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Introduction 
 In the long history of the Iroquois League of the Five Nations (Wisk 
Nihonohnwenstiake) extant Indigenous knowledge inheres in families like the 
Satekariwateron:non. This Turtle clan family is one of the founding families of the 
League, that holds a place among the Rotinohnsionni (People of the Long House) 
council with a specific function relative to the word “satekariwate”. The word has 
been translated literally as “weighing in balance”. However, the word conveys a 
richer meaning.  
 In the Satekariwate family the name connotes more than simply balance. 
Implied by sateka- (from the root word for “8”) there is a sense of balance—four 
fingers on each hand. In addition, the word “orihwa” has the sense of a “matter”. 
The suffix “-ate” designates positioning as “on top”, as in on-top-of-the-house or 
kanohnsate. Taken together the word would literally translate as balanced-matter-
on-top.  
 The idiomatic use of Saterkariwate takes on another form more closely 
associated with Indigenous governance. I am a member of the Satekariwateron:non 
and worked since 1988 on affairs related to the League. I worked with elder 
rotiianisonha such as Jacob Thomas and Murray Henhawk, and elders Reg Henry 
and Sylvannus General. As a sakotiienewas (one who helps them) I aided the elders 
with written work, and translating Indigenous words into idiomatic English. One 
key elder was Chief Richard Maracle, from the Mohawk family named 
Rastewenserontha. We often talked about words. In the case of his family name, 
the word suggested rattles such as those on the snake’s tail. He also said because 
the word was old it seemed to have something to do with pine pitch. As such, he 
said his role among the Mohawk chiefs was to raise a warning (shake the rattle) or 
point out a  “sticky issue” (like placing one’s hand on pine pitch). These notions 
provided the basis for advancing the idiomatic expression of Satekariwate. 
 In many instances elders placed me in the middle of numerous conflicts at 
the Six Nations Indian Reserve, sixty miles south of Toronto, Canada. I worked 
closely with Chief Maracle during the so-called Oka Crisis of 1990. I also worked 
with Chief Thomas in the performance of the recital of the “Great Laws of Peace”, 
our master narrative. With Elder Henry, we discussed how our ceremonies were 
performances of our Indigenous cultural practices like harvesting fish, growing our 
crops, and using the maple sap. However, for this paper I focus on the work with 
Chief Maracle.  
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 Work with Chief Maracle included several major events in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s. This work included delivering the “Shawanaga Fire” from the 
hunger strikers north of Toronto who were protesting cutbacks to post-secondary 
funding that was lit for a week at Six Nations. In addition, Chief Maracle and my 
clanmother Wilma Hill talked to me frequently during the school lockout of 1989, 
when 1,000 elementary students were pulled from Six Nations’ schools because of 
environmental and health conditions. I arranged meetings between Brantford’s 
mayor, Brantford’s Member of Parliament, and Chief Maracle concerning Mohawk 
claims in the Grand River valley near Brantford ,Ontario.  
  This work associates more closely with the family name Satekariwate than 
the simple affectation “weighing in balance”. I contend with some confidence 
based on my discussions with these elders that one who weighs things in balance 
engages in the act of mediation. That family tradition was invoked on many 
occasions in work conducted with extant clanship families of the League. In the 
case of the Turtle clan, Satekariwate sits with Aiionwatha and Tekarihoken families 
whose names idiomatically express the humanity of problem solving and seeking 
solutions to disputes. Aiionwatha (combs the hair) keeps matters straight and 
untangled. Tekarihoken (uses two minds) seeks to understand disputants’ fears, 
worries and threats. With Satekariwate’s mediation practices added to this 
governing triumvirate, the Mohawk turtle clan families possess certain diplomatic 
authority in navigating conflicts and disputes.  
 One key sign and symbol of League culture depicts mediated processes 
between entities imbued with the practices described above. This sign and symbol 
of Rotinohnsionni culture is known as the Two Row Wampum. The Two Row also 
has been routinely called the Kaswentha, though the linguistic root has more to do 
with any thing that can “be rolled out”, and not just for the Two Row Wampum. 
Moreover, elders call the belt Tekeni Tiiohate Onekohnhra Ateriwisa’atshera (Two 
Road Wampum Covenant).  
 As stated in Mohawk the Tekeni Tiiohate Onekohnhra is more of a covenant 
than a treaty. The word ateriwisa’atshera is used colloquially as a contract. 
However, elders in the Rastewenserontha family translate the word as a covenant—
a deeper relationship based on foundational principles at the heart of what a 
people call their “highest good”. As such, these words are ascribed to the Tekeni 
Tiiohate: 

Iakorakowa…Ionkiiari Wisk Nihohnnowhetnsiake ahensenonni 
atewatiteshstohn ne ra ohnwentsiate… 
(Europeans…We stood you up in our land…) 
…tsi nikariwes enkahhwatsiratatie tahnon entkarakwinekenseke, 
ohente entkeniohseke, nok ohnekanos konnes.. 
(…as the long as the sun rises, the grass grows and the waters flow…) 

The Two Row Wampum Treaty remains the dominant symbol of sovereign rights 
among the Rotinohsionni, the so-called League of the Iroquois. Starkly drawn 
against a white background, two dark parallel lines provide an enduring signific 
binary (see Figure 1). Elders among the Rotinohsionni describe the Two Row as a 
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foundational principle for individual freedom and tribal sovereignty. Consequently, 
respect and compassion as sum mum bonum to Indigenous peoples imbues the 
Two Row with meaning for which the term “All My Relations” resonates. 
Figure 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 In the 1600s the Two Row relationship was extended to Europeans. As told 
by Rotinohsionni elders, the Dutch were offered the Two Row when they 
approached the League. Although the Dutch described the relationship as Father 
and Son, the Iroquois quickly discarded that depiction. “We say we are not like 
Father and Son but we are brothers,” as told by the elders.” This belt confirms that 
relationship.” According to the tribal memory of that time, the Rotinohsionni claim 
the belt was presented to the Dutch and explained: 

“We travel down the river of life together, you in your sailing ship 
and we in our canoe. And in your sailing ship you have your people 
and your ways. And in our canoe are our people, our country, and 
our ways. We have agreed to be friends, for our mutual defense and 
mutual aid. Whenever you are attacked we will come to your 
defense. When you need our help in hard times, we will come to 
your aid. And you have agreed to come to our aid and defense when 
we need your help.”  

The Rotinohsionni clearly required that the European’s and the Indigenous 
American’s relationship had a basis in friendship. The Indigenous people 
also warned that the friendship would be tested: 
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“We also say that the water in the river of life sometimes will be 
troubled. At those times we will tell our people that it is dangerous 
for them to stand with one foot in the sailing ship and the canoe. 
When the water moves to and fro they might fall from the vessels into 
the river. No one will be able to help them. With this Two Row 
Wampum Belt we confirm this covenant that will last as long as the 
waters flow, the grass grows green and the sun still rises.”  

A provision also exists in the Two Row for assuaging harms done to the canoe by 
people in the boat, and by people in the boat to those in the canoe. Grievances 
would be heard and punishment enacted within the mutual jurisdictions. As far as 
tribal memory goes, the Dutch accepted the Two Row relationship. The 
Rotinohsionni maintain they are signatories to this international treaty between 
Indigenous peoples in the Americas and the French colonies, the British colonies, 
and the United States. 
The historical frame of reference 
 Following the American Revolution the remnants of the Five Nations 
Rotinohsionni Confederacy took refuge in the Grand River Valley, seventy miles 
south of Toronto, Canada. Also known as the League of the Five Nations, the 
confederacy’s historical status was enshrined as those “Indian savages” described 
in the American Declaration of Independence--arguably the ancien regime at 
whom the revolt was aimed. While there is some dispute over the actual 
Rotinohsionni land claims, the Confederacy is regarded in the Nanfan 1701 and 
Fort Stanwix 1768 treaties as controlling underlying land title to a vast territory, 
which includes southern Ontario, New York State, northern Ohio, and northern 
Pennsylvania.1 Rotinohsionni land falls within the land base described in Nanfan—
the Great Lakes watershed. After the American Revolution Rotinohsionni lands 
between Lakes Ontario, Erie, and Huron south of the Niagara escarpment were 
defined under the Haldimand Proclamation of 1784.  
 The Rotinohsionni ‘Haldimand’ land base evolved over time. Originally, the 
tract ranged from Burlington, Ontario along the Niagara escarpment verging on 
Georgian Bay. Later, the land area was identified by its amended Thames River and 
Grand River boundaries, extending to Lake Erie. And in 1801 the Crown 
unilaterally re-defined the territory as six miles on each side of the Grand River 
from its mouth to its source. This area is approximately 700,000 acres beginning 
near Dundalk, Ontario, and ending at Dunnville, Ontario.2 During the early 1800s 
the Rotinohsionni 700,000 acre Grand River Valley territory reduced in size 
through suspicious land leases and forced removal. The Rotinohsionni now live on 
48,000 acres bounded by Brantford, Ontario, and the Plank Road between 
Caledonia and Hagersville, Ontario.  
 In 1924 the Canadian government seized the Rotinohsionni League’s 
holdings on Six Nations Indian Reserve No. 40. Operating under section 74(1) of 
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the Indian Act, the Canadian government installed an ‘elected council’ while 
refusing to recognize the Confederacy in subsequent years. Canada’s relationship 
to Rotinohsionni people can currently be described as fiduciary in nature. For 
example the Haudenosaunee Confederacy, a religious sect within the league, holds 
sanction under Canadian law to conduct funerals and weddings. 
 In the late 1700s colonization began in the Grand River watershed by 
Canadian citizens of primarily English ancestry. The use of dams to divert water 
and the use of the Grand River as a waterway improved the feasibility of 
developing the region's forest industry. From Dunnville on Lake Erie, to Dundalk 
near Georgian Bay, the oak and maple savanna was largely strip forested in the 
1800s. This forestry practice reduced the Ontario whitetail deer herd and opened 
Ontario to farming.     i 
 The farm industry ranged from cattle ranching to large-scale production of 
cash crops and silage. Rotinohsionni farmers were visibly important participants in 
southern Ontario farming in the late 1800s. Fruit production and tobacco became 
mainstays of the agricultural industry. Concomitant with the rise of agriculture in 
the Grand River Valley was the move toward resource development. Primary 
industries included gypsum, limestone, natural gas, and petroleum. Also, a large 
manufacturing and commercial sector became prominent along the Grand River 
waterway. Secondary industry included farm machinery production, textiles and 
garments, and mills. 
  Economic development in the 1900s featured industrial and commercial 
cultures created in the 1800s. However, wartime-production secondary industries 
on the Grand River included chemical producing facilities. The service industry 
also increased with the population. Farming and its ancillary industries were still a 
driving force in the region. 
           By the 1900s Indigenous farming had diminished although Rotinohsionni 
transient farm labor was a pre-dominant vocation up to the 1970s. Reduction in the 
tobacco industry and farm machinery production, and the desire to develop a 
tertiary economy, were outcomes of limited secondary industry development. 
Today, in the Brant region--an area particularly hard-hit by plant closures global 
economic pressures--consistent attention is paid to reinvigorating a lackluster 
economy. Economic uncertainty prevails.  
The Tutelo Heights Context 
 Within this historical and cultural I pose the extant governance of 
Indigenous principles found in particular mediation that took place near Brantford, 
Ontario. From 1990 to 2006 Rotinohsionni (Iroquois) actively pursued resistance to 
encroachments against Indian Reserve lands from Montreal, Quebec through to 
Windsor, Ontario in Canada. Also, Seneca people in New York State faced down 
State troopers in 1997. Resistance movements on the Canadian side of the 
medicine line include the Rotinohsionni territories at Kanehsatake, Kahnawake, 
Akwesahsne, Tyendinaga, Ohsweken, and Oneida. The events from 1990-2006 
include the Oka Standoff, the Mercier Bridge, Eagles Nest, Tyendinaga Quarry, Red 
Hill Valley, Tutelo Heights, and Caledonia. The resistance by the Rotinohsionni 
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from the Quebec Laurentian territories to the oak savannah regions of southern 
Ontario marks an age of decolonization worldwide.  
          As demonstrated in the period from 1990 to 2006, distinct territorial claims 
by this Indigenous population produced violent confrontations. Armed and lengthy 
standoffs arise from the overall collective memory of the land agreements by the 
Indigenous disputants, and the obfuscation and avoidance of the agreements by the 
non-Indigenous governments. The non-Indian government agencies claim 
Indigenous people are citizens under their jurisdiction and liable under the law. 
Thus, during these encounters non-Indian police and army attempt to storm the 
barricades--sometimes successfully, sometimes not.  

Each event over that 16-year period told a similar story. The most recent 
event began in February 2005 when Rotinohsionni women blocked subdivision 
construction on disputed lands in the town of Caledonia, Ontario. The women 
claimed that the subdivision encroached on the existing east side of the Six Nations 
Indian Reserve in violation of the Haldimand Treaty of 1784. And even though 
representatives of the League attempted to engage Canada in negotiations over the 
Grand River Valley following the Caledonia standoff of 2005-2006, the Native and 
non-Native disputants were at an impasse by 2008. Both sides were positioned in 
win-lose scenarios.  

However, before Caledonia in 1998 a unique plot-point occurred that could 
potentially rewrite the standoff script for win-lose negotiations such as those played 
out like Caledonia. The Rotinohsionni blockaded a logging operation in a tense five-
day standoff near Brantford, Ontario on the west side of the Six Nations Indian 
Reserve. The Tutelo Heights mediation process conducted in 1998 produced 
outcomes relevant to land disputes in Rotinohsionni country. Located sixty miles 
south of Toronto Canada, Tutelo Heights had the potential for escalating into 
another armed conflict such as those seen from 1990 to 2006. I was involved in the 
process of co-mediation or double-track mediation to successfully resolve the short-
term confrontation at Tutelo Heights. However, a desired long-term mediation 
process began positively, but fell victim to old animosities.  I review the short-term 
“Tutelo Heights” and long-term “Grand River Valley” projects to understand what 
lessons can be drawn for mediation design. 
          In this paper I pose that the short-term two-track mediation model used at 
Tutelo Heights produced knowledge that could influence negotiations and 
mediation in what often appears to be win-lose situations. From the start, I 
advocated the symbolic yet practical principle of Rotinohsionni culture—the Two 
Row Wampum. This foundational treaty depicts the European on a sailing ship and 
Indigenous people in a canoe on the river of life. This original treaty between 
Europeans and the Rotinohsionni pledged mutual respect, aid and defense based 
on friendship. Using the Two Row premise the mediation team diffused potential 
armed confrontation while work-shopping processes to resolve the dispute. The 
short-term agreement reached between three Tutelo Heights disputants serves as a 
model for longer-term mediation of the territorial dispute in the wider Grand River 
Valley.  
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In the spring of 1998 the Haudenosaunee Environment Delegation (HED) 
sought to establish a long-term mediation process to address the broader 
Indigenous peoples’ Grand River Valley claims. Significant impetus for long-term 
action was precipitated by the HED blockade to log clearing in disputed lands 
resolved in the short-term. The blockade came under the surveillance of warriors 
from the nearby Six Nations Indian Reserve and the Ontario Provincial Police 
(OPP). The HED recruited co-mediators from the Rotinohsionni and neighboring 
non-Native community. The proposed HED mediation process involved various 
agencies around Brant County, sixty miles south of Toronto, Canada. The Canadian 
agencies engaged with Indigenous peoples in multi-party discussions with the HED 
that focused on forestry and environmental issues related to the Grand River 
watershed.  

Resolving Tutelo Heights suggested that a practical model to deliver a 
comprehensive mediation project could be based on co-generated learning and 
collaborative inquiry. Yet, there were obstacles. The central argument by legal 
experts is to fragment the claim into smaller parcels. Government funding for 
elected councils to pursue these claims is opposed by Indigenous rights activists 
who view this as a sell-out. However, the comprehensive nature of Indigenous land 
claims creates the central obstacle to mediation. At least, what was learned from 
Tutelo Heights refines an approach for a cross-cultural mediation south of Toronto, 
Canada. At best, what was learned at Tutelo Heights could have influenced the 
way Canada handled events at Caledonia in April 2006. Hindsight? Not at all. 
Conflicts will happen again if no attempt for mediation is made.  

The Rotinohsionni land context and history unavoidably frames all conflict 
mediation attempts. Subsequently, I provide a brief historical statement to preface 
the model for double-tracked mediation. The historical context frames the 
inventories and profiles of the social, cultural, and personal perspectives impacting 
the mediation. In addition, to these viewpoints, this paper describes and analyzes:  

(1) a cross-cultural conflict context;  
(2) an historical frame of reference;  
(3) Tutelo Heights as a microcosm of Indigenous resistance;  
(4) a potential mediation in the Grand River Valley;  
(5) lessons learned from the Tutelo Heights mediation; 
(6) aspects of the Grand River Valley dispute 

I show how Tutelo Heights’s disputants formed a learning organization to 
conjointly find solutions to their problems. The attempt to scaffold Tutelo’s 
experience into a Grand River Valley “learning community” promoted cross-
cultural communication between the sailing ship and the canoe—an outcome that 
is currently viewed as good in the events leading following the Caledonia standoff.  
Cross-cultural conflict context 

I pose that the Indigenous land rights story repeats itself in the Grand River 
Valley. However, the research framework I suggest for conflict draws from many 
theoretical bases at the time of the mediation. The use of democratic and 
participatory methodologies remains the ideal. Implicitly, adult learning has a 
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central place in my thinking about individual’s fears, worries, and threats at the 
center of emotional intelligence. Yet, I understand that change agency remains at 
work, needs to be identified, and appropriated to achieve positive outcomes. 
Ethically, I could pose that change agents need to be identified and neutralized 
because they tend to be invasive and coercive. But realistically, the mediator needs 
to be aware, not wary, of change agents to forecast realistic goals that seek win-win 
solutions regardless of the various agents present in the dispute. In this way the 
Tutelo Heights and Grand River Valley profiles invoke a research framework that 
produces a fascinating story of complex human interactions at the heart of 
colonization. 

At Tutelo Heights the power balancing remained precarious. The colonizers: 
Canadian law backed a landowner and logger. The colonized: the Indigenous 
people clung to the strength of international treaties and the rule of international 
law. Ethnocratic principles, based on wealth and power held by the colonizers, 
excluded the colonized from the political economy of the land. While around the 
world exclusion can take the tragic form of ethnic cleansing, in North America 
government policies advocate assimilation by socializing minorities to dominant 
political hegemonies based on the ethnocratic principle of majority rule. 
Ethnocracies ignore minorities through state legislated programs and state 
supported historical revisionism. The subtext for the Tutelo Heights story returned, 
however both sides failed to see the interdependency of their roles. 
 In most instances conflicts befall people with a shared history between 
distinct groups. Deriving from their historical experiences and perspectives, diverse 
ethnicities often share assumptions that are both negative and positive. Ethnic 
positions based on negative assumptions produces prejudice, bias, and stereotype. 
Ignored are the positive assumptions rooted in common interests. Ironically, diverse 
ethnicities unable to compare their shared assumptions create cross-cultural 
conflict. Realizing this relationship becomes the first lesson for the double-tracked 
process. 
 Cross-cultural conflicts begin as communication failures. In many instances 
disputants speak of their conflict by excusing "us" and blaming "them".  By failing to 
recognize mutual responsibility, parties render their opposition invisible and create 
bogeymen.1 Making one party invisible removes them from the possibility of 
participating in resolving the dispute. Exclusion is not merely a political tactic, but 
the logical conclusion of assigned blame.  
 Creating an environment of mutual understanding and open communication 
is beyond simply recognizing cultural presuppositions and bias as ‘us’ and ‘them’. 
Negative positions based on cultural presuppositions and misperceptions evolve 
over a long history. Usually the negative position cannot be simplified into 
"white/Indian", "Christian/Muslim", "Catholic/Protestant, or "Afrikaan/African" 
distinctions.2 Coincidentally, oversimplifying cultures as an “us” and “them” dyad 
creates a racial stereotype encouraging individuals to protect their identity even 
further.    
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 In addition to overcoming simple racial definitions, mediators need to focus 
on fears, worries, and threats at the personal level. Cross-cultural conflict occurs 
when individuals defend their cultural identity. Majority populations that prevent 
minority individuals from expressing their individual cultural identity create the 
conflict. Disputes occur when minority cultural identity conflicts with the majority 
populations’ culture. For instance, a minority culture may value the forest as home 
to a micro ecosystem. A majority culture views the forest as a storehouse of natural 
resources to be exploited. Conflict occurs when the positions don’t move and the 
disputants cannot see the interrelationship between their views.  
 On a personal level individuals are affected adversely by the stressful 
environment where two or more cultures unavoidably coexist. Mediation requires 
educating individuals to express the fears, worries, and threats that are at the basis 
of their philosophical or political positions. Self-awareness and critical reflection on 
identity creates the mental transactions between values, needs, and perspectives 
that shape those fears, worries, and threats.3 Individual dysfunction is categorized 
as 'life scripting.' Recognizable patterns emerge in individuals whose behavior 
conforms to a role--the broken down war veteran, the person who dies young 
because their parent died young.4 In the case of Indigenous claims, the script calls 
for the colonized to resist total subjugation. Thinking about the other disputants, in 
this case, assists the use of processes for contemplative critical reflection that 
promotes an understanding of interpersonal interdependencies. Analyzing these 
ambiguous mental transactions requires that individuals think about their cultural 
presuppositions in order to cope with changing their life script. Discovering identity 
is the basic assumption of critical learning theory and invokes a need for emotional 
intelligence in disputants.5 
 Disputants need to learn to resist offering generalizations when dealing with 
each other. Per se, Indigenous people are only ambiguous remnants of true 
cultures. All white people are racists, per se. Cultures do have presuppositions that 
are essential to the functioning of their society implicit in the culture's worldview. 
However, periodically societies need to adjust their presuppositions in order to 
manage change by accepting differing perspectives.6 Individuals, organizations, 
and societies that do not adjust their presuppositions face tremendous difficulty 
coping with change. Conflict results when individuals invoke other 
presuppositions, such as assigning blame.    
 The process for learning draws on a toolkit of methods for organizational 
learning. The toolkit I describe here focuses on teaching disputants about each 
other. As described earlier mediation strategies address identity and 
communication issues. The Two Row processes implies shuttle diplomacy 
(charette) and multi-track negotiation that are employed in crisis mediation and 
conflict resolution to encourage a conversation, albeit long distance at first.7 Also, 
action research and action science focus on building corporate, community, or 
non-government ‘learning’ organizations linked through information searches.8 In 
this way transparency for the process needs to be created. Though social marketing 
and innovation diffusion theory can be applied as invasive methods for creating 
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change, in reality disputants become the local agents who communicate change.9 
Teaching individuals and organizations learning skills to cope with change centers 
these theories. In this way I pose that collectives, or groups of individuals form a 
“learning community” to find information and communicate that information to 
each other. 
 Recent downsizing and organizational change spawned a tremendous 
amount of study for the way individuals and groups of individuals learn. Generally 
called organizational learning, this approach has been adopted by many 
corporations including Ford, Xerox, and IBM. Industry, unions, universities, service 
agencies, foreign aid agencies, and community development agencies use this type 
of learning. Writers of a variety of theories include Peter Senge, Roger Schwartz, 
Argyris and Schon, Davydd Greenwood, Alan Andreason, J.C. McCroskey, Flood 
and Romm, and E.M. Rogers. These writers agree that communication is central to 
organizational learning. Thus, these writers reinforce the notion that 
interdependencies exist between communication and community. The learning 
community is a better place when everyone knows what everyone else knows.  
 Change usually creates conflict, a period of storming and adjustment. The 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict was created by one culture asking another for change. 
Chechnya, Bosnia, Somalia, and Rwanda are instances where proposed change 
was met with dramatic and terrible resistance. As cultures cope with change what 
they learn impacts cross-cultural mediation. In this case I pose that organizational 
learning promotes participatory inquiry to assist disputants ability to cope with 
social and behavioral change.10 Participatory inquiry accepts how individuals learn 
while mapping the relationship between self-concept, self-evaluation, and self-
determination.11 Engaging in dialogue with other individuals marks the way people 
can participate in their social, cultural, or political associations.12 I pose that 
double-tracked Two Row mediation prospers from building a ‘learning community’ 
between disputants to realize their mutual fears, worries, and threats. Learning a 
shared history is at the heart of the learning community. The dispute at Tutelo 
Heights is viewed through this frame. 
Tutelo Heights a short-term microcosm 
 The forestry issue escalated in Brant County during April 1998 featured three 
disputants—an HED representative, the landowner, and the logger. The local 
landholder licensed a selected cut in a small woodlot at an area known as Tutelo 
Heights on the banks of the Grand River. The logger was apprised of the political 
and legal circumstances expressed by the HED representative of the Indigenous 
peoples land rights on the Grand River. The HED maintained that the Confederacy 
considers the site to be consecrated because it contains Tutelo burial grounds. By 
contrast Brant County officials said that its by-laws did not prevent such a 
transaction and that they would issue the permit for the cut. Consecrated sites and 
land claims were not under their jurisdiction. So, a small cut was executed in April 
that created the opportunity for an immediate response from the Confederacy. The 
logger was blocked by the HED from removing the timber. After two days of 



 11 

discussions and a blockade, the HED decided to allow the timber removed after 
receiving a promise from the logger that logging activities would be suspended.  
 There are three important factors in the decision to allow the timber to be 
removed based on the agreement to stop cutting. The original incident in April 
1998 created an impression in both Brant County and the Haudenosaunee 
Confederacy, though their positions did not change. The blockade by members of 
the HED prevented a logger from removing timber cut in disputed lands at Tutelo 
Heights south of Brantford, Ontario. Watched by the OPP and warriors from nearby 
Six Nations the logger and the HED were soon joined by the landowner. First, the 
Confederacy issued what it felt was its right to re-assert a moratorium on logging in 
the Grand River Valley. Secondly, the County replied that preventing logging or 
blocking roadways was a police matter. Thirdly, there was a perceived threat of a 
warrior intervention from the nearby Six Nations Indian Reserve. The resulting 
stalemate can be linked to these factors.  
 The power imbalance between the two cultures included those 
characteristics for cross-cultural conflict cited earlier. The mediation design 
considered the positions of the three disputants in developing a resolution strategy 
that invoked talking. The products that were proposed to be produced by the 
mediation included the: 

1. development a brief or draft agreement based on already  
    known positions and interests as a working document; 
2. arrangement of a mediation session to refine the agreement to  
    everyone’s mutual satisfaction; 
3. description of a three party negotiation and timetable   
    negotiations for: 

    (i)   landholder and logger; 
    (ii)  logger and Native claimants; 
    (iii) Native claimants and landholder. 

The timetable would be designed, clarified, and described in more detail, with the 
participation and consultation of all parties. Disputants were told that the Tutelo 
Heights mediation model for a larger Grand River Valley mediation project was a 
potential outcome. 
 The dispute at Tutelo Heights focused on three individuals in conflict over 
the sale of logging rights. The landholder claimed he the right to sell the trees. The 
logger, told by the county cutting was permitted, paid $30,000 for the trees. The 
Native claimant says the land is consecrated and part of a comprehensive claim. To 
break the deadlock the disputants agreed to negotiate a multi-party resolution that 
includes: 

1.  landholder retaining the fees paid to him; 
2.  logger being reimbursed for losses incurred; 
3.  Native claimants paying the logger, but entering into  
    a land deal with the current landholder; 
4. agreement to not pursue any future legal action should 1, 2, and 3 

     not be fulfilled.  
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The co-mediators created opportunities for dialogue between the three disputants. 
Their fears, worries, and threats remained constant throughout the discussions. The 
logger and landowner had financial concerns. The Native claimant held the 
position that the Rotinohsionni people could not surrender any more rights. 
 Throughout the early stages of the short-term process factors arose that 
signaled a potential for the escalation of the disputes. The willingness of the 
disputants to avoid a confrontation was demonstrated in the Tutelo Heights 
resolution contract. However, elections in the county and the band council 
sidetracked the long-term mediation planning. Despite delays and personality 
clashes, the mediation process was maintained. While the short-term Tutelo 
Heights agreement ended positively, deep conflicts and rivalries affected the long-
term Grand River Valley project. 
Beginning the long-term Grand River Valley mediation 
 The HED feared that the Tutelo Heights dispute could escalate into an 
armed confrontation, and subsequently co-mediators were recruited to assist with 
the logging dispute. Consequently, following the resolution of the Tutelo Heights 
blockade the HED took the lead in developing a mediation process. The 
interrelationship with the non-Native disputants became apparent to the HED in a 
tragic but meaningful way by the summer of 1998. The deaths of two prominent 
Rotinohsionni Confederacy chiefs in June and August 1998 caused re-organization 
within the traditional government. The awareness by band council and Brant 
agencies that there is wide ranging support for the Confederacy was not lost on 
observers who attended the funerals for Chief Jacob Thomas and Chief Richard 
Maracle. Also, the fact that homage was paid by non-Native officials impacted the 
HED.  
 These deaths created delays in proceeding with the HED plan though the 
Two Row process now had substantive impetus from the deaths. The co-mediators 
agreed to the Two Row double-track process with the non-Native mediator and 
Native mediator performing a charette. The shuttle diplomacy included a 
responsibility to co-manage the process as intermediaries between the disputants. 
The request by the HED was delivered to the Canadian disputants to begin the 
mediation process. Canadian agreement to participate sparked an initial informal 
meeting held in June 1998. In mid-August a meeting was held where parties 
discussed the proposed terms of reference. Joint agreement on the terms of 
reference would then frame a proposal for funding the mediation program.  
 Multi-party discussions focused on the long term Grand River mediation. 
Although the larger mediation process was instigated by the Tutelo Heights dispute, 
Crown bodies wished to keep the short term and long term mediations separate. 
The HED, while keeping Tutelo Heights at arms-length from the longer-term 
mediation, posed the Tutelo Heights dispute as symptomatic of the comprehensive 
dispute. Though local governance issues sidetracked the mediation process (a 
series of misunderstandings and interpersonal conflicts) parties stated a 
commitment 



 13 

to a fuller mediation process. Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) indicated 
its willingness to designate funding to engage the original Grand River Valley 
process.  

The process included a meeting in early June 1998. Held at Brantford city 
hall, the meeting was attended by the City of Brantford, Brant County warden, HED 
representative, and the co-mediators. Participants agreed that a mediation process 
would avoid a larger more intense confrontation between the Rotinohsionni people 
and police agencies in Brant County. Initial planning conducted by the co-
mediators began with the preparation of a draft document titled “Terms of 
reference for multi-party discussions in Brant County.” The document was 
circulated to Brant County, City of Brantford, the Six Nations ‘Elected’ Council, the 
Grand River Conservation Authority, and the Haudenosaunee Confederacy. 
Including the ‘elected’ council was a pre-requisite of Brant County and the City of 
Brantford. When the draft terms-of-reference was presented to the Confederacy 
there was resistance to the inclusion of the ‘elected’ council. Finally, however, the 
Confederacy maintained that including the ‘elected’ council was a Crown matter, 
and not within their jurisdiction (the elected council exists under discretion of the 
government of Canada). 
 In mid-August 1998 participants reviewed and ratified the draft terms-of-
reference at the Woodland Cultural Centre near the City of Brantford. Also 
attending the meeting was a representative from the local federal constituency 
office—coincidentally the office of Jane Stewart, the portfolio Canadian Minister of 
Indian Affairs at that time. A general document in substance, the draft terms-of-
reference focused on environmental issues in the Grand River Valley. The 
mediators sought agreement from the participants on eleven points:  

(1) developing a communications process as the main purpose;  
(2) limiting the scope to environmental factors;  
(3) identifying the Grand River Valley as the geographic focus;  
(4) realizing the geographic scope is encumbered by a comprehensive 
Native land claim;  
(5) requesting uncoerced participation beyond individual mandates;  
(6) the roster would include the Six Nations ‘elected’ council;  
(7) inviting federal and provincial observers;  
(8) a process based on consensus building and joint problem solving;  
(9) voluntary agreement on outcomes;  
(10) agreement on the co-mediators roles;  
(11) appropriate confidentiality and public statements.  

These terms-of-reference were adopted on August 11. 
 At the August 11 meeting, parties agreed to pursue funding for the 
mediation. Funding would be requested from Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 
(INAC). The federal observer would inform Ms. Stewart of the request, and the non-
Native mediator would develop a proposal. The funding would be used to conduct 
a two-day conference tentatively scheduled for mid-September. Notably, the mid-
September conference would be held prior to an October meeting where the City, 
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County, and ‘elected’ council were re-negotiating a ‘protocol’ agreement on 
intergovernmental relations.  
 A favorable response by INAC to the funding proposal was received in mid-
September. While the confirmation arrived too late to plan the two-day conference 
for mid-September, INAC Ontario Regional Director General (RDG) John Donnelly 
said the government was pleased there would be “substantive discussions which 
will hopefully lead to the establishment of a common framework for decision 
making.”  
 An important negotiation process separate from the Two Row also occurred 
at this time. The City, County, and ‘elected’ council proceeded with a ‘protocol’ 
agreement negotiation on October 3. This protocol agreement describes how the 
three bodies function co-operatively. The HED understood that the planned two-
day conference would contextualize the ‘protocol’ discussions. When the 
‘protocol’ discussions proceeded without the HED, the HED responded with a 
press conference denouncing local government environmental practices. The HED 
objected to the elected council’s protocol agreement, which they viewed as 
undermining the comprehensive claim in the Grand River Valley. 
 By the autumn of 1998 the mediation process ended. Although, the co-
mediators employed a charette between Brant County, the City, and the 
Confederacy to bring the parties back to mediation after the protocol discussion 
other factors ended the mediation project. Imminent County and ‘elected’ Council 
elections in November meant that there would be a hiatus. In October 1998 INAC 
said it would provide funding through the  ‘elected’ council. This was interpreted 
by the HED as a tactic to exploit the divisions at Six Nations. The co-mediators 
reminded the HED that Confederacy Council considered Crown matters outside 
their jurisdiction and over in the sailing ship. In the interim the co-mediators would 
identify the administration, management, and design of the mediation process. 
Finally, by 2000 a series of Band Council scandals interrupted the process 
indefinitely. 
Tutelo Heights lessons for the long run 
 The Tutelo Heights mediation produced a model from critical incidents 
useful in future mediation efforts in the Grand River Valley. The iterative character 
of the Caledonia confrontation offers an opportunity to critically reflect on practical 
models for action. Specifically, in February 2005 women from Six Nations blocked 
a housing development in the town of Caledonia neighbouring the Six Nations 
reserve. Court and police action finally led to an armed assault by the OPP in April 
2005. The response by Six Nations people viewed on national television news and 
the resulting standoff resulted finally in tripartite negotiations between the 
Haudenosaunee, and Ontario and Canada. Six Nations rejected an original offer of 
$26-million for a parcel of land in the claim area in the summer of 2008. The 
stalemate continues. 
 The most important lesson learned from Tutelo Heights concerns the use of 
negotiation. In Tutelo Heights parties were urged not to negotiate. At all times 
parties learned to accept fears, worries, and threats they held. Caledonia’s 
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negotiations were doomed to fail as soon as the parties negotiated across tables. 
Tutelo Heights posed the importance of learning and educating the disputants on 
their interdependencies. This premise leads to speculation on creating a Grand 
River Valley learning community. Ideally, mediated problem solving would 
continue as needed to build a cross-cultural learning community. This project 
involves more groups or individuals beyond the principal disputants involved in the 
initial round of multi-party discussions. Ideally, mediators include a larger 
community of stakeholders in cross-cultural mediation. At the local level Native 
housing, realty, legal, cultural, environmental, religious, and political stakeholders 
increase the size of the core group. 
 One key feature of the Tutelo Heights era was uncertainty over authority—
who speaks for whom? The issue of ‘authority’ raised in the early discussions in 
August 1998 also impacts the long-term mediation. At that time issues to be 
addressed included identifying positions and interests of the disputants. Critical 
reflection by the disputants on their interests and positions engaged the disputants 
in the larger long-term mediation. The proposed multi-track mediation process 
described earlier prepares the disputants to engage a larger conflict mediation 
process. 
  Agencies involved in the dispute admitted to apprehension and being 
mystified by their co-disputant. For example the ancient treaty signatory 
Rotinohsionni league was overthrown cooperatively by Canada and the US in 
1924. This overthrow occurred following the presentation of the Everett Report in 
1922 that was commissioned by New York State. After 1924 a religious group first 
commissioned by Thomas Jefferson in 1802 called the Haudenosaunee 
Confederacy assumed the role of the old league. The rivalry between the new 
Confederacy and the League produced even more strained relationships when 
Canada inserted elected band councils into the equation. In the interim civilian 
activist groups like the Warrior Society, Six Nations Against Pollution (SNAP), and 
the Haudenosaunee Environment Delegation (HED) joined a lengthy tradition of 
activism begun by the Indian War Veterans Association, the Indian Defense League 
of America (IDLA), and the Mohawk Workers.   
 Ironically Canadian, provincial, and municipal agencies have said that 
when it comes to the Native community they do not know who speaks with 
authority as a representative of the Native people. The divisions within the Native 
community since 1924 have been identified as a major contributor to 
intergovernmental relations. Though they have an intergovernmental agreement 
with the Crown-created Elected Band Council, confusion continues in the 
Canadian agencies. 
 Conversely, the Native co-disputants expressed difficulty knowing which 
Crown agency had authority to discuss their issues. Jurisdictions, protocols, and 
chains-of-command are not clear to the Native community. In fact in the initial 
mediation discussions four levels of Crown governance were present: federal 
representation, municipal representation, county representation, and elected band 
council representation. It is not apparent to the Native disputants how mediation 
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operates with these many layers of Crown government. A final issue remains. In 
Canada the federal Indian Affairs minister also carries the title “Interlocutor” for 
relations between Indigenous people and the Canadian government. Clearly, the 
interlocutory role of an elected official has intrinsic problems.  
 These lessons became apparent to the mediation team. In the Two Row 
case, teaching and learning began with the mediators. Posed as a learning 
community, the mediation team used every opportunity to be taught and become 
exemplars of the project’s overall goals. Mediators don’t ask for history lessons. Yet, 
there are histories. Also mediators can constantly ask for help in finding the 
questions that need to be asked and who can help answer the questions. Truth 
telling becomes central to reconciling diverse interests. From this ethical view, 
practical steps follow. 

Recruited to engage the mediation process, the co-mediators after the Tutelo 
Heights blockade set out to accomplish specific tasks. The co-mediators played a 
major role in organizing early meetings, developing funding proposals, and 
shuttling between the disputants to keep the mediation process going. During these 
processes the mediators clarified and identified specific goals. Disputants openly 
questioned each other’s mandate. 
 Noteworthy was the disputants desire to clarify who had authority to deal 
with their concerns among the co-disputant agencies. Consequently, the co-
mediators believed the initial step in the long-term mediation featured a ‘two row’ 
process.  The scope of Two Row mediation involved working with the Crown and 
the Native disputants separately. The notion here is to gain some sense of 
consistency and voice from the two groups. For the purposes of this mediation the 
groups involved are broken down as: 

(1)The Crown: includes the City of Brantford; Brant        
     County; Grand River Conservation Authority; the             
     Member of Parliament (federal); the Six Nations  Elected   
     Council; 
(2)The Rotinohsionni: includes representatives of the Haudenosaunee    
     Confederacy; Haudenosaunee Environmental Delegation, the    
     Rotinohsionni  Confederacy, the Six Nations Elected Council;  

Some multi-track shuttling occurs within the sailing ship and the canoe as well. The 
two processes include many similar features.  
 Rather than having the two groups confront the issue of resolving their 
internal divisions, the co-mediators posed the dilemma as “our problem.” For the 
Rotinohsionni the problem would be posed as a request for assistance to deal with 
a 75 year-old problem: 

”We (the co-mediators) have a problem. We would like to have a   meeting 
with some folks to help us try and figure out ways to get this   mediation 
process going. Who should we invite?” 

For the Crown the question would be posed as a fact-finding  
mission: 
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“We (the co-mediators) have a problem. We need to have a meeting with 
some folks in your agencies in order to clearly understand what problems 
you need to discuss through the mediation process. Who should we invite?” 

This strategy allowed for the implementation of basic mediation training, joint 
problem-solving training, communication skills training, widening the sphere of 
interests, and hence, democratizing the process. The strategy of inviting a wider 
interest-circle has been employed in other circumstances, but usually with the large 
group.15 By initially double-tracking the Grand River process, disputants 
unknowingly participated in processes familiar to them once any larger mediation 
commenced. 
 The long-term Grand River valley project needs to encourage discovery by 
the disputants of their common interests, goals, and interdependencies. There are 
myriad learning strategies which could be employed; workshops; muralized shared 
histories; role playing; mapping; reading; talking circles; team learning; 
collaborative inquiry; joint planning. These elements would be selected to coincide 
with the directions generated by the disputants.    
 Future mediation must consider balancing power through collaboration. The 
locus of control must remain with the central disputants and ancillary participants 
in the mediation. For example core group would become an Ongoing Mediated 
Management Group (OMGG) to oversee the collaboratively explored:   
 (i)   process design; 
 (ii)  mediation mandate and ground rules; 
 (iii) recruitment of group members; 
 (iv)  issues of ethics and human subjects research; 
 (v)   information and intellectual property rights;  
 (vi)  implementation; 
The engine of this participatory process is a collaborative learning environment. 
The group co-generates all outcomes and takes responsibility for the outcomes. 
This, of course, includes the mediators to facilitate the process. 
 Once ratified the foundational principles sub textually inhere in the practical 
action. For example, the multi-track mediation would be conducted in this fashion: 
 (a) a strategic action planning conference;   
 (b) process design (co-generated, joint problem solving); 
 (c) a description of fears, worries, and threats; 
 (d) answers to fears, worries, and threats; 
 (e) a plan to reconcile from within the Grand River Valley; 
 (f) process for implementing the group generated plan. 
The clarification of issues surrounding internal divisions to develop group 
objectives strengthens the long term mediation. Resolving the cross-cultural 
disputes in the Grand River Valley requires this preparatory work. 
The short-term in the Grand River Valley 
 The Grand River Valley dispute exemplifies a cross-cultural dispute based 
on a shared history of colonization. Two culture groups exist in the same eco-
system, but are interdependent. Both groups face change; the collapse of Iroquoia 
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after the American Revolution and coping with those changes; uncertainty created 
by a collapsing economy after years of affluence. Agreement to participate in multi-
party discussions suggests the existence of a basic community of individuals who 
perceive a need to work together.  
 The Grand River Valley cross-cultural mediation differs only in its cross-
cultural context from many organizations coping with change. Cultural and social 
factors often veil the actual issues preventing disputants from recognizing key 
questions and answers. Organizing to learn how to cope with change begins with 
learning to distinguish cultural and social factors from the actual nature and origins 
of the conflict. 
 The central assumption of the mediation project is the promise to produce a 
unique opportunity to probe the difficult questions surrounding cross-cultural 
conflict. Though prefaced by strong historical, cultural, and social traditions, the 
disputants face issues that surpass questions of race and ethnicity. The disputants 
are in fact, in the process of re-organization to confront what they consider to be 
long-standing problems. Forging a cross-cultural communication process in the 
hopes of promoting understanding amplifies the common mission or stake. 
 Cross-cultural and racial conflicts often superficially appraised as hatred and 
bigotry is a simplistic view of complex cultural epistemologies. Cross-cultural 
conflict is not singularly about hatred, but also about fears, threats, and worries. 
The inability of cultures to communicate their fears, threats, and worries cross-
culturally creates racial conflict. 
 Mediators immediately address issues of cultural perspective and identity to 
preface an intervention. Attempts made to describe ethnocratic presuppositions, 
managing human transactions, and organizational learning, represent basic 
elements to cross-cultural conflict resolution. However, long-term mediation must 
include multi-party diplomacy and joint problem solving. These factors are 
foundational principles in a dialogically engaged participatory process for 
ethnicities coping with social change. 
 Disputants in the Grand River Valley have a mutual desire to find solutions 
to problems arising from their co-habitation in the Grand River Valley. Certainly 
international justice and treaty rights protect the Rotinohsionni people. In addition, 
Rotinohsionni people made provision for the settlement of these lands through 
treaties, and thus the non-native people have rights as well. Coincidentally, both 
sides of the Grand River dispute have an interdependent interest in the welfare of 
their people. 
 Cross-cultural conflict features communication problems. Based on cultural 
presuppositions, communication problems could become a major obstacle for the 
Grand River mediation. Fortunately, both parties speak English fluently, which 
negates a linguistic excuse for misunderstanding. Communicating cultural 
presuppositions, beliefs stated as positions in a cross-cultural mediation, can lead 
to conflict. However, when these cultural presuppositions are expressed and 
discussed within the context of a learning environment a learning culture emerges.  
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 A larger Grand River mediation project could potentially transform the 
meta-historical dispute from a local context to the realistic wide context of human 
interdependency. The local context focused on a logging dispute at Tutelo Heights. 
The disputants signed an agreement that stopped the logging but made allowances 
for the transactions between the logger and the landowner. Finally, mutual 
agreement not to pursue the matter in court or take further action had the added 
feature of preventing further logging to satisfy the HED. Everyone went home.      

While not ignoring the historical injustices served to the Rotinohsionni 
people in the Grand River Valley this one example of co-mediation within the 
context of historical legacies reveals subtle ingredients for a proposed long-term 
mediation process. The Tutelo Heights process illustrates how disputants are 
actually interdependent and require mutual assistance to find solutions to their 
common problems. The mediation design uncovered pathways the Tutelo Heights 
co-disputants used to arrive at their mutually considered goal. By reviewing the 
request for intervention, and the co-mediators role in organizing and managing the 
mediation, opportunities were seized to achieve collaboratively derived solutions 
to ongoing problems. The description of work conducted for the short term 
planning suggests an opportunity for the co-mediators to learn. The long-term 
mediation would become an environment for co-generative learning by a larger 
collective of stakeholders in a learning community. The idea has taken root in 
Brantford, Ontario following the Caledonia standoff where an informal group 
called Two Row Understanding for Education (TRUE) was formed in 2008. The 
mostly non-Native group holds monthly meetings that features guest speakers who 
talk about Indigenous rights issues. 
 Finally, the review of cross-cultural conflict through the lens of 
organizational learning produces a mediation model useful in creating learning 
communities where Native claims exist. Unhampered by a threat of armed conflict, 
the mediators explored creative solutions with the disputants. In the case of Tutelo 
Heights mediators diffused the threat of violence before initiating a dialogue 
between the three disputants. The Tutelo Heights mediation process sets a wider 
frame for creating the Grand River learning community to re-write a script that 
doesn’t work anymore.  
 
(Thohahoken Michael Doxtater, Ph.D., Associate Professor, McGill University, 
Montreal, Canada) 
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