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Indigenous Methodologies of Care and 
Movement

Michelle Daigle

While my story may be very different from that of other Native people (though 
I suspect it is not as rare as might be believed, and it is becoming much more 
common), the construction of the geographies at various scales and its impact on 
our family and cultural relationships have remained the cornerstone of my politics 
and who I am as a scholar, friend, mother, and family member. I speak of the place 
from which I come because it is the base of my memories and politics of location; 
it is also what forms the base of my academic work.

—Mishuana Goeman (Tonawanda Seneca)1

A kin-space-time envelope can be a memory, but not solely in the sense of recalling 
a scene or a vignette; it also provides instruction for how to be in the world, or it 
invokes a sense of responsibility in the person recalling the memory

—Laura Harjo (Mvskoke)2

Learning from Indigenous Care Work

This essay is a reflection on Indigenous methodologies of care and how Indigenous 
scholars learn these methodologies through relationships and lived experiences that 
precede and exceed the academy. Even though we might not be aware of it, many 
Indigenous scholars learn the practices and values that shape our research early on, 
as we engage in community life and move through reserve communities, the bush, 
waterways, small rural towns, and large cities—the places and kinship networks that 
shape Indigenous relational geographies.3 As Laura Harjo states, research trajectories 
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can begin in community gatherings that we are immersed in as children, learning the 
methods and approaches that become part of our “repertoire of tools”4 that we draw 
upon in our research and community collaborations. This insight deeply resonates 
with me as I think about the multiple peoples, places, travels, food sharing, visiting, 
and caretaking that shape my life and my research methodologies and theorizing.

My own research trajectory began when I was a child, when my sister and I would 
travel with our mom as she led Indigenous education-based projects. We would 
routinely travel west from the small rural town bordering our Oji-Cree community 
in Treaty 9, Constance Lake First Nation (CLFN), to Anishinaabe communities in 
Treaty 3, and to the southeast to the Haudenosaunee community of Six Nations of 
the Grand River. Oftentimes, we went to the city of Thunder Bay, an urban hub for 
Indigenous peoples in northwestern Ontario. During the six-hour drive, we would 
listen to my mom’s mixtapes that she curated in our living room on the weekends in 
the spring, anticipating summer days on the road. She would blare a mix of David 
Bowie, Tina Turner, and Kashtin as we made our way through the flat terrain of what 
seemed like an endless stretch between home and the mining town of Longlac.5 We 
would stop for lunch at the Longlac Inn and Hotel on the side of Highway 11. After 
a lunch of chicken salad sandwiches, the soup of the day, and blueberry pie, we would 
make our way through the sloping hills and bedrock cliffs near Lake Nipigon and Red 
Rock, eventually passing by the Nanabijou Sleeping Giant on Lake Superior as we 
entered the city.6

During those years, my mother facilitated a summer certificate program for 
Indigenous language teachers at Lakehead University in Thunder Bay. My grand-
mother, who traveled to Thunder Bay from CLFN, taught alongside my mom. She 
took the lead on the structure of language instruction, while my mom focused on 
second-language methodologies for the classroom. My sister and I spent days with 
a caregiver—oftentimes an auntie, uncle, or teenage child of one of the students in 
the course—while my mother and grandmother taught. During the evenings and 
weekends, we accompanied them to work-related events and social gatherings. I do not 
remember the specifics of these gatherings (I sat through numerous presentations and 
workshops as a child), or what the adults discussed as we sat down to share a meal. 
What I do remember are the many people who were there. These people cared for us, 
became dear family friends, and witnessed my sister and I grow up. I remember an 
abundance of good food and the laughter that animated those summer memories. I 
remember how my mom devoted time to visit with students and their families who 
traveled from their home communities for the three-week course, and the generosity 
and kindness she extended to them.

When I reflect on the beginnings of my research trajectory, I often think of these 
times and others during my adolescence and early adulthood. I think of the women 
in my life who dedicated their time and work to Indigenous education and language 
revitalization, and how this work required constant movement. We were continually 
on the road, driving from town to the reserve, from one Indigenous community to 
another—to a class in Thunder Bay, to Kakabeka Falls for an afternoon dip in the 
river, to a powwow in Manitou Rapids, to Toronto for an Indigenous conference, to 
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Six Nations for a workshop, and back home again.7 During that time, we met with 
many people who became part of a growing constellation of people and places that my 
mother and grandmother cultivated through their commitments to build Indigenous 
life, many of whom eventually supported the research I became involved in as an 
adult.8 My mother and grandmother were able to contribute their knowledge and 
skills to community-building through this movement, yet they always returned to our 
First Nation community, carrying those experiences with them, which then informed 
their care work in our family and in CLFN. In reflecting on these family memories, 
I understand my mother and grandmother’s care practices, or their methodologies of 
care, to be an extension of relations of care that emanate from Mushkegowuk peoples’ 
movement on rivers that shape the muskegs or the swampy lands of the Hudson 
Bay Lowlands,9 and the kinship networks that have been cultivated through these 
waterways where our genealogical roots (and routes) flow from.10 As I detail later in 
this essay, these water relations are crucial in understanding how Mushkegowuk rela-
tions of care are embodied through continual movement on and off our waterways, 
transmitting knowledge on the expansiveness and fullness of Mushkegowuk relational 
geographies.

In what follows, I situate methodologies of care within the larger pursuit for 
Indigenous futurities.11 I view Indigenous feminist theorizations of futurities as enact-
ments of Indigenous relationalities, or what some call “radical relationalities.”12 In 
drawing on this work, I am interested in how Indigenous relationalities are sustained 
and constantly created through mobile relations of care, or how Indigenous relations 
of care embrace movement across lands and waters and how these fluid connections 
offer possibilities for Indigenous futurities.13 As I examine, relations of care evoke 
full and fluid conceptions of Indigenous kinship that exceed colonial territories and 
identities such as First Nation reserves, treaty territories, geopolitical borders, and 
fixed notions of indigeneity and family.14 Along these lines, I discuss how Indigenous 
methodologies that stem from relations of care can be strategically mobilized to build 
a myriad of relationships or relational processes (rather than territorial ones) that 
sustain our communities and that are foundational to Indigenous futurities.15 I specifi-
cally examine how Indigenous relational geographies are routed through Indigenous 
peoples’ movement—and how this movement politic is learned from the nonhuman 
world—by grounding my discussion in the significance of water relations in the 
muskegs, and how they have helped me understand Mushkegowuk kinship relations 
as rippling out through temporal and spatial scales in and beyond that region. I end by 
considering how mobile relations of care are crucial in shaping the visions and material 
relations of Indigenous and anticolonial futurities.

I weave in examples from my own research experiences throughout, including lived 
experiences and family stories. Drawing on Mishuana Goeman, I bring my memories 
into play, with the understanding that the personal can elucidate broader struggles, 
work,16 and relationships that create Indigenous life. I draw on personal stories with 
the intention of writing for Indigenous and anticolonial relations, rather than centering 
my experiences as exceptional or as an example of best practices or lessons in research. 
I return to these memories as they delineate the relations where Indigenous futurities 
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are already in the making, and with the understanding that kinship and community is 
formed in many different ways than what might be reflected through the stories shared 
in this essay. As articulated by Harjo in the opening epigraph, memories can serve as 
a “kin-space-time envelope” that guide the way we carry ourselves in our research and 
community work.17 Building on this, Goeman instructs us on how our family stories 
can “provide a window into the complexities of spatial subjectivities and geographic 
histories, giving us a richer understanding of how Native people imagine community 
and create relationships.”18 Drawing on these thinkers and the critical body of scholar-
ship by Indigenous feminists, I consider how Indigenous futurities require us to think 
beyond place, or how places and place-based geographies foundational to Indigenous 
life are relationally connected through Indigenous peoples’ mobilities.

Methodologies for Indigenous Futurities

Indigenous studies scholars have long discussed how research has a responsibility 
to transform colonized realities.19 These discussions are often framed in relation to 
struggles for decolonization or Indigenous resurgence or futurities, with each of these 
political projects having deep histories and critiques.20 In this essay, I primarily use 
the language of futurities to refer to how Indigenous peoples envision, imagine, and 
generate knowledge on their futures in addition to the practices they are embodying 
in the present.21 I also use this term because Indigenous feminists have paid partic-
ular attention to the ways Indigenous relationships and care work shape futurities. 
For example, Melanie Yazzie (Diné) and Cutcha Risling Baldy (Hupa, Yurok, and 
Karuk) conceptualize Indigenous futurities through “radical relationality,”22 which 
they define as “a term that brings together the multiple strands of materiality, kinship, 
corporeality, affect, land/body connection, and multidimensional connectivity coming 
primarily from Indigenous feminist [theory].”23 Building on this, Kanaka Maoli 
scholar Noelani Goodyear-Kaōpua writes that “Indigenous futurities are enactments 
of radical relationalities that transcend settler geographies and maps, temporalities 
and calendars, and/or other settler measures of time and space.”24 Here, Goodyear-
Kaōpua highlights how Indigenous futurities “jump scales”25 by refusing colonial 
renderings of time and space and by being in motion with a web of relations that 
extend to past and future generations, and that connect human bodies to bodies of 
land, water, and nonhuman life. Similarly, Mishuana Goeman has extensively written 
on how Indigenous peoples’ bodies, particularly Indigenous women’s bodies (and 
I would add gender-diverse people’s bodies), are “meeting places” that are intimately 
connected to and shaped by webs of human and nonhuman relations, as well as 
colonial, racial, capitalist, and heteropatriarchal relations of oppression.26 As Goeman 
explains, colonial renderings of time and space act as modes of exclusion, containment, 
and control, obstructing the constant (re)making of Indigenous relationships, while 
Indigenous women and gender-diverse relations reimagine and re-create commu-
nity, relational geographies, and futurities through Indigenous conceptions of time 
and space that become “weapon[s] of expansion and inclusion, a means of enlarging 
identities.”27
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Notably, Yazzie and Risling Baldy’s framing of radical relationality is informed by 
an ethics of care, or by the care work that shapes Indigenous relationships. Linking 
this back to my opening reflections on my mother and grandmother, I am interested in 
how care work is embodied through movement to sustain, rebuild, and be accountable 
to the relationships that shape Indigenous life. This movement is in marked contrast 
to how care work is often conceived as a feminized and depoliticized practice that 
is confined to private spaces, or as a practice that is restricted to the boundaries of 
oversimplified notions of the Indigenous community.28 In other words, in following 
Indigenous relations of care, we begin to see the complexity and expansiveness of 
relations and places that shape Indigenous communities, and thus how research meth-
odologies of care can embrace movement and connection across large-scale relational 
geographies.

As Gina Starblanket (Cree-Saulteaux) states, Indigenous feminist theory inter-
venes in oversimplified conceptions of the Indigenous community by attending to 
the complexities of Indigenous women’s lived experiences.29 She draws attention to 
how colonial reproductions of domesticity have shaped representations of Indigenous 
women as being the “keepers of culture”30 who are responsible for renewing rela-
tionships with place, or for reproducing relations of care that are confined to the 
boundaries of the reserve or reservation.31 In challenging these narrow conceptions of 
community, Starblanket states the following:

Indigenous communities can and should be understood as more than collectives 
of individual bodies who share a similar geography or cultural identity, instead 
representing a network of relationships between people and places interacting not 
only in the present, but also the past and future. Following Mishuana Goeman’s 
discussion of the body “as a meeting place,” an alternative to homogenized treat-
ments of community might be imagined by thinking about relationship beyond 
singular sources of identity or a shared physical location. Rather we might think of 
our very existence as a hub where multiple overlapping relationships of time and 
place intersect and regenerate.32

Starblanket proceeds to call for conceptual mobility in Indigenous studies that is 
unbounded by static and dichotomous thinking and, instead, engages in continual 
dialogue on whether research methodologies, collaborations, and knowledge produc-
tion are accountable to the entanglements of relationships that shape Indigenous life 
and that must be cared for as we strive for Indigenous futurities in the present.33

Many Indigenous thinkers reflect on how this conceptual mobility can be learned 
from the politicized movement of human and nonhuman actors who shape Indigenous 
societies, and who create connectivity across large-scale landscapes and waterscapes.34 
Of further importance, some of these discussions focus on how humans have much 
to learn from the movement embodied by the nonhuman world (land, water, animals, 
plants, and the cosmos) as they, too, engage in practices of care for one another and 
for human relations. As Goodyear-Kaōpua writes, movement becomes crucial in 
embodying Indigenous futurities, as futurities “include ways of relating that involve 
putting our bodies in motion with various kinds of nonhuman rhythms that engage 
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multiple senses.”35 Similarly, Linda Tuhiwai Smith (Māori) considers how movement 
can become a critical aspect of Indigenous research methodologies. She draws on 
Pacific peoples’ relationship with water to consider how research methodologies can 
integrate the agency and intelligence embodied by water. She states, “the sea is a giver 
of life, it sets time and conveys movement. . . . The tides represent movement, change, 
process, life, inward and outward flows of ideas, reflections, and actions.”36 Here, Smith 
echoes the temporal and spatial dimensions of Indigenous relationships as articulated 
by Goodyear-Kaōpua and Goeman, while specifically making a link to research meth-
odologies that can benefit from incorporating the movement and connectivity learned 
from water relations.

In the remainder of this essay, I return to the muskegs as analogous to the rela-
tionships, care work, and movement that I am familiar with, and that have shaped my 
research methodologies and my understanding of Indigenous futurities. While my 
reflections focus on a smaller region of Mushkegowuk, Anishinaabe, and Oji-Cree 
relationships, these stories have been foundational to how I understand the hetero-
geneity and expansiveness of Indigenous life, and how Indigenous relationalities build 
out from the muskegs and specifically from water relations in this region. In other 
words, I ground my reflections in relational geographies that I know—that I have 
experienced and that have shaped me—with the understanding that these relation-
ships can and should be built out more expansively, as we extend on the care embodied 
by the people we have learned from and who have influenced our research. Overall, 
my aim is to examine how relations of care provide a window into understanding 
how Indigenous relationships have always been sustained and built through move-
ment across lands and waters, and how this demystifies Indigenous relationalities and 
politicizes large-scale forms of connectivity that elucidate the entanglements of colo-
nial conquest and Indigenous resistance.37 Furthermore, relations of care can inform 
research methodologies that materially build these expansive connections.38

Relations of Care Rippling from the Muskegs

In the muskegs, water relations have significantly shaped how care work is embodied 
on expansive scales. Kishiichiwan (the Albany River) and the Attawapiskat River have 
shaped many Indigenous peoples’ lives in this region.39 These rivers, along with a 
number of others that are part of these watersheds, are connected to livelihood practices 
such as trapping, hunting, and fishing, in addition to sustenance labor and a myriad of 
sociopolitical practices.40 In spite of the impacts of colonization, many Indigenous 
peoples of this region continue to understand that they have responsibilities to their 
water relatives and the web of human and nonhuman relatives that depend on them.

Relationships with water transmit knowledge on the expansiveness and full-
ness of Mushkegowuk relational geographies. The Albany River Coalition, a group 
that was formed in Fort Albany First Nation that resisted negative environmental 
impacts on Kishiichiwan, states that the river helps people understand the meaning of 
paquataskamik, a Mushkegowuk concept that can be roughly translated to the expan-
sive and interconnected ecologies and kinship relations in the muskegs. As founders of 
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the coalition say, the concept “reminds us that Mushkegowuk land is vast. It’s not just 
the reserve, it’s not just the camp [where the coalition does its work], but an area that 
ties together family, history, and identity.”41 Mushkegowuk conceptions of relational 
geographies as expressed through paquataskamik are made evident through memories 
and stories on Mushkegowuk waterways. Lived experiences tell us of Mushkegowuk 
roots in the place of the muskegs and in sites or place names along the shorelines, 
but they also teach us about the importance of a movement politic, or how movement 
is crucial in understanding the complexity and expansiveness of relationships in and 
beyond the muskegs.

As recounted through research interviews, community oral histories, informal 
conversations with relatives, and lived experiences on waterways, much of this move-
ment is embodied through renewing relationships, and these renewals happen or 
happened as Mushkegowuk, Anishinaabe, and Oji-Cree peoples engage in or engaged in 
care work such as harvesting food along waterway geographies.42 Many stories of move-
ment recount the structural violence of forced relocation reproduced through colonial 
policies, extractive industries, and the gendered politics of colonialism that shapes this 
region.43 For example, the transition to a lumber economy in the early to mid-twentieth 
century affected Indigenous men’s ability to travel along regional waterways as they did 
through their participation in the fur trade. However, many still maintained their land 
and water connections through cyclical food harvests, subsistence practices, and seasonal 
fur trapping labor. Meanwhile, many Indigenous women became relegated to the home 
during this time period, as their labor was not valued in the lumber industry, except 
through intermittent cleaning and cooking.44 This reproduced a colonial gendered divi-
sion of labor between Indigenous women and men in the muskegs which was further 
intensified through the residential school system.45 Indigenous peoples’ freedom to 
renew their water relations and the constellation of relationships that are socially repro-
duced through daily practices on regional waterways were negatively affected through 
the heteropatriarchal foundations of a colonial resource-extractive and wage-based 
economy. Yet many of these women, such as my grandmother, and gender-diverse rela-
tions continually returned to Kishiichiwan to harvest and trade food, to travel by canoe 
to visit relatives upriver or downriver, and to develop relationships with other rivers in 
the muskegs as they migrated to southern parts of the region in search of employment.

Recalling these community stories highlights how movement in and beyond the 
muskegs is tied to colonial dispossession and violence, and to Indigenous peoples’ 
continually protecting and remaking their lives in resistance to colonial conquest. 
However, echoing Laura Harjo, it is also important to understand Indigenous mobili-
ties as movement of our own choosing. As Harjo states, “Some of our (re)emergence 
and migration stories are based on our responses to acts of settler futurity that include 
Indian removal and relocation; however, we also carry other such stories that are 
based on movement of our own choosing. Those stories have yet to be conceived, 
written, and told. Mvskoke people have generated Mvskoke community, even beyond 
our eleven-county tribal jurisdiction. Thus, conceptions held by Mvskoke and other 
Indigenous communities disrupt commonly received notions of fixity and place.”46 
Harjo’s insights are grounded in a particular topography and Mvskoke sociopolitical 
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practices. Nevertheless, her insights can be drawn on to understand movement in 
the muskegs and how free styles of movement have been historically routed through 
the currents and connectivity of river systems, water relatives that in turn bring us 
in relation with land, animal, plant, and human relations that also have a bearing on 
movement in the muskegs.47

Crucially, and central to my argument in this essay, an Indigenous movement politic 
that is routed through river systems stretches beyond these places or beyond these 
specific water environments. That is, the agency of water relations informs Indigenous 
consciousness and material practices of creating life in the muskegs and ripples out from 
the scale of the body through people’s collective practices, which materially shape care 
work and kinship networks that transcend colonial spatialities such as rural/urban and 
reserve/nonreserve.48 As such, a myriad of practices tied to Mushkegowuk movement 
is informed by ethics, values, and knowledge that are rooted in and routed through 
our water relations. This includes people traveling back and forth from the reserve 
to the city and from one’s community to a range of others to attend regional political 
gatherings, to pursue secondary and postsecondary education, to contribute to language 
revitalization, to seek out health care, to visit with family, to be in ceremony, to fight for 
safe housing and clean drinking water, to care for loved ones during times of hardship, 
and to collectively mourn the loved ones we have lost.49 In other words, Mushkegowuk, 
Anishinaabe, and Oji-Cree relationships with water activate a consciousness and prac-
tices that constantly make Indigenous relational geographies within and beyond the 
muskegs. Relations of care flow from the muskegs—or relations of care are formed 
through water relations in the place where Mushkegowuk roots flow from—but rela-
tions of care are also made through Indigenous peoples’ movement along the water and 
movement off of waterways (such as travel on highways) and beyond the muskegs (such 
as travel to Anishinaabe or Haudenosaunee communities) as they create Indigenous life 
through an expansive web of human and nonhuman relations.

If Kishiichiwan and the Attawapiskat River are commonly referred to as ancestral 
highways in the muskegs, then it is instructive to think of the care work that these 
highways have historically facilitated and how this care work has expanded over the last 
century by Indigenous peoples’ strategically utilizing colonial transport infrastructure 
such as the trans-Canada highway to continue this care work amid colonial conquest. 
My grandmother’s generation experienced ruptures to their relationships with water and 
more generally with their webs of kinship. Yet the resistance embodied by Indigenous 
women and gender-diverse relations in the muskegs is reflected through how they 
and many others continually returned to waterways, and also through the relations 
of caretaking that they embodied beyond them. Significantly, these stories illuminate 
how Indigenous relationalities are shaped through care work that requires movement, 
which subsequently has a bearing on how Indigenous studies scholars should conceive 
of movements for Indigenous futurities. That is, movements for Indigenous futurities 
require us to think beyond place, or how places and place-based geographies foun-
dational to Indigenous life are relationally connected through Indigenous peoples’ 
mobilities. As Goeman writes, “the linking of moving bodies, moving temporalities, 
and moving lands [helps us] to think of Native people as becoming and belonging in 
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movement rather than as stable and unchanging identities.”50 This has important impli-
cations for Indigenous scholarship, as theorizations of colonial conquest, resistance, 
and liberation require interrogations of the fixed spatialities and temporalities that 
Indigenous peoples continue to be relegated to discursively and materially.

Relations of Care Shaping Indigenous Methodologies

The spatial reach of my grandmother and mother’s relations of care as recalled in the 
introduction of this essay have had a bearing on my own research trajectory. In research 
that focused on interviewing elders and knowledge keepers51 in my First Nation 
community, Constance Lake First Nation, I was transported through peoples’ memo-
ries and stories to other places, specifically Anishinaabe communities both within and 
outside of the boundaries of Treaty 9, to learn about community members who engaged 
in ceremonial renewals in the 1990s as a means of rebuilding community life.52 In an 
effort to learn about the process of ceremonial regeneration that was taking place in 
CLFN in an accountable way, I interviewed people I had preexisting relationships and 
relational connections with. My main concern in returning to this work is not neces-
sarily in the research methodologies such as qualitative interviews that I drew upon 
but in how I conceived of Mushkegowuk futurities and nationhood in a limited way 
by not fully considering how processes of sociopolitical regeneration are always formed 
in relation with other kin.53 That is, the process of ceremonial regeneration in CLFN 
was made possible through relationships with Anishinaabe people in and beyond the 
muskegs, which opens up many questions about past and current relationships that 
have been formed between Mushkegowuk and Anishinaabe peoples—relationships that 
emerged through lived experiences of movement, including movement and encounters 
on waterways in the muskegs. For example, many Anishinaabe people migrated to the 
muskegs to work in the fur trade but remained there and formed intimacies and new 
political formations with Mushkegowuk peoples.54 Colonial authorities sought to create 
divisions between Mushkegowuk and Anishinaabe people as Indian reserves were estab-
lished in the muskegs with the establishment of Treaty 9;55 however, Mushkegowuk 
and Anishinaabe intimacies remain crucial in understanding the plurality of indigeneity 
in the muskegs and in towns and small cities in northern and northwestern Ontario. 
Notably, Mushkegowuk and Anishinaabe relations in this region highlight both the 
importance of Mushkegowuk roots in the muskegs and Anishinaabe migratory routes 
that shape the complexity of kinship among Indigenous peoples—some might say 
the internationalism of this place. This kinship or internationalism is embodied by 
individuals, whether they are Oji-Cree and have familial roots in both Mushkegowuk 
and Anishinaabe nations or whether they are Mushkegowuk or Anishinaabe and have 
grown up in families and communities that are shaped by the sociopolitical knowledge 
and practices from both of these nations. These memories and stories of movement and 
intimacy formation require nuanced understandings of the relations of care that shape 
life in the muskegs.

Mushkegowuk and Anishinaabe relationships stretch beyond the muskegs, which 
was crucial in shaping research collaborations after my initial community project in 
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CLFN.56 My family’s relational ties supported collaborations with Anishinaabe peoples 
west of the muskegs, in the region of Treaty 3, to learn about the governance embedded 
in land-based food practices. While I was living in Anishinaabe country in 2013 and 
2014, I often met people who had a connection to my family. The relational processes 
that informed my mother’s involvement in Indigenous education in the region were a 
guide for my work. In addition, people frequently located me through other relatives 
such as uncles they used to go hunting with, or who had taught them at Lakehead 
University in the 1980s and 1990s, or who they knew through regional political 
networks. Others made connections to an Anishinaabe auntie who is from a First 
Nation community in Treaty 3, or to another who was a principal for several years in 
Big Grassy First Nation (also located in Treaty 3). Indeed, these types of relational 
networks are not unique within the context of Indigenous and anticolonial research. Yet 
I recount these experiences as my family’s relational ties led me to undertake a research 
project beyond the muskegs, in part because our sense of community extended beyond 
the boundaries of our immediate family lineage, First Nation community, nation, and 
treaty territory. The continuation of my work followed the relational geographies rather 
than territorial ones that CLFN elders and community members highlighted through 
their stories of ceremonial regeneration. Through this work I found myself embedded 
in relational accountabilities to my family (in addition to the people I was learning from 
in Treaty 3) even though I was living and working in Anishinaabe communities west 
of the muskegs. Yet, like the aforementioned research on ceremonial regeneration, this 
work was solely conceived within the framework of nationhood that focused on one 
Indigenous nation’s experiences, in this case Anishinaabe life, without fully addressing 
the relational connections that fostered it.

In terms of research, these examples of Mushkegowuk, Anishinaabe, and Oji-Cree 
sociopolitical life—in addition to the peoples and places we might find ourselves 
collaborating with through our research—have a bearing on how Indigenous futuri-
ties are theorized. These relations might not neatly fit into preconceived notions 
of “the Indigenous community”57 and understandings of who we think we should 
be interacting and building relationships with through our research methodologies. 
To be clear, I am not suggesting that Indigenous studies scholars should seek to 
expand research methodologies in ways that will discount the importance of building 
reciprocal relationships and trust over time. Rather, I am more concerned with how 
narrow framings of Indigenous community, nationhood, and relational kinship may 
limit our conceptions of futurities in ways that do not fully account for the relations 
that shape Indigenous life. Furthermore, I am concerned with how these narrow 
framings might not fully take into account the relations of care that are required for 
Indigenous and anticolonial futurities moving forward.

The Rhythmic Movements of Care: Embracing Expansions and 
Intimacies

As I have examined throughout this paper, mobile relations of care illuminate the 
expansiveness of Indigenous relational geographies and, thus, who should be cared for 
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in our pursuits for a world otherwise. In closing, I want to reflect on how method-
ologies of care open up possibilities for creating new relationships into the future. As 
Yazzie and Risling Baldy state, “Radical relationality is, after all, simply the ontology of 
being-in-relation-to that describes all life and futurity; keeping ourselves open to the 
possibility of making new relatives is one of the essential functions of life and, indeed, 
decolonization.”58 Here, we can return to Goeman’s crucial insights to consider how 
“the linking of moving bodies, moving temporalities, and moving lands [helps us] to 
think of Native people as becoming and belonging in movement”59 in relation to the 
moving bodies, lands, waters, and temporalities that shape the lives of anticolonial kin 
and coresistors.60 In other words, Indigenous futurities cannot be realized without 
embracing the strands of relationality that tell us the full story of peoples and places 
who are connected to Indigenous life through the global interconnections of colonial 
genocide, anti-Blackness, heteropatriarchy, labor exploitation, and poverty, as well 
as through our embodiments of alternate knowledges, practices, and imaginations.61 
Here, too, water engenders an ethic of relationality by generating political and analyt-
ical flexibility in our visions and practices of Indigenous and anticolonial futurities.

Water relations in the muskegs hold memories and stories of these relational 
connections through migratory routes that shape encounters, intimacies, and rela-
tionships yet formed in this region. As community memories recall, intimacies were 
formed between Indigenous and Chinese peoples in the early 1900s as Chinese inden-
tured laborers moved through the James Bay region on freight ships that circulated 
staple commodities to Indigenous settlements as part of the fur trade.62 More recently, 
water holds stories of immigrants and refugees relocating to the muskegs from the 
Philippines and parts of the African continent.63 I continue to learn about these stories 
as they have bearing on how futurities should be conceived through the multiple 
experiences and desires that shape life in the muskegs. In another way, connections can 
be traced through the currents of rivers such as Kishiichiwan that flow into the salt 
water of the Hudson Bay that in turn flow into the Arctic and North Atlantic Oceans, 
connecting us to waters that hold stories of empire and resistance and that inform 
alternate knowledge systems and practices throughout the globe. Indeed, connections 
between Indigenous life in the muskegs and Indigenous, Black, and anticolonial life 
in other parts of the globe can be made through the global circuits or movement of 
capital, goods, and peoples.64 These stories are crucial, and yet there is much to be 
known through an Indigenous vernacular65 that arises from our movement across, or 
with, land, water, and kin relations. From water’s viewpoint,66 we begin to see how 
Indigenous bodies and bodies of land and water connected to Indigenous life, “become 
conduits for connection”67 with the people and places that shape anticolonial collec-
tives across diverse landscapes and waterscapes.

To expand on these stories, I am drawn to how water and movement is conceived 
through anticolonial scholarship, and both the material and metaphorical stretch made 
possible through thinking with water and movement. As I began to reflect on the 
analytics and politics of Indigenous movement through family and community stories, 
I found my thinking was also informed by the labor and knowledge creation of Black 
scholars, particularly by Rinaldo Walcott’s theorization of the double meaning of 
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movement.68 Walcott examines the double meaning of movement by tracing how Black 
migrations and forced relocations evoke Black people’s worldliness and how these 
migrations make space in ways that build the foundations to more expansive social 
movements for Black liberation. He grapples with Black movement as entangled in the 
global conditions and infrastructure of anti-Blackness, as well as Black movement as 
a form of resistance, including the traveling potential of the Black Lives Matter move-
ment (or the potential of the movement’s transnational political identification). As 
Walcott elucidates, Blackness and movement cannot be divorced, not only because of 
the conditions of anti-Black racism but because Black movement aids in the potential 
to create a “freedom yet to come.”69 As I bring this essay to a close, I draw on Walcott’s 
thinking not to compare or conflate Black and Indigenous experiences of movement 
embodied through our distinct though entangled experiences of resistance within the 
structures of anti-Black racism and colonial conquest. Rather, I call up Walcott’s work 
as his attention to movement made me reflect on how Indigenous studies is (or is not) 
accountable to Black studies and Black life, and, in this case, to think through the 
radical potential of Indigenous movement as relationally entangled with the movement 
of anticolonial kin and coresistors. In Walcott’s words, “A pure decolonial project is 
one that works to produce new modes of relational logics and conditions in which the 
racially structured intimacies that European colonial expansion produced, and that we 
continue to live, might be refashioned.”70 Similarly, Tiffany Lethabo King writes that 
Indigenous and Black studies need to develop conceptual and methodological tools 
based on an ethics of care and responsibility to reckon with the terrain of connectivity, 
the density of experiences, and the frictions that shape Black and Indigenous life 
without reproducing narratives of Indigenous and Black peoples (and, I would add, 
other anticolonial actors) as “isolated, bounded, and discrete communities.”71

As I return to family and community stories on and off our waterways, I increas-
ingly realize how they are inviting me to embrace a movement politic routed through 
relations of care. Yet the current of our water relations may slow our movements, too. 
At moments, people stop at sites along the shoreline, many with place names that hold 
stories of the relationships, land-based practices, conflicts, and humorous encounters 
that shape these places. People stop at these sites while traveling along waterways in 
the muskegs, some that have communal bush camps, others where people build camp 
for short stays. This is often a time for visiting, while people sit by the fire and drink 
tea, share dinner, and rest after a long day of food harvesting. This ethic and practice 
of “sitting with,” of being more still and of visiting, is something that is learned and 
embodied through our time on and relations with water. It is my understanding that 
this, too, informs Indigenous consciousness and material practices of making life in 
the muskegs, in that our movement always occurs alongside moments of stillness, 
of being in place, and of visiting. These intimate and closed-in spaces allow us to be 
present with kin, to be in dialogue with one another, and to care for one another amid 
colonial legacies and continuities. These intimate spaces are also necessary for building 
relationships with coresistors and new kin so that we can learn from one another and 
recognize the violence that has been inflicted on our communities.72 In these moments, 
we too are doing the work of growth and expansion.73
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The synergy between movement and stillness, or sitting with, or caring in place, 
was palpable during my last visits with my grandmother. During the last few years of 
her life, I found myself sitting by her bedside, caring for her alongside my mother and 
sister. There was not much time during our trips home to do much else. My research 
trips to Constance Lake First Nation during this time often turned into caretaking 
time, as family life took precedence over academic objectives and timelines. We felt the 
time-space compression of days slowing down and of the small room in the elders care 
facility in town closing in on us. But then there were moments when my grandmother 
shared stories with us, and time and space felt much more expansive. Many of those 
stories transported us to Kishiichiwan, the river she grew up on as a child and youth, 
and to the Kabinakagami River, where she spent her time as an adult, mother, and 
grandmother. She shared stories of joy, pain, and strength that flow through these 
river relations, and she made sure to tell us how important it was to go to these places, 
perhaps to create stories of our own. Our caretaking responsibilities draw us in like 
this, as we care for those who have cared for us and who have taught us the method-
ologies of making life while we simultaneously take on the responsibility to build on 
their visions and practices. This ebb and flow, sometimes bringing us in for intimate 
encounters and at other moments expanding out, are the rhythmic movements of care. 
They are the currents and tides we are continually navigating as we resist, adapt and 
create relational geographies for better worlds to come.
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