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Abstract

Knowledge exchange is a broad and consequential undertaking, analysed by diverse scholars, and rapidly growing as a field
of academic practice. Its remit is to strengthen ties between research generators and users to support better material outcomes
for society. This review paper considers how this increasingly codified academic field might engage with the research-practice
concerns identified in the Indigenous and decolonial literature. We do so by bringing the two literature sets together for analy-
sis, noting they are not mutually exclusive. We reveal how addressing discrimination towards Indigenous peoples from within
the knowledge exchange field requires a fundamental reconsideration of the biases that run through the field’s structures and
processes. We prioritise two connected framing assumptions for shifting—jurisdictional and epistemological. The first shift
requires a repositioning of Indigenous peoples as political-legal entities with societies, territories, laws and customs. The
second shift requires engagement with Indigenous expert knowledge seriously on its own terms, including through greater
understanding about expert knowledge creation with nature. These shifts require taking reflexivity much further than grasped
possible or appropriate by most of the knowledge exchange literature. To assist, we offer heuristic devices, including illustra-
tive examples, summary figures, and different questions from which to start the practice of knowledge exchange. Our focus
is environmental research practice in western Anglophone settler-colonial and imperial contexts, with which we are most
familiar, and where there is substantial knowledge exchange literature.
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Introduction

In the words of my ancestors to say hello and what is
your intention? I say Yaama.
B J Moggridge (BJM)

Many research and policy institutions in the western
Anglosphere are shifting from why to how with respect to
supporting and engaging with Indigenous peoples, as part
of overturning discrimination and securing better material
social and environmental outcomes for all (e.g. Hill et al.
2020; Reid et al. 2021). Practice is changing with Indige-
nous advisory boards and ethical codes becoming de rigueur
(e.g. Woodward et al. 2020), while in Aotearoa New Zea-
land specific bio-cultural approaches are being crafted (e.g.
Bargh et al. 2023). This shift is surfacing political-legal and
epistemological complexities new to most non-Indigenous
individuals and institutions working in research and policy,
even though Indigenous leaders have raised them for gen-
erations (Rigney 1999; Watson 2017). Our interest here is
with knowledge exchange scholarship, a field focused on
improving the use and utility of expert knowledge beyond
research contexts (Chambers et al. 2021; Cvitanovic et al.
2015; Reed et al. 2014; Turnhout et al. 2020). Champions of
knowledge exchange often refer to the lack of translation of
research into social, environmental and economic outcomes,
and long-time lags between research and uptake, as moti-
vating their work (Morris et al. 2011; Nguyen et al. 2016;
Kinchin et al. 2017). We examine how this field can respond
to the critiques of the Indigenous and decolonial literature,
which also prioritises improving research—practice rela-
tionships (Gram-Hanssen et al. 2022; Hemming et al. 2010;
Latulippe and Klenk 2020; Shibasaki et al. 2019; Watkin Lui
et al. 2016). We write for non-Indigenous researchers and
professionals who are motivated to bring their own practices
and institutions into greater question, and potentially help
generate decolonising spaces and practices.

We reveal how addressing discrimination towards Indig-
enous peoples from within the knowledge exchange field
requires a fundamental reconsideration of the biases that
run through the field’s structures and processes. The 2020
#BlackLivesMatter movement prompted some influential
non-Indigenous institutions to turn towards this work, such
as the journal Nature which acknowledged it had been ‘com-
plicit in systemic racism’ (Nature Editorial 2020). Perhaps
not anticipated is how this work demands more than address-
ing discrimination between people and institutions—it also
requires addressing the discrimination generated in the
conceptualisation of the world and our relationships with
it. Our focus is with resetting: (1) assumptions; (2) relation-
ships; and (3) institutions. These categories speak to both
literature sets, but are chosen because of their currency
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with the knowledge exchange literature. Importantly, they
are a platform for action. We cannot emphasise enough that
building non-Indigenous capacity is insufficient. Conceptual
learning needs to be accompanied with material change on
terms meaningful to Indigenous peoples. Put differently, it
is inadequate to acknowledge that Indigenous peoples and
their expert knowledge are important; there must be material
support for their jurisdictional presence and expert knowl-
edge institutions.

We believe the potentially transformative space of
knowledge exchange research-practice is well positioned
to respond to the Indigenous/decolonial literature because
of its imperative to improve knowledge exchange through
strengthening relationships and trust, to achieve better mate-
rial outcomes. In support, this paper offers pathways to move
towards the research-practice alternatives in the Indigenous/
decolonial literature. We offer heuristic devices, including
illustrative examples, summary figures, and different start-
ing questions. Our method brings the knowledge exchange
and Indigenous/decolonial literature sets together for analy-
sis and comparison, noting they are not mutually exclusive
(e.g. Shibasaki et al. 2019; Watkin Lui et al. 2016).

The focus of this work is environmental research practice
in western Anglophone settler-colonial and imperial con-
texts, with which we are most familiar, and where there is
also substantial knowledge exchange literature that seeks to
enable societal transformation to respond to global environ-
mental crises (Fazey et al. 2014; Reyes-Garcia et al. 2021;
DePuy et al. 2022), including improved understandings of
‘human—nature’ relationships for sustainability (Norstrom
et al. 2020). We draw on examples and experiences from
Australia where we live and work on unceded Indigenous
lands, known here as Country and also signified as Land.
Our audience includes people involved in both developing
policy- and practice-oriented research, and growing and
transforming the scholarly and institutional spaces of knowl-
edge exchange within universities, research user agencies,
and public, private and community sector research institu-
tions. Our starting point is that: all environmental research
and knowledge exchange in settler-colonial contexts is
undertaken on Indigenous lands; that imperial powers glob-
ally remain embedded materially, politically and culturally
with colonial histories and geographies; and, that individuals
and institutions benefiting from injustice have the responsi-
bility to do something about it.

Positioning and approach

We, Jessica Weir, Rachel Morgain and Katie Moon (‘we’—
throughout the paper), write from the contingent position
of being non-Indigenous scholars, which is indicative of
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structural inequities where we work (de Leeuw and Hunt
2018). Our work is both constrained and charged by our
positionality (McLean et al. 2019). Our colleague, Kamilaroi
man and scientist Bradley Moggridge, inserts his scholar-
ship and thoughts into the paper as ‘BJM’ to disrupt and
augment the non-Indigenous text. Indigenous and non-Indig-
enous people may work in the same institutions and attend
the same events, but different positionality means different
experiences, responsibilities, priorities and insights.

Indigenous people are more often the researched rather
than the researcher especially in the fields of water
and natural resource management. Our knowledge
and methodologies have become highly sought after
for seeking solutions to the many hundreds of years
of abject failings of colonial ways of devaluing and
not caring for Country. I wish to change this paradigm
by becoming that researcher in my area of scholarly
research, validating traditional knowledge, and telling
my stories my way. BIM

The idea for the paper emerged from a 3-day knowledge
exchange workshop held at the Australian National Univer-
sity (2018) with approximately 30 researchers and practition-
ers. Rachel as co-organiser invited a panel on Indigenous/
decolonial priorities, with Bradley and Jessica co-present-
ing, alongside Torres Strait Islander research colleagues.
Katie was in the audience and connected with the panel.
The Indigenous presenters declined to lead or co-author a
paper responding to the Indigenous/decolonial concerns
raised, but have supported this paper as an allied contribu-
tion, as considered important within the literature (e.g. Hird
et al. 2023; Reyes-Garcia et al. 2021; Obura et al. 2021).
Given our contingent non-Indigenous position, we recom-
mend readers prioritise reading and citing the Indigenous
(including co-authored) literature. We also acknowledge that
both the field of knowledge exchange and the Indigenous/
decolonial literature are more nuanced than presented here.

We intend this paper to be a respectful considered
engagement with Indigenous peoples’ scholarship, drawing
out insights to build non-Indigenous capacity and action.
Nonetheless, this paper will involve translations that may
be transgressions we do not yet appreciate. We align with
scholarship that works across Indigenous and non-Indige-
nous difference, and digs into difficulties to foster creative,
generative practice (e.g. Cusicanqui 2012; Nakata et al.
2012). We write cognisant that non-Indigenous people need
to take responsibility for the ongoing injustices of impe-
rial-colonial privilege, as informed by Indigenous leader-
ship; indeed, most decolonial work needs to be undertaken
by non-Indigenous people.

This paper has taken time. It has developed dialogically
through interpersonal and group discussion, and then draft-
ing and re-drafting, drawing on mis/communication across

our different research-practice backgrounds to decide on
scope and content. Notably, discussions became clearer after
Katie learnt about knowledge discrimination from the Indig-
enous/decolonial scholarship (especially Kimmerer 2013;
then brought that to her practice (Moon and Pérez-Himmerle
2022; Pérez-Hammerle et al. 2024)). Whereas Jessica deep-
ened her expertise in the non-Indigenous science-policy/
practice literature (Weir 2023; Weir et al. 2022), Rachel as a
knowledge exchange practitioner with post-doctoral research
in Pasifika studies and subsequently co-developing a range
of initiatives with Indigenous researcher—practitioners,
contributed both professional insights and scholarly exper-
tise (Conservation Futures 2021; Dielenberg et al. 2023;
Morgain et al. 2021). Fundamentally, we debated how to
impactfully connect an audience unfamiliar to foregrounding
imperial and colonial violence. We initially took a less direct
approach, now discarded after generous encouragement from
an anonymous Indigenous peer reviewer.

lllustrating dominant assumptions
in knowledge exchange practice

Before engaging with the scholarship, we begin with two
hypothetical research-practice examples about environmen-
tal management centred on natural science expertise. These
consider what might typically be an effective knowledge
exchange and co-production process—that is, a process
designed to be inclusive of marginalised research users and
generators. They reveal the influence of two assumptions
predominant in the western Anglosphere that are discrimina-
tory towards Indigenous peoples and provide an early unset-
tling exercise for readers who, whether consciously or not,
may hold the two discriminatory assumptions. The exam-
ples are heuristic tools to illustrate the importance of posi-
tionality—knowing who we are, where we stand socially,
economically and culturally, and the consequences of that
for our worldviews, opportunities, networks and animating
assumptions (e.g. Gilbert 2019).

The assumptions we refer to are jurisdictional, concerning
governing authorities with societies and territories; and epis-
temological, concerning the creation and valuing of expert
knowledge. First, the jurisdictional assumption: asserting a
singular nation-state sovereignty by not recognising Indig-
enous peoples’ political-legal status as a co-located juris-
diction, and instead collapsing Indigenous peoples within
the nation or ‘the mainstream’ as a special interest group
or stakeholder (McGregor 2017; Strelein and Tran 2013;
Watson 2017). And second, the epistemological assump-
tion: privileging natural science expertise about nature—a
nature that is separate from society, and considered to be
most accurately known by minimising subjectivity (culture,
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values and ethics). This assumption does not recognise
Indigenous peoples’ expert knowledge about nature as an
equivalence and instead positions it as local, cultural and/or
traditional knowledge (Hird et al. 2023; Tynan 2021; Whyte
2018a). The bulk of this paper grapples with analysing and
negating the presence of these two assumptions, especially
through relationships and institutions. However, consider for
a moment the consequences of how they manifest in the two
examples that follow.

In the first example, a research team is asked to look at
the effects of industry activities on the distribution of an
endangered species on land managed for mixed biodiver-
sity conservation and production purposes. The production
purposes might be forestry, viticulture, agricultural crops
and/or grazing, with species protection supported alongside.
The researchers and knowledge exchange specialists work
closely with government partners to develop the research
questions and design and then work side by side in the land-
scape to co-produce the findings. In the second, researchers
work with a local community concerned about an invasive
weed in their local landscape—perhaps a weed that smothers
rivers or crowds out native grasses. Together, they design
research to assess how to manage the weed and potential
effects on the ecosystem, and they report regularly to, and
hear back from, a committee that includes representatives
from government, local council, a non-government land care
organisation, wildlife volunteers and the Indigenous people
on whose land they research. In either example, the research
methods might be adapted to include participatory methods,
such that Indigenous people may be invited as important
stakeholders, to work as research assistants and/or share
their knowledge about the species.

Whether for conservation or production, both examples
focus on observing a species classified as invasive/endan-
gered, including its presence, absence and interactions with
other species within their habitats, to establish the land
management priorities for funding and implementation. In
each case, the natural science assumption of neutrality—i.e.
claiming somewhat value-free independent research exper-
tise about a nature separate to society—means that consid-
eration is not given to the human relationships implicated in
the research, or indeed to the classification and centring of
the species themselves (Goolmeer et al. 2022). By seeking to
rule out subjectivity in research method, the expertise is not
observing, investigating or analysing the values and politics
that are present in (a) the evidence, (b) the conservation/
production management decisions based on that evidence
and (c) their interactions. Consequently, these values and
politics go uninterrogated. Indeed, as an ostensibly neutral
expertise set, they do not even require interrogation. Instead,
values or politics are to be in/adequately negotiated by indi-
viduals and institutions involved in the knowledge exchange
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process, who must grapple with the ostensibly value-free
evidence set.

Significantly, the natural sciences (as discussed in more
detail later) have created an analytical space that does not
require going through any formal human ethics process
to consider how people might be affected by ecological
research. By observing nature to generate falsifiable facts
that can be tested by anyone anywhere, this expertise is
ostensibly separate to society in both research focus and
methodology. Thus, there is no need to go through an ethics
review process to explain how the researchers considered,
and then asked permission from, the Indigenous peoples
whose Country/Land it is, which they are affecting, working
on and making decisions about; nor, it follows, are questions
being asked with Indigenous people about: what research is
being funded; who is funded to do it; which research ques-
tions are being asked; which methods are valid; how markers
of success are defined; how policy and practice implications
will be decided; and so on. Further, there is no need to inter-
rogate the assumptions that underscore the non-Indigenous
legal, material, political and conceptual foundations of the
context where people meet, learn and exchange knowledge;
nor, what expert knowledge ‘is’. Indeed, there is no need
to consider Indigenous peoples’ presence at all. Indigenous
people may be consulted for access if they hold nation-
state recognised land titles, or because Indigenous rangers
or training programmes are undertaking the work or if the
research party wishes to do so.

The two examples highlight how tacit assumptions exist
in knowledge exchange that may be viewed as apolitical or
benign, or not even perceived at all, but nonetheless can
carry practices of exclusion and marginalisation.

Indigenous peoples’ culturally significant species are
not determined important through settler legislation,
i.e., in Australia, the federal Environmental Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act. Cultural species
play an important role in Indigenous life from being a
spiritual being connected to the Buruuugu (Dreaming),
a totemic species to a food resource. Yet, they are not
able to be seen as significant or as a matter of national
environmental significance under current legislation.
There is also a complete blindness to the existence of
Country—our Land, Water and Sky. An example is
that a species on my Country is rare but common in
surrounding territories, yet my cultural species can-
not be assessed as “threatened” due to neighbouring
numbers, in turn I cannot access funding or scientific
assessment for it. BIM

Indigenous leaders often decline invitations to participate
in knowledge exchange because of the repetitive emotional
labour of arguing for respectful terms (Smith et al. 2023).
This refusal is itself an assertion of what is at stake: the
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overturning of ‘distorted relations’ between Indigenous peo-
ples and nation-states that position Indigenous peoples as
the problem for not fitting in (after McGregor 2017); and,
extractive approaches to Indigenous expert knowledge for
the purposes of others (Tynan 2021). The work required to
shift these two discriminatory assumptions is significant,
but so too is the discrimination, which is why we think it
is important.

Scholarship, context and background

Since the late 1970s, scholars in science and technology
studies have investigated the social dimensions of the crea-
tion and use of research expertise, work undertaken largely
in non-Indigenous settings by non-Indigenous scholars
(e.g. Rohracher 2015; Collins et al. 2020; Pielke 2007).
This scholarship has important points of connection with
Indigenous and decolonial studies, including reflexivity
about expert knowledge, and Indigenous scholars have
also made significant contributions (e.g. TallBear 2013).
One specialisation is the relatively new field of knowledge
exchange. This field focuses on strengthening connec-
tions between research generators and users in research-
informed practice as part of societal transformation. Its
current approaches include co-production (Norstrom et al.
2020), knowledge brokering (Michaels 2009), knowledge
adoption (Andrews 2012), knowledge translation (Shiba-
saki et al. 2019) and research impact (Lavery et al. 2021).
It is built on the practice-based traditions that have sought
to improve the uptake of expert knowledge in society—
extension (Taylor and Bhasme 2018), boundary spanning
(Bednarek et al. 2018), participation and engagement
(Reed 2008), and policy research (Druckman 2015).

This genealogy is very different to Indigenous stud-
ies, which emerged in the 1970s with a commitment to
Indigenous lands and waters, sovereignty and Indigenous
perspectives (Philip 2015; Tuck and Yang 2019). This
work includes Indigenous research methodologies that
analyse how expert knowledge is created, judged and used
(Arsenault et al. 2018; Smith et al. 2016; Whyte 2018a).
Decolonisation studies are informed by Indigenous stud-
ies and focus on how understandings of time and place are
operationalised by imperial and colonial powers globally
to claim the land, labour and resources of Indigenous peo-
ples (and others) (Cusicanqui 2012; Tuck and Yang 2019).
Decolonial scholarship seeks to uncover and overturn
these discriminatory moves, including within the research-
practices of settler-colonial nation-states, their imperial
centres and associated academic institutions (Hemming
et al. 2010; McLean et al. 2019; Smith et al. 2023).

Knowledge exchange scholars and practitioners have
sought means to redress and counteract extractive and
potentially harmful research practices, with ‘co-produc-
tion’ a key example (Turnhout et al. 2020; Chambers et al.
2021; Norstrom et al. 2020). Co-production is deliberately
designed to extend the ownership of research-practice to
Indigenous, local and other marginalised participants
(see Cross-Chapter Box 4 in Abram et al. 2019). In co-
production exercises, people from research and practice
engage together as equals in the co-design of practice-
relevant research activities and maintain engagement and
co-ownership through the course of the project through to,
and past, completion (Meadow et al. 2015; van Kerkhoff
and Lebel 2015; Wyborn 2015). The method is intended to
reduce conflict by bringing more equality to the knowledge
exchange process and has explicitly questioned default
power dynamics in relationships to do with knowledge
generation and use (Turnhout et al. 2020). Power imbal-
ances, however, can remain deeply embedded, often
implicitly, even in this co-production work: for example,
through the institutions and individuals that set the ques-
tions and parameters of the co-production process (Pohl
et al. 2010; Colvin et al. 2020; Latulippe and Klenk 2020).

Such emerging practices in knowledge exchange are
developing a deeper appreciation of Indigenous peoples
and their institutions; however, from our experiences, such
efforts by knowledge exchange individuals and institu-
tions are still largely working within predominant colo-
nial and imperial institutions (e.g. DCCEEW 2021). For
example, in the two environmental management illustra-
tions above, the jurisdictional and epistemological fram-
ing assumptions fundamentally imbued in management
plans determine what matters, why and to whom and on
whose authority. By not addressing the framing assump-
tions, as Indigenous scholars Latulippe and Klenk (2020,
p. 7) write, even co-production would not be advisory and
facilitative, but would instead be instrumentalist (i.e. a
pre-determined scope of what is possible) and constitu-
tive (i.e. filling in these boundaries with its own content).

In response, and following the lead of Indigenous schol-
ars, we have prioritised two shifts to address discrimi-
nation and improve knowledge exchange: first, to under-
stand Indigenous peoples as Indigenous peoples, that is,
with societies, territories, laws and customs; second, to
engage with Indigenous expert knowledge seriously on
its own terms, in part through reframing predominant
understandings of natural science expertise and authority.
These two shifts require taking reflexivity much further
than grasped as possible or appropriate by most of this
field’s literature. Nonetheless, we urge them as a prior-
ity. As illustrated above and documented in the literature,
knowledge exchange institutions and individuals, often
unknowingly, operate with and within systems of colonial,
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settler-colonial and imperial privilege, which can com-
pound the exclusion, erasure and dismissal of Indigenous
peoples (Ruwhiu et al. 2022), and, when not checked,
become self-perpetuating (e.g. Duncan et al. 2018). More-
over, currently knowledge exchange scholars and practi-
tioners are collaborating globally to codify and formalise
the field, with core approaches becoming ‘mainstreamed’
within policy-setting institutions and academic disciplines
(Norstrom et al. 2020, p. 183).

Exploring assumptions in knowledge
exchange

The connected jurisdictional and epistemological assump-
tions to shift are not minor deviations across Indigenous
and non-Indigenous difference, but profound framing
devices that determine whose laws and expertise are legiti-
mate and resourced.

The first assumption (jurisdictional) to shift is to rec-
ognise (and then do something about) the fact that Indig-
enous peoples are not stakeholders within nation-states
but jurisdictional authorities co-located within and across
nation-state boundaries as ‘nested sovereignties’ (Simpson
2014). The term ‘peoples’ signals political-legal status.
Indigenous peoples contribute to knowledge exchange with
nation-states in multiple forms, including through nego-
tiating self-determination mechanisms, such as treaties,
rights and constitutional recognition—e.g. the Nagoya
Protocol on Access and Benefit sharing under the Con-
vention for Biological Diversity (Robinson et al. 2021).
Globally there are 370 million Indigenous people, holding
management or tenure rights over some 25% of the world’s
land surface and intersecting with some 40% of reserved
lands and ‘ecologically intact landscapes’ (i.e. landscapes
identified as important by ecologists) (Garnett et al. 2018).
These co-located sovereignties are accepted realities that
nation-states navigate, although not always explicitly
stating this (Strelein and Tran 2013). Indigenous peoples’
jurisdictional authority will always be in tension with the
international order organised around nation-states, but this
does not mean that it does not exist. The critical move is
to ‘make space’ rather than discipline Indigenous peoples
to ‘fit-in’ (Strelein and Tran 2013). Indeed, special provi-
sion for Indigenous peoples was identified as a priority in
the creation of this now familiar new world order (Rowse
2008). This provision includes the UN Permanent Forum
on Indigenous Issues (established 2000) and the UN Dec-
laration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (adopted
2007). UNDRIP articulates the responsibilities of nation-
states to protect Indigenous peoples’ rights.

Nonetheless, our experience is that most knowledge
exchange settings are not in contexts where Indigenous
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peoples are recognised as having Indigenous rights, includ-
ing communal land and water rights (and responsibilities)
held as societies with territories, and self-determination
rights to enjoy the laws and customs of these societies and
territories. For example, Indigenous peoples are routinely
described as Indigenous communities, which implies inter-
connected social groupings without jurisdictional author-
ity and whose ‘access’ to ‘resources’ is contingent rather
than rightful and inherent (e.g. Norstrom et al. 2020, p.
186; Chambers et al. 2021, p. 989). Indeed, knowledge
exchange research-practice accepts and reinforces the
framing presence of settler-colonial institutions (including
governments) who are always ‘at the table’. The field typi-
cally describes how it brings people together from across
‘sectors’ and as ‘research, government, non-government
and community actors’ to build institutional capacity as
part of societal transformation (e.g. Chambers et al. 2021,
p- 983). This common starting point erases Indigenous
peoples’ sovereign presence—Indigenous people are not
understood as governing institutions with laws, societies
and territories. This erasure discriminates against Indig-
enous peoples’ self-determination—to enjoy and pass on
their laws, customs, culture, language and so on. In doing
so, the capacity of knowledge exchange institutions and
individuals to engage with jurisdictional complexity is
diminished (e.g. Weir and Duff 2017).

For example, Australia’s most recent bushfire Royal Com-
mission categorised, and then analysed, Indigenous peoples’
communal land and water titles as private property granted
by the Crown (Binskin et al. 2020, p. 370)—a nation-state
imaginary whereby several hundred self-determining Indig-
enous Nations do not exist. These diverse communal titles
include native title which is not a Crown grant, but sourced
in Indigenous law and recognised by the common law—it
pre-exists the Crown and is ongoing (Strelein et al. 2001). At
the very least, the Royal Commission could have created a
new framing category for graphical depiction and analysis—
e.g. Indigenous peoples’ communal land titles. Then, bush-
fire agencies, policy makers, practitioners, researchers and
all others could engage with their consequence.

We are tired of being the researched, the governed.
Instead, seek an invitation for you to listen to our sto-
ries at the sacred fire that have stood the test of time
(thousands of generations). Non-Indigenous people,
the time to champion the power shift for Indigenous
people from the researched to the researcher is now
and through time will be beneficial for all and provide,
through a culturally appropriate knowledge exchange,
the solutions to fix the past 236 years of decline in the
health of Country.

Is it time for an Indigenous led 236-year recovery plan
for Country, waters and sky? We think so. BIM
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The second assumption (epistemological) is to recog-
nise (and then do something about) the fact that Indigenous
peoples’ expert knowledge is an equivalent expert knowl-
edge about the world. Often described as relational and
connected, Indigenous expert knowledge is renowned for
holding subjectivity with objectivity, and nature with soci-
ety, together in observations, analysis, findings and practice
(Bodkin-Andrews et al. 2016). Sometimes called Indigenous
science, it relies on ‘long-term place-based multi-sensory
observation to produce complex evidential and expert under-
standings of the natural world incorporating spiritual entities
and explanations...” (Harriden 2023, p. 201). It is not free
floating for anyone to use, but inseparable to the knowledge
holders and places where it arises (Harris and Wasilewski
2004; Reid et al. 2021) and where it has governance value
for Indigenous peoples’ collective continuance (Whyte
2018a). More than knowledge governance, it is an ethics
for living—a relational accountability or ethical inter-being
relationality with the Land/Country (Vasquez-Fernandez and
Ahenakew 2020). In this differentiated relationality, law is
knowledge and knowledge is law. This expertise, as with any
expertise, has standards. It is generated through institutions,
methodologies and societies, with practices of adjudication
and qualification (Smith et al. 2016; Tynan 2021).

In comparison, the field of knowledge exchange has
evolved out of the western academic specialisation to study
nature and society as separate categories (e.g. the natural and
social sciences), and, further, to hyper-separate—such that
nature cannot be society and vice versa (Plumwood 2002).
For example, a tree cannot have human attributes, such as
the capacity for speech. Significantly, this is not just a way
of seeing the world, but a way of creating expert evidence
about it, and, further, is iterative. The systemic ontologi-
cal-epistemological foundations and methodologies of the
natural sciences minimise subjectivity (values, culture,
perspectives, etc.) in pursuit of an objective nature/reality
(Harriden 2023; Vasquez-Fernandez and Ahenakew 2020).
This approach generates falsifiable facts from observing
what ‘is’, based on the assumption that reality is ‘out there’,
separate from the observer Knorr-Cetina 2017/1984; Moon
and Pérez-Hammerle 2022). It is a powerful coupled way
of defining and knowing nature. Consider, for example, the
term ‘the environment’ and ‘ecosystems’—as things sepa-
rate from ‘society’. These do not simply name reality, but are
concepts that co-evolved with the creation of environmental
studies within colonial/imperial academic institutions in the
twentieth century (Robin 2018; Pascual et al. 2021).

Combined, the natural science ways of framing and
knowing the fundamental being of ‘nature’ as a domain in
itself, and methods for studying that domain, have become
centred, valued and represented as universal knowledge
about a universal nature (Weir 2023). Whilst this embrace
of universality and objectivity may rest on reductionist or

reflexive approaches, it remains as the authority about a
separate nature. Unfortunately, the corollary is that Indig-
enous expert knowledge is represented as local knowledge
and consequently afforded less status as true or objective
(Parke and Hikuroa 2021; Whyte 2018a). Because, whether
reductionist or reflexive, in securing this expert knowledge
position about nature as (somewhat) neutral, (somewhat)
independent and (somewhat) objective, Indigenous expert
knowledge is not just different but incomprehensible: unreal.
Natural scientists routinely acknowledge subjectivity in their
practice (e.g. algorithm choices), but understandings of
nature are not similarly interrogated. The consequences are
serious. Cast as local, community, and/or, traditional knowl-
edge, Indigenous knowledge cannot move across time and
contexts (Whyte 2013).

To have my traditional knowledge gained through
generational exchange listening to my stories through
on-Country experiences and being present around
the ceremonial fires, and for that knowledge to not be
accepted as evidence or deemed fiction or myth as a
non-referenced exchange by the academy is hard to
accept. This further disenfranchises and excludes me
as an Indigenous researcher. BIM

The singular sovereignty narrative and the universal
nature/knowledge coupling present Indigenous peoples with
a fraught choice: to fit in through accepting terms at odds
with their jurisdiction/epistemology, which risks co-option
and erasure and requires self-censorship; or, choose not to
participate and be excluded. This choice is actually false,
because there is another option. First, all parties meet on
respectful terms through accommodating cultural diversity
through mutual recognition, consent and Indigenous conti-
nuity: that is, agreement by both parties on a form of mutual
recognition; the consent of the peoples in relation to deci-
sions that affect them; and the continuity of peoples’ laws
and customs with the newer political associations now co-
located on their lands (Tully 2004 [1995], pp. 56-58; see
also Weir 2009, pp. 67-68). Second, all parties accept that
there is a plurality of situated expert knowledge about the
world, rather than one authoritative knowledge set which all
can fit with. The influence of these jurisdictional and epis-
temological framing assumptions is represented in Fig. 1.

Significantly, the discriminatory moves that present false
choices, jurisdictional and epistemological, are steeped in
abhorrent theories of racial eugenics and hierarchical civili-
sations that represent/ed Indigenous people (and their expert
knowledge) as savages and inferior and White people (and
their expert knowledge) as civilised and superior (Nakata
2007). These logics establish Indigenous peoples as primi-
tive and not modern, who cannot survive in contemporary
times (Gilbert 2019). Indigenous peoples must give up their
Indigeneity to join society, or otherwise live in ‘cultural
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Fig.1 How two dominant framing assumptions in knowledge
exchange offer a false choice to Indigenous peoples and a third fram-
ing that can support navigating complexity together [see further

museums’ (Cusicanqui 2012). They support the Doctrine of
Discovery, which justifies/d the imperial seizure of Indig-
enous lands and resources globally (Miller et al. 2010).
This abhorrent heritage continues to be perpetuated today
in imperial-colonial research-practice (Miller et al. 2010;
Nakata 2007; Watson 2018).

When the frames in any process are considered inappro-
priate by one of the parties, the process will stifle commu-
nication and generate crossed purposes and likely marginal-
ise the less institutionally powerful (Fraser 2007). We think
here of significant networks of policy, research, conserva-
tion and land management agencies that regularly mobilise
their resources and influence to build knowledge exchange
processes to progress shared priorities without regard for
Indigenous sovereignty, and/or mistreat Indigenous knowl-
edge and authority by subsuming them into their purposes
and priorities (Hemming et al. 2010; Whyte 2018b).

Exploring relationships in knowledge
exchange

Assumptions in knowledge exchange affect the potential of
relationships, with relationships considered central in both
literature sets examining the use and utility of expert knowl-
edge, by individuals and institutions of all kinds.

The Indigenous/decolonial literature documents how
the most important relationships are between people and
Country, and then between people themselves (Graham
2008). Indeed, expert knowledge comes from the Land
or Country—it is known through and with the world, and
people are not the only knowledge holders (Tynan 2021).
In comparison, in knowledge exchange the emphasis is
on human dimensions, including attentiveness to relation-
ships, psychology, trust, habits and power (e.g. Iftekhar and
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Morgan (2005/2006), Reid et al.(2021), Simpson (2014), Harriden
(2023), Watson (2017, 2018) Whyte (2018b); ‘false choice’ after
Tully (2004 [1995]), see also Weir (2009, 2023)]

Pannell 2015; Cairney and Weible 2017; Evans et al. 2017;
Lacey et al. 2018; Cvitanovic et al. 2019). The knowledge
exchange literature documents how building relationships
between researchers and research users can, ideally, foster
a space where the knowledge of each party can be respect-
fully shared, integrated and built upon (hence ‘exchange’).
Knowledge exchange can involve practices such as research
briefings to decision-makers, or research users feeding
knowledge needs into the research design process; how-
ever, much knowledge exchange occurs informally through
interpersonal relationships and peer-to-peer networks (Fazey
et al. 2014). Figure 2 sets out some knowledge exchange
principles from the literature.

Problems arise for knowledge exchange when Indigenous
peoples are expected to acquiesce to the hyper-separated
nature/society frames. Knowledge exchange contexts pre-
sume only humans will attend, speak, have expert knowledge
and so on, and Indigenous people are not taken seriously
when they bring in ancestors, landscape forms and more
(Reo et al. 2017; Diver 2017). This divide is also evident
with approaches seeking to ‘integrate’ Indigenous knowl-
edge as ‘traditional ecological knowledge’ within universal
nature/knowledge framings, which requires scoping out the
relational accountability that gives this knowledge its con-
tent and value (Reid et al. 2021). Problems also arise with
the singular sovereignty frame. It is routine for Indigenous
peoples to be added to lists of people within the nation-
state requiring policy attention, alongside people who are
listed for reasons of gender, socio-economic status, dis/
ability and so on. This strips Indigenous peoples of their
political-legal status as peoples, albeit notwithstanding the
citizenship rights of Indigenous people within the nation-
state (McGregor 2017). Similarly, in Australia’s environ-
mental policy, Indigenous peoples are described as com-
munities, custodians and/or land and sea managers, but not
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Fig.2 Knowledge exchange principles from the knowledge exchange literature (Reed et al. 2014; Cvitanovic et al. 2016)

jurisdictional presences with self-determination rights (e.g.
DCCEEW 2021). The language of Indigenous Nations is
becoming more commonly used in response to this flawed
approach.

The cycles of government, research gaps, policy needs,
and leadership have constantly impacted Indigenous
advancement—in the research sector, major projects
and rights-based compensatory actions e.g., water rights.
There is a constant lack of Indigenous objectives and
aims in a project’s terms of reference and then, when
questioned, it is not funded or out of scope or, more
deflating, it becomes an afterthought. This is tiring.

I was lucky to lead a new Aboriginal water unit in the
NSW Government from 2012-2017. It was consequently
dissolved with a change in executive leadership, which
used, as a scapegoat, the Aboriginal Cultural Awareness
training to argue the unit was no longer needed (NSW
Office of Water 2012). This is the norm when Aboriginal
people and/or programs build up relationships, confi-
dence and deliver on outputs within government—they
are torn down. I have many more examples. I am tired of
this, imagine how tired my Elders are? BIM

Fundamentally different framing assumptions about
jurisdictional presence and epistemological authority, com-
bined with power asymmetries, can render discriminatory
the seemingly anodyne knowledge exchange principles in
Fig. 2. This needs to be addressed in its own right, but also

because these exclusions and marginalisations thwart the
goals of knowledge exchange itself.

Exploring institutions in knowledge
exchange

As we have been revealing, the institutions—i.e. the struc-
tures and processes that can coalesce power and capacity, as
well as undermine them—are accessed, operationalised and
populated by individuals with differentiated political power,
assumptions and forms.

It is reasonably well known in academia that power and
knowledge are intertwined, because power affects how dif-
ferent actors decide what knowledge is salient, credible and
legitimate, and therefore what action ought to be taken as a
result of that knowledge (e.g. Colvin et al. 2020). For exam-
ple, knowledge exchange researchers have critiqued how
authoritative jargon is used by researchers when engaged
in policy contexts (Laing and Wallis 2016), and how stand-
points that assume neutrality and rationality can be used to
de-politicise knowledge exchange and resist changing the
status quo power arrangements (Turnhout et al. 2020). This
understanding, however, is different from accounting for
institutionalised colonial-imperial power in the Indigenous/
decolonial literature.

The Indigenous/decolonial literature has documented
how, in the settler-colonial nations of the former Brit-
ish Empire, Indigenous peoples are in an inferior position
in a political economy organised around historical and
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contemporary colonial-imperial privilege (Hemming et al.
2010; Whyte 2018b). This includes institutional design
choices by settler-colonial nation-states to pursue a uniform
singular political-legal order, thereby gradually removing
their own capacity for engagement with co-located Indig-
enous peoples (Tully 2004 [1995], pp. 116-129). However,
after World War Two racial discrimination became increas-
ingly untenable. For example, in the 1970s Australian gov-
ernments introduced programmes and mechanisms to sup-
port Indigenous peoples’ self-determination rights, although
many of these were destroyed or reformed in the 1990s (Stre-
lein and Tran 2013, pp. 25-26). Nonetheless, with racial
discrimination legislation (1975), Indigenous peoples now
have nation-state recognised titles and management rights to
over half the continent, although regulatory systems have not
adjusted (Weir and Duff 2017). Fundamentally, Indigenous
peoples rarely have a sustainable income source for their
responsibilities. There is yet to be a redistribution of Austral-
ia’s tax monies devoted to governance, land stewardship and
research institutions, to sustainably include Indigenous peo-
ples’ governance authorities, land and water management,
and research institutions. This will involve comprehensive
settlements with individual Indigenous Nations, with an
agenda that includes compensation for lands degraded and
resources stolen.

On a global scale, the coalitions and networks of schol-
arly institutions and professional societies are likewise
founded on knowledge and resources accrued through impe-
rialism, which also accept the coupled nature/knowledge
universalism that perpetuates the positioning of Indigenous
expert knowledge (and its institutions) as inferior and thus
discretionary. These power asymmetries keep playing out
in knowledge exchange settings. For example, in the 2018
workshop that seeded this article, differences emerged
between those participants who assumed that it was reason-
able and appropriate to formalise a network of knowledge
exchange practitioners from the UK, Australia and Aotearoa
New Zealand without substantial Indigenous-led and deco-
lonial work, and those who believed that this was a neces-
sary precursor to founding any new initiative. Traction for
change in these knowledge exchange contexts is occurring,
although more so in addressing epistemological discrimina-
tion, including through being more reflexive about natural
science expertise about nature (Pascual et al. 2021), than
addressing jurisdictional discrimination.

Indigenous peoples are research users and generators of
consequence. Whilst there will always be matters that are
irresolvable and in tension, decolonially intended work can
lead to outcomes meaningful to Indigenous scholars and
leaders. The point is not to seek elements of Indigenous
leadership for inclusion in the status quo, but to invest in
Indigenous leadership and institutions as well as taking
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reflexivity further to locate and dismantle imperial and colo-
nial privilege.

Indigenous people are often required to fit into the
research programs long after the research questions
and methodologies are developed, and then sought
after to assist the researcher to answer their questions.
My experiences have led me to flip the paradigm to
seek my peoples’ questions they wish to have answered
through research. Removing the power imbalance in
the research question, the co-production then has more
chance to benefit the Indigenous people; this is a small
step in the right direction, if achieved. The beginning
of a broader shift to address power imbalances in
research, such as moving to an Indigenous Research
Methodology that is culturally appropriate, to leading
as co-authors, co-presenting at conferences and lead-
ing to co-benefit. BIM

The field of knowledge exchange can either grapple
with the universal nature/knowledge privilege and the il/
legitimacy of Indigenous jurisdictions or continue to offer
Indigenous people the false choice of fitting in or rejecting
the mainstream. The stakes are high, but so are the possibili-
ties; which is why deep reflexivity about positionality is so
important.

I do not walk away from the fact that non-Indigenous
researchers can be our champions and supporters to
provide through their privilege an opportunity for us
to lead and be that voice. The non-Indigenous cham-
pion must then facilitate the opportunity by stepping
back. The most common practice is placing Indigenous
people and their knowledge as advisory not as evi-
dence to determine and inform a decision for research
or projects. Constantly being advisory and not being
the decision maker, leaves an experienced Traditional
Owner deflated. The times you wish to walk away from
projects due to power imbalance is very common. BIM

Resetting assumptions, relationships
and institutions in knowledge exchange
with the Indigenous/decolonial literature

Indigenous leaders and scholars have always held standards
about what is appropriate in knowledge exchange and have
documented these as part of Indigenous studies. These stand-
ards reflect a history of extractive and abusive experiences,
with recommendations that others should: ‘listen’; ‘seek
out community protocols and follow them’; ‘be respect-
ful and kind’; ‘provide value’; ‘demonstrate trustworthi-
ness’; and ‘do no harm’ (e.g. Hemming et al. 2010; Watson
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and Huntington 2014; Jack et al. 2010; Watkin Lui et al.
2016; McLean et al. 2016; Ruwhiu et al. 2022; Hoffmann
et al. 2012; Morishige et al. 2018; Arsenault et al. 2018).
In responding to these recommendations, we have organ-
ised directives for working differently within the knowl-
edge exchange space as: (1) resetting assumptions through
respect, reciprocity, reflexivity and responsibility; (2) reset-
ting relationships through The Long View, Setting the Table,
design and application and deep listening; (3) resetting insti-
tutions through knowledge claims, knowledge sovereignty,
resourcing and capacity, and positionality (Fig. 3).

Such standards are starting to be taken seriously by
research institutions in Australia who develop their own
guidelines with Indigenous leadership (e.g. DCCEEW
2021; Woodward et al. 2020). Consider, for example,

Australia’s National Environmental Science Program. Fol-
lowing concerted work by Indigenous leaders and their allies
within NESP Hubs in the first phase of the programme in
2015-2020, the second phase of the NESP instituted sig-
nificant Indigenous governance structures and new guide-
lines requiring projects to engage with Indigenous peoples
throughout the life of research projects, from conception
to implementation, reporting and evaluation—an acknowl-
edgement of Indigenous peoples’ land holdings and an
amendment to colonial privilege (DCCEEW 2021). Sig-
nificant parts of the programme now fund Indigenous-led
research. Nonetheless, colonial privilege means that, with
funds from the tax base, the Federal Environment Minister,
through government department representatives, remains the
final decider on the research programme, determining the

[ PRINCIPLE ][
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Indigenous Nation and the project

Fig.3 Our interpretation of the key knowledge exchange standards
identified in the Indigenous-led, co-authored and allied knowledge
exchange literature (Barbour and Schlesinger 2012; Hemming et al.
2010; Hird et al. 2023; Hoffmann et al. 2012; Jack et al. 2010; Jos and
Watson 2019; Latulippe and Klenk 2020; McGregor 2017; Maclean

et al. 2022, 2021; Moggridge and Thompson 2021; Moggridge et al.
2019; Morgan (2005/2006); Morishige et al. 2018; Reid et al. 2021;
Reo et al. 2017; Shibasaki et al. 2019; Watkin Lui et al. 2016; Watson
2017; Watson and Huntington 2014), to be considered in reference to
the laws and protocols of each Indigenous Nation

@ Springer



640

Sustainability Science (2024) 19:629-645

scope (the environment) and who has the expertise (natural
sciences).

My experiences in the Threatened Species Recovery
Hub of the National Environmental Science Program
as an Indigenous liaison officer were challenging
initially as all the research questions and directions
had been set. The evolution of the Hub to change its
ways of researching was to include Indigenous people
upfront and throughout the research and then to see the
satisfying output of having Indigenous people co-pre-
sent their research as co-authors leading to a respectful
two-way exchange of knowledge, to ultimately benefit
threatened species. I was employed to guide the Hub
and researchers to follow protocols and principles and
think outside the settler ways to engage Indigenous
people respectfully. The production of the guidelines
was crucial to support the shift in the Hub. BIM

In Fig. 3, we have sought to: centre the governance,
decision-making, knowledge, reverence and modes of com-
municating of most importance to Indigenous peoples; and
de-centre western and non-Indigenous governance, assump-
tions, priorities and ways of working that undermine Indig-
enous peoples’ self-determination. Nonetheless, we remind
readers of our contingent non-Indigenous positionality. We
share below what we have found important and insightful for
each category. We affirm that we are each at different stages
of understanding and meeting these standards, and that this
involves making mistakes as part of ongoing learning.

Resetting assumptions by Respecting the Land we found
is most instructive through Land-based learning, whereby
Indigenous leaders can lead with multi-sensory approaches
centred reverentially with Country (e.g. not assuming meet-
ings happen inside meeting rooms). We emphasise that
Reciprocity requires meeting priorities set by Indigenous
peoples, whether perceived as fitting within the knowledge
exchange activity or not. Embedding Reflexivity is intellec-
tually challenging, and ‘two-eyed seeing’ (Reid et al. 2021)
and techniques for shifting ontological supremacy (Hird
et al. 2023: Fig. 1) are insightful starting points. Taking
Responsibility needs to encompass policy settings, to ensure
value for Indigenous peoples; and, if there is no value, it is
critical to understand why not and then create new policies
with accountability mechanisms.

Resetting relationships needs to take The Long View
(a Maori strategic term) with the value of such partnership
approaches evident in the bi-cultural regulatory work in
Aotearoa New Zealand (e.g. Bargh et al. 2023), and in uni-
versity—tribal partnerships (e.g. the UC Berkeley Collabora-
tive with Karuk Tribe (Smith et al. 2023)). Our experience is
that ‘Setting the Table’ is immensely valuable and instruc-
tive for all present, including protocols of meal sharing and
storytelling (Watkin Lui et al. 2016). We have found centring
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Indigenous-led Design and implementation is only possible
through established long-term collaborative relationships.
Deep listening involves learning about Indigenous peoples’
histories to be ready to listen well, and, when listening, not
being disrespectful by flaunting one’s own knowledge.

Resetting institutions by taking seriously Indigenous
peoples’ Knowledge claims and Indigenous knowledge,
is rarely understood as requiring a serious interrogation of
one’s own expert knowledge. Respecting Knowledge sov-
ereignty is possible through engaging specialist expertise to
navigate the complexities of non-Indigenous law and regu-
lation. We have found power asymmetries in Resourcing
and capacity building are immediately apparent in who is
funded to attend knowledge exchange activities, and, fur-
ther, who is funded to build and share their knowledge as an
occupation—i.e. Indigenous leaders often have a day job to
pay the bills, whilst being researchers or policy makers is the
day job for non-Indigenous participants. Finally, we return to
Positionality—the importance of being candid and humble
about the colonial-imperial privileges of one’s position and
institutional setting.

Indigenous people have little choice but to do the reflex-
ive and material work to navigate colonial and imperial
privilege, whilst non-Indigenous institutions and individuals
face little incentive to do so (Reid et al. 2021, p. 256). When
seeking to work with Indigenous peoples, non-Indigenous
individuals should attain ‘a basic level of education and sen-
sitivity about one another’s cultural traditions, histories, val-
ues, priorities and aspirations’ (Reo et al. 2017, p. 64). Such
conceptual learning must be accompanied with material
outcomes, including the return of Land where Indigenous
peoples’ coupled jurisdictional and epistemological author-
ity is embedded. We recognise this is unexpected work for
most, and yet it needs to be done if those of us benefiting
from injustice wish to do something about it. This includes
in institutions in imperial centres, which were built or devel-
oped through, and remain complicit in, colonial conquests
and ‘settlement’.

Pathways for resetting assumptions,
relationships and institutions in knowledge
exchange

Because discrimination runs through the institutions, insti-
tutional structures and processes need to change. To work
differently, knowledge exchange research-practice, both indi-
vidually and institutionally, needs to: understand the extent
to which it perpetuates discriminatory assumptions; recog-
nise the protections afforded to ‘mainstream’ knowledge
exchange by colonial-imperial privilege; and, then, seek to
change the terms on which these dynamics play out. This
work can be experienced as a threat or competition to the
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status quo. However, it is also an opportunity for learning
for individuals and institutions. We reiterate, for the majority
of non-Indigenous knowledge exchange scholars and profes-
sionals, examining the colonial and imperial privileges and
assumptions of one’s own institutions, norms and practices,
and learning to work differently, requires setting aside one’s
own status as ‘expert’ to learn anew (Moon and Pérez-Him-
merle 2022).

Here, we offer questions to prompt interventions into
knowledge exchange research-practice to take reflexivity and
material action further. We follow Anishinaabe scholar Deb-
orah McGregor who identifies that colonial nation-states,
scholars and societies need to be asking different questions
(2017). Figure 4 sets out some such questions to assist action
from a different starting point, as organised by the three cat-
egories: assumptions, relationships and institutions (Fig. 4).
Again, what we offer here are heuristic tools with the caveats
about non-Indigenous positionality noted above.

These questions reveal how achieving more respect-
ful terms is not an incremental adjustment to knowledge
exchange, but an unsettling and overturning of many colo-
nial-imperial privileges that underpin routine practices of
knowledge exchange. In addition to really respecting very
different onto-epistemologies, worldviews and life experi-
ences and practices, it involves materially addressing who
has institutional authority and resources. There is significant
Indigenous, co-authored and decolonial allied scholarship
to learn from. Its presence, however, is often neglected,

or is briefly acknowledged without taking the critiques on
board. We see this in the synthesis papers about knowledge
exchange that wish to be respectful, but do not see the para-
digm shift required.

Here I challenge the researcher, practitioner and reader
as well as the academy, government and others, to flip
the research paradigm and power dynamic and start
afresh. Build a culturally sound relationship with
Indigenous people through a respectful amount of time
(not government funding or research funding time-
frames), in that time trust will be established to free the
barriers of the past. The challenge then extends to the
researcher becoming the researched and seeking the
questions Indigenous people have about their Country,
waters, skies, and species. This shift in research will
benefit all in the knowledge exchange. BIM

Conclusion

Respect for Indigenous peoples’ presence, knowledge
and authority requires labour, but so too does the work of
excusing or evading the epistemological and jurisdictional
injustices of imperial-colonial privilege (e.g. Jurskis and
Underwood 2013; Fletcher et al. 2021). We have prioritised
intervening in knowledge exchange literature because this
work is so important, and the field’s pursuit of improving the
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Fig.4 Three interrelated dimensions of knowledge exchange for investigation and remediation (for related work, see Table 1 about scientific

expertise in Hird et al. 2023)
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exchange of knowledge allows traction for change. As schol-
arship and practice grows, Indigenous scholars and leaders
are again asking non-Indigenous people, who continue to
benefit from colonial and imperial privilege, to acknowl-
edge the discrimination in current arrangements and address
it by aligning with principles of non-discrimination. Such
work goes well beyond individual research projects and the
actions of knowledge exchange practitioners, but all need
to be involved. Those of us who are leading the actions
and processes of knowledge exchange and their theoretical
articulation can choose whether to concede to discriminatory
systems or speak back to them.
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