 

                                                           
6 These strengths and weaknesses were pulled from analysis that the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative completed when developing the final report for the Indigenous Mental Health Project. 



 

 In all models, Indigenous knowledges and expertise are recognized 

through the honoraria given to gathering participants. 

 

Although the Three-Stranded Basket approach can honour Indigenous rights to and 

values of self determination, sovereignty and nation building to varying degrees based 

on the ‘integration model’ used, these rights and values could have been honoured 

more during the program design phase. For example, one of the interviewees 

suggested that there was limited (or perhaps no) participation of distinct First Nation, 

Métis and Inuit community leadership when designing the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach. Because of the limitations of this report, it is unclear what level of 

community participation took place during this design phase, however, based on 

interviewee feedback there is an opportunity to improve in this regard. For example, it 

was felt that more substantial participation of Elders, Indigenous health care decision 

makers, grassroots Indigenous organizations and government officials from 

Indigenous communities would have brought forward the shared and distinct 

Indigenous worldviews, values, principles, protocols and methodologies that were 

required to meaningfully inform the Three-Stranded Basket approach to ensure it 

resonated and was developed based on broader community needs and priorities.  This 

alternative approach may (in retrospect) have helped to resolve some of the issues 

noted above with the ‘integration models’ and should be used moving forward, as is 

customary in Indigenous methodologies. 

Be grounded in Indigenous worldviews and honour Indigenous approaches 

As per the Indigenous Framework followed by the Indigenous Innovation Initiative, 

being grounded in Indigenous worldviews and approaches means that we honour our 

relationship with the world, take time to build and maintain our relationships with each 

other, view the land as sacred and follow Indigenous protocols.  

Overall, as demonstrated in the example quote below, interviewees consistently 

indicated that the gatherings and Three-Stranded Basket approach are grounded in 

shared and distinct Indigenous worldviews and approaches and advances Indigenous 

research methodologies. 

 

“How I see it, this process decolonized the way we do research and how 

we gather information – we will get different results.  In fact, we will have 

a more inclusive perspective, which reflects the relational worldview of 

Indigenous Peoples. 

At the youth gathering, we started with sharing circles and there was no 

sense of hierarchy and no threat.  Following protocol creates a cultural 

safe space and sense of mentorship from people who have those 

experiences and follow cultural guidelines. This breaks down the barriers 

and gets at a lot of information. I believe culture is at the narrative core 

of healthy communities.” 

Indigenous Community Leader, Strand 2 and 3 



 

For example, each gathering had an Elder present to open and close the day in 

ceremony, to make sacred medicines (e.g., smudge) available to participants who 

wanted to access them and to participate in the discussions; sharing circles were used 

to share personal experiences and opinions and to identify barriers through ceremony; 

and an outdoor, land-based activity was used to develop relationships and engage in 

ceremony for Strand 3.  Overall, these approaches are common to various Indigenous 

communities and protocols, and is likely why participants expressed that they were 

able to connect with each other, the land and ceremony, and to build trust and feel safe 

to share their different perspectives and personal stories, which was particularly 

evident for Strand 3 (see quote below).  

 

“We smudged and had celebration for our tears in the middle of our 

circle, and some of the adults had brought their instruments (little 

shakers and stuff) and dressed up and we had a last dance at the end and 

some of the girls wore their pow wow outfits and made it feel a safer 

place.  Lots of the girls sang and everyone felt safe to share their 

traditions.” 

Indigenous Youth participant, Strand 3 

 

Through the interviews, it was also identified that the Three-Stranded Basket approach 

helps to decolonize the way information is gathered with Indigenous community 

members.  For example, an Indigenous interviewee felt that the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach was more meaningful than the Delphi method because it honours First 

Nations and Métis7 governance principles like OCAP© (see Appendix E for details). 

This is particularly important in supporting self-determination, self-governance, 

sovereignty and nation building within Indigenous communities. 

Furthermore, Strand 3 stands out as an example of how to follow Indigenous 

methodologies, based on its use of approaches that particularly support Indigenous 

youth. In addition to the sentiments shared in the quote above and below, through 

Strand 3 in particular, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative worked through Indigenous 

pedagogies by having four (4) Strand 3 participants act as peer leaders in the break-out 

groups, and to report findings back to the larger gathering. Through this hands-on, 

experiential learning that is core to shared Indigenous knowledges creation processes, 

these youth were able to expand their skillsets while growing and healing at a 

wholistic level. This approach included meeting with these peer leaders before, during 

and after the gathering to prepare for this role, and to share and learn together from 

these experiences. 

                                                           
7 Inuit Peoples are not referred to here because the OCAP© principles are not entirely relevant 

to or followed by all Inuit communities. For example, ownership and control are generally less 

important than possession, so various other policies and protocol exist for completing research 

with Inuit communities, which prioritize principles related to possession, among others. 

(Nickels & Knotsch, 2011). 



 

“At the meeting I felt extremely comfortable to participate – everyone was 

very welcoming.  Everyone was very friendly, and no one was judging – you 

were able to share, and everyone was very respectful.  [The facilitator] was 

incredible and very easy to talk to. She sat in the middle of the youth circle, 

and bent down and looked at you when you were talking and you knew you 

had her full attention. Almost like you were just talking to her and you were 

not in a group of people. I really appreciated her.” 

Indigenous Youth participant, Strand 3 

 

Despite these successes, the gatherings were executed in different ways, which 

enabled Strand 3 to be more closely grounded in Indigenous worldviews, approaches 

and protocols. This difference is likely due to learnings from the first two gatherings, 

which allowed the Indigenous Innovation Initiative to implement an approach that was 

more grounded in Indigenous ways of knowing and being for the third gathering.  

Additionally, due to limitations related to staffing changes and loss of data, there is no 

post-gathering survey data from Strands 1 and 2 to assess differences between the 

three gatherings, and there were limited interviewees from Strands 1 and 2 to gather 

substantial data to make such comparisons as it relates to this principle.  Overall, the 

Strand 3 gathering sets a bar in terms of achievement and was a significant 

improvement in its alignment to this principle when compared to Strand 1 and 2. 

Lastly, related to the potential ‘integration models’ that can be used to implement the 

Three-Stranded Basket approach, the “Rolling Verification” and “Community 

Determined” models advance Indigenous epistemologies the most. This is because of 

their prioritization of Indigenous knowledges and expertise, especially from 

Indigenous community representatives, when defining the lists of barriers and Grand 

Challenges.  That said, there are opportunities for improving these models to better 

advance self-determination, sovereignty and nation building for Indigenous Peoples. 

For the “Three Separate Strands Make Up the Basket” model, there is less recognition 

for Indigenous epistemologies in that Indigenous Peoples and their knowledges and 

experiences are not driving decision-making when defining the list of barriers and 

Grand Challenges, and that shared and distinct Indigenous approaches to consensus-

based decision-making are not specifically supported. See the recommendations 

section for potential solutions to this.  

3.2 Is this an appropriate approach to support the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative platform, and for identifying Indigenous Grand 

Challenges? 

The second primary question of this evaluation is if the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach is appropriate for supporting the Indigenous Innovation Initiative and for 

identifying Indigenous Grand Challenges. To do this, the following secondary 

questions were also assessed:  



 

 How can this approach be enhanced to make it more appropriate to the 

Indigenous Innovation Initiative platform?  

 Are there other approaches that are more appropriate? 

 
Following the assessment above, the Three-Stranded Basket approach is strongly 

rooted in Indigenous worldviews, approaches and protocols.  This was most evident in 

Strand 3 with Indigenous youth participants who agreed that the approach honoured 

their distinct ways of knowing and being.  If the Three-Stranded Basket approach 

continues to be used in this way, it will support the Indigenous Framework and 

mission of the Indigenous Innovation Initiative in resolving Indigenous Grand 

Challenges in various areas, including but not limited to those related to mental health. 

Additionally, based on findings from the interviews (see quote below), participants 

agree that this approach should continue to be used. 

 

“The methodology is brilliant and well suited for data gathering. This 

decolonized approach allows us to position the focus on communities by 

making space for their voices and participation in society and economy.” 

Indigenous Community Leader, Strand 2 and 3 

 

Considering the feedback from participants in Strand 1 and 2, the third gathering set a 

bar in terms of achievement and was a significant improvement in its alignment when 

compared to the first two gatherings. Based on this, and considering the assessment 

above about how the ‘integration models’ can better support shared and distinct 

Indigenous protocols, interviewees indicated that additional work is required to further 

decolonize the Three-Stranded Basket approach.   

In addition to addressing the feedback above about involving community leadership 

and sectoral decision makers in the design phase to ensure the shared and distinct 

protocols and methodologies of Indigenous Peoples are considered, further work is 

required to remove Western approaches from the Three-Stranded Basket approach.  

For example, as shown in the example below, during the consensus building phase of 

the process, Western practices are still used to define the final list of Grand Challenges 

(which is done using surveys, removed from the gatherings themselves). See the 

recommendations section below for an approach that addresses these issues. 

“There needs to be a different option for the iterative [consensus 

building] processes, and we didn’t land on that for this project.  The 

original Delphi process relies on technology to complete the iterative 

process, but, in this research project, there was not the opportunity to 

implement a different research process.  That would need to be looked at 

for future.” 

Grand Challenges Canada staff 

 



 

3.3 Is this approach innovative? If not, what changes are required to 

make it innovative? 

The third primary question of this evaluation is if the Three-Stranded Basket approach 

is innovative and, if not, what changes are required to make it innovative. Core to this 

analysis is the definition of innovation below that was co-created by the Indigenous 

Innovation Initiative with members of is Gender Equality Program Reference Group 

and Indigenous Innovation Council, and the findings from the interviews. 

 

Considering both this definition and interview feedback, the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach is innovative. For example, it has modified various aspects of the Delphi 

method to incorporate Indigenous worldviews, approaches, protocols, methodologies 

and epistemologies (as demonstrated above).  However, the idea of decolonizing the 

Delphi method as it relates to mental health is not unique to the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative.  The other known instance of this is the RISING SUN Initiative, which also 

adapted the Delphi method to study Indigenous mental health and suicide (RISING 

SUN Initiative, 2017). The RISING SUN approach included in person components to 

ensure stakeholder perspectives were sought.   

This included a series of three meetings, accompanied by a virtual Delphi process that 

worked to build consensus, while the core team moved sequentially through the steps 

needed to arrive at a toolkit with common outcomes and their measures for Arctic 

suicide prevention efforts.  The RISING SUN Initiative used an adapted model similar 

to the “Rolling Verification” model of the Three-Stranded Basket approach.  Gathering 

1 documented key stakeholder, service provider and community leaders’ input, and 

continued to document other ongoing one-on-one meetings that all fed into gathering 

2.  Gathering 2 gathered consensus on the best outcomes and measures and identified 

implementation gaps and challenges.  Gathering 3 shared findings with a broader 

audience and identified future gaps and opportunities.  

Based on what is interpreted from the RISING SUN example, and from this 

evaluation, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative undertook decolonization practices 

that surpassed the RISING SUN by advancing Indigenous methodologies and 

principles to include relationality and storytelling in the gathering processes.  By doing 

this, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative more closely adhered to Indigenous protocols 

and approaches by placing value across all different voices and perspectives by 

including Indigenous and non-Indigenous service and program providers, Indigenous 

community representatives and academics as distinct voices with each attending their 

own respective gatherings. 

Innovation is when some or all parts of a program, product, process or service 

are new or are a unique modification to a current program, product, process or 

service. From an Indigenous perspective, innovation does not have to be 

something new, but can include applying historical or traditional Indigenous 

knowledge and practices to a new situation. 

Definition used by the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 



 

3.4 What are the key attributes of this approach that are contributing to 

its success? 

Based on the above analyses, despite room to improve in various aspects of the 

program design, the following key attributes appear to be critical to the success of the 

Three-Stranded Basket approach, as it was used within the Indigenous Mental Health 

Project following the “Community Determined” ‘integration model’: 

 It honours Indigenous ways of knowing and being  

 It follows various shared and distinct Indigenous protocols, including 

having Elders present to open and close the day in ceremony and using 

sharing circles, thus prioritizing rights to self-determination and drawing 

from Indigenous knowledges, approaches and lived experience, all of 

which advance various aspects of shared and distinct Indigenous 

methodologies and epistemologies. This also rebalances Western power 

dynamics to honour Indigenous rights to self-determination. 

 It advances various aspects of Indigenous pedagogies (at least within 

Strand 3), by providing experiential opportunities that advance skill 

building and leadership for Indigenous youth participants (e.g., by acting 

as peer leaders during the gathering)  

 It removes hierarchies by treating all participants as equals during the 

gatherings   

 It takes the time to recognize shared histories and the legacy of 

colonization on Indigenous well-being  

 It promotes, and is rooted in, personal connection and the development of 

relationships, which enables creation of trust in each other and the process, 

and the gatherings created an inclusive and safe space 

 It creates a sense of ownership for the outcomes of the process  

 It supports reconciliation efforts by bringing Indigenous and non-

Indigenous Peoples together to collaboratively identify the barriers and 

Grand Challenges 

 

In addition to the above, to build on successes from the Strand 3 gathering, one area 

that could be improved upon is mentorship. For instance, as shown in the quote below, 

there was consistent agreement across all interviewees that the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach did a good job of collecting in-depth perspectives during each gathering, and 

which was particularly evident in Strand 3. Where interviewees felt there could be 

improvement to this was around the use of mentorship, which was highly evident in 

Strand 3 – for example, the youth peer leaders noted above, and with all participants 

being encouraged to support and look out for one another; to take on supportive roles; 

and use their skills, talents, knowledges etc. for the benefit of everyone which was not 

the case in other strands. One example of how from interviewees to improve in this is 

cross-gathering mentorship to create even more culturally safe spaces and to allow for 

more inclusive and meaningful discussions, all of which will impact the list of Grand 



 

Challenges that are ultimately identified. See the recommendation section for details 

on how this could be realized.  

 

“How I see it – the gathering process decolonized the way we do 

research and how we gather information, we will get different results.  In 

fact, we will have a more inclusive perspective which reflects the 

relational worldview of Indigenous Peoples.  The linear way of funnelling 

information stems from institutional methodology, which excludes the 

voices of the subject, you are often trying to evaluate.” 

Indigenous Community Leader, Strands 2 and 3 

 

As well, something noted across all gatherings was that a “Grand Challenge” was a 

hard concept to grasp for some participants, and could be better defined in future 

engagements. That said, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative believes that how each 

strand interpreted what a Grand Challenge was, was important to the success and 

outcomes of their gathering. For instance, although there were differences in how each 

strand interpreted a Grand Challenge, there was considerable consensus across strands 

(e.g., the need for culturally safe services) which was critical to identifying what 

Grand Challenges exist in Indigenous communities. Considering the differences in 

perspective here, the cross-gathering mentorship noted above could help support 

further understandings and definitions of the concept of a Grand Challenge within 

Indigenous contexts. 

4. Recommendations 

Based on the above information, the following key areas for improvement have been 

identified:  

 Each of the ‘integration models’ are rooted in shared and distinct 

Indigenous rights, worldviews, approaches and methodologies to varying 

degrees, and will benefit from modifications to further decolonize 

structural issues within the process    

 Western research practices are being used during the consensus building 

phase of the Three-Stranded Basket approach, and this phase of the 

process should be further decolonized to best align to shared and distinct 

Indigenous worldviews, approaches and methodologies 

 Aside from Strand 3, mentorship does not appear to have been a 

component of the gatherings, and could be enhanced to create even safer 

cultural spaces and to further promote relationship building across 

participants 

 Some of the language used to define aspects of the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach would benefit from modifications from a decolonization lens 

 



 

Based on these areas for improvement, the following key recommendations have been 

presented for consideration:  

1. Consider including alternative methods, for example sensemaking, into 

each gathering to resolve numerous issues, including those related to 

mentorship, balanced decision-making and use of Western research 

practices. For example, if using the “Community Determined” 

‘integration’ model again, the goal of Strand 1 and 2 could be to finalize 

the list of barriers through an end-of-gathering sensemaking session (vs. 

doing this offline through surveys). Then, the goal of Strand 3 could be to 

develop the final list of Grand Challenges through an end-of-gathering 

sensemaking session that considers the final lists of barriers from Strand 1 

and 2.  Beyond sensemaking, participatory approaches could bring some 

participants from Strand 1 and 2 to collaboratively inform the Grand 

Challenges finalized during Strand 3, or have participants from all three 

strands participate at each other’s gatherings. Either approach would 

enable mentorship across gatherings that would allow participants from all 

strands to understand the perspectives and experiences that are informing 

each gathering’s list of barriers, and to ask questions and enable a more 

meaningfully informed list. Thus, the final list of Grand Challenges would 

have more rigorously evolved through a dynamic participatory process.  

2. Aside from the above, the following changes could also be made to the 

‘integration models’ to better align them to the shared and distinct 

protocols and methodologies of Indigenous communities: 

a. If using the “Three Separate Strands Make Up the Gathering 

Basket” ‘integration model’ in the future, the process could be 

modified by having the Indigenous Innovation Initiative 

consolidate all three lists of barriers offline and then have the 

participants from all three strands come together in a fourth 

session to define the final list of Grand Challenges 

collaboratively, which is then shared with funding partners.   

b. If using the “Rolling Verification” ‘integration model’ in the 

future, the process could be modified by having two to three 

participants from the other two strands attend each gathering to 

more fully engage with their peers in Strand 3.  

3. As it relates to the use of the term ‘integration model’, a term that better 

describes the process followed within the project is ‘verification’. This is 

because the Grand Challenges were compared, ranked and verified within 

the three separate groups, with a final list defined by Strand 3.  Thus, the 

term ‘wholistic verification model’ can be considered instead. 

4. As it relates to the language used for explaining why Indigenous youth 

were participating in Strand 3, Indigenous communities have been a young 

population since time immemorial and they take much pride in having 

youth participate in leadership building roles and enacting their 

responsibilities to their communities.  As such, youth are often referred to 

as the future and are encouraged to “wander” to support their wholistic 

and extensive development.  Considering this, a strength-based solution 

would include leveraging this leadership-focused language instead of the 



 

deficit-based language around the mental health challenges they face, 

often alone.  

5. Future engagements and evaluations across the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative, including but not limited to the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach, should use a flexible modeling process.  For example, a 

participatory, community-centered approach that enables community 

members to define an appropriate balance of representation when 

engaging non-Indigenous, First Nations, Métis and Inuit Peoples across 

rural, urban and remote communities and other intersectionalities as they 

deem appropriate. Furthermore, community should define how and what 

data is collected, to make sure it is accessible and allows for 

disaggregated, relevant and helpful information that meets their needs and 

priorities.  

 

In addition to the above recommendations, the following considerations may help to 

address some of the limitations that were observed through this evaluation: 

6. To address memory recall issues, seek feedback from participants about 

their experience during the gatherings and share outcomes from each 

gathering with participants within 4-6 weeks of each gathering.  In 

addition, hosting the gatherings within a 1-2 month window will maximize 

engagement, enhance recall and further support the implementation of the 

above recommendations. 

7. Thoroughly document the research methodology, gathering approaches 

(including what questions are asked to each group), list of attendees, etc. 

and maintain an accurate data set to support effective succession planning. 

8. Find creative ways to describe what Grand Challenges are, for example by 

playing a game or doing an interactive activity, at the beginning of each 

gathering. 

9. Consider a timely post-event satisfaction survey, shared with all gathering 

participants. 

 

Following recommendations from interviewees, to support implementation of the 

above, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative is encouraged to engage Indigenous 

community leadership when designing any changes – this can include elected 

community leaders; organizations like Chiefs of Ontario, provincial Métis Nations and 

Inuit research governance bodies, like Inuit Nipingit or Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami; local 

formal and informal community leaders; and Indigenous sectoral leadership like the 

Canadian Institutes for Health Research.   

Because many Indigenous Peoples are not familiar with their ways of knowing and 

being, and may be most comfortable and familiar with Western research practices, this 

type of co-creation is important to ensure that changes are made in a way that 

advances healing and decolonization of those involved in this process, and honours 

self-determination, sovereignty and nation building. Furthermore, when making any 

changes to the Three-Stranded Basket approach, consideration should be made both to 

the cultural needs and priorities of Indigenous Peoples and to the unintended 



 

consequences of any changes on them and their communities.  For example, because 

the three ‘integration models’ defined during the Indigenous Mental Health Project 

share decision-making power in different ways, power dynamics and differentials will 

be a critical consideration when developing any structural changes to this approach 

that align to the shared and distinct decision making approaches used within 

Indigenous communities. 

5. Conclusion  

Despite numerous areas where the Three-Stranded Basket approach can be improved 

to better align to the shared and distinct protocols and methodologies of Indigenous 

communities, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative has taken a courageous leap in 

transforming Western research practices for use within Indigenous contexts, with the 

aim of supporting program development that addresses core community challenges.  A 

future that brings Indigenous ways of knowing and being together into research, and to 

function in this new way through collaborative processes, is a vision for Indigenous 

program design across Canada.  The Indigenous Innovation Initiative has taken on 

innovation practices in program design that support individuals to participate in 

system-level discussions that enable wholistic thinking, reflection and growth.  With 

an ongoing focus of decolonization and reconciliation by addressing the above 

recommendations, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative will continue to advance 

research practices that meet the needs and support the visions of Indigenous Peoples.   

The recommendations above are largely focused on ways to further decolonize the 

Three-Stranded Basket approach. Additionally, an important element of reconciliation 

will be to further understand the shared history and colonial legacy that continues to 

impact research and mental health and well-being for Indigenous Peoples, and to 

continually co-create a version of the Three-Stranded Basket approach that best 

promotes the worldviews and needs of their communities. This reality contributes to a 

challenging dynamic of uncertainty and tension that will need to be further reconciled 

and is a natural next phase in the evolution of the Indigenous Innovation Initiative’s 

research processes.  

Lastly, by having Indigenous youth, aged fifteen (15) to twenty-four (24), represent 

Indigenous communities within Strand 3 it allowed the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative to hear firsthand what is going on in the community within youths’ deeply 

connected family- and peer-networks.  This is because: 1) Indigenous families are 

considerably younger and larger than other Canadian families (Statistics Canada, 

2015a); and 2) Indigenous Peoples under 25 years old make up almost half of the 

entire Indigenous population in Canada (Statistics Canada, 2015b); and 3) the onset of 

most mental health issues begin at a young age (Centre for Addiction and Mental 

Health, 2020).  Therefore, the Indigenous Innovation Initiative’s focus on developing 

programming that invests in Indigenous communities, including a focus on Indigenous 

youth, will have a substantial impact on the mental health and wellness of Indigenous 

communities in the future.   



 

Appendix A: Indigenous Framework 

 
The Indigenous Innovation Initiative is guided by the following Indigenous 

Framework (Indigenous Innovation Initiative, 2020a): 

Acknowledge our shared history: 

 Include and promote the findings of the Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission and the National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered 

Indigenous Women and Girls 

 Acknowledge the reality and consequences of a legacy of colonization, 

family disruption and colonial policies 

 

Respect Indigenous rights: 

 Honour traditional Indigenous laws and rights, the Canadian constitution, 

the Human Rights Code and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights 

of Indigenous Peoples 

 Value traditional and Indigenous knowledge expertise by acknowledging 

and compensating those contributions fairly (e.g., by giving respectful 

honoraria) 

 Follow Natural Law by working from an understanding of balance, using 

tools such as the medicine wheel and how everything is inter-related, 

including how we relate to the land, animals, the physical environment 

around us and to each other (e.g., interconnectedness of all things) 

 

Be grounded in Indigenous worldviews: 

 Recognize and honour cycles and their relationship with the world  

 Understand and value relationships by taking time to build and maintain 

them and learning to trust one another (e.g., relationality) 

 Have a worldview where we understand ourselves as humans who are not 

the most important part of creation, and position work with a view of the 

land as sacred 

 Honour the concept of wealth being measured by how good it is for our 

community and by how much we give away, rather than how much we 

retain 

 

Honour Indigenous approaches: 

 Respect cross-cultural differences in styles of communication, 

organization, knowledge systems and function 

 Include Indigenous practices such as ceremony, talking/sharing circles, 

having Elders and knowledge keepers present, gift-giving and giveaways  



 

 Respect the multitude of regional protocols by learning and applying them 

when indicated for our work (e.g., giving tobacco and/or small gifts in 

exchange for sharing knowledge and wisdom) 

 

  



 

Appendix B: Integration Models 

 
The following integration models were developed when the Three-Stranded Basket 

approach was designed. When using the approach, one of the three models would be 

selected to validate the lists of barriers and define the final list of Grand Challenges.  

Three Separate Strands Make Up the Gathering Basket: In this model, each strand 

gathers together to identify a list of barriers. Then, after each gathering the participants 

separately and independently complete multiple online surveys until all participants 

from each group agree on their final list of barriers. Then, the final list of barriers 

identified by each strand is sent to the Indigenous Innovation Initiative and its relevant 

funding partners who consolidate it into one list, verify the barriers and vote on a final 

list of Grand Challenges.  

 

Rolling Verification: In this model, each strand gathers together to identify a list of 

barriers. Then, after each gathering the participants separately and independently 

complete multiple online surveys until all participants from each group agree on their 

final list of barriers Then, the final list of barriers from strand 1 (i.e., academics) is sent 

to strand 2 (i.e., community service providers) where they combine it with their own, 

and then (after each gathering, using online surveys) verify and vote on an updated list 

of barriers. Then, this updated list of barriers is sent to strand 3 (i.e., community 

members with lived experience) where (after their gathering, using online surveys) 

they combine it with their own, verify the barriers and vote on a final list of Grand 

Challenges.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Community Determined: In this model, each strand gathers together to identify a list 

of barriers. Then, after each gathering the participants separately and independently 

complete multiple online surveys until all participants from each group agree on their 

final list of barriers. Then, the list of barriers from strand 1 (i.e., academics) and strand 

2 (i.e., community service providers) are synthesized by the Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative and this consolidated list is sent to strand 3 (i.e., Indigenous community 

members with lived experience). Strand 3 consolidates this list with their own, verifies 

the barriers and, separately and independently (using multiple online surveys) refine 

and vote on these barriers until all participants in Strand 3 agree on a final list of 

Grand Challenges.  

 



 

Appendix C: Evaluation Team 

 
The following individuals were a part of the evaluation team: 

Name Role Organization 

Andrea Johnston Evaluator Johnston Research Inc. 

 

Marissa Hill Evaluation Project 

Manager 

Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative 

Sara Wolfe Knowledge Exchange 

Group Member  

Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative 

Becca Smith Knowledge Exchange 

Group Member 

Grand Challenges Canada 

Piers Kreps Knowledge Exchange 

Group Member 

Indigenous Innovation 

Initiative 

 

  



 

Appendix D: Data Collection Tools 

 
The following data collection tools were used during the interviews. These tools were 

developed by Johnston Research Inc.  The following interview guide was modified 

from Johnston Research Inc.’s Your Voices Evaluation© tools.  You can follow the 

link to the actual tool guide (LINK) and see the main pages with the evaluation 

questions asked below.  The Your Voices Evaluation© tools are designed to: 

 Respect Indigenous teachings 

 Teach a new way of doing self-evaluation 

 Inspire creativity using art-based tools 

 Share a different way of thinking about evaluation 

 Demonstrate that Indigenous models of health and healing are important 

in measuring change over time 

  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/17nO2FrA7RMkHyXkoJ6UDDtltVHmlcbqk/view?usp=sharing


 

  



 

Appendix E: First Nations Principles of OCAP© 

 
The First Nation principles of OCAP© were established 1998 to enable control 

over how First Nations information is collected or used. These principles are as 

follows: 

 

 Ownership: based on the relationship of First Nations to their cultural 

knowledge, data and information, a community or group owns information 

collectively in the same way that an individual owns his or her personal 

information 

 Control: First Nations, their communities and representative bodies are 

within their rights in seeking to control all research and information 

management processes that impact them, including the control of 

resources and review processes, the planning process, management of the 

information etc. 

 Access: First Nations must have access to information and data about 

themselves and their communities regardless of where it is held, including 

the right to manage and make decisions regarding access to their collective 

information 

 Possession: the mechanism by which ownership can be asserted and 

protected, including protocols 

  

https://fnigc.ca/ocap
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