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Abstract
Research based on the justice system, specifically corrections, has mainly focused on the
adult population, with little research based on the juvenile population. Any juvenileparticipant research, when it is culturally focused, has mainly been on the
overrepresentation of the non-White population, mostly African American and
Hispanics, with little research representing Indigenous populations. When the research
is educationally focused in the correctional system, the emphasis has mainly been on
special education needs and programming. A literature search revealed that research on
Indigenous students attending an educational program in a correctional facility is rare.
The gathering of data in my research was influenced by a mixed method design, which
enabled me to compare both questionnaire and interview data with each of the two
participant groups: students and teachers. Using these data, I was able to compare
responses within and between each group at three youth correctional centers, as well as
between facilities and as cumulative data between the two stakeholder groups. The
results and my discussion concentrate on the following main questions, which are based
on culture and academics:


Are incarcerated Indigenous students’ educational needs met through attention
to cultural dynamics and student need?



Do correctional education programs instill public confidence from the
stakeholder groups?



Do social contexts of the institution, such as forms of communication, social
order, and connection, have an effect on an Indigenous student’s success and a
teacher’s ability to teach?

Student participants and teacher participants agree on a majority of the academically
focused questions but vary greatly with respect to the perceived cultural focus within
correctional education. I found that two of the three correctional education programs
show evidence of cultural competence as seen in cultural programming and engaging
Indigenous students in their education. However, there is also evidence that
professional development for faculty is needed, as well as a clear focus for culturally
responsive teaching, cultural competence, and cultural safety from the board of
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education associated with the correctional based educational program, and the specific
educational programs themselves.
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Prologue
Due to the diversity of the countries referenced in this research, there is also
diversity in the language used to describe the Indigenous populations of these countries.
Please note that Canada has changed from using the term Aboriginal to Indigenous
during this research. The term First Nations, Métis, and Inuit are specific names for the
Canadian Indigenous peoples while other countries have their own preferred vocabulary.
I have adhered to the language used in each research document faithfully; however, I
have used the term Indigenous for my own writings and if referencing a group of
authors who have used varying language, as it is representative of Canada at the time
this thesis was written. I have also used the pronoun “their” to indicate participants in
the singular in order to avoid identifying gender, and which could lead to the possible
identification, of the participants.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The first question one may ask, apart from, “Why bother doing research on such
a small group of individuals?” is, “Why is a non-Indigenous person doing research with
Indigenous young people?” This second question echoes the thoughts of Karen
Swisher, a Standing Rock Sioux and associate professor and director for Indian
education at Arizona State University. Swisher (1996) suggested that reform must be
initiated by the Indian people with support from the government. Swisher (1996, p. 85)
also suggested that “Indian people should be the ones to write about Indian Education,”
because there are a lack of Aboriginal authors writing about Aboriginal education;
Aboriginal people have the answers for improving Aboriginal education and they must
speak out; and non-Aboriginal authors are cited as the experts, as opposed to those from
which the information and experiences are gathered (Swisher, 1996). The view that
Indigenous authors should write about Indigenous education is supported by the United
States (U.S.) government and the Government of Canada. Swisher believed that the
voices of the people and community, and the telling of metaphors and experiences of
Aboriginal peoples, are usually presented from an outsider’s perspective. She goes on
to say that much of the literature written about Aboriginal people is “historically
accurate and not harmful or offensive; it is sensitively, and in some cases beautifully,
done” (Swisher, 1996, p. 85).
I have read many Indigenous authors as part of this study and many of them
agree with Swisher’s points that Indian people believe they have the answers for
improving Indian education, and that the Indigenous perspectives are important in
improving education for this group. I also believe in this statement, as non-Indigenous
peoples, or those not living the experience, cannot truly appreciate what is needed
without living it. Indeed, I cannot truly understand living on a reserve in northern
Manitoba or in a hamlet in Nunavut, regardless of the fact that I have lived in both such
communities and worked with Indigenous colleagues, students, family members, and
Elders. I have not been oppressed over centuries, been subjected to racist comments, or
subjected to emotional, physical, or economic abuse, although through others I may
sympathize.
The educational system is responsible for providing the most appropriate
learning experience to students, and it is imperative that students are actively engaged in
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their learning and not just passive recipients. The notion of culture in learning is not
new, but embedding culture in teaching practice is not universal. It was not my intent to
study Indigenous knowledge or culture; I focused on the unique system where some
Indigenous students were learning—education programs within a correctional setting.
As an educator as well as former correctional officer, I believe that my thesis will assist
in the understanding of what is happening in these programs, their successes and needs,
and what may be appropriate approaches to ensure that education does not let this
unique group of students down. My hope is that the information gained will benefit not
only the educators but the Indigenous community as well. This research is intended to
start the conversation about the education of Indigenous students in the justice system.
Due to the sensitive nature of my introductory questions, there could possibly be
objections to my research from a number of groups, most notably the First Nations,
Métis, and Inuit, and American Indian/Alaska Native communities. All caution has
been taken in this research to ensure respect for the Indigenous communities, that all
cultural protocols have been followed, and my accountability as the researcher.
However, given my years of interaction with Indigenous groups as a community
member, researcher, and educator; of my employment as a correctional officer; and my
review of the research literature on Indigenous peoples and education, I have come to a
realization. As of yet, no research has been conducted on the interaction of culture,
corrections, and education, especially with the Indigenous perspective, which is what I
have focused my research on. Though I was unable to capture a full account of the
students’ experiences, I have captured the perspectives of the Indigenous students on
their unique experiences. Since the community perspective is absent, I recommend
further research with this group as they have a vested interest in their children’s
education.
Reflecting on my experiences, I am comfortable working within each cultural
sphere—Indigenous, educational, and corrections—and this comfort and respect for
each culture contributed to conversations that yielded rich data on the subject. The
results sketch a picture of the perceived effectiveness of correctional education
programs as they relate to Indigenous student success and culture. Participants’
viewpoints are integral to the collection of the data and, if deemed necessary, could
transform practice.
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The Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples . . . has unequivocally stated the
importance of Indigenous knowledge. (Battiste, 2002, p. 6)
Canada’s educational institutions have largely ignored, and continue to ignore,
Indigenous knowledge and pedagogy. (Battiste, 2002, p. 9)
Most Aboriginal students attend schools where there is no special effort to make
them or their families feel part of the life of the school. Aboriginal parents say they
are excluded from their children’s education. There is a gap between the culture
of the home and that of the school. (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada, 1996, 1.4 The Provinces, para. 2)
Even after the White Paper (Statement of the Government of Canada on Indian
Policy) was released in 1969 (Government of Canada, 1969), the Ontario (Canada)
educational system has lagged in implementing the federal government’s
recommendation that provincial education branches ensure that Indigenous cultures and
contributions are reflected in the curriculum. Indeed, Indigenous cultures have been
represented in the educational system in a context that is less than exemplary and
certainly lacking in depth, by covering “Indian” ways and avoiding history from the
“Indian” perspective. Students continue to be taught about Indigenous peoples and
history in Canada, and teachers teach Indigenous students, but rarely has the Indigenous
student been sanctioned to voice his or her perspective on social issues or education.
History of Education in Canada
Historically, Canadian, American, and Australian governments’ education
policies related to Indigenous populations were part of the project of colonization.
Canada’s educational history with respect to Indigenous learners is not one to be
extolled for its virtues, or one worthy of repeating. It is a matter of public knowledge
that Canada is still experiencing pain related to residential schools, as atrocities continue
to be chronicled in the media and be deeply felt by those who endured those terrible
times, as well as their descendants. From 1910 until 1950, Indigenous children were
forcefully removed from their communities and placed in residential schools under the
Indian Act of 1876.
The residential school policy removed Aboriginal children from their families to be
educated and indoctrinated into a Eurocentric/Canadian way of living (University of
British Columbia. First Nations & Indigenous Studies, 2013a). After 1950, these
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students were integrated into the mainstream educational system, yet some residential
schools remained open until 1996 (Baxter, 2007). In total, 150,000 First Nation, Métis,
and Inuit children attended residential schools from 1857 to 1996 (Aboriginal Affairs
and Northern Development Canada, 2011, para. 1). In residential schools, students were
forbidden to speak their own language, many were forced to work, and many were
subjected to emotional, physical, and sexual abuse. The result of being removed from
their families caused the children to be fearful and confused (Baxter, 2007). The Sixties
Scoop saw Aboriginal children, mostly babies, removed from their families by the
welfare system to be adopted by White families so they could live a better life
(University of British Columbia. First Nations & Indigenous Studies, 2013b). The
Arctic Exile, the “dislocation and disposition of Inuit” (Anala, 2002, p. 5), caused
intergenerational pain and trauma (Anala, 2002). Many Indigenous students not only
lost their culture but were exposed to atrocities that they and their families are still living
with.
Some students living in remote northern communities leave their families to stay
with host families in urban areas to attend secondary school. This may cause emotional, physical, spiritual and psychological challenges for the student. (Office of
the Auditor General, 2012, p. 145)
There could reasonably be a parallel between residential schools, present
education situations as described in the quote above, and students being removed from
their families to be incarcerated, sometimes more than a hundred kilometers from home.
The result of segregation was a removal of the Indian from the Indian, including loss of
culture, language, connection to the land, and a mistrust of the educational system.
One of the concerns associated with the atrocities of the Canadian government’s
past education policies is that adults and their children continue to be affected to this
day. This may be associated with what Bombay et al. (2009) called intergenerational
trauma. They stated that traumas can be personal or collective and can last for decades.
Bombay et al. (2009) reported that there is considerable evidence that the effects of
traumatic experiences are often transported across generations. It is easy to see how
Indigenous students in the 21st century can be affected by what has happened
generations before in the educational system. Keeping this in mind, it seems reasonable
that the education system in Canada should listen to the students and Elders in
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accommodating Indigenous students’ needs, be it systematically or in any specific
location, inclusive of correctional education programs.
The success of the Aboriginal learner is clearly an indicator of how committed
educators and their respective systems are to equity. We need to ask Aboriginal
students and their communities, “How are we performing?” (Toulouse, 2008, p.
4)
This quote by Dr. Toulouse (2008), an associate professor in the Faculty of
Education at Laurentian University (Canada) and an Ojibwa/Odawa woman from the
Sagamok First Nation, exemplifies the reason for the research being presented here.
The comment may not have been intended for Indigenous students learning in youth
correctional centers (YCCs), yet the same principle applies.
Present Ontario Education
Recent initiatives related to Indigenous education have become part of the
Canadian educational framework federally and provincially. Little had been done to not
only incorporate Indigenous knowledge but to adapt pedagogy to meet Indigenous
students’ needs. The following statement by Battiste exemplifies this: “The format in
which the Canadian system is structured is not conducive to how Aboriginal people
learn” (Battiste, 2002, as cited in Critchley et al., 2007, p. 218). Provincially in Ontario
there has been a fundamental move toward meeting the needs of Indigenous students, as
seen through various publications and policies from Ontario First Nation, Métis and
Inuit Education Policy Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education. Aboriginal
Education Office, 2007); The Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat—Integrating
Aboriginal Teaching and Values into the Classroom (Toulouse, 2008); Aboriginal
Perspectives: A Guide to the Teacher’s Toolkit (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2009a);
Education Policy and Program Update to April 30, 2010 (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2010a); Learning for All: A Guide to Effective Assessment and Instruction
for All Students, Kindergarten to Grade 12. (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013a); A
Solid Foundation. Second Progress Report on the Implementation of the Ontario First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education.
Aboriginal Education Office, 2013); and Indigenous-based courses and curriculum
within secondary schools. The Ontario Human Rights Commission (2018) identifies 12
recommendations, five of which are education based.
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In educational research, the Aboriginal perspective has traditionally focused on
classroom practices and Aboriginal knowledge systems (Battiste, 2002; Redwing
Saunders & Hill, 2007), but research beyond documenting low-level attainment and
dropout rates is limited, especially as it relates to Canadian Natives (Redwing Saunders
& Hill, 2007). Culturally responsive education as a field of study is vast, with the
majority of research coming from Australia, Canada, and the United States (Castagno &
Brayboy, 2008; Gay, 2002a, 2002b; Kanu, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Villegas, 1991;
Ware, 2006). Some Canadian government and organization literature includes First
Nation Control of First Nation Education; It’s Our Vision, It’s Our Time (Assembly of
First Nations, 2005); Indigenous Knowledge and Pedagogy in First Nation Education—
A Literature Review with Recommendations (Battiste, 2002); Synthesis Report of the
Aboriginal Learning Knowledge Centre’s Literature Reviews: Responsive Educational
Systems (Kovacs, 2009); Report on Priority Actions in View of Improving First Nations
Education (2011) (First Nations Education Council, 2011); and Nurturing the Learning
Spirit of First Nation Students (The National Panel on First Nation Elementary and
Secondary Education for Students on Reserve, 2012). Some of this research looks at
Indigenous students within regular school systems and large urban centers, yet none
relates to the small group of Indigenous students accessing correctional education
classrooms.
There is very little correctional education published research in Canada, except
for a few studies of adult Indigenous offenders. In the United States, correctional
education research has mainly focused on special needs students and educational
program effectiveness in general (Baltodano et al., 2005; Bullock & McArthur, 1994;
Gagnon & Barber, 2010; Geib et al., 2011; Harlow, 2003; Leone, 1986, 1994; Leone et
al., 1986; Malmgren et al., 1999; Meisel et al., 1998; Morgan, 1979; Rutherford et al.,
2002; Taymans & Corley, 2001; The National Center on Education, Disability and
Juvenile Justice, n.d.). The disproportionate number of Indigenous people in the
correctional system literature (Bittle et al, 2002; Correctional Services Canada 2003;
Gilmore, 2010; Government of Canada, 1999; Kong, 2009; Latimer & Casey Foss,
2004; Malakieh, 2017, 2019; Munch, 2012; Office of the Correctional Investigator,
2013; Statistics Canada 2001, 2015; Statistics Canada, Correctional Services Program,
2016), the noted difficulties of Aboriginal students experiencing success in an Anglo-
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based educational system (Corrado & Cohen, 2002; Moore, 2003), and the historic lack
of effective educational programming in correctional facilities in the United States
(Florida State Legislature. Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government
Accountability, 1998; Gagnon et al., 2009; King, 2006, as cited in Nelson et al., 2010;
Leone et al., 1986; Nelson et al., 2010; Young et al., 2010) have all driven the research
question—
What is the perceived effectiveness of correctional education programming to
Indigenous students as seen by the key stakeholder groups, the Indigenous students and
their teachers?
As this research is based on Indigenous education and learning, it will contribute
to our understanding of how these students learn, and how effective the correctional
environment is to their learning.
Anthropologists have researched Aboriginal education using ethnographic
techniques for years, attempting to explain why Aboriginal students struggle in Western
educational systems, and focusing on either cultural differences or sociopolitical
explanations (Greenbaum & Greenbaum, 1983). The intent of my research is to gain
informed insight into a unique Indigenous experience as it relates to two traditionally
Western institutions: schooling and corrections. This exploratory study is a study with
Indigenous students, and of their perceptions of how they were influenced by the
correctional education programs they were in.
Certain aspects of Indigenous cultures can best be interpreted or understood by
Indigenous people themselves, as can be seen in most cultures; however, I also believe
that non-Indigenous researchers are able to be the conduit for expressing the voices of
the Indigenous community if the intent is morally strong. I am keenly aware of the need
for respect, trust, and communication through my lived experiences. This research was
not intended to be harmful or offensive in any aspect and adhered to suggested ethical
considerations for research with Indigenous groups (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development Canada, 1996; Government of Canada, Royal Commission on Aboriginal
Peoples, 1993; Mack et al., 2005). Torrance (2012, p. 120) wrote that identifying the
research question and discussing the findings with the community “should produce
better research.” As this study collected information from the voices of Indigenous
students, as well as teachers (all were non-Indigenous), I feel that even as a non-
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Indigenous educator, my lived history and experience has provided me with insights that
will serve me well in this research.
Kanu (2005, as cited in Chief, 2011) stated that, ‘“difficulties in classroom
learning and interactions arise when there is a mismatch between a child’s culture and
the culture of the teacher”’ (Chief, 2011, p. 7). Thus, it should be the goal of the
educational system to ensure the best learning environment for all students.
Indigenous youth should have the right to receive education in their mother tongue
and determine their curricula in line with their time-tested cultures and customs,
rather than be obliged to assimilate into a mainstream educational system virtually
unresponsive to their way of life the United Nations Permanent Forum on
Indigenous Issues heard today as it continues its work. (United Nations Economic
and Social Council, 2013, para. 1)
It is difficult for Indigenous students to have a sense of belonging when taught
by non-Indigenous teachers in a non-Indigenous environment (Chief, 2011). I suspect
the further the student is removed from their roots and culture, the more difficult it is to
have a sense of connection and belonging; however, there are non-Indigenous teachers
that are very effective in their practice, and Indigenous teachers that may have difficulty
reaching their students. I anticipated correctly that there would not be any Indigenous
teachers teaching at the youth correctional center(s), as both my personal experiences
and the low numbers of Indigenous teachers mentioned in the research led me to
believe.
Of all the areas encompassed by this research, the most important was the
concept of voice. One goal of the research was to ensure that authenticity was captured,
and as Swisher (1996, p. 83) wrote, it is “listening to the voices of the people and
making sure they are heard through the writing.” This thought is also reiterated in the
abstract from Qualitative Research: A Wiradjuri Perspective by Yalmambirra. He
wrote:
It is my argument that research on Indigenous peoples should always be
undertaken from an approach that gives “voice” to participants. It is imperative
that Indigenous peoples “see” themselves in the final product, they can
understand that the information given has been used in such a way that they can
recognise their own individual reactions and responses to the questions that were
asked of them during the interview process (italics in original). (Yalmambirra,
2005, p. 1)
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It is imperative that all stakeholders are heard so that collaborative
transformation can occur, even if initially there is no identifiable concern. Though this
research addressed various aspects of education of Indigenous youth in youth
correctional centers, the focus of the research was on the cultural and educational
relevance of the education programs. My intention was not to prove or disprove a
hypothesis based on any educational, cultural, ethnic, or racially based theory. I
interpreted information provided to me by the stakeholders in order to determine if
Indigenous students’ academic needs were being fulfilled from a cultural and student
success vantage point.
I gained insight into the world of Indigenous students attending a correctional
education program that provided for a robust analysis and discussion that will hopefully
lead to discussion in the educational community and further research.
Demographics of Northern Ontario and Three Youth Correctional Centers
This research was designed to concentrate solely on Indigenous youth attending
correctional education programs and the teachers providing the programming. The
decision was made to focus on northern Ontario, as my past personal observations led
me to anticipate an overrepresentation of the Indigenous population in these facilities.
Documentation of this overrepresentation of Indigenous offenders in correctional
facilities is prevalent in the literature (Bittle et al., 2002; Correctional Services Canada
2003; Gilmore, 2010; Government of Canada, 1999; Kong, 2009; Latimer & Casey
Foss, 2004; Malakieh, 2017, 2019; Munch, 2012; Office of the Correctional
Investigator, 2013; Statistics Canada 2001, 2015; Statistics Canada, Correctional
Services Program, 2016). My data show a significantly higher proportion of Indigenous
youth incarcerated than all of the above mentioned authors. The data from Bittle et al.
(2002) and Latimer and Casey Foss (2004) is for the entire province of Ontario, Canada,
which represents over 908,699.33 sq. km and 13,448,494 residents in 2016, with
374,375 residents identifying as Indigenous (Canada, 2019b). Northern Ontario
represents 843,853 sq. km, or 78.43% of the total area of Ontario, but with a much
smaller population. I am unable to obtain a total population for northern Ontario;
however, Canada (2019b) has been able to provide a population and Indigenous identity
population for the 2016 census for the districts in which I conducted my research. The
total population for these areas is 233,127 residents with 56,680 (24.3%) being
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identified as Indigenous (through government based criteria), which concurs with
previous research. Table 1.1 represents the number of Indigenous people in thirteen
centers in northern Ontario for 2016. In this table, it is clear that Indigenous people
represented anywhere from 9.0% to 37.1% of the total population (Statistics Canada,
2019b), and for the larger urban areas the numbers are higher than the majority of urban
areas in southern Ontario. As a comparison, the three major urban areas in the corridor
to northern Ontario have a percentage of Indigenous population that is considerably
lower: Toronto (0.8%), Barrie (3.7%), and Orillia (5.9%) (Statistics Canada, 2019b).

Table 1.1
Indigenous Demographics for Major Urban Areas in Northern Ontario for 2016

Location

Total Population

Indigenous
Population

% Indigenous of
the
Total Population

Atikokan

2,753

420

15.3

Dryden

7,749

1,465

18.9

Fort Francis

7,739

1,870

24.2

Kenora

15,096

3,150

20.1

Marathon

3,273

415

12.7

North Bay

51,553

5,415

10.5

Sault Ste. Marie

73,368

8,120

11.1

Sioux Lookout

5,272

1,955

37.1

Sudbury

91,532

8,275

9.0

Terrace Bay

1,611

140

8.7

Timmons

41,788

4,715

11.3

Thunder Bay

107,909

13,490

12.5

Note. From “Census Profile, 2016” by Statistics Canada, 2019.
(https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/searchrecherche/lst/results-resultats.cfm?Lang=E&TABID=1&G=1&Geo1=&Code1=
&Geo2=&Code2=&GEOCODE=35&type=0). Copyright 2019 by Statistics Canada.
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My research proposal anticipated eight student participants, as I was unable to
predict how many Indigenous students would be at any given correctional facility and
how many would agree to participate. During the two visits I had at each correctional
facility, there were nine students at Location A, five at Location B, and six at Location
C, for a total of 20 students. Of the five students that were not included in the research,
one was too young, one had graduated so was not attending classes for credits, one had
not been in the correctional facility for more than a month so did not qualify, one
student declined to participate, and one student did not self-identify as Indigenous. In
the end, there were three youth correctional education programs that contributed to the
research, with a total of 15 students, both male and female. Fourteen of these students
identified as First Nations and one student identified as Métis. With only one student
identifying as non-Indigenous, it translated to 95.0% of students identifying as
Indigenous, a drastic difference compared to the data reported in Table 1.2 from
Statistics Canada (2018c).

Table 1.2
Youth Admissions to Correctional Services by Indigenous vs. non-Indigenous Status

Note. From “Youth Admissions to Correctional Services by Aboriginal Identity and Sex.
Table 35-10-0007-01” by Statistics Canada, 2018 (DOI: https://doi.org/10.25318/
3510000701-eng). Copyright 2018 by the Government of Canada.
With any research there is the possibility of bias. The researcher is responsible
for acknowledging this potential in order for the reader to put the researcher into the
context of the research.
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Reflexivity
Reflexivity would typically be part of the research design; however, this was not
part of my original proposal. As this research evolved into exploratory research, I have
realized that reflection with intent must be a part of all research. As a non-Indigenous
man, my study was about Indigenous youth, who were experiencing learning through an
educational setting within a youth correctional facility. It was not a study “on”
Indigenous students, but a study about the educational system and how the system did or
did not meet the needs of an Indigenous population that can be identified as at-risk or inrisk, such as in gaps in academic achievement and involvement with the criminal justice
system. Reflexivity was key with respect to this research, as I am and was seen as a
privileged White male academic conducting research with Indigenous students in an
environment where the students found themselves not by choice, but by consequence.
With that in mind, it is imperative that the prospective and retrospective effects
of my research be given respect. It has been important for me to consider that “a
researcher’s apparent openness does not guarantee that the voices of participants have
been faithfully represented” (Finlay, 2000, as cited in Probst, 2015, p. 30). As the
researcher, I was not neutral, and I have both affected and been affected by the research
at all points of entry (conception, design, data gathering, analysis and interpretation, and
recommendations). I have been affected by the research through relationships with both
participant groups, by reflecting on my educational experiences, and by the focus of my
career. As Haynes (2012, p. 1) noted, “researcher reflexivity involves thinking about
how our thinking came to be, how pre-existing understanding is consistently revised in
the light of new understandings, and how this in turn affects our research.” By Haynes’
definition, I believe I am as self-aware as I can be, of my position as an educational
researcher with a history that sparked the interest for this research, and of the biases that
may be within.
At the conception of this research, I brought with me my life story. My life story
has continually changed over the past ten years and over the span of this research, even
more so when explicitly focusing on these issues and writing this section. My story is
varied, with experiences both personal and professional that have had a great deal of
influence on my career, my philosophies, and my values. I have lived experiences that
have allowed me to respect the cultures of everyone, but especially the cultures of those
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to whom we are guests on their lands. I spent five of the first ten formative years of my
life growing up in central Africa, and the remaining years in northern Ontario, Canada.
I have had numerous professions, all of which have served to shape who I am today and
to fuel my interest and passion for this exploratory research. I have worked in the
mental health field, with physically and mentally challenged adults and children, and
with youth and adults in a correctional setting in Ontario. I have been an educator,
working in the Canadian arctic, on a reserve in northern Manitoba, with violent at-risk
youth, and with youth who have special needs. I have been a principal at schools with
multi-cultural populations, and large Indigenous populations. I have been drawn to
working with students of cultures different than my own and those who may be
identified as at-risk. Both of these populations singularly, or together, have offered me a
wealth of knowledge, as someone who has not had their lived experience.
Perhaps these experiences that were the impetus for the research and a bias
toward my perceived belief that Indigenous students were not benefiting from the
educational system in Canada. Perhaps this is the trap of the non-Indigenous teacher
wanting to save rather than help these students as would be the traditional colonial
approach. Though we have come a great distance in education since the residential
school years, it has only been twenty-five years since the last residential school closed.
In retrospect, this was likely the reason that I was as interested in transformation
as a key part of this research. That approach was subsequently removed, as I felt that it
was presumptuous to assume that change needed to occur before any data were collected
or any observations were conducted. Even after all of these experiences, values, and
knowledge, I may continue to have biases and not be aware of them.
Working in education for over 19 years, I have witnessed examples of success as
well as need. I have also observed the gaps in the educational system in meeting the
needs of Indigenous students, as well as those students that are involved with the
criminal justice system. There is a need for these students to have a feeling of selfworth and accomplishment. I have seen firsthand examples of how the educational and
correctional systems have not met students’ needs, yet I should not automatically
translate that to the correctional education programs participating in my research.
When Indigenous students are incarcerated, the overlap of the education and
corrections systems is evident, since as education is mandatory for all students
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regardless of their situation. As identified by the Ontario Ministry of Education (2016,
p. 5), “As an integrated part of Ontario’s education system, CCTC [care and/or
treatment, custody and correctional] programs provide critical support to meet the needs
of children and youth who are unable to attend school due to their primary need for care,
treatment and/or rehabilitation services.” With the Ontario Ministry of Education’s
commitment to improving academic accomplishments of Indigenous students, which
involves changes at the school board, administration, teacher and student levels, the
need for change is ripe. I believed this was my opportunity to be involved in research
that brought together my interests and experience, so I could provide insight into an area
that had a virtually non-existent footprint.
I wish that students who encounter barriers in their education could have
opportunities for success academically, socially, and culturally. The foundation laid by
my experiences, both personal and professional, provided me the background, the
interest, and the drive to conduct this research through the students’ cultural lens and the
teachers’ practice. Yet these same experiences guided me toward the resources I used to
create a data gathering tool, one that reflected the Indigenous educational experience
that I perceived was necessary for student success. In this, my bias may have driven me
toward certain criteria in both the educational and cultural programming aspects of
teaching and learning, as well as the influence the YCC could have on teaching and
learning.
I fully acknowledge that some bias was inherent in the gathering of data in my
research due to the prohibition of audio-recording. The intent of the audio-recording
was to have an accurate account of participant responses, including tone, and inflection.
After some reflection I ultimately decided to record participant responses in written
format. Given that most data in the interview were scribed, some data would have been
lost, even with my best efforts to conduct member checks in real time and at the end of
the interview. Data bias could also be present in the questionnaire, as I had to interpret
questions for a number of students and may not have been consistent. In my research,
the interpretation of data and the resulting discussion was undoubtedly influenced by the
experience I had at each YCC with each participant, and in the relationship with each
centre. My interactions with both students and teachers were influenced by their
interactions with each other, by their responses, and by the correctional staff. I took a
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concerted effort to not let participant responses influence my data gathering of the other
groups, as responses from each group were a reflection on the other group depending on
the question and the interpretation of the question by the participant.
Palaganas et al. (2017, p. 428) wrote that “our positionality (i.e. position based
on class, sex, ethnicity, race, etc.) and who we are as persons (shaped by the socioeconomic and political environment) play a fundamental role in the research process, in
the field, as well as in the final text,” and for these reasons my background and lived
experiences have undoubtedly influenced the research. When looking at the participant
groups, I anticipated some resistance. In the stages preceding the gathering of data, I
took pains to ensure that the Indigenous students did not see me as a researcher, as I
expected that being an academic and from a higher socio-economic group, they would
perceive me as an authoritative figure. Though my empathy was high, I believed that
the history of residential schools would translate into a lack of trust and unwillingness to
participate. Due to this misconception, I incorrectly anticipated a small sample group
due to students’ refusals. At each correctional education facility that I contacted to
participate in the research, except for one, a large number (mostly 100%) of students
were willing to participate. This put me at ease, and I believed it contributed to an
atmosphere conducive to rich conversations within the interviews.
As an educator with exposure to educational research and government
documents related to Indigenous education, my choice of the areas of interest to focus
on and on the choice of questionnaire and interview questions could be different than
someone without my experiences or someone with an Indigenous lens. I attempted to
decrease these biases with the involvement of Indigenous educators, Indigenous
students, teachers of Indigenous students in a correctional setting, and government
officials of Indigenous heritage as I was designing the research.
Referencing Saini (2012):
“when researchers are from the ‘outside,’ the researcher must recognize that his or
her positioning in the research as ‘an expert’ and a member of a university that
values Western ontologies may undermine the ability of the research participant
to really speak their mind or assert their knowledge (Nelson & Nelson, 2007). In
these cases, research validity is threatened by researchers imposing their own
cultural categories, descriptors and frames of reference onto the people, culture
and environments they study (Stevens, 1998)”. (Saini, 2012, p. 17–18)
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I believed I would not influence the participants’ abilities to speak openly and I
would not bring into the research any personal or research bias due to my conscious
efforts in the gathering of data. However, I found that I was making judgements on
what the data showed before beginning to analyze it, based on judgements during the
research and my own Western research experiences. Given this, I made an effort to
present the data in a non-biased (or, at least, less biased) manner, and I analyzed the data
based on the research literature, the government literature, and my knowledge of the
educational and correctional systems in order to increase validity.
Without doubt, any recommendations made from the data analysis may have
inherent bias, as I believe that is unavoidable; however, all effort was taken to avoid the
influence of bias by my efforts to continually review the discussions and
recommendations through various lenses and by striving to understand what the
participants were telling me.
As the research progressed and I concluded my visit at the first YCC, I took the
time to reflect on that first experience. My field notes identified that it was important to
keep my emotions in check by not carrying my feelings toward participant responses to
either the next interview or the next YCC. Throughout this research, as well as in the
conclusion of the research, I was affected by students’ stories of trauma that they
experienced on their educational journey and by the acknowledgement by teachers of
the perceived gaps in education and Indigenous education specifically. In my role as an
educator, those stories have given me pause to reflect on my own practices in my role as
an educator, and the practices in the institutions where I have influence.
The information gathered as a result of the research and the implications of the
research have influenced my understanding of correction education programs. In the
past I witnessed programs that served to provide some education for students while
incarcerated, but this was largely unstructured. I have developed a greater level of
respect for educators that work in challenging conditions with students that are learning
in a location they have not chosen. I am even more interested in the need for Indigenous
education to be in all educational locations, inclusive of non-traditional schools, and I
intend to pursue further research on educational practices in correctional facilities based
on a cultural approach for both adults and youths.
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This study consists of collected information from the perspectives of Indigenous
students as well as teachers (all of whom were non-Indigenous). My lived history and
experiences as a correctional officer and educator will undoubtedly afford me insights
that other researchers in this area may not have. Although it may be tempting to think
that I am what Attia and Edge (2017, p. 37) referred to as an “insider researcher,” one
“establishing academic rigour when researching one’s own backyard (Alvesson, 2003;
Brannick & Coughlan, 2007) [which] creates its own particular opportunities and
challenges” (Attia and Edge, 2017, p. 37). However, my experiences have only
equipped me to be a “partial insider” for this project. Simultaneously, I remained a
partial outsider, as I know education and corrections from a perspective of those with
power. I know a colonial version of education, which means there was also a lot that I
didn’t see or know as I embarked upon this research. My challenge will be to remain
open to seeing what I haven’t yet seen, and open to learning what I don’t yet know.
Returning back to the Haynes’ (2012, p. 1) quote, “researcher reflexivity
involves thinking about how our thinking came to be, how pre-existing understanding is
consistently revised in the light of new understandings, and how this in turn affects our
research,” throughout this research journey I have indeed reflected, but not on the study
space and participants but on the research journey itself. I reflected on how I affected
the research, how the challenges in the research process affected the research, as well as
how the research process affected me. Wilson (2018, p. 8) noted that “reflexive practice
is essential for any researcher in examining their motivations and intent in working with
Indigenous people.” In the case of my research, the motivation and intent was
transformation of correctional education as it related to Indigenous students. As I
believed my motivation and intent to be sound, I realized I could only contribute to the
story individually based on the relationships of all of the participants—Indigenous
students, teachers, and myself as the researcher.
The goal of reflexivity is to identify the contradictions that become apparent as
part of the research. There were no solutions to these contradictions; they were as I
perceived them to be and should be at the forefront of any further research I conduct. I
have found that being reflexive is a difficult process, and I found that I have struggled to
draw out and analyze the assumptions that were present in the research, especially as
they pertain to the study space, this being the correctional institution itself and the
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correctional education setting. I am a White, male academic who has rarely experienced
living and working in a system dominated by another culture, even when living in
central Africa in a country that was colonized by the British.
Indigenous students live in a world dominated by a White culture. White
correctional education teachers live and work in a White society but predominantly
teach Indigenous students. Haynes (2012, p. 2) noted that “conceptualisations of
reflexivity therefore vary according to the researcher’s own epistemology and
ontological assumptions.” Haynes’ article is titled Reflexivity in Qualitative Research
with a decidedly Western lens, but Shawn Wilson (2001) took this same thought and
brought it into an Indigenous light. I mention this as Wilson’s writings have brought me
to a place of looking at my research from a completely different lens, one which
involves an Indigenous paradigm, and one in which I could only hope to achieve in its
way of thinking. In hindsight, this should have been a part of the research design. I am
encouraged to use Wilson’s approach as Rix et al. (2018) encouraged non-Indigenous
researchers to use an Indigenous methods and ways of doing into their research.
I have pursued this research from a dominant Western, or dominant, research
lens, partly due to my own history and upbringing that includes the educational system,
but also due to expectations of the doctoral program to be a solo researcher. Wilson
(2001) saw a difference between the dominant paradigm, of believing that knowledge is
a single event, and the Indigenous paradigm, of understanding that knowledge is
relational. I have taken this latter approach to reflection on my research in this next
section.
Looking back on my research methodology, I attempted to incorporate talking
circles as a way to gather information from family/caregivers, Elders, and the
community, which is a method consistent with an Indigenous paradigm; however, that
part of the research did not come to fruition. That was unfortunate as the narrative
would have contributed to the relationship the student and community had with
corrections, as well as with education. Looking back, I would have built in the time in
my research design to establish community relationships with the hope of being granted
permission by the community to hear their voices. I also would have also have added
storytelling in a more fulsome way, for students and teachers to be able to tell their
narratives of their correctional education experiences. One of the key foundations of my
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research proposal would be to start from a place of relationships. Wilson (2001, p. 178;
2008, p. 77) identified seven questions that I could have used as guidance as I was
creating this research:


What is my role as a researcher, and what are my obligations?



Does this method allow me to fulfill my obligation in my role?



Does this method help to build relationships between myself as researcher and
my research topic?



Does this method build respectful relationships with the other participants in the
research? (Wilson, 2001, p. 178).



How do my methods help build respectful relationships between myself and the
other research participants?



How can I relate respectfully to the other participants involved in this research
so that together we can form a stronger relationship with the idea that we will
share?



What am I contributing or giving back to the relationship? Are the sharing,
growth, and learning that are taking place reciprocal? (Wilson, 2008, p. 77).

As Rix et al. (2018) suggested, I could also have done my part to decolonize my
approach for successful transformation (their article is about health care but this could
easily apply to any institution, including education). A decolonization approach would
also place Elders and the community as the main voices in the research (Rix et al.,
2018).
I did attempt to decolonize in the way suggested by Rix et al. (2018), by examining
my own views and by beginning to understand that seeing the world from my
perspective is different than that of an Indigenous person, and decidedly different from
an incarcerated Indigenous student or an educator in the correctional education setting. I
took an honest attempt at examining my place in society as a White researcher, as well
as my personal history and how it could affect the research before it began. I did not
want to give the impression of superiority over the Indigenous participants or the
teachers, by coming from the dominant culture as well as being an academic, and I did
not want to be seen as “merely contributing to and continuing the colonial process” (Rix
et al., 2018, p. 11). As I wrote this reflexivity section, I was reminded that my attempts
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have only scratched the surface. I did what I will call the “artifact” attempt—showing
perceived knowledge by displaying artifacts and not having a deep respect or knowledge
of the subject—by not truly examining the student or teacher and their relationship with
the research.
I considered myself as an insider, one who was familiar with the youth
correctional system, as well as education. This statement in itself is true, yet I fell short
of understanding my own ways of thinking and how this perceived insider knowledge
may have created a bias in my perceptions. As Letts (2021, p. 458) noted, reflexivity
“could entail unearthing and interrogating the investments” I may have with respect to
Indigenous students, incarcerated Indigenous students, and non-Indigenous teachers. In
this respect, I look toward the ontology within the Indigenous paradigm, and that there is
more than one reality (Wilson, 2001, 2008), a reality that “one has with the truth”
(Wilson, 2008, p. 73).
It was not my intent to give the impression that I know more than students as the
insider. In many ways the students know more than I, as the students may be living the
intergenerational experiences of incarceration, White privilege, colonialism, or systemic
racism. My lived experiences are nowhere near what theirs may have been, which I
respect. Many Indigenous students have personal experiences with or have witnessed
Indigenous people navigating White institutions, and education and corrections are but
two of these institutions. It was only throughout this research that I began to realize
throughout this research how the connection between historical criminality and the
students’ present circumstances. By this I mean that certain fundamental rights of
Indigenous peoples, such as hunting and fishing, were taken away from them and
deemed criminal acts. The incarcerated Indigenous students, despite their offence(s),
have had their liberties taken away, especially if their offences was adjudicated by a
non-Indigenous judicial authority, one who may not have been able to see the offences
from an Indigenous perspective.
Some of the changes to the Youth Criminal Justice Act have forced the judicial
system to take into account the Indigenous perspectives, and have incorporated a greater
degree of restorative justice practices. Students attend correctional schools as a
consequence for their behaviour, but for the most part teachers report that students have
a positive educational experience while incarcerated. In some cases, the student’s
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behaviour in the community may not be conscious, as could be seen from the dominant
culture’s perspective, but may be a coping mechanism used to navigate the White
institutions that they are forced to have a relationship with.
With respect to the school setting, students might exhibit another coping
mechanism if they are “learning how to manipulate ‘the system,’ how to deal with or
respond to White people and schools controlled by White people or their minority
representatives” (Ogbu, 1992, p. 12), or assimilating the dominant culture, and not
resisting it or their own (Deyhle, 1995). I only witnessed to one student actively
resisting attending school in the correctional facility, and in interviews teachers
responded that students did resist cultural content. Non-compliance as resistance could
easily be a false interpretation of the White teacher, or it could be part of the culture of
resistance to the dominant culture as a form of self and community protection, as well as
to “ease the burdens of the dominance” (Rix et al., 2018, p. 6). One teacher noted that
Indigenous students led the teachers to view things through an Indigenous lens, but also
noted student resistance. This could be geographical, situational, or due to disinterest
and not necessarily be active resistance. It could be resistance to education or as a form
of oppositional cultural response due to a perceived imbalance of the Eurocentric culture
in the school vs. Indigenous culture (Deyhle, 1995).
Reflecting on the student resistance mentioned by teachers, I am reminded that
the teachers in the research were non-Indigenous teachers and their views of the
students’ reactions would be coming from that lens. Student resistance does not always
have to be negative. As noted earlier in the dissertation, one teacher took the students’
resistance and made an effort to view things through an Indigenous lens. The teacher’s
comment initially made me feel respect toward the teacher, but upon further reflection
and guidance, the comment can be seen as patronizing. The non-Indigenous teacher
cannot see things from an Indigenous lens. Teachers believed that their efforts in the
classroom led to students who were doing their work and were having success, which
resulted in students managing their stay in the YCC. Again, was this a sense of helping
the student or wanting to save them? Known as “white guilt,” it is the “individual or
collective guilt felt by some white people for harm resulting from racist treatment of
ethnic minorities by other white people both historically and currently” (Steel, 1990, as
cited in Rix, 2018, p. 10).
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An area I was conscious of in the research was that Indigenous students and nonIndigenous teachers may have had a different perception of reality depending on their
perspective. In the observation component of the research, this also applied to my own
perception of reality. I had only one perspective, thus I understand that my reality was
not necessarily ‘the truth.’
Reflecting on my own bias, I believed there would be more Indigenous students
incarcerated given the historically high percentage of Indigenous people that are
incarcerated. I was concerned the Indigenous students would not choose to participate,
but I was unable to articulate my basis for this belief. Upon reading Rix et al. (2018), I
now believe my basis was, “originating at colonization and reinforced by ongoing
experiences of overt individual and institutional racism, Indigenous people and
communities remain highly suspicious of engaging with government services” (Rix et
al., 2018, p. 5). A stereotypical White middle-class male researcher could easily
represent another Western institution. Throughout the research, I was very happy with
how the students accepted me, as I fully expected that there would be resistance to the
unknown White researcher. This positive interaction as a researcher allowed me to
engage with the students, as well as the teachers. But as I reflect back, I wonder if this
was this a compliance piece on the students’ part, as two students mentioned that they
wanted to contribute to change, and another mentioned that they were happy to tell their
stories about their school experiences in the community and in a correctional setting.
Many of these stories centered on the student’s successes.
Whether it is a White male researcher such as myself, an Indigenous researcher,
a social work researcher, a researcher from the Ministry of Children and Youth Services,
or any other researcher, Wilson’s (2001; 2008) previously identified list of guiding
principles are what will differentiate that researcher. Many aspects of this research
could be different in many aspects if another researcher was the principal researcher,
given their unique insights and experiences. For example, many Indigenous cultures
look at aspects of the research from different perspectives and truths (First Nations
University, 4 Seasons of Reconciliation, Slide 16, Module 3, 2004), so an Indigenous
researcher might look at the research in a manner that I have not. Respecting the words
of Wilson (2001, p. 179), “Indigenous people need to do Indigenous research because
we have the lifelong learning and relationship that goes into it.” As a non-Indigenous

44
researcher, I need to demonstrate a more concerted effort to embed reciprocity in my
research, as well as full completion of this principle. This includes the “deep
consultation with elders and community to confirm that any proposed research is in
accord with the needs and desires of that community” (Rix et al., 2018, p. 10) before any
research begins.
What I did bring to the research was a unique combination of knowledge of
corrections, youth corrections, and education, and some experience teaching Indigenous
students in Indigenous communities. These influences of this on my research were twosided. My background provided me with insider knowledge that afforded me access to
senior administration at the boards of education research departments, as this was a
doctoral study, and I leveraged access to correctional facilities that other researchers
may not have had, making this exploratory study possible. Though these influences
may have positioned me differently, my White privilege contributed to perceptions that
may have manifest themselves in researcher biases. As a non-Indigenous researcher, I
did actively seek the support and guidance from a highly respected Elder with a
background in academia, as well as an Indigenous education officer who self-identified
as Indigenous. The research would likely have been different if any other researcher
conducted this exploratory research as each individual, regardless of cultural
background, academic background, academic affiliation, the purpose of the research, the
researcher’s employment role, and of course the knowledge, values, gender, ethnicity
and lived experiences of the researcher.
In conclusion, I did my best to follow the words of Wilson (2008, p. 77). He
said that “the knowledge that the researcher interprets must be respectful of and help to
build the relationships that have been established through the process of finding out
information.”
Research Study That Was Planned vs. Research Study That Eventuated
Ethics within research creates within itself a trade-off between what is desired
and what is achievable. For a number of reasons outside of my control including
adjustments to the research by the Ministry of Children & Youth Service Correctional
Services/Youth Justice Research Committee (MCYS–CS/YJRC) to comply with
regulations and the resulting impact on recruitment and analysis; delays in approval and
the approval process to conduct research by the local board of education; and the
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inability to recruit the family, caregiver/Elder population, the study was kept to an
exploratory study rather than the expansive one that was planned.
The ethics approval process at Charles Sturt University involved three layers of
approval—children, Indigenous populations, incarcerated. Once the ethic committee
approved the research three other layers of approval needed to occur, approval from the
Ministry of Children & Youth Service Correctional Services/Youth Justice Research
Committee (CS/YJRC), approval from each board of education responsible for
delivering the education program in the youth center and each youth correctional center.
Audio-Recording
The CS/YJRC approval was granted with some adjustments. During the
planning of the research I took pains to ensure that every perspective would be heard
and that recording of those perspectives would be genuine. In the research proposal,
with respect to the actual recording of participants’ responses to interview questions an
audio-recording system was to be used. A high quality Yeti Blackout THX USB
professional microphone was purchased for this purpose. This microphone’s ease of use
and high quality made it an appropriate choice; however, the use of recording devices
within youth correctional centers was refused by the CS/YJRC research advisor in the
research approval review process. This activity was subsequently removed from the
consent form for students. This modification to the process resulted in changes to
member checks in they needed to occur post interview as I was unable to get full
transcripts of the students responses.
Collection of Data
The formal timeline for data collection at each institution was to be open ended
but was determined to be a maximum of three days due to the limited access to the
correctional facility. The resulting change in timeframe determined that day one involve
classroom observation and questionnaire completion for students and faculty; day two
involved students and faculty completing interviews and immediate member checks or
any additional questionnaires which were dependent on the number of participants. Day
three would be any additional interviews and member checks. This schedule was
adapted based on the number of participant availability such as classroom learning,
teacher timetables, and facility schedules. It was determined that two separate visits to
the correctional education programs was needed as a) I had limited access at each
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correctional facility, b) in order to bolster the student participation numbers, and c) to
accommodate the teacher participants at Location C. Starting data collection with a
classroom observation is intended to both gather data and the allow students and faculty
to be accustomed to my presence. It was hoped that my presence early in the class
would put both student and faculty at ease which seemed to be the case. Where possible
I would have been meeting the students on the weekend before the school week starts;
however, access to students was limited to the collection of data as per the correctional
facility request. I communicated with the faculty via e-mail and/or telephone prior to
arriving at the institution.
I had intended to compare students’ grades and level of student success including
credit count between the Ontario Student Record (OSR) for the student and the evidence
of these markers from the correctional education program. Unfortunately the OSRs
were not housed at the facilities and I was not able to access the records due to time
constraints.
Member Checks
Member checks are an integral part of capturing the participant perspective. The
intent was to scribe the interview notes and review with the participants the following
day. Due to access restrictions to the youth facilities I was not able follow this
expectation so I reviewed each interview with the student post interview. Since I had
easier access to teachers I was able to perform this same member check format as well
as send a transcript to the teacher participant requiring feedback. No teacher identified
any changes to be made.
Data Analysis
Being unable to get a full participant account resulted in a weaker data analysis
because the amount and nature of the data I collected was not as fulsome as anticipated.
Unfortunately some student responses to interview questions were minimal, and it may
have been possible to encourage students to participate fully if they knew they would be
recorded; however the opposite could also be true, yet is unknown as audio-recording
did not take place.
Participant Recruitment
CS/YJRC approval adjustments also impacted the Indigenous student population
recruitment I had intended to involve in the research—any student who was sixteen
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years or greater who willingly volunteered. The CS/YJRC required that students have
been incarcerated for a minimum of one month in order to be able to respond to the
question “At this point in time does a teacher in the school know you by name and know
what your interests are?” In addition, questionnaire questions had to be at a grade five
level of reading. Although reading and scribing were built into the research design the
reading level was adapted to meet this expectation, and appropriate language use was
reviewed by an Indigenous education officer.
Local Authority Research Approval. The third layer of approval, from the
local board of education, was lengthy in that each jurisdiction had a different approval
process, including designated times for approval, and some had an application
policy/process and some did not. Once approval was given each youth center had to
approve my attendance at the center, in one case this was rejected.
Recruitment of Family/Caregiver and Elders. The initial research proposal
involved the perspectives of parents, caregivers, and Elders where appropriate however
there was difficulty in recruiting participants from this group. I have referenced the
inability to include this group in the Land Acknowledgment & Omission Statement. The
intent of this section of the research was to address the third goal of the Ontario First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit education policy framework (Ontario Ministry of Education.
Aboriginal Education Office, 2007), specifically—high levels of public confidence. The
performance measures within this goal include: a) Increased participation of First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit parents in the education of their children; b) Increased
opportunities for knowledge sharing, collaboration, and issue resolution among
Aboriginal communities, First Nation governments and education authorities, schools,
school boards, and the Ministry of Education; and c) Integration of educational
opportunities to significantly improve the knowledge of all students and educators in
Ontario about the rich cultures and histories of Indigenous peoples, each of which are
addressed in the public confidence data tools. I set out to complete research that would
provide the perceptions of the participants as they wished to be heard. In the end it was
the Indigenous student’s that fulfilled this expectation but the community lens would
have been invaluable.
Thesis Structure
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Chapter 1 has provided an overview of the history of education in Canada and
identified the demographics represented in northern Ontario. Chapter 2 builds on these
areas, with a review of the literature related to Indigenous education, correctional
education programs, and the intersection of them both. Chapter 3 brings in the key
questions, a review of the theories influencing the research, and the research design.
Chapter 4 is a report of the cumulative data, including areas where participant groups
agree and diverge. A full set of data for both groups can be found in Appendix H.
Finally, in Chapter 5, the results and discussion report on the study’s findings as they
relate to the key and secondary questions, and focus on the theories identified in Chapter
3.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review of Education and Indigenous Peoples
Academic Success of Indigenous Students
Globally, the literature on Indigenous student success gives the reader a
consistently bleak picture, whether the student is Australian, New Zealander, American,
or Canadian. Numerous studies exemplify this phenomenon. For instance, in Western
Australia in 2009, the apparent retention rate for Indigenous students from Year 8–12 in
government schools was 37.5%, as compared to 66% for non-Indigenous students. For
Indigenous students that made it to Year 12, less than 50% achieved the requirements
for a Year 12 certificate (Milroy, 2011). Pathways to Justice—An Inquiry Into the
Incarceration Rate of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples [Australia] (2017)
identified that compared to the non-Indigenous population, Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander peoples have a lower level of education. They reported that as late as 2015,
“only 49% of Year 3 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students living in a remote
area reached minimum national standards of literacy, reading and numeracy”
(Productivity Commission, as cited in Australian Law Reform Commission, 2017,
section 2.32). They also reported that in 2014, “86.4% of non-Indigenous students
nationally completed Year 12 or equivalent, compared with 61.5% of Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander students. This fell to 41.7% for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander students living in remote areas” (Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, as
cited in Australian Law Reform Commission, 2017, section 2.32). In 1997, 47.6% of
non-Ma̅ori students left school with only 7th form qualifications, compared to 17.8% of
Ma̅ori students (Hingangaroa Smith, 2000). The National Certificate of Educational
Achievement (NCEA) results for Ma̅ori students indicated that between 2009 and 2015
the percentage of Ma̅ori students remaining in school until age 17 improved by 7.2
points and remained the highest of other ethnic groups (Office of the Auditor-General,
2016). A 2013 report indicated that NCEA Level 2 would not have been obtained by
half of the secondary school students (New Zealand, Ministry of Education, 2013). On
a positive note, in the period between 2009 and 2015, the level of academic success
improved in school leavers, with Level 2 qualifications or above rising from 17.5% to
69.8% (Office of the Auditor-General, 2016) and reaching a level of 79% in 2019
(Education Counts, 2020). Reading scores for Grade 12 American Indian/Alaska Native
students in 2015 were 279, below the scores of 295 for White students, which did not
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change significantly since the 1994 and 2013 reports (Institute of Educational Science,
2020). Mathematic scores were 138, lower than White students, at 160, and only higher
than Black students, at 130 (Institute of Educational Science, 2020). The high school
completion rate for American Indian students aged 20–24 was 70%, significantly lower
than the national average for all students (Beaulieu, 2000). The national-adjusted cohort
graduation rate for American Indian/Alaska Native students in 2018 was 74%, well
below the 89% of White students and below the 79% of Black students (United States
Department of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, 2020b). This trend
also extends within Canadian borders, and specifically to the province of Ontario where
my research is focused.
As seen in Figure 2.1, census data (Kelly-Scott & Smith, 2015; Ontario Ministry
of Education. Aboriginal Education Office, 2007; Statistics Canada, 2011a) comparing
1996, 2001, and 2011 data show improvement in the level of attained education for
Indigenous people aged 25–64 over a 15 year period. Between 1996 and 2001 there was
a marked decrease in the number of individuals with less than high school. In the 10
years that followed, not only was there a marked decrease in the number of individuals
with less than high school, but there was a 10% increase in Indigenous people with
postsecondary qualifications.
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Figure 2.1
Educational Attainment of Indigenous Population in Canada Aged 25–64 (1996, 2001,
2011 Census)
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Note. Adapted from “Aboriginal peoples: Fact sheet for Canada” by Kelly-Scott &
Smith, 2015, Aboriginal Statistics Division (https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/89656-x/89-656-x2015001-eng.htm). Copyright 2015 Statistics Canada; “Ontario First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit education policy framework”, by the Ontario Ministry of
Education, Aboriginal Education Office, 2007. Copyright 2017 by Government of
Ontario; “2011 National Household Survey: Data Tables”, by Statistics Canada, 2011
(https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-pd/dt-td/Rp-eng.cfm?LANG=E&
APATH=3&DETAIL=0&DIM=0&FL=A&FREE=0&GC=0&GID=0&GK=0&GRP=1
&PID=105911&PRID=0&PTYPE=105277&S=0&SHOWALL=0&SUB=0&Temporal
=2013&THEME=96&VID=0&VNAMEE=&VNAMEF). Copyright 2011 by Statistics
Canada.
The data displayed in Figure 2.2 are from the 2011 and 2016 Canada census and
relate to individuals 15 years old and older. Some of the classification of instruction
programs are slightly different than the 2000 census, though many are similar. Given
this, and the difference in age group, I am cautious in comparing the data from Figure
2.1. When looking at the data from 2011 to 2016, there have not been any major
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changes; however due to Figure 2.2 including a population of students aged 15–18 who
may still be attending high school, it is encouraging that the population with less than
high school is decreasing and the population with postsecondary qualifications is
increasing.

Figure 2.2
Educational Attainment Level of Indigenous People Aged 15 and Over in Canada (2011
vs. 2016 Census)
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Note. Adapted from “2011 National Household Survey: Data Tables, 2011”, by
Statistics Canada, 2011. Copyright 2011 by Statistics Canada; “Canada’s Educational
Portrait” by Statistics Canada, 2016 (https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-627m/11-627-m2017036-eng.htm). Copyright 2016 by Statistics Canada.

Statistics Canada reported that in 1996, 54% of Aboriginal peoples did not finish
high school, with only 3% of those over the age of 15 having a university degree,
compared to 34% of non-Aboriginal people not completing high school and 13% having
a university degree (Statistics Canada, 2001). The same report identified that 68% of
those who identified as Aboriginal (age 15–19) were attending school, with the nonAboriginal population of the same age at 83% (Statistics Canada, 2001), which is a full
15% difference. In a People for Education (2013) report titled First Nations, Métis and
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Inuit Education: Overcoming Gaps in Provincially Funded Schools, which had
Indigenous community collaboration, the achievement gap was identified; however, the
report believed that more indicators needed to be part of the analysis, including identity
and culture (Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2018).
In Ontario, Canada, approximately 33,000 First Nations, 18,000 Métis, and 700
Inuit students attended provincially funded schools (Lewington, 2013) (no date given by
Lewington for the data). The three-year average (2007–2010) for Ontario for all
dropouts aged 20–24 was 7.8%, and for non-Aboriginal in Canada was 8.5% (Gilmore,
2010). In a 2017 report from Statistics Canada, there was an increase in the percentage
of Indigenous peoples with a high school or postsecondary qualification between 2006
and 2016, with an increase of 8.2% for First Nations people, 8.2% for Métis, and 7.0%
for Inuit (Statistics Canada, 2016a).
Hodson and Kitchen (2015), in their research for the Northern Policy Institute,
reported that in 2011 in the province of Ontario, 28.9% of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
adults aged 20–24 had not completed high school. Hodson and Kitchen (2015, p. 6)
further reported that “12.4 percent of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit adults in Ontario
over age 18 were in provincial custody.” In northern Ontario, Hodson and Kitchen
(2015) estimated that “for the 2014–2015 school year as few as 1,972 and as many as
2,641 First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students attending the nine schools in Northwestern
Ontario’s district school boards (DSBs) will not have completed high school in the
critical 20–24 age group” (Hodson & Kitchen, 2015, p.6). The Office of the Auditor
General (2012, p. 129) referenced a 2006 census report on Aboriginal education:
Only 62% of Aboriginal adults had graduated from high school as compared to
78% of the general population, a gap of 16%. The academic achievement gap is
even more pronounced—as high as 50%—for the youngest adult age group
(aged 20–24). (Office of the Auditor General, 2012, p.129)
In Ontario, students need thirty credits to graduate with an Ontario Secondary
School Graduation Diploma. Except for exigent circumstances, students are required to
take eight course credits a year for the first three years of their secondary school
education. An Ontario Ministry of Education measure of success is the number of
credits a student achieves in their first year of secondary school (optimally 8 of 8
credits) and second year of secondary school (optimally 16 of 16 credits). The chances
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of academic success increase significantly if a student has 16 of 16 credits after two
years of secondary school. Data from Ontario (2010/2011) show that of Grade 9
students, 63% of self-identified Aboriginal students as compared to 83% of all students
had achieved 8 of 8 credits; and for Grade 10 students achieving 16 of 16 credits, only
45% of self-identified Aboriginal students were on track to graduate on time compared
to 74% of all Grade 10 students (Office of the Auditor General, 2012). Figure 2.3
compares the Indigenous and non-Indigenous population educational attainment levels
for two years, 2011 and 2016 at three levels–less than high school, high school only, and
postsecondary qualifications.
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Figure 2.3
Educational Attainment of Indigenous vs. Non-Aboriginal Population in Ontario, Ages
15 and Over (2011 and 2016 Census)

Level of Education Attained
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Note. Adapted from “2011 National Household Survey: Data Tables” by Statistics
Canada, 2011 (https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/dp-pd/dt-td/Rpeng.cfm?TABID=2&LANG=E&APATH=3&DETAIL=0&DIM=0&FL=A&FREE=0&
GC=0&GK=0&GRP=1&PID=105911&PRID=0&PTYPE=105277&S=0&SHOWALL
=0&SUB=0&Temporal=2013&THEME=96&VID=0&VNAMEE=&VNAMEF=).
Copyright 2011 by Statistics Canada; “Data Tables, 2016 Census” by Statistics Canada
2016 (https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/dt-td/Rpeng.cfm?TABID=2&LANG=E&APATH=3&DETAIL=0&DIM=0&FL=A&FREE=0&
GC=0&GK=0&GRP=1&PID=110666&PRID=10&PTYPE=109445&S=0&SHOWAL
L=0&SUB=0&Temporal=2017&THEME=123&VID=0&VNAMEE=&VNAMEF=).
Copyright 2016 by Statistics Canada.

The trend in Ontario shows consistency, as there remains a disparity between
Indigenous and non-Indigenous students having less than high school and postsecondary
qualifications. Also evident is that Indigenous and non-Indigenous student populations
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at all levels of educational attainment over the five-year period of 2011 to 2016 show
little to no improvement, except for fewer students with only high school qualifications.
In Figure 2.4, Canadian data comparing 2001, 2011 and 2016 show an increase in
postsecondary qualifications for Indigenous students, yet the gap between Indigenous
and non-Indigenous students is increasing. In Canada, Indigenous students are
continuing to achieve at the postsecondary level, as seen in the 15-year trend, yet
provincially there has been no movement. On a positive note, the percentage of the
Indigenous population with a postsecondary qualification in Ontario remains higher than
the average for the country (Statistics Canada, 2016b).
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Figure 2.4
Educational Attainment of Indigenous vs. non-Indigenous Population in Canada, Age
15 and Over (2001, 2011, 2016 Census)
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Over Three Census Periods
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Note. Adapted from “2011 National Household Survey: Data Tables, 2011”, by
Statistics Canada, 2011. Copyright 2011 by Statistics Canada; “Canada’s Educational
Portrait” by Statistics Canada, 2016 (https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-627m/11-627-m2017036-eng.htm). Copyright 2016 by Statistics Canada; “Ontario First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit education policy framework”, by the Ontario Ministry of
Education, Aboriginal Education Office, 2007. Copyright 2007 by the Government of
Ontario.
In a recent 2016 report from Statistics Canada (Aboriginal Peoples: Fact Sheet
for Ontario), it was reported that 22% of those in Canada who identify as Aboriginal live
in Ontario and make up 2.4% of the provincial population (Kelly-Scott, 2016). When
looking at the attainment of a certificate, degree, or diploma, Aboriginal populations in
Ontario were less successful than non-Aboriginal populations, with 27% First Nation,
17% Métis, and 27% Inuit without a certificate, diploma, or degree, compared to 11%
for non-Indigenous (Kelly-Scott, 2016). When comparing First Nation people on- and
off-reserve, the numbers climb drastically for those without a certificate, diploma, or
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degree, both off-reserve at 22.5% and on-reserve at 40.3% (Kelly-Scott, 2016). More
recently, the 2018 five-year graduation rate for First Nations students was 60%, for
Métis students was 76%, for Inuit students was 68%, and for all students in Ontario was
87% (People for Education, 2018).
Given the historical data, it is important to understand what approaches Ontario
has taken with respect to the education of Indigenous students.
What is Happening in Ontario Indigenous Education?
In a statement to the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues,
Josee Touchette, the senior deputy minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development Canada, described that Canada has invested millions of dollars to help
First Nations groups attain comparable education to Ontario’s other students, to improve
employment among First Nations people, and to support culture (United Nations
Economic and Social Council, 2013, para. 1). United States and Australia also
presented, but of the three countries, only Canada made education a priority. In support
of Touchette’s statement, in 2010–2011, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada invested $1.5 billion in First Nations elementary and secondary education
(Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada, 2012). The Northern Policy
Institute, in Report No.6 (Hodson & Kitchen, 2015), believed that a successful model
for First Nation, Métis, and Inuit education involved students having access to a dualknowledge approach focused on culture, that being “traditional knowledge” (p.14) and
“contemporary knowledge through a culturally responsive and relational pedagogy” (p.
14). And in Ontario (2006), the Ontario Ministry of Education identified two key
objectives or goals, “to significantly improve achievement among First Nation, Métis,
and Inuit students, and to close the significant student achievement gap between
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students” (Office of the Auditor General, 2012, p. 131).
In 2007, the Ontario First Nations, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework
(Ontario Ministry of Education, Aboriginal Education Office, 2007) was released and
identified an additional goal: for schools to achieve high levels of public confidence in
education. This document also identified 10 measures of performance relating to
achievement of these three goals. Unfortunately, five years later, in 2012, the Ministry
of Education had neither quantified any of the indicators in order for objective
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measurement to occur nor required school boards to evaluate or report on any of the
measures (Office of the Auditor General, 2012). The ten indicators for each goal were:
High Levels of Student Achievement
1. Significant increase in the percentage of First Nations, Métis, and Inuit
students meeting provincial standard on province–wide assessments in
reading, writing, and mathematics.
2. Significant increase in the number of First Nations, Métis, and Inuit teaching
and non-teaching staff in school boards across Ontario.
Reduce Gap in Student Achievement
3. Significant increase in the graduation rate of First Nations, Métis, and Inuit
students.
4. Significant improvement in First Nations, Métis, and Inuit student
achievement.
5. Significant improvement in First Nations, Métis, and Inuit student selfesteem.
6. Increased collaboration between First Nation education authorities and
school boards to ensure that First Nation students in First Nation
communities receive the preparation they need in order to succeed when they
make the transition to provincially funded schools.
7. Increased satisfaction among educators in provincially funded schools with
respect to targeted professional development and resources designed to help
them serve First Nations, Métis, and Inuit students more effectively.
High Levels of Public Confidence in Public Education
8. Increased participation of First Nations, Métis, and Inuit parents in the
education of their children.
9. Increased opportunities for knowledge sharing, collaboration and issue
resolution among Aboriginal communities, First Nation governments, and
education authorities, schools, school boards, and the Ontario Ministry of
Education.
10. Integration of educational opportunities to significantly improve knowledge
of all students and educators in Ontario about the rich cultures and histories
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of First Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples. (Office of the Auditor General,
2012, p. 133)
The 2013 document A Solid Foundation—Second Progress Report on the
Implementation of the Ontario First Nations, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy
Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education. Aboriginal Education Office, 2013)
identified significant improvements in programming and board initiatives and
documents; however, Aboriginal students continued to show lower academic
achievement levels in standardized testing at both elementary and secondary levels, and
lower credit accumulation as compared to non-Aboriginal students (Ontario Ministry of
Education, Aboriginal Education Office, 2013). In the 2018 follow up to A Solid
Foundation—Second Progress Report on the Implementation of the Ontario First
Nations, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework titled Strengthening Our
Learning Journey, the Third Progress Report on the Implementation of the Ontario First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education.
Aboriginal Education Office, 2018c), additional reports of successful initiatives within
schools and programs were identified. Neither of these educational documents had any
initiatives or practices from correctional education programs, at least not explicitly
mentioned. It is unclear if any data are collected from these programs, as to date
nothing has been found to represent or refer to this population in Ontario.
Respecting Indigenous cultures is paramount to student success. If Indigenous
students leave school, their chances of achieving a secondary school diploma,
postsecondary education, or employment are affected. “Regular absence from school
creates a substantial barrier to academic success” (Friesen and Krauth, 2012 cited in
Education Connections, 2017, pg. 21). As we move to the next section, Why
Indigenous Students Leave School, it is important to remember that Indigenous cultures
are unique. In the words of Theresa Dostaler (2010), in a report for The Congress of
Aboriginal Peoples (p. 18):
The histories and cultures of Aboriginal Peoples are unique, and do not always
coincide with modern educational curricula. Ministries, school districts and
individual educators must recognize that there is a forced assimilation of
Aboriginal students into existing educational institutions, which leads to a focus
on negative images of Aboriginal students instead of focusing on the strengths
and unique lifeline path of learning for each student. (Dostaler, 2010, p. 18)
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Unfortunately, Indigenous students do experience discrimination in the Ontario
education system, according to a 2017 report by the Ontario Human Rights Commission
(OHRC) titled Under Suspicion (Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2018). There are
a number of reasons identified in the literature that contribute to Indigenous students
leaving school. Among the reasons, many authors identify a cultural component as
having an impact, and the system not adapting to Indigenous students’ needs.
Why Indigenous Students Leave School
Indigenous students leaving school is not a new phenomenon. In a report for the
Ontario Ministry of Education in 1989, Ronald Mackay and Lawrence Myles studied
Native student dropouts. As part of the study, they concluded that 45% of on-reserve
Native students and 65% of off-reserve Native students were at risk of dropping out of
school for reasons such as (in descending order) family environment, personal traits,
educational plans, school abilities, teacher/student relationships, and motivation for
school (Mackay & Myles, 1989). An Aboriginal survey conducted in 2012 identified
some of the reasons Indigenous students left school. The survey noted that First Nation,
Métis, and Inuit students aged 18–24 living off-reserve left school due to work, money
issues, school conflict, lack of interest, or pregnancy and childcare (Bougie et al., 2012,
in National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health, 2017). Howard (2002), in his
study of Indigenous adults returning to school from an educational absence, reported
that the most important influence on students staying in school was family, while
Arriagda (2015, in National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health, 2017)
identified important influences as extracurricular activities, a safe and supportive school
environment, and a support system of family and friends that see the value of education
and are involved in education. In the 2012 Aboriginal Peoples Survey, data showed
that, despite high dropout rates, many Indigenous students returned to education and
completed their diploma (National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health, 2017).
Outward discrimination by peers was one reason for students to leave school.
Unfortunately, teachers were also a factor (Brady, 1996; Deyhle, 1995; Glass &
Westmount, 2014, Neeganagwedgin, 2011, Riley & Ungerleider, 2012, Whitley et al.,
2014, all as cited in National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health, 2017;
Howard, 2002; Mackay & Myles, 1989), for reasons such as students reporting negative
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comments from teachers; students avoiding classes of teachers they did not like; nonIndigenous teachers not understanding the Indigenous student’s behavior; students being
taught in applied classes at a disproportionate rate (streaming); prejudice against
Indigenous students; and indifference. An extensive report from Dostaler for The
Congress of Aboriginal Peoples (Staying in School: Engaging Aboriginal Stories, 2010)
confirmed the low graduation rates of Indigenous students. Dostaler (2010) identified a
number of factors affecting students’ engagement and attendance in school, and many of
them parallel those mentioned by Brady, 1996; Deyhle, 1995; Glass & Westmount,
2014, Neeganagwedgin, 2011, Riley & Ungerleider, 2012, Whitley et al., 2014, all as
cited in National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health, 2017; Howard, 2002;
Little Bear, 2009; and Mackay & Myles, 1989.
In addition to the causes previously mentioned Dostaler (2010) identifies other
factors, some of which are mentioned in the following list: teacher background (the lack
of language knowledge or Aboriginal teachers); technology barriers (lack of internet
access); special needs, mental health, and emotional issues; student’s self-image (if the
school holds negative race stereotypes); resiliency (the lack of leadership opportunities);
and a lack of connection with Aboriginal role models and supports.
In 2017 a document from Education Connections, Strengthening Attendance and
Retention of Indigenous Youth in Elementary and Secondary Schools in Canada and
Beyond looked at Australia, New Zealand, United States, and Canada with regards to
school attendance and retention of Aboriginal youth. The document references a 2008
report from Ken Reid that identifies nine barriers related to attendance for Indigenous
students–parents and carers; society; schools; government; students; educational
jurisdictions; local economy; cultural diversity; and research–with only a few that the
educational system can address itself.
Many of the items listed have yet to be addressed; however, the Ontario Ministry
of Education has begun to address some of these issues as early as 2007 with the
Ontario First Nation, Métis, and Inuit education policy framework (Ontario Ministry of
Education. Aboriginal Education Office, 2007). I have referenced this list as there are
specific areas that are different from the previous authors that Reid identifies–society,
government, economy and research–which are secondary factors that the student, family
or education system cannot control.
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Cultural ambiguity is also a factor of why Indigenous students leave school.
Little Bear, in a Canadian Council on Learning document, identified a lack of
curriculum reflective of Aboriginal “culture, histories, and real life conditions” (Little
Bear, 2009, p. 18). St. Germaine (1995) believed that cultural discontinuity contributed
to American Indian/Alaska Native dropout rates. The absence of supports for
Indigenous students based on culture is a factor in student disengagement if educational
staff are unable to understand the challenges that Indigenous students face (Cherubini,
2012, Desmoulin, 2009, Richmond & Smith, 2012, all as cited in National Collaborating
Centre for Aboriginal Health, 2017). Brady (1996, p. 16) wrote that “the values
promoted by the public education system in both Canada and the United States tend to
be those of its majority clientele; the suburban middle class.” Going one step further,
Wood & Clay (1996) believed that in addition to cultural discontinuity, the perceived
barriers (i.e. economic opportunities) causing discrimination and lack of job
advancement led the Native American community to not see a need to achieve
academically, as they would not attain any employment status. Their conclusions
stemmed from a self-report survey conducted in 1991. Interestingly, they found that as
the number of Native American students connected to their culture increased, so did
educational attainment (Wood & Clay, 1996). They also found that an important
influence on academic performance was an identification of Anglo values, beliefs, and
attitudes by the Native American students (Wood & Clay, 1996). Lack of specific
cultural relevance in class, boring classes, classes not relevant to students’ lives, missing
the bus, and being too shy to make presentations in class were identified by both
Mackay and Myles (1989) and St. Germaine (1995) as contributing to Indigenous
student absenteeism. The highly referenced document Report of The Royal Commission
on Aboriginal Peoples 1996 (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada,
1996) provides a list of 44 recommendations addressing Aboriginal education for all age
groups (including postsecondary), including many of the factors mentioned above.
I would like to reference a particular circumstance that many Indigenous
students living in remote communities must contend with, which may lead to them
leaving school before achieving graduation, and one that Theresa Dostaler (2010) refers
to. Due to the lack of secondary school availability in remote Indigenous communities,
students are forced to leave their communities to attend school. In northern Ontario,
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students may choose to attend school in Thunder Bay where there is an Indigenous-only
secondary school. There are three concerns with students leaving home communities
that can result in students leaving school. The first is the transition from the home
community to the school community. As Dostaler (2010, p. 18) indicated, “Students
from rural and remote communities who are required to move away from home to attend
high school require special attention and support,” which may cause “linguistic,
academic and cultural problems and difficulties that might arise from the boarding home
situation” (Dostaler, 2010, p. 14). If these factors are not addressed, students may leave
school. The second factor is poor communication with parents, as schools may not
reach out to parents in isolated locations (Dostaler, 2010). If parents are not involved
early, and before issues arise, students may leave school and avoid the issue or
consequence. The third factor is student mobility, where students move between
schools and sometimes often. If students move frequently and/or between remote home
locations and urban school locations, they are more likely to leave school (Dostaler,
2010). Recent data shows that dropout rates for American Indian/Alaska Native
students (age 16–24 years) dropped from 15.1% to 9.5% between 2006 and 2018, as did
almost every other ethnic group, but it remained the highest of the groups (Institute of
Educational Science, 2020; United States Department of Education, National Center for
Educational Statistics, 2020a).
Education in the Correctional System
We do not know much about the educational experiences or outcomes for young
people in prison schools. (Young, Philips, & Nassir, 2010, p. 204)
This section of the literature review reflects the dire lack of research on
ethnic/racial groups in corrections, let alone ethnic/racial groups accessing correctional
education programs. When reflecting on the quote above, not much has changed since
2010.
A number of themes emerged in the literature review that provided a picture of
correctional education. The first themes identified are the educational and academic
characteristics of students, and second are the student and teacher perspectives on
effective teacher characteristics. Third, are the conditions of educational programs in
correctional facilities with suggestions around programming needs, student success, and
special education. Lastly, and given equal importance, are ethnicity and race research.
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All of these areas pertain to this thesis, as it was anticipated that each could be reflected
in the perspectives of students and teachers throughout this study.
In the study of both education and justice, there are bound to be differences in
policy and vocabulary across disciplines. Countries like Australia, those in Europe, and
neighbouring countries such as Canada and the United States take different approaches,
as each has its own unique history in relation to education, justice, and both together. In
Ontario, Canada (the province where the research participants reside), a correctional
center is a facility where individuals are incarcerated for up to two years less a day (age
18+); a penitentiary is a facility where individuals are incarcerated for two years or more
(age18+); youth centers (age 16–17) may be open (residential) or closed (secure
custody); and detention centers are where individuals (age16+) await trial and
sentencing. In the United States, incarceration occurs in a federally operated facility, a
state facility, or a local prison. Inmates may be younger than 16 years old depending on
state policy, and youth may be incarcerated in adult facilities. For the purpose of this
study, incarceration refers to being confined by the judicial system to a closed-setting
facility for an indefinite period of time, and correctional facility refers to any institution
related to incarceration unless otherwise identified. The vast majority of information
related to corrections and correctional education is U.S. based. Few references exist on
Canadian, Australian, and New Zealand correctional education practices and research.
As much as possible, I have focused each subsection below within an ethnic/racial
context.
Historically, Indigenous populations within the educational system in Canada
have been poorly served. Research clearly shows the high dropout rate of Indigenous
students (Canada, 2017; Hodson & Kitchen, 2015; Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998;
Office of the Auditor General, 2012; Ontario Ministry of Education. Aboriginal
Education Office, 2007; Kelly-Scott, 2016; Statistics Canada, 2001, 2011b; 2016b), the
lack of interest displayed by Indigenous students toward the traditional Anglo education
format (Deyhle, 1995; Schissel & Wotherspoon, 2003, as cited in Battiste, 2002), and
the lack of accommodation by this system to meet the historic needs of a people who
have a different belief system (Battiste, 2002; Battiste, 2013, as cited in Currie-Paterson
& Watson, 2017; Beaulieu, 2000; Dostaler, 2010; Little Bear, 2009; Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2018b; Reid, 2008, as cited in Education Connections, 2017). With this in
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mind, and the similarities between the Indigenous population and other ethnic/racial
groups with respect to level of education attained in contrast to Anglo or European
populations, any ethnic/racial information related to corrections and education may have
relevance to this research.
Demographics in Correctional Facilities
First Nations youth in Canada are more likely to be incarcerated than to graduate
high school. (First Nations Child and Family Caring Society of Canada, 2003, as
cited in Canadian Council on Social Development, n.d., para. 1)
A First Nation youth is more likely to end up in jail than to graduate high school.
(Assembly of First Nations, 2011, p.1)
Except for in special education populations, there are few studies related to the
effectiveness of correctional education programs, let alone research based on
educational practices in correctional facilities related to specific ethnic groups.
Understandably, this review of the literature focuses on practices associated with
education and identified groups that parallel Indigenous students’ profiles, as well as
Indigenous students themselves.
I will paint a picture of the population associated with the correctional system
over the last three decades, both demographically and academically, so that the
remainder of the literature review is put into context. Demographically, the prison
population has been reported to be overrepresented by groups typically underrepresented
in society (i.e., African-American, Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Indigenous,
Aboriginal, and Torres Strait Islanders). For example, Statistics Canada (1996) data
showed an Aboriginal population representing 2.8% of the total Canadian population,
compared to 17% in federal prisons (Correctional Services Canada, Aboriginal Issues
Branch (1999). The Correctional Services Canada Research Branch, in a 1998 report
gathered from their Offender Management System, indicated that there were 14%
(3,107) Aboriginal offenders in the federal correctional system (Motiuk & Nafekh,
2013). Of these offenders, the demographics were identified as 9.9% Native American
Indian, 3.4% Métis, and 0.8% Inuit. In 1998, there was an increase of 6.7% in the
number of Aboriginal offenders over the year, with the largest increase in Ontario at
56% (Motiuk & Nafekh, 2013). The percentage of Aboriginal offenders has steadily
risen (an average of 1%) each year from 1994/95 to 1998/99 (Correctional Services
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Canada, 2003). In 2013 (February), Aboriginal inmates made up 23.2% of the federally
incarcerated population, compared to a Canadian population representative of 4% of the
total population (Office of the Correctional Investigator, 2013). Over time, the
Aboriginal federal population has increased by 56.2% from 2000 to 2013 (Office of the
Correctional Investigator, 2013).
Statistics Canada data from 2017/2018 identified that the rates of incarceration
for both adults and youth were declining. In 2017/2018, the rate of adult incarceration
declined by 4.0% from 2016/2017, and 9.0% from 2013/2014 (Statistics Canada,
2019a). This downward trend continued, with a 6% decrease in 2018/2019 in the
provinces (Malakieh, 2020). Indigenous adults represented 30.0% of custody
admissions provincially and 29.0% federally, yet only represented 4.0% of the Canadian
population (Statistics Canada, 2019a). This remained virtually unchanged a year later,
with 31.0% admissions provincially, 29.0% federally, and representing 4.5% of the
Canadian population (Malakieh, 2020).
With respect to the Indigenous youth population, and for those provinces that
reported in 1998–1999, it was found that Aboriginal youth in sentenced custody were
close to 25% of the total admissions (Statistics Canada, 2001). In 2002 and 2004, the
Canadian government undertook two studies (Bittle et al., 2002; Latimer & Casey Foss,
2004), which focused on a one-day snapshot of Aboriginal youth in custody (remand,
open, closed). The 2004 study added sharing circles to examine the experiences of
Aboriginal youth in custody, in addition to the original data. What is unique about these
consecutive studies is that the data are based on actual youth incarcerated on the day
identified (2000 and 2003), from actual interviews and not from reports or court
documents. In the case of these studies, youth was classified as ages 12–17. On the
day(s) of the snapshot (Ontario and New Brunswick were on a different day than the
other provinces), there were 1148 youth in custody, 24% (n = 272) who were
Indigenous youth and who were represented as follows: 78% First Nation or American
Indian; 17% Métis; 3% Inuk; and 2% Inuvialuit; and the largest group of 52% were 16–
17 years of age (Bittle et al., 2002). A 2012 snapshot of youth in custody conducted by
the National Crime Prevention Centre (Public Safety Canada) indicated that Aboriginal
youth represented only 6% of the Canadian population, yet represented 36% of youth in
custody in 2008–2009 (National Crime Prevention Center, 2012). In 2018/2019,
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Indigenous youth represented 43% of youth admissions to correctional services, yet
represented only 8.8% of the population (Malakieh, 2020).
In Ontario, there were 272 Aboriginal youth in custody, or 24% of the total
incarcerated youth population, which broke down into 97% First Nation and 2% Métis
(Bittle et al., 2002). In 2004, the same snapshot protocol was used so that a comparison
could take place between the 2002 and 2004 results. In 2004, of 2,212 incarcerated
youth, Aboriginal youth represented 33% (n = 720) of total youth in custody in Canada
(compared to 5% of total population), and identified as 78% First Nation, 16% Métis,
3% Inuit, and 3% unknown (Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004). In Ontario, Aboriginal
youth in custody represented 15% (166 of 1,103) (Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004).
Latimer and Casey Foss (2004) noted that, from the 2003 snapshot, there was a
36% decrease in the number of Aboriginal youth in custody from 2000. They
speculated that high rates might be due to higher rates of poverty, substance abuse,
victimization leading to family breakdown, and early incidents of youth and criminal
activity (Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004).
As reported in the 2010/2011 statistics, there were about 14,800 youth
incarcerated at any given time in the Canadian correctional system with the exclusion of
Quebec and youth under community care in Nova Scotia. (Munch, 2012). In
2010/2011, Aboriginal youth made up as much as one quarter of the youth offender
population at 26% (Munch, 2012), or as high as 39% of youth admitted to corrections in
2010/2011 (Statistics Canada, 2015). Youth incarceration declined by 12.0% between
2016/2017 and 2017/2018 (excluding Quebec and Yukon in 2017/2018 data) (Statistics
Canada, 2019a). In 2017/2018, Indigenous youth represented 48.0% of correctional
admissions (excluding Nova Scotia, Quebec, Alberta, and Yukon), yet they represented
just 8.0% of Canadian youth (Statistics Canada, 2019a). If we look at the province of
Ontario, the trend over the five years between 2013/2014 and 2017/2018 showed a
limited decrease (-0.6%) according to Statistics Canada (2018a), with rates of
Aboriginal youth incarceration from 10.3% (2013/2014), 9.4% (2014/2015), 8.5%
(2015/2016), 10.0% (2016/2017), and 9.7% (2017/2018). The Ontario data show a
substantial decrease from the early 2000s (Bittle et al. 2002) to 2018 (Statistics Canada,
2018a), which might be a result of the youth justice legislation changing from the
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Young Offenders Act (1984–2003) to the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA)
(Government of Canada, 2013).
In 2014/2015, the number of admissions in Canada of Aboriginal youth to
correctional service jurisdictions (no data for Quebec and limited data for Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, and Alberta) showed no change from 2013/2014 and remained at 33%,
with Aboriginal youth representing only 7% of the total population in 2014/2015
(Statistics Canada, Correctional Services Program, 2016). The number of Aboriginal
youth (reported as ages 12–17) in custody in Canada slowly rose from the 2012/2013
period to the 2016/2017 period, with the greatest increase from 2015/2016 to 2016/2017.
The increase was as follows:


2012/2013: 31.3%



2013/2014: 32.7%



2014/2015: 32.2%



2015/2016: 34.1%



2016/2017: 43.3%

The biggest increase over a one year period, of 9.2%, occurred from 2015/2016
to 2016/2017 (Statistics Canada, 2018c). Admission did not necessarily translate to
custody, but the numbers were not favorable to the Aboriginal population. Data for
2016/2017 reported that 46% of admissions to correctional services (any service from
admissions to community to custody) were identified as Aboriginal, while representing
8% of the overall youth population of Canada (Statistics Canada, 2018c). Aboriginal
youth reports for 2015/2016 indicated that Aboriginal youth were admitted to custody at
a rate of 54% (compared to 44% for non-Aboriginal youth), increasing from 52% in
2014/2015 and 48% in 2011/2012 (Malakieh, 2017), yet there was a decline in youth in
custody from 2005/2006 to 2015/2016 in Canada (excluding Quebec and Alberta)
(Malakieh, 2017).
Recent data from 2017/2018, reported by Malakieh (2019), continued to paint a
grim picture of Aboriginal overrepresentation in correctional services for the adult
population. For that time frame, adult Aboriginal males and females accounted for 28%
and 42% respectively of the incarcerated population, an increase of 28% for males and
66% for females since 2007/2008. The rate of incarceration for Aboriginal youth
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exhibited a positive trend. The rate of Aboriginal youth incarcerated or attending a
community program from the nine reporting areas fell 7% from 2016/2017 and 29%
from 2013/2014 (Malakieh, 2019). Figure 2.5 represents the percentage of Indigenous
youth admitted to correctional services with respect to the total youth incarcerated
population (there is no data for Quebec or Alberta available).

Figure 2.5
Aboriginal Youth Admissions by Province and Territory for 2018/2019: Percentage of
Total Youth Admitted

% of Total Youth Population

Youth Admissions to Corrections - Percent Representing
Indigenous Youth By Province
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Note. From “Youth admissions to correctional services, by Aboriginal identity and sex.
Table 35-10-0007-01” by Statistics Canada, 2021 (https://doi.org/10.25318/3510000701
-eng). Copyright 2021 by Statistics Canada.

The province of Ontario was represented in this youth data and reported a drop
of 14% of youth incarcerated in community programs. My research focused on
correctional institutions in northern Ontario, but there was no data for specific
institutions.
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Unfortunately, Indigenous students reported to the OHRC that they were more
likely to be subjected to frequent and harsher disciplinary actions from schools than
non-Indigenous, as well as being seen as threatening or having behavioural issues
(Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2018).
In Australia, the incarceration rate of Indigenous peoples is higher than those of
non-Indigenous people (Atkinson, 1996; Australia Bureau of Statistics, 2005, as cited in
Smart Justice, n.d; Gooch (2005). In 1992 Indigenous people were more than 14% more
likely to be incarcerated than non-Indigenous people (Walker & McDonald, 1995) and
in 2005 the number was 22% (Australia Bureau of Statistics, 2005, as cited in Smart
Justice, n.d.). In 2017 the rate for Indigenous adults was 27% (Australian Law Reform
Commission, 2017, section 3.23). The trend is the same for Indigenous youth (Atkinson,
1996; Smart Justice, n.d.). In 1996 Indigenous youth comprised 33% of all incarceration
youth, twelve years later this number was 36%. Compare this to Indigenous peoples
representing between 5%–6% of the general population between the ages of 10–17 years
(Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2017). Note that the term juvenile is
not universal in Australia. In Queensland juvenile is identified as aged 10–16 (Richards,
2011).
This cultural disparity is seen both nationally and by state in the U. S. Examining
the demographics reflected in educational studies that have focused on correctional
facilities the over-representation of ethnic minority groups is confirmed (Baltodano et
al., 2005; Sherer, 1983; Weissman et al., 2008). In the few educational studies that have
identified incarcerated Indigenous peoples there appears to be an under-representation
(Baltodano et al., 2005; Harris et al., 2009; Sharma, 2010; Young et al., 2010) as part of
the participant population. Baltodano et al. (2005) believed that a possible explanation
for an underrepresentation of a large local Native American community being
represented in the correctional population in their study could be due to Native
Americans more typically being incarcerated on-reserve. There is one study found in the
literature search with 2001 data that identifies residential placement as a custody
designation with American Indians (608/100,000 juveniles in custody) second only to
Black youth (863/100,000 juveniles in custody) (Sickmund, Sladky, & Kang, 2004, as
cited in Coley & Barton, 2006). The literature reports that issues in school have
paralleled involvement with the justice system (Fitzpatrick, 1999; Harlow, 2003; Terrell,
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1999; Wang et al., 2005) and data from the US Department of Education Office of Civil
Rights shows that students of colour (African American, Native American, Asian
American, Latino) comprise 58% of students suspended or expelled from school but
only comprise 42% of the student population (Weissman et al., 2008). Simply put,
people of colour (inclusive of Indigenous peoples) are minorities in society yet overrepresented in the prison system and over-represented in relation to behavioural issues in
the education system. It should be noted that due to the variety and number of resources
data may not be consistent; however, the trend of over-representation is evident,
recurring, and enduring.
The Department of Justice in Canada (2019) made it clear that “once Indigenous
youth come into contact with the system [criminal justice system], the treatment they
receive further aggravates their pre-existing vulnerability” (Canada. Department of
Justice, 2019, p. 4). As noted in Figure 2.5, the demographics of incarcerated youth
paint a certain picture, and though students come from varied backgrounds, the
characteristics of these youth have some common traits.
Educational/Academic Characteristics of Incarcerated Youth
Though little research is related to educational/academic characteristics of
incarcerated youth, differences appear in the literature as to the influence—or lack
thereof—of race, academics, and success. From a Canadian perspective, the lack of
academic success is prevalent in Indigenous offenders. Academically, youth and adult
inmates tend to mirror each other based on the level of education obtained. The
Vancouver study of 500 young offenders (20% Aboriginal, 80% non-Aboriginal) titled
Serious and Violent Incarcerated Young Offender Study (Corrado & Cohen, 2002) found
that the mean grade completed by all students was Grade 8. With an average age of 16
years old, these students were two to three academic years removed from their peers.
Moore (2003) profiled 2,176 federal inmates (First Nations n = 1,490, Métis n = 586,
Inuit n = 100) and found that 31% of First Nations, 21.7% of Métis, and 57.1% of Inuit
had less than a Grade 8 education, and 88.4% of First Nations, 84.8% of Métis, and
96.1% of Inuit offenders did not have a high school diploma.
Moore and Trevethan (2009), in a single snapshot (August 2000), identified the
academic characteristics of 12,539 adult incarcerated inmates. The percentage of
identified Aboriginal offenders having less than a Grade 8 education was 31% of First
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Nations, 21% of Métis, and 57% of Inuit, as compared to 20% of non-Aboriginal
offenders.
In a 2021 report from Correctional Services Canada, 77.7% of Indigenous male
inmates and 68.1% of the Indigenous female inmates had less than a high school
diploma or equivalent (Correctional Services Canada, 2021). A lot of reviews and
research have reported on student academic achievement before entering the
correctional educational system, all with similar results. The 2011 data within the
population aged 25–64 in Canada identified that 48% of Aboriginal Canadians had a
postsecondary qualification, compared to 65% of the non-Aboriginal population. Of
those with non-certificates, diplomas, or degrees in this age group, 29% were Aboriginal
people, compared to 12% of the non-Aboriginal population. Of those with a high school
diploma or certificate, it was 23% for both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal populations
alike. The individual representation of Aboriginal people without a diploma was 33%
First Nations, 20.8% Métis, and 48.5% Inuit (Statistics Canada, 2015).
Trevethan et al. (2002) also noted that 26% of Aboriginal students, upon
admission to a correctional institution (adult), had not achieved educational success
beyond a Grade 7 level. In comparing the 2011 data with the data by Moore (2003) and
Moore and Trevethan (2009), the 2011 data indicated a considerable improvement in the
number of Aboriginal students obtaining at least a Grade 8 education, though it did not
differentiate between First Nation, Métis, and Inuit data. Anala (2002) identified that
Inuit offenders arrive in the correctional education program with undiagnosed learning
disabilities that are compounded by the fact that, as people of the land, they have
difficulty being confined to a small room (Anala, 2002). She also mentioned that
assessments must be “more culturally specific, culturally appropriate, and culturally
relevant” (Anala, 2002, p. 5) when it comes to assessing learning disabilities.
United States and United Kingdom data have typically shown that incarcerated
students have been held back from grade promotion one or more years; are below grade
level in languages and mathematics; are below credit count of their peers in the
mainstream school system; have been excluded from school; and are more inclined to
have special needs identifications (Baltodano et al., 2005; Foley, 2001; FSL.OPPAGA,
1998; Harris et al., 2009; Huff, 1926; Ingalls, et al., 2011; Mathur & Schoenfeld, 2010;
Ministry of Justice and Department for Education, 2016, 2019; Office for Children's
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Commissioner, 2012, as cited in O’Carroll, 2016; Pyle et al., 2015; Snowling et al.,
2000, as cited in Gagnon & Barber, 2010; and Wang et al., 2005). In an article by
Harlow (2003, as cited in Weissman et al., 2008), other youth data reported that 16% of
state prisoners under the age of 18 did not have a Grade 8 education. More U.S. data
from Foley (2001) reported that youth that were incarcerated had significant educational
needs. Students were typically below grade level in test scores, with an estimated 75%
failing one or more courses (Zabel & Nigro, 1999, as cited in Foley, 2001). And in
research completed by Harlow (2003) in the United States, 14.2% of federal, 12% of
state, and 13.1% of local jail inmates (adults) were reported as having a Grade 8
education or less. Fifty-two percent of state inmates 24 years old or younger did not
have a high school diploma or general education diploma (GED), and 68% of all state
prison inmates had not received a high school diploma (Harlow, 2003).
Ingalls et al. (2011) noted that not only were incarcerated youth more apt to have
behavioural problems at an early age (76.67% prior to Grade 4; 13.3% during Grades 4,
5, or 6) but they also had academic deficiencies (73.33% prior to Grade 4; 17.67%
during or after Grade 5). The difficulties included reading (60%), writing (10%), and
mathematics (60%), with a third (10) of the students being held back at least one grade.
Pyle et al. (2015) identified 29 studies from 1983 to 2013 that noted academic
achievement as a risk factor for incarcerated youth. Seven studies showed that academic
levels of incarcerated youth were several years below grade level, with reading as high
as three years below. The same applied for reading comprehension and mathematics
levels. Incarcerated students lagged behind their peers in achievement scores by an
average of one standard deviation (Pyle et al., 2015).
Not surprisingly, Indigenous students, at least in Canada, had lower scores in
literacy and numeracy as compared to the general population (Statistics Canada, 2015).
Freedberg (1989) reported that youth entering the California Youth Authority were six
grade levels and seven grade levels behind their peers in reading and math respectfully.
This may lead one to believe that there is no benefit to students improving academic
prospects while incarcerated, as it seems like a daunting uphill battle, and this point is
examined later in this thesis.
In a U.S. national survey, Quinn et al. (2005) identified that there was a fourfold
number of students identified with special needs in the correctional system over those in
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regular schools. The Office for Children's Commissioner (2012, as cited in O’Carroll,
2016) identified that learning disabilities of young offenders were 23%–32%, compared
to 2%–4% in the general public, with Grigorenko et al. (2015) estimating 13%–40% of
incarcerated youth having a learning disability, and these disparities were confirmed by
Nkoana et al. (2020) in South Africa, suggesting a possible trend. A 2015 National
Council on Disabilities (NCCD) report indicated that as many as 85% of incarcerated
youth had learning or emotional disabilities (National Council on Disabilities, 2015). In
light of the Freedberg (1989) article, this is not surprising, despite the discrepancy in
reported numbers from Grigorenko et al. (2015) and the National Council on Disabilities
(2015). Although the definition of juvenile was anyone under the age of 18, there was
no indication in the Quinn et al. (2005) document as to why the age of 22 was used, as
in some of the United States, individuals as young as 14 can be tried as adults. Barrett et
al. (2014) identified in their study that a diagnosis of learning disability (exceptionality)
was indeed a factor in delinquency, even when controlling for a mental health
classification.
In Australia, Indigenous people who did not finish high school were 130 times
more likely to be incarcerated than those who completed high school and were nonIndigenous (Walker & McDonald, 1995). In 1992, of the 1482 Indigenous people
incarcerated, only 5.9% completed school, compared to the 14.9% of those nonIndigenous individuals who were incarcerated (Walker & McDonald, 1995). More
recent data from 2015 indicated that, of those surveyed in Australian prisons, the rate for
obtaining a Grade 11 or 12 education for Indigenous prisoners was 20%, and for the
general population was 38% (Davidson, 2017). In an interview with The Guardian in
July of 2017, Gerry Georgatos, an expert on restorative and prison reform, reported that
“in his experience close to 100% of Indigenous inmates had not finished year 12”
(Davidson, 2017).
Given that incarcerated youth can be identified as at-risk or in-risk, there are a
number of factors that contribute to students not having success within the educational
system, some which the students are able to effect on their own, but other factors they
may not be able to influence.
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Education/Academics and Parameters Affecting Incarcerated Youth
In a report for Correctional Services Canada, Moore (2003) examined
characteristics of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit offenders and differentiated
characteristics between First Nations offenders, Métis offenders, and Inuit offenders.
Moore (2003) found that having a low level of education was a common characteristic
for all three populations of offenders. He also identified offender needs that contributed
to institutional placement—the most common factors being alcohol and substance
abuse, personal/emotional issues, and family/marital problems (Moore, 2003, Moore &
Trevethan, 2009). The Department of Justice in Canada (2020) identified four major
factors contributing to Indigenous incarceration: colonialism, socioeconomic
marginalization, culture clash, and systemic discrimination (in policing, courts, and
corrections) (Canada. Department of Justice, 2020). These were different factors than
were identified by Moore (2003) and Moore and Trevethan (2009), but ones that could
influence the contributions that these two authors noted. A 2017 report by Correctional
Services Canada indicated that Indigenous men who rated as a “high need” on the
Dynamic Factors Identification and Analysis Revised tool for employment/education
had a threefold chance of recidivism compared to those who scored as “no need” or
“asset” to the same domain (Correctional Services Canada, 2017).
Educational Deficiencies vs. Educational Opportunities. More than twentyfive years ago, Rider-Hankins did a literature review on educational processes in prison,
and one conclusion was that the majority of offenders had low achievement levels and
were from minority and low socioeconomic groups. This was in contrast to a study by
Wang et al. (2005) who controlled for exceptionality, age, race, gender, socioeconomic
status, and school type when studying educational deficiencies in delinquent and nondelinquent youth. Wang et al. (2005) used “delinquent” in their study as a reference for
data collection. The Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act defines juvenile delinquency as
any act (crime) committed by someone under 18 years of age (US Legal, 2017), and the
Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines juvenile delinquency as “conduct by a juvenile
characterized by antisocial behavior that is beyond parental control and therefore subject
to legal action” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary, n.d.b). I believe this term to be
inherently American, as Canada has moved toward the less negative term of young
offender.
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Rightly so, the impetus for the Wang et al. (2005) study was the lack of control
of variables in previous studies. Of significance was that the study matched a total of
5,187 delinquent youth and an equal number of non-delinquent youth (n = 10,374),
which is a large study population. In addition, the study groups were statistically
identical on all of the variables included as matching variables in the criteria. This was
a significant step toward identifying needs in incarcerated students. In the study, it
became evident that delinquent students, compared to their non-delinquent counterparts,
had a higher grade retention rate and non-promotion rate, lower graduation or GED
achievement rate, poorer attendance, and more incidents of suspension. Obviously,
delinquent students suffer from what Wang et al. (2005, p. 307) described as, “a series
of disproportionate educational deficiencies.” What was telling was that these
deficiencies, according to the study, were not a result of age, gender, socioeconomic
status, exceptionality, individual school, or race. The study used X2 tests to test for
statistical significance on the observed differences. The results, in contrast to RiderHankins (1992), would lead one to believe that even though the majority of offenders
were of minority or low socioeconomic status, the effect on education was a lack of
educational opportunities.
Ward and Williams (2015) examined a number of variables, such as type of
offence, age of offence, and number of or intensity of the offences. They determined
that income-producing and/or non-income producing acts reduced the chances of high
school graduation. When examining age, the younger the youth were when they offend,
the lower the level of education they attained. With respect to the intensity of the
offences, the more intense the activity by the age of 16, the stronger the effect on a
lower level of educational attainment. Two other factors that affected educational
attainment were incarceration, resulting in a student being stigmatized for the time
removed from the classroom (Hjalmarsson, 2008, as cited in Ward & Williams, 2015),
and arrest (Makarios et al., 2017; Kirk & Sampson, 2013, as cited in Ward & Williams,
2015; Weebink et al., 2013).
Makarios et al. (2017) studied the same data as Ward and Williams (2015) but
looked at other correlations. They found that delinquent youth that had a low vocational
aptitude had low rates of graduation from high school. They also found that personality
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characteristics and delinquency had an effect on educational attainment but there was no
influence of additional negative outcomes.
Racialized Experiences. In their study on youth with disabilities in juvenile
corrections, Quinn et al. (2005) noted that there were a disproportionate number of
incarcerated Black, Native American, and Latino males who were marginally illiterate
or illiterate. Harlow (2003) reported that of state prison inmates, 29.9% White, 25.5%
Black, and 17.2% Hispanic had completed high school, and only 10.9% White, 11.7%
Black, and 27.9% Hispanic had eighth grade or less. In a study on race, gender, and
disability, and involvement with the justice system, Mendoza et al. (2020) reported that
a diagnosis of an intellectual disability was a protective factor, but this did not apply to
African American youth with an intellectual disability. This also contrasted with Wang
et al. (2005), as well as Banks (2007, as cited in Hatt, 2011); Nieto & Bode (2007, as
cited in Hatt, 2011); Sharma, 2010; and Terrell (1999), in that the struggles that
ethnic/racial students reported in regular school were possibly an effect of historically
racialized experiences affecting their academic performance. Mendoza et al. (2020)
also found that being male, African American, and diagnosed with a disability led to the
highest risk of being suspended from school, which would support the argument of
struggles due to racialized experiences, as referenced by the authors above.
Rocchetta (2017) recorded a number of educational/racial barriers identified by
Indigenous educators/former students (n=20) living in northern Ontario. These
included:


Racism and mistrust: feeling out of place, being excluded, being treated
differently by teachers, and feeling ashamed to be Native.



Pervasive effects of residential schooling: intergenerational trauma.



An inadequate school system: culture-based programming not fulsome
enough in the educational system (though progress had been
acknowledged).



Lack of cultural opportunities: lack of cultural opportunities translating
into lack of success.



Lack of cultural competency: the need for Indigenous programming and
initiatives that have meaning for Indigenous students, or Elders in the
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classroom for a more realistic experience for Indigenous and nonIndigenous students.


The need for school system reform: the need for a less formal approach
in the classroom and continued Indigenous representation.



Curriculum changes: the need to see Indigenous culture in all subjects
and all students taking a Native education class.

The barriers expressed by Indigenous educators and former students are an
example of the lived-experience voices that need to be heard and are critical for change.
Limiting Factors for Students and the Approach Needed to Assist Students
in Overcoming Educational Deficiencies. A number of authors have attempted to
identify limiting factors for students, notably Hirschfield (2003), Sweeten (2006), and
Hjalmarsson (2007).
Appearance in the Judicial System. In contrast to educational influences
affecting student success, Sweeten (2006) set out to make improvements on previous
studies on the effects, if any, of arrest and/or court appearance of youth and a possible
connection to dropping out of school. In 2001 in the United States, there were more
dropouts (age 15–24) than there were juvenile arrests (Sweeten, 2006). Sweeten (2006)
pitted deterrence, labeling, propensity, and life course theories against his examination
of effect. In his quantitative study, he took data obtained from a 20-year-old survey, the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (1997), from which previous studies had
obtained data. The difference was that Sweeten attempted to account for some variables
and limit the influence of others. Sweeten (2006) believed that previous studies had
inherent bias and external validity concerns. The key variables given attention were
geography, sex, ethnicity/race, socioeconomic status, and previous interaction with the
justice system. After eliminating various identifiers (e.g., below poverty level, missing
judicial data), his study group involved 2,501 students, which was a sizable sample.
What was important in this particular study was that geographic regions were randomly
chosen, as were areas within those regions, and then households within those areas,
which would seem to eliminate geographical bias. The identified group were youth
below the age of 16 with no previous incidents with the justice system. Sweeten was
determining if arrest or court appearance had any lasting effect on dropout rate as
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measured three years after the initial measurements taken. The focus could then be on
academic and cultural factors and student success in the academic and justice systems.
Accounting for the key variables was not enough to eliminate limitations to the
study. Sweeten (2006) identified data limitations as not allowing for testing of
intermediate mechanisms. The elimination of students who were identified as prone to
dropout was also a limiting factor, as there was a reasonable probability that a
percentage of those identified students would not dropout or be arrested. The
elimination or inclusion of some groups could have altered the results. Sweeten (2006)
chose to eliminate any individuals with variables he could not control. Further studies
may focus on those students that were identified as prone to dropout to determine their
success rate.
Sweeten’s (2006) study determined two important outcomes, both related
directly to my thesis. A student being arrested or having participated in a court
appearance was a significant predictor to the student dropping out of school; however,
the results were not significantly influenced by sex, socioeconomic status, or race. What
was also significant was that after the introduction of control variables, including prior
delinquency, prior grades, and students’ own expectations of success, that conclusion
still held.
Hirschfield (2003) reported similar results to Sweeten (2006), in which dropout
rates were found to increase by four-to fivefold depending on elimination or inclusion of
variables. There was an increase by ninefold for the pure dropout group, with the Wald
Statistic indicating that the most powerful variable to dropping out of school was arrest.
Data were examined a year after students entered Grade 9 (a short period of time), with
no influence from prior achievement. He also concluded that arrest most likely had an
effect on school performance “when it acts on school actors’ evaluative and disciplinary
behavior directly, when youth actively seek out negative labels or when youth are
immersed in a total institution” (Hirschfield, 2003, p. 305). Yet, Hirschfield felt that
there was no evidence to support labeling theory (change in self-image), perhaps due to
his belief that in his sample [simple], arrests were commonplace and held no social
significance. From an educational perspective, he found no increase in negative labeling
by faculty or other school officials post arrest of the student, which also does not support
labeling theory.
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Labeling theory (with a deviancy focus) is a social theory that examines why
some people who exhibit certain behaviors become labeled deviant while others who
exhibit the same behaviors do not. It asserts that society’s reaction to certain behaviors
is a determining factor (Social Science Dictionary, 2012), and suggests that once one
has been labeled, it may become a self-fulfilling prophecy and a certain stigma attached.
For example if a youth has been arrested or described as a difficult student in school a
deviant or troubled self-concept takes over and further issues may arise.
Despite what Hirschfield (2003) believed from his study of the educational
system, the Department of Justice in Canada (2019) had a different perspective. They
suggested that the problems identified in the pre-sentencing and bail hearing reports
(Gladue Reports) of Indigenous youth became the way they were identified and treated,
“making it difficult to escape the labels despite their efforts” (Canada. Department of
Justice, 2019, p. 11).
Hjalmarsson’s 2007 results on criminal justice involvement and high school
completion concur with Sweeten (2008) but with a much larger group (n = 7,417);
however, the focus of the study was significantly different. Hjalmarsson (2007) also
used the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (1997) for his data (n = 7,417 youth in
randomly selected households aged 12 to 16 with an oversampling of Black and
Hispanic youth) but looked at all four variables of justice—arrest, charge, conviction,
and incarceration. He also looked at a number of mechanisms that may influence
dropout rates from these identified youth. Results showed that only arrest and
incarceration had a significant effect, with arrest accounting for a decrease in graduation
by age 19 by 27%, and that being incarcerated decreased the chance of graduation by
23%. Demographics had little effect on the coefficients (delinquency and risky
behavior), and controlling for observable characteristics, as well as state and household
unobservables (e.g., state spending on public services, sibling differences, impact of
weapon availability), did not affect the influence of arrest and incarceration on dropout
rates.
Using statistical tables and manipulation, Hjalmarsson (2007) determined that,
for public and parochial school samples, incarceration had a significant negative effect
on education attained while incarcerated, eliminating the theory that low educational
areas would benefit from correctional educational schools and parochial students would
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suffer. There was no indication, however, as to the type of educational programs, so one
cannot determine why students were negatively affected. He also found that the timing
of incarceration had an effect, in that summer incarceration had a less detrimental effect,
and length of time had no effect. Lastly, Hjalmarsson (2007) found that there was no
effect on educational outcomes due to attached states with and without mandatory
notification. Hjalmarsson (2008, as cited in Ward & Williams, 2015) confirmed that
incarceration affects education attainment, and Kirk and Sampson (2013, as cited in
Ward & Williams, 2015), Makarios et al. (2017), and Weebink et al. (2013, as cited in
Ward & Williams, 2015) confirmed that arrest affects educational attainment.
Delinquency and Education. Hjalmarsson et al. (2014, p. 1290) indicated that
“there is much international evidence that criminals tend to be less educated than the rest
of the population.” Harlow (2003), Hirschfield (2003), and Sweeten (2006), as
previously noted, noted high dropout rates as being identified with many offenders.
Harlow (2003) wrote that one in six inmates were involved in illegal activities,
were sent to court, received convictions, or dropped out of school. In her research, the
main reasons given for dropping out of school (one in three inmates reported) were loss
of interest and behavioral stigma, as observed from investigation of academic problems,
as reported by less academic inmates (as opposed to academic inmates). The less
academic inmates were also more likely to have been juvenile offenders. There was no
indication of race as an indicator in any of the reports; however, Harlow reported that
White inmates were generally more educated than minority inmates. For example 27%
of White inmates, 44% of Black inmates, and 53% of Hispanic inmates did not graduate
from high school or receive a GED.
My thesis proposes that the students, teachers, and community can determine if
programming for Indigenous students specifically is effective, and if programming (or
lack of it) for identifiable factors, such as ethnicity, makes a significant difference in
success. This approach may serve to counter or support Wang et al. (2005), who
suggested that programs need to focus on the documented deficiencies that a student
exhibits. This approach focused on student academic characteristics, not identifiable
factors. Sweeten (2006) agreed that the results of his study were consistent with
Labelling theory which predicts a negative correlation between educational success and
involvement with the justice system.
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In their Swedish study looking at the effects of an extended stay in the
educational system, and using Sweden’s Multigenerational Register (n=412,360),
Hjalmarsson et al. (2014) found that an additional year in school for males decreased
both their chance of conviction (-6.7%) and chance of incarceration (-15.5%). Race was
not examined in this study.
The contradiction between Harlow (2003), Sweeten (2006), and Hjalmarsson
(2007), who identified academic related issues, and Terrell (1999), who believed race
was a determining factor, was that Terrell did not take into account the possibility that
the students in her study might have been successful if they had not been incarcerated.
Terrell did not take into account any other variables, besides race and educational
experiences, as provided from qualitative interviews of her small sample group. There
was no insight into whether socioeconomic status, arrest during attendance at secondary
school, or the subject’s academic profile had an effect on academic performance. She
did mention in a brief paragraph that outside influences (described as drugs, gangs,
family dysfunction) might have had an influence on academic performance.
The Ward and Williams (2015) study on juvenile delinquent students determined
that “participation in delinquent activity by the age of 16 reduces the probability of
graduating from high-school or four-year college” (Ward & Williams, 2015, p. 739).
Although Ward and Williams (2015) looked at different variables than Wang (2005), the
results were similar as delinquency indeed had an effect on educational attainment.
It is important to understand incarcerated students’ perceptions of successful
educational practices in the mainstream school system, and what the concerns are as
they relate to correctional education programs.
Negative Perceptions and Experiences in the Educational System. In 2018,
Hirschfield identified that: teachers had racially biased perceptions of threatening
behavior, that Black students were suspended at a greater rate than other races, and that
“schools likely contribute to differences in offending by providing less engaging,
therapeutic, and supportive environments to students of color, thus leading to
differences in school achievement, engagement, and bonding” (Hoffmann et al., as cited
in Hirschfield, 2018, p. 12). A trend emerged from the literature that youth were
disaffected with the mainstream educational system and, as a result, tended to exhibit
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behavior truancy and behaviors in and out of the classroom that resulted in suspensions
or expulsion (Fitzpatrick, 1999; Hatt, 2011; Terrell, 1999).
The authors Fitzpatrick (1999), Hatt (2011), and Terrell (1999) identified the
following factors affecting student success: (a) the lack of control students had in their
educational lives, (b) the curriculum delivery tending to be determined by the teacher,
(c) schedules designed to meet the needs of the institution not the student, and (d) rules
that were not co-created. Unfortunately, all studies had a significantly low number of
participants, but fortunately the populations were diverse, including Fitzpatrick’s (1999)
study of Irish youth and Terrell’s (1999) study with Black offenders in the United
States. Students felt teachers did not want to deal with them, and the Black students felt
like outsiders looking in. More specifically, some students felt that since they had a
reputation, they were avoided or targeted for discipline or even embarrassment. The
group of twenty boys aged 13–15 (no indication of ethnicity) that Fitzpatrick
interviewed identified that in regular school they had no power, choice, or respect.
Fitzpatrick first studied historical records of students who had been in the
correctional education system, and she recorded student profiles. She then interviewed
present male juvenile inmates on their perception of the regular educational system. In
this qualitative study she noted that the three key areas that the educational system failed
in were the taking away of any sense of power, choice, or respect from the students. Of
interest was that there was mention of success by these students in the correctional
educational program, specifically due to a caring adult (teacher), even though the
institution gave them no power and little choice. I believe that the information gained
by Fitzpatrick (1999) was genuinely given to her by the students, as she took the time to
be acclimatized to both the institution and the students for a two-week period before
interviewing.
What is important in Fitzpatrick’s study is the human element. Fitzpatrick
wrote, “It was considered important to examine the system ‘through the eyes’ of the
boys’ as it is their perception of the reality of the school, and ‘failure’ in the school
arena, which is the important factor in the study” Fitzpatrick (1999, p. 4). This phrase
parallels the intent of my research that focuses on Indigenous young offenders, but
instead of looking at past academic histories and personal indicators, my research
specifically examines the perceived effectiveness, or perception, of the educational
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institution, and teaching from a cultural, pedagogical, and institutional influence.
Fitzpatrick (1999) initially failed to see the influence of the institution on the study.
This is an important factor in studies conducted in closed facilities and was built into the
methodology of my research.
A phenomenological study by Terrell (1999), who interviewed nine adult
African American inmates aged 21–55 about their school experience (who were
participating in a book discussion in the institution), mirrored that of Fitzpatrick (1999)
in a number of ways, specifically in the lack of respect and caring by teachers in the
mainstream school system. The difference was that the Terrell (1999) report
specifically addressed African American male students, not just high-risk male students.
She noted that examining this group of individuals was complex due to historical issues
based on African American ancestry. Her holistic approach was based on the fact that
the individuals themselves could educate us through their experiences. The subjects in
her study were intently interested in the study and wanted to help African American
boys, which put emphasis once again on the human factor. The four themes identified
by the subjects, or co-investigators as Terrell (1999) called them, were: embarrassment,
feeling like an outsider, wanting to be cared about, and fear between students and
teachers. The results that paralleled Fitzpatrick were: the perception of a lack of caring
by staff, lack of involvement in decision making with respect to their education, and
feeling like an outsider. Put simply, they experienced a lack of power, choice, and
respect.
Terrell (1999) mentioned in her conclusions that listening to African American
males was important, since a great number dropped out of school daily or were
suspended, which concurred with the broader statistical information and trends. The
approach Terrell took was very culturally one-sided, as was the book review the inmates
were reading, and this may have influenced the conversations and reports of the
respondents. Terrell, herself, is African American and makes comment in her study
about her cultural awakening and an incident in which her young son was involved. This
racial incident undoubtedly influenced the perspective from which she viewed her
participants and the data. As an additional note, Terrell (1999) also mentioned that
outside influences, such as drugs and violence, may have had a contributing influence
on academic performance but were not considered in this study. This brings us back to
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the idea of considering previous academic performance pre-arrest. There are differences
in cultures, and if we ignore them then we may be putting those offenders at a
disadvantage.
In 2009 Ashkar and Kenny wrote about the community schooling experiences of
16 male young offender’s aged 16 – 19 years. Eight were White, four Indigenous
Australian, two Middle Eastern, one Pacific Islander and one Asian. These experiences
were reported in an article titled Young Offenders' Perceptions of School: An Ecological
Analysis, Psychiatry, Psychology and Law in which they indicated “To our knowledge,
there are no published studies in this country or elsewhere that have examined the
school experiences of young offenders…” Though Fitzpatrick (1999) was 10 years
earlier it was a Master’s thesis and may not have been available in a search at the time.
Ashkar & Kenny (2009) make a point to report that school has had a negative effect on
the young offenders in their study. They identify a number of issues affecting the
youth’s educational experience. Twelve of the 16 youth had strong dislike for school,
10 struggled academically to understand basic concepts, struggling with school created
frustration and stress, one blamed the school system for their inability to read, a number
of students had learning disabilities, suspensions and discipline added to learning gaps,
poor student-teacher relationships coupled with the student’s learning difficulties caused
a lack of student motivation (Ashkar & Kenny, 2009). Issues with teachers included not
getting help when needed, teachers being out of touch, a teacher embarrassing a student
in class, another teachers not acknowledging the student’s efforts, teachers being
judgemental and hostile toward students, in effect disinviting them to class, and issues
with school authority figures (Ashkar & Kenny, 2009).
In 2011 Louise Ozarow, in her doctoral thesis, described the educational
experiences of seven male and female offenders aged 14 – 16 years in the UK. She
found that students did not have a meaningful experience with education, they did not
value education, that there was a negativity toward staff, and that attendance was poor.
Though most students had negative experiences with teachers’ (teachers did not
understand their learning disability, teacher had no time for them, teachers were
judgemental/had negative perception) students also reported positive experiences of
teachers working hard to accommodate them and reports of positive student
engagement. Other factors affecting the negative student experience were boredom,
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lack of engagement, and not being able to engage in the learning experience (Ozarow,
2011). Some of these issues mentioned by Ashkar and Kenny (2009) and Ozarow
(2011) parallel those reported by Terrell (1999).
In a more recent study by Barnert et al. (2015) incarcerated youth’s perspectives
of protective and risk factors for juvenile offending were examined. Of the 20
participants, twelve were male, eight were female, thirteen were Latino and seven were
African American. One of the identified risk factors was school. Students reported that
although they believed school should be a safe place they identified bullying and lack of
student achievement results in them feeling “frustrated, resulting in poor attendance or
dropping out” (Barnert et al., 2015, p. 1366). A comment by a student showed how they
were treated by the faculty “Some teachers are like, ‘I see you in jail.’” (Barnert et al.,
2015, p. 1367) with the feeling of the participants that “Overall, although they
recognized that teachers could play a prominent role in promoting positive behaviors,
most felt that teachers gave up on them too easily” (Barnert et al., 2015, p. 1368). All of
the students recognized they could overcome the difficulties in school by staying in
school and achieving academic success. The students offered solutions that could make
their educational experiences better including having attentive teachers. One of the
interesting items to note is that these students, all non-White, identified the teacher as
the most influential person in their lives second to family (Barnert et al., 2015).
I have included these five articles spanning sixteen years to emphasize the
perceptions and experiences of delinquent youth within the traditional education system.
All articles report negative experience with key themes such as teacher/schools not
providing an appropriate learning environment, their academic/special needs not being
addressed, lack of respect by teachers due to their behaviours or culture.
Overcoming Educational Deficiencies. The research previously mentioned
described two important observations that can affect impressionable youth. The first
observation was that positive teacher/student experiences were reported in the Ozarow
(2011) study, with students reporting feeling at ease with their teacher. The second
observation was that African American students in the Terrell (1999) study felt that
teachers that had high expectations of them were attentive and supportive (what students
wished for). This contrasted with reports by Ashkar and Kenny (2009), Barnert et al.
(2015), Fitzpatrick (1999), Ozarow (2011), and Terrell (1999) of negative interactions
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with teachers. For example, the Irish students felt that the lack of respect given to them
by teachers was a reflection of the teachers giving up (Fitzpatrick, 1999), and students in
Barnert’s study (2015) identified that teachers can be a positive influence but tend to
give up. All of the studies examined student perspectives, some involving male inmates
only, and some identifying students’ cultural backgrounds as salient. Importantly, all of
the studies illustrated that teachers must understand different perspectives to serve their
students effectively, and that caring adults made a difference
Huff (1926), in his essay The Education of the Juvenile Delinquent, wrote,
“when the school is required to present a rigid course of study, is restricted to a rigid
methodology, is manned by rigid personalities, it is apparent the school will fail to
educate the children who attend” (Huff, 1926, p. 3). This statement made almost a
century ago reflects the present situation of why students are unsuccessful, as well as
some of the concerns with the correctional educational system that are addressed in the
pages that follow.
The phenomenological approach, identified by both Fitzpatrick (1999) and
Terrell (1999), involving all invested parties was an integral part of my research, as
culture, including Indigenous culture of the students, culture of the educational
enterprise, and the culture reflective of the correctional institutional, impacted on all
players. Given the demographic picture of incarcerated youth, their educational and
academic characteristics, and the education and academic factors affecting these youth,
a picture of educational programs within correctional facilities is necessary.
Condition of Educational Programming in Correctional Facilities
The purpose of this section is to examine Education in correctional facilities as it
relates to the students incarcerated there. Capital “E” education refers to the entire
educational enterprise, from policy to pedagogy. As previously mentioned, the focus of
my thesis is on a specific ethnic group, Indigenous Canadian students, and their
teachers. There is, however, a dearth of empirical studies on the efficiency of
educational practices in correctional education programs related to ethnicity, let alone a
group as specific as Indigenous peoples.
In order to lay a foundation for studying education of Indigenous students in
correctional education programs in Ontario, one must look at studies that focus on
academic achievement and perception of education from an ethnic, cultural, or at-risk
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standpoint. Korman et al. (2019) identified how programming affected students
identified by ethnicity/race. In Ontario, incarcerated students are serviced in
correctional facilities by local school board agreements (Ministry of Children,
Community, and Social Services, 2012), as opposed to the United States where each
jurisdiction has different laws. Research in Canada tends to focus on adult education
programs (Correctional Service Canada, n.d.). In 2000, Correctional Services Canada
issued a report prepared by the Aboriginal Issues Sub-Committee on Programs &
Services, about issues affecting the healing process related to Aboriginal offenders for
each province (Correctional Services Canada, 2000). There was extensive data gathered
by the researchers, yet from all the information on programs and services provided, no
programs specifically addressed an Indigenous-focused educational program. It should
be noted that this report focused on adult offenders.
Providing Education to Students With Exceptionalities. In 2011, Ingalls et
al. looked at the pre-incarceration experiences of youth in a special education program
and found that programming was not sufficient to meet the behavioral needs of the
students (Ingalls et al., 2011). Once in a correctional setting, it was the role of the
educator to meet the students’ special education needs. In order to comment on
effectiveness of practices for specific groups, it is important to get an indication from
the literature on the present perception of the educational programs in correctional
facilities from the standpoint of the stakeholders: the policy makers, the teachers, and,
most importantly, the students. Within the literature surrounding education in
correctional facilities and with respect to specific identified groups, there are multiple
studies and reports related to exceptionally identified students (i.e. developmental delay,
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder [ADHD], learning disabilities, speech and
hearing difficulties) in the correctional system (Bullock & McArthur, 1994; Hovey et al,
2017, as cited in Miller et al., 2019; Leone, 1994; Leone et al., 1986; Malmgren et al.,
1999; Meisel et al., 1998; Morgan, 1979; Pyle et al., 2017; Rutherford et al., 2002;
Taymans & Corley, 2001; The National Center on Education, Disability and Juvenile
Justice, 2000). Harris et al. (2009) identified that the impact of special education
services on achievement in that population in corrections needs to be explored. Miller
(2019) and Twells (2020) are two recent articles related to this topic. This section
deserves considerable attention as there is a parallel between ethnicity and special
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populations, since they are both overrepresented in the system and both are deemed to
be at-risk. One can also be led to believe that they overlap considering the low level of
achievement the two groups have in the regular school system.
There have been many studies related to the effectiveness of education in the
United States correctional system for the past four decades, triggered by the number of
lawsuits since 1977. Twenty-one states were involved in lawsuits (Platt et al., 2006)
brought forward with respect to correctional institutions not following educational
policy, specifically the Education for all Handicapped Children Act (1975), which later
became the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (2004). As Meisel et al.
(1998, para. 11) noted, “the implementation of IDEA in juvenile detention and
confinement facilities compares to special education services delivery in the public
schools 20 years ago.” Understanding the students in the correctional education
programs, and the issues and concerns they bring with them, can help programs address
their needs and ensure student success.
Twells (2020) identified that the system itself (a clearly defined system with
effective relationships between staff and students), with supports from an educational
psychologist, can improve both educational success and inclusion for youth who offend.
Burrell and Warboys (2000) reported that education-related disabilities (the most
prevalent being specific learning disabilities and emotional disturbances) affected a
significant proportion of youth incarcerated in the U.S. juvenile justice system, and that
the single most important intervention that the system could offer for success and
rehabilitation was school. Miller (2019) identified three approaches that are needed to
assist students with special needs in a correctional education setting, and they are
discussed in the upcoming section, Special Education.
Program Design and Delivery. According to the literature, there are many
issues with correctional education programs in the United States, but there is evidence
they are improving. In their editorial Towards a Renaissance of Prison Education:
International Preconference Symposium, Eggleston and Tracy (1999) noted that there
were two group approaches to the goal of education in correctional facilities. The
(mostly) European group took the view that education should focus on the whole person,
which meant being aware of cultural, racial, and ethnic sensitivities. The second group
(mostly the United States) focused education on academic and vocational skills. The
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approach by the second group is supported in the literature (Gagnon et al., 2009;
Gemignani, 1994; Rider-Hankins, 1992).
When looking at student education within a correctional setting, the trend related
to successful programs points more to the negative, although both positive and negative
are reported. According to King (2006, as cited in Nelson, et al., 2010), in the United
States there are no consistent policies, regulations, or philosophies in the juvenile justice
system. This is a historical issue. As far back as 1998, the Florida State Legislature,
Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (FSL.OPPAGA)
identified that in 1997 in Florida, 20% (23 of 114) of correctional facilities received a
below satisfactory score on at least one of four standards related to educational
programs.
It is safe to say this was partly due to what Leone et al. (1986) and
FSL.OPPAGA (1998) found in the 1980s and 1990s—that curriculum was not
mandated for correctional education programs and that local school districts were not
responsible for the quality of education in the facilities. Compare this to Ontario, where
the Ontario curriculum is taught in all youth correctional centers.
Unfortunately, Gang (2015) identified poor practice within a correctional
education program, as reported by one of the teachers (Rachel):
Correctional facility education programs as rigid environments with standardized
programming and no instruction. In such programming guards are present and
value the maintenance of behavioural norms over academic involvement. Rachel
specified that there’s ‘no group discussion . . .there’s no instruction.
. . . There are very strict expectations. You get the material and you (the student)
work through it independently. (Gang, 2015, p. 37)
Research by Davidson (2017), FSL.OPPAGA (1998), Gagnon et al. (2009),
Korman et al. (2019), Leone et al. (1986), Nelson et al. (2010), and Young et al. (2010)
all identified shortcomings of the educational system in correctional centers—some
related to design, some to staffing, and some to negligence (design or administration).
Two common themes were: poor access to student records from their host school that
resulted in students not being offered proper programming due to lack of any previous
indication of success, or great delays in assessment (FSL.OPPAGA, 1998; Young et al.,
2010). Another indicator, which had both supporters and detractors, was the use of
individual programming (Feinstein, 2002; Gagnon et al., 2009; Gehring, n.d.; Young et
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al., 2010). Young et al. (2010) identified that the lack of a homogenous group (based on
the level of academic success) made it difficult to program. This resulted in the use of
independent course work and packages, as well as a movement away from a designated
curriculum. Gang (2015) also reported similar concerns, as identified by a teacher, of
teaching being standardized with no instruction:
‘It’s formal in that there’s no instruction. You get the material and you work
through independently. And there’s a teacher who will walk up and down the
rows because it’s individualized. It might be different in different facilities . . . I
never saw any individual groupings, that would be expensive and funding is the
bottom line.’ (Gang, 2015, p. 41)
There are also proponents of not teaching a common curriculum. Some students
did not like the class instruction due to the fact that they needed individual attention, and
others found it easier to catch up on missed academics quickly (Young et al., 2010).
Other students and teachers found comfort in traditional instructional methods, such as
linguistically focused instruction, a set routine, and specific individualized lesson
packets (Feinstein, 2002). Young et al. (2010, pp. 219–220) noted, “Ultimately, there is
a great need to tailor education in youth detention centers to the specific needs of the
detained youth, aiming to improve the educative experience of these youth.” In theory
this seems appropriate, yet as it has been mentioned, factors not under the teacher’s
control, such as the administration at the youth correctional center, can impact this ideal
approach.
In the meta-analysis conducted by Steele et al. (2016) on educational programs
in correctional facilities, evidence of success was found. They noted programs that had
computer-based instruction for reading comprehension and programs that used
individualized instruction with the goal of achieving a diploma or employment after
release from custody. Programs that focused on remedial academics, vocational
education, and GED completion did not have enough evidence of causal inference
though there was statistical significance (Steele et al., 2016).
Teacher Certification and Training. One point that is made often in the
research is the lack of special-education-trained teachers (FSL.OPPAGA, 1998; Young
et al., 2010). In 1998, the FSL.OPPAGA reported that, of the 20 facilities observed,
only 83% of the teachers were certified and only 25% held special education
certification. The issue of teacher qualification (Korman et al., 2019) and professional
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development for correctional education staff and administration was noted as both a
concern and a need (Benner, 2017; Feinstein, 2002; Gagnon et al., 2009). In contrast, in
Ontario, Canada, in order to teach in any school (adult or youth; regular, alternative or
correctional) one must have a valid Ontario Teachers Certificate and be in good standing
with the accreditor, the Ontario College of Teachers.
Ethnicity/Race and Access to Programming. Korman et al. (2019) compared
U.S. data from 2013/2014 and 2015/2016 looking for patterns and trends in juvenile
justice schools, specifically educational programming opportunities. A portion of the
data looked at race and course availability. I discuss this research here as it includes
data on Native American incarcerated students. Korman et al. (2019) found that the
schools that Native American students attended while incarnated were less likely to
provide advanced math and science courses. They also found that incarcerated youth
have less access to coursework than students in a community school, and among
incarcerated youth, Native American students have less access than Black, Hispanic, and
White students. This last point also translated to less access to advanced math (algebra
I, algebra II, geometry) and advanced science (biology, chemistry, physics) in the
2015/2016 data (Korman et al., 2019). With respect to teachers, incarcerated youth had
less access to certified math teachers (Korman et al., 2019).
There were multiple recommendations in the literature related to teachers, the
classroom, and the institution (Buzzell, 1988, as cited in Rider-Hankins, 1992;
Eggleston & Tracy, 1999; Gehring, n.d.; Leone, 1986; Sawyer & Cosgrove, 1989).
Generally speaking, students receiving education in correctional facilities appreciated
the success they had and the climate the school provided (Benner, 2017; Fitzpatrick,
1999; FSL.OPPAGA, 1998; Young et al., 2010). The biggest positive in the literature
was the staff and student interaction. Attention from teachers and a positive relationship
with respect were noted as key factors. Besides positive teacher/student interaction, the
literature made note of good educational practices. A number of studies in the research
literature have examined what makes an effective correctional education program. To
quote Feinstein (2002, p. 11), “much of what is true about best practices in teaching
applies both to a juvenile correctional education program and a regular classroom.” The
literature would both agree and disagree, as there were some unique properties inherent
in a correctional facility, yet good practice is good practice.
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As expected, there were common themes and specific indicators for focused
examinations of programs. Again, the majority of the research literature emerged from
the United States. The link between the student’s community, school, and the
correctional school was noted (Buzzell, 1988, as cited in Rider-Hankins, 1992;
Eggleston & Tracy, 1999; Sawyer & Cosgrove, 1989) and has had a direct influence on
my research related to students in the correctional justice system. Support from the
community allowed for innovative experimental program development and community
resources, leaders being able to provide support through habilitation and rehabilitation
models, and an understanding of student needs, such as cultural, linguistic, gender, and
religion. Support from the community school allowed for information transfer and ease
of transition back into the community and regular school. Some authors indicate that a
positive approach would be to incorporate the individual characteristics of the students
as well as their community (Eggleston & Tracy, 1999; Leone, 1986; Rocchetta, 2017).
Of particular note for Eggleston and Tracy (1999) was that particular attention must be
paid to the diversity of students, including culture, race, ethnicity, age, gender, religion,
and language, and that all participants should be included in education—students,
teachers, security staff, and administration. These suggestions are imperative to the
approach taken in my thesis. Technology, including computer use and software
(Gehring; n.d.; Rider-Hankins, 1992) were also indicated as non-instructor based
approaches to educational programming.
Given the shortcomings and limitations identified in this section of the literature
review, it is important to identify solutions within the literature.
Recommendations for Education-Based Programming
Juvenile justice statistics for 2020 in the United States identified that 94% of
facilities offered a high school level program, with 83% offering special education
accommodations (Hockenberry & Sladky, 2020). Even though Young et al. (2010)
reported that there were few studies in the last decade about the educational experiences
and outcomes for incarcerated youth, a number of studies identified educational
programming needs specific to correctional education programs. The following section
addresses what the literature recommends for educational programs in correctional
institutions. Specifically, if the recommendations address the systemic and cultural
issues that Banks (2007, as cited in Hatt, 2011), Nieto and Bode (2007, as cited in Hatt,
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2011), Sharma (2010), and Terrell (1999) identified, such as teacher behavior, or the
students’ educational deficiencies, as Wang et al. (2005) suggested.
From the standpoint of programming being directly influenced by teachers and
educational practice, six studies (Feinstein, 2002; Gehring, n.d.; Gemignani, 1994;
FSL.OPPAGA, 1998; Rider-Hankins, 1992; Young et al., 2010) and a number of
reports, including Geib et al. (2011) and Farn and Adams (2016), identified
recommendations that can have a direct influence on students. Most recommendations
can be implemented with small policy changes; others can be done from a change in
administrative policy.
Program Elements. Gehring (n.d.) reported on what he believed were the best
practices of a particular education program in adult correctional facilities: the One
Program. The One Program included the following nine elements: (a)
pedagogy/andragogy (program designed for both children and adults), (b) vocational
education, (c) social education, (d) cultural education, (e) shared responsibility (all
parties including the community), (f) inclusion (disabilities, languages, cultures), (g)
technology, (h) library, and (i) administrative configuration. The nine elements listed
relate to the Objective (classroom) quadrant of correctional education, which also
include Subjective (rationale for the work), Cultural (professional identity), and Social
(administration) quadrants. Gehring (n.d.) believed that the lack of success in correction
education programs was a result of the lack of research on best practices. He also
believed that the lack of confidence (e.g., teachers are afraid of the students) resulted in
individual programming as a form of control of the students by the teachers, as
individualized instruction made it easier for teachers to dominate the
individual/classroom. This was believed to lead to the perpetuation of poor practice.
On the surface, Gehring’s list of nine elements of a successful program seemed
reasonable; however, they were not always obtainable. Circumstances such as
geography, student culture, funding, and support services were not considered.
Of the nine elements, five can be administered by teaching staff and are sound
practices that would address the needs of all students regardless of ability, cultural
identity, or exceptionality. These include:
1. A pedagogy/andragogy continuum in which programming is based on students’
individual needs and not age.
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2. Social education, which fosters attitudes, skills, and knowledge.
3. Cultural education, where students learn from their roots.
4. Shared responsibility in the classroom; a democracy where students take
responsibility for their learning and what is being learned (Gehring, n.d.). This
was also supported by subject reports as a positive approach in Fitzpatrick
(1999).
5. Inclusion, where multiculturalism is promoted (Gehring, n.d.).
Gehring (n.d.) indicated that in some programs there was a Native American
emphasis, although the only evidence in the literature was in a Correctional Services
Canada (n.d.) policy, as a result of a 1996 report by the Royal Commission on
Aboriginal Peoples. The policy found that “the justice system has failed Aboriginal
peoples” (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada, 1996, p. 5). In 1997,
Correctional Services Canada approved five objectives: (a) strengthen Aboriginal
offender programs, (b) enhance the role for Aboriginal communities in corrections, (c)
increase Aboriginal human resources, (d) enhance partnerships and relations, and (e)
ensure adequate resourcing (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada,
1996, p. 7).
A key point in the Corrections Services Canada overall strategy included an
Aboriginal Corrections Continuum of Care introduced in 2003, which included
spirituality and culture; programs based on a holistic approach; the inclusion of Elders in
providing guidance and leadership; and healing lodges, yet no indication for Aboriginal
educational approaches (Correctional Service Canada, n.d.). Granted, this document
was designed for adult institutions only, yet it has been proven that Indigenous inmates
have a low education attainment rate. According to Gehring (n.d.), the type of
programming he referred to was successful in a number of institutions, yet has since
been discontinued. Each program was deemed to be successful due to the individuals
who persevered in making changes. One key item to note is that this system applied to
adult education, yet many of the practices could drive juvenile education as well.
Though not educational, the Canadian Department of Justice (2019) reported that
Indigenous youth in the roundtable discussion identified that it is important for the
criminal justice system to provide supports that are culturally appropriate in order to
build the student’s resilience in combating recidivism (Canada. Department of Justice,
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2019). Of interest, Métis and Inuit youth believed the supports that did exist were not
differentiated to each of their cultures (Canada. Department of Justice, 2019). This
speaks to the importance of diversity in the approach taken not only to the criminal
justice system but, also education and the combination of both in a correctional
education program.
The five teacher-led elements identified by Gehring (n.d.) are important to the
study of student, teacher, and community perceptions of education in correctional
education schools, as they can be seamlessly integrated into the curriculum and practice,
and can focus on the needs of the identified group. It is interesting that both cultural
education (students learning from their roots) and inclusion (students being given equal
educational opportunities) were mentioned, as there was no evidence in the literature of
this occurring in any cultural group in institutional educational settings. My thesis
examines both of these elements with respect to Indigenous populations among otherprogramming and non-programming approaches.
In Professionally Speaking, the Ontario College of Teachers professional
magazine, a 2008 article titled Teaching Behind Bars by Gabrielle Barkany identified
that there were over one hundred teachers providing education in provincial and federal
correctional facilities in the province of Ontario at the time of printing (Barkany, 2008).
The teachers interviewed identified that they maintain a positive mindset and focus on
the students being successful.
The key points identified by the teachers for a successful program are (Barkany,
2008):


Building confidence and a sense of pride in students.



Building knowledge and skills needed for job attainment.



Focusing students on the employment and educational goals that coincide
with their abilities.



Helping students overcome barriers they may have, such as attention
deficits and psychological barriers.

Teaching and Learning in Practice. In contrast to Gehring (n.d.), a study by
Young et al. (2010) examined the nature of schooling in a youth prison in the United
States. Over a two-month period, Young et al. (2010) observed actual teaching,
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learning, activities, and resources, in contrast to Gehring (n.d.) who reported on adult
education and elements of programs. The Young et al. (2010) study group involved 40
youth aged 10–19, in which the majority were ethnic minorities (40% Latino, 14%
African American, 3% Asian, and <1% Native American). While a snapshot of the
prison schooling was taken, influences on the school that were out of the school’s
control were also noted. It is important to note the influence that the institutional
practices (security and goals) had on programming. Teacher practice in the classroom
showed little parallel to Gehring’s (n.d.) nine elements, except for shared responsibility
where classrooms were learner-centered and there was a degree of student collaboration.
Once again, referring to Huff (1926), students would not seek knowledge if the learning
environment and activities were not pleasant. The drawback to the Gehring study was
that only one institution was observed.
The pedagogical approaches to teaching and learning identified by teachers in
the Barkany (2008) article include ongoing assessment, feedback, repetition, and
assessing student academic levels of ability and personal interests, and then matching
the resources and teaching to the student.
Gabel (2016) asked detention home educators what they believed were the best
teaching strategies and interventions. The teachers (across racial identities and years of
experience, from 1 to over 10 years) identified the following themes in order of highest
identified to lowest identified: expanded K–12 subject manner, special education
training, flexibility in teaching methods, individual programming, ability to work in
isolation, limited resources, love of at-risk students, and being non-judgmental. A
number of common themes were identified from primary research recommendations
within the literature.
Individual Programming. The most common approach to student success is
addressing the specific needs of the students if they are academically behind their peers
or identified as special needs (Bullock & McArthur, 1994; Feinstein, 2002; Foley, 2001;
Gabel, 2016; Steele et al., (2016); Stenhjem, 2006; Young et al., 2010). Direct
instruction, individualized instruction, and specialized intervention programs have been
identified as meeting the needs of identified students. All of these could fall under the
category of individualized programming. Foley (2001) reported that direct instruction
would meet the needs of all students. Feinstein (2002) and Wang et al. (2005), after
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studying programs in Minnesota and Florida, recommended that students’ academic
abilities be accommodated, with Feinstein specifying this could be achieved by
individualized work. The meta-analysis conducted by Steele et al. (2016) would concur
with this statement. Gabel (2016) identified computer-based technology for assessment
in mathematics, literacy, and reading comprehension, and resources to meet the needs of
the students at the identified levels. The need for a consistent curriculum and standard
of practice aligns with this theme. To accommodate a consistent approach to teaching
and learning, a network of teachers should be established, preferably a digital network.
And lastly, formal professional development is needed (Gabel, 2016). In order to meet
these needs, Gabel (2016) recommended changes beginning at the administrative levels
of government. Rogers et al. (2014) identified that, despite the efforts of prisons and
young offender institutions in London, England, the options for education, the length of
courses, and the course levels available are restrictive factors. Given the list of
limitations identified from other authors, the issues are international in scope.
The tailoring of programs to meet academic deficiencies was accomplished in
two ways—pedagogical approaches and individual instruction/learning. The Wang et
al. (2005) study had a significant subject base (n = 10,374), while Feinstein (2002) had
observed 20 subjects. Feinstein’s (2002) methodology included observations and openended interviews with staff and students and focused on performance assessment. The
study concluded that students achieved success as a result of hand-on activities,
chunking of tasks, using a variety of presentation materials, and technology; generally
speaking, all examples of good differentiated instruction and differentiated assessment
practices. Setting small goals helped students chart their success and helped with
completion of tasks, so that when students transitioned back into a community school
they had a sense of accomplishment.
Identified Barriers. Other factors recommended for student success were
identified by Houchins et al. (2009), who interviewed teachers (who should have input
into educational reform in U.S. juvenile justice facilities) about barriers and facilitators
to improving the quality of education for incarcerated youth. This study is relatively
recent and is significant in that the teachers are identified as a key stake holder group. A
drawback is that it only focused on one state and three institutions. Of the identified
barriers (n = 9), some were systemic (n = 4) and the educational staff had no influence;
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others were personnel related (n = 2); and the remainder (n = 3) were student-focused.
Upon examination of the student-based barriers, those of note relative to my thesis are
academics, parental involvement, and racism.
Houchins et al. (2009) admitted there were limitations to the study, and in their
recommendations for future study they touched on the need for specific training for
teachers, administrators, and security personnel, and specific academic, transitional, and
behavioral programming that were necessary to improve the quality of education. The
study missed the student and community voice, especially since there were a significant
number of barriers related to students and parents. Of the barriers, a total of six specific
issues were identified related to students (48 comments made where teaching staff could
make a difference). This was far below the total of 20 issues and 121 total comments
made. There were nine barriers identified by the group of juvenile justice educators: (a)
personnel concerns; (b) academics; (c) student concerns; (d) discipline; (e) materials and
supplies; (f) parental involvement; (g) funding; (h) communication; and (i) facility
issues. A number of barriers were sub-divided into further identified issues. The most
notable concerns centered on racism. One strong recommendation was that “facilities
should not employ White instructors who regarded African American students as
‘animals’” (Houchins et al., 2009, p. 162). Academic concerns included: an unrealistic
curriculum not addressing the students’ needs, providing materials that were watered
down (Houchins et al., 2009), and heterogeneity in classrooms with too wide a range of
student level (Houchins et al., 2009).
In this study there appeared to be an underlying theme of discontent with the
system as a whole. Teachers did mention solutions in some cases: the academic
curriculum was unrealistic to student needs and should be dropped; a more studentfocused and vocational program in the academic curriculum; improving student focus by
providing a more meaningful and relevant curriculum; giving students voice; and
increasing parental contact from the school.
The lack of appropriate curriculum to meet student needs and the lack of parental
involvement are key indicators for my thesis. Study limitations identified by Houchins
et al. (2009) need to be avoided in future studies, such as instrument decay and the fact
that surveys only took the opinions of the participants (teachers) into account. I agree
with this analysis since there were no student perspectives captured. Perhaps from a
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classroom perspective students felt they were being successful, but the study was
lacking in this respect.
Smeets (2014) interviewed 32 participants working in or associated with young
offender institutions and secure youth care institutions in the Netherlands, including
school leaders, special education consultants, remedial educationalists, and
psychologists associated with the schools. The findings identified several barriers to
education in the correctional setting for youth. These barriers include access to student
achievement; educational history and special needs identification upon the youth being
admitted to a facility; the lack of practical training possibilities; access to technology;
length of stay; interruptions in the programming day (court, treatment, lawyer),
including students unable to attend; and a community school unwilling to admit a young
offender after release (not an issue in Canada). The lack of access to documents or lack
of access in a timely manner was also noted by Miller (2019).
Gabel (2016) reported five themes of concern, as noted by the teachers in the
detention homes, with four applying to the teaching environment:
1. Lack of resources: lack of basic resources and curriculum, including selfbased basic skills.
2. Limitations: the absence of any learning standards or curriculum.
3. The need for an integrated and student-centered curriculum: a common
curriculum is used in detention home schools.
4. Pre-service training: there is a wide range of subject matter, special
education, and field experiences in a detention environment.
In a report by Farn and Adams (2016) for the Center for Juvenile Justice Reform
at Georgetown University, there were five overall principles identified to address many
of the concerns identified by the previous authors and that focused on interventions for
success. These five principles were:
1. Environments must be conducive to learning by ensuring a positive climate that
promotes learning and positive outcomes.
2. Funding from federal, state, and local sources is needed to supplement core
programs.
3. The need to “recruit, employ, and retain qualified education staff with skills
relevant to the youth” (Farn and Adams, 2016, p. 9).
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4. A curriculum that aligns with standards inclusive of academic, career, and
technological education.
5. Students having access to re-entry planning with the tools and skills to integrate
into the community (Farn and Adams, 2016).
The most reoccurring themes in the research were access to documents, curriculum,
and staff qualifications and the lack of training for staff.
Through a search of 85 studies, Pyle et al. (2015) identified a number of
individual-level risk factors of incarcerated youth. Among these risk factors were
mental health diagnosis, personality, psychological factors, social/emotionalbehavioural factors, cognitive-intellectual development (most studies identify an IQ
between 70–100), academic achievement, history of victimization, and substance use.
There was no mention of race as a factor.
Of interest was that, except for Gehring (1992), none of the research I found
related to deficiencies in the system mentioned the need for cultural training for
teachers.
Guidelines for Correctional Education Programs—Ontario. The Ontario
Ministry of Education (2016) released a report titled Guidelines For Educational
Programs for Students In Government Approved Care and/or Treatment, Custody and
Correctional (CTCC) Facilities 2016‐17. I have chosen to have a separate section of the
literature review for these guidelines as they address many of the needs already
expressed and are inherent to the province of Ontario to where my study is conducted.
In 2011 the Ministry began to evaluate and change educational programs in these
facilities and since the release of Achieving Excellence: A Renewed Vision for Education
in Ontario (2014) this process has continued in order to meet the expectations outlined
in this document. The expected changes to programming are set to align with the
government’s position that “As an integrated part of Ontario’s education system, CTCC
programs provide critical support to meet the needs of students unable to attend regular
schools and facilitate specific pathways to ensure future educational success” (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2016, p. 5). This vision can be achieved by a) modernizing
governance, funding, accountability and increasing ownership for these students, b)
improving student learning, achievement and well-being, c) improving collaboration
across all systems to provide seamless programs and services for students (Ontario
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Ministry of Education, 2016). There are many expectations outlined by the Ministry
including assessment, evaluation and reporting on student achievement; instruction and
intervention; transition planning; and information management and reporting to the
Ministry of Education. I will refer to the expectations for all areas save information
management as this is not directly related to student learning or well-being and some
records management is included in the three other areas. With respect to assessment,
evaluation and reporting, teachers must follow Growing Success, Assessment,
Evaluation and Reporting in Ontario Schools, First Edition covering Grades 1‐ 12,
(2010), Learning for All: A Guide to Effective Assessment and Instruction for All
Students, Kindergarten to Grade 12 (2013). Teachers must plan for students unique
needs through flexible groupings, have admission and de-mission assessments, ongoing
assessment and evaluation, maintaining the Ontario Student Record with all relevant
assessment, evaluation and reporting documents released upon a student’s release.
Instruction and intervention expectations include students receiving instruction based on
individual strengths, interests and needs, student achievement and wellbeing; the
correctional education program deliver the Ontario curriculum and appropriate learning
resources should be available to students based on the curriculum; ensure
accommodations, modifications and/or alternative programming are reflected in the
education plan; instruction uses a multidisciplinary approach; and “teachers have access
to and use: (i) curriculum and related policy documents, resource guides, professional
learning materials etc. to support their planning and delivery of the education program;
ii) professional development activities provided by the school board; and iii) appropriate
training led by the facility to support the unique needs of their students” (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2016, p. 10). One of the key components is related to a teachers’
qualifications, training and experience in that “consideration is given to staff with
relevant knowledge, classroom teaching experience and understanding of the unique
needs of students in CTCC education. The expectations also outline clearly the roles of
the principals and superintendents whom are responsible for education programs.”
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2016, p. 10). These groups must “work with and
provide support and guidance to staff assigned to the facility on a regular basis” (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2016, p. 10). Transition planning, though it may seem the least
important of the instructional areas is of utmost importance for educational continuity
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and student re-integration into their community school. Transition plans must include:
“School board and facility staff plan and facilitate effective transitions so that students
receive continuous programs and services with a minimum of disruption when they are
admitted to and/or demitted from CTCC education programs. Personalized and precise
student transition plans reflect the individual students’ strengths, interests and needs and
provide the foundation for successful transition experiences”; “sharing of documentation
and records (in keeping with the OSR Guidelines), regular communication with
parents/guardians and gradual reintegration where appropriate”; “educational strengths,
interests and needs are identified through appropriate assessment procedures, where
possible, before admission to the CTCC education program. Various educational
alternatives may need to be considered when supporting integration of students into a
new educational setting”; “Transition plans are to be developed and monitored by
multidisciplinary teams, which may include but are not limited to, parents/guardians,
students (where appropriate), educators, facility staff and community service partners, to
address the students’ strengths, interests and needs and support a seamless transition into
and out of the CTCC education program”; “transition plan will identify specific
transition goals, support needs, the actions required to achieve the goals, roles and
responsibilities, and timelines for the implementation and/or completion of each of the
identified actions. The transition plan must be stored in the OSR folder”; “When a
student enters into a CTCC educational program, the teacher from the CTCC
educational program has access to information about each student’s education plan and
needs and, as appropriate, attends a transition planning meeting with the day school that
the student is transitioning from”; “When a student leaves a CTCC educational program
and enters into a day school, the receiving teacher(s) has access to information about
each student’s education plan and needs and, as appropriate, attends a transition
planning meeting with the CTCC education staff to inform program planning and
delivery in the regular school system”; “Where the multi‐disciplinary staff in the facility
agree, and on‐going assessment indicates the student’s readiness, admission to a school
of a board may be appropriate. The facility and the school board providing the
educational program shall work co‐operatively with community agencies and the
receiving school to create a plan for the successful transition of the student”; “The
student is supported by CTCC education staff during the transition period from the
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facility into the appropriate school‐based program or post‐secondary setting through
informal liaison, if possible and appropriate” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2016, pp.
10–11).
The U.S. Department of Education and Justice (2014) identified five guiding
principles for providing high-quality education to juveniles in secure settings. To
paraphrase the principles, there is a need for a safe and healthy climate addressing
individual needs (including disabilities), funding, qualified education staff, a curriculum
that is both relevant and rigorous that includes appropriate resources, and formal
processes and procedures. Many of these mimic the expectations previously identified
by Ontario.
As seen in the recommendations from the Ontario Ministry of Education (2016)
and the U.S. Department of Education and Justice (2014), various expectations were
identified in the delivery of education programs in these unique settings. After
identifying the limitations and programming options of correctional education programs
in the literature, it is important to acknowledge that there is literature that demonstrates
students are able to succeed.
Student Success
With respect to meeting the needs of identified students, all studies concurred
that correctional education programs were definitely in need of repair, but studies by
Blomberg et al. (2011); Fitzpatrick (1999); FSL.OPPAGA (1998); Cavendish (2014);
Knight (2014); and Sherer (1983) all indicated that students can have success, and if
there was academic success in the correctional educational setting, students had a good
chance of returning to and completing high school despite the bleak outlook identified
earlier. The subjects in Fitzpatrick (1999) identified they had success due to positive
experiences with the school and teachers. The students in the Sherer (1983) study
experienced success at the beginning and end of their incarceration period. Fifty-nine
percent of incarcerated students (age 15) in the UK study who engaged in an educational
program improved in basic skills. The FSL.OPPAGA (1998) study showed that 71% of
students who entered a correctional setting below grade level in reading, and 69% of
students below grade level in math, improved by one grade level, and as many as 30% in
reading and 26% in math improved by three or more years. These numbers were
significant as the study was state-wide and involved 20 institutions. In addition to this
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point, the fact that the study involved interviews as well as observations made the
findings of interest to my research. Cavendish (2014) found that students with special
needs performed on par or better than peers without disabilities in a correctional
education setting, earning close to the equivalent number of high school credits and
GPA scores. The number of high school credits earned was not influenced by
race/ethnicity, special education diagnosis, or age/grade level differences (Cavendish,
2014).
Despite many studies extolling the lack of virtues with the condition of the
educational system in correctional institutions, in the United States, a longitudinal study
by Blomberg et al. (2011) identified that student success does indeed exist on a number
of levels. This study is significant as it is relatively recent, covers a large sample size (n
= 4,147 juvenile offenders), and spans a two-year period. Most importantly, it also
controlled for prior school performance, age at release, race, sex, disability, prior arrests,
and various facility characteristics. Blomberg et al. (2011) reported that, after
controlling for all the above mentioned factors, if students had above average academic
achievement while incarcerated, the chances of returning to school were 69% higher
than youths with below average achievement. This also translated into a lower chance
of being rearrested within 12 and 24 months after release if they returned to school and
attended regularly. A more recent longitudinal study by Jäggi and Kliewer (2020)
identified that mean grades of the youth offenders were higher than in the community
school. They also found that both positive student-teacher relationships and attachment
to the correctional school resulted in more work completion and a positive attitude
toward school. Jäggi and Kliewer (2020) believed that the positive attachment to the
correctional school translated into less delinquent behaviour (self-reported) in the
community. Unfortunately, they also found that the reduction in behaviour did not
improve the chances of an offender staying a full year in the community. This changed
if the offender was able to find work and/or remained in school (Jäggi & Kliewer,
2020).
There is little literature regarding incarcerated youth from diverse cultural
backgrounds taking advantage of the educational opportunities while incarcerated, but
Jäggi and Kliewer (2020) referenced three authors (Bloomberg et al., 2012; Cavendish,
2014; Steel et al., 2016) who identified that school performance in a correctional
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education program transferred to less recidivism, a stronger chance of continuing school
in the community, and access to post-secondary education and work, all across race and
ethnicity. There are two reports, both out of the United Kingdom that reference cultural
identity and educational opportunities based on the correctional education programs
within the facilities. A report out of the United Kingdom focusing on culture and
access to education for young male offenders reported that White youth were not taking
advantage of educational opportunities in the correctional system as compared to Black
and ethnic minority youth (Maddern, 2010). The HM Inspectorate of Prisons and the
Youth Justice Board reported that, of males 15–18 years of age, 69% of White males are
being educated (as compared to 81% of Black and ethnic groups, with Muslims at 83%)
(Maddern, 2010). Approximately 75% of young male offenders and 83% of young
female offenders are involved in education in this report of 1162 individuals. (Maddern,
2010). A more recent report from the HM Inspectorate of Prisons and the Youth Justice
Board (2016), indicated that students from both secure training custody (STC) and
young offender institutions (YOI) reported that they felt their education while
incarcerated would serve them in the future.
In 2015–2016, students up to age 15 who were under the care of Her Majesty’s
judicial system (Britain) in three STC, privately run facilities were asked a number of
questions within an annual review. The results directly related to the students’
educational experiences while incarcerated and can be found in Table 2.1, based on
ethnicity/culture. The total respondents were different in each category (no explanation
given within the research), so percentages were able to speak to each group for
comparison. Each group might only be separated by no more than five respondents. As
can be seen in Table 2.1, there was little discrepancy between all ethnic and non-ethnic
groups, as well as between groups, on their belief that their education while incarcerated
would be beneficial, with responses between 61% and 67%.
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Table 2.1
Comparison of The Percentage of Male and Female Students Based on Ethnicity or
Culture Who Believe Their Education While Incarcerated Will Help Upon Release—in a
Secure Training Center age 12–18 year

Question

Black/
Ethnic

NonBlack/
Ethnic

Do you think your
education here will
help you once you
leave?

64%

66%

NonNonRomany/
Muslim
Romany/
Muslim Gypsy
Gypsy
65%

65%

61%

67%

Note: From: “Children in custody 2015–2016. Appendices” by Her Majesty
Inspectorate of Prisons, Youth Justice Board, 2016,
(https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/wpcontent/uploads/sites/4/2016/11/ Children-in- Custody-Appendices-2015-16.pdf).
Copyright 2016 by Her Majesty Inspectorate of Prisons, Youth Justice Board.
In 2015–2016, male students aged 15–17 years residing in six young offender
institutions (YOI) in Her Majesty’s prison system (Britain) were asked a number of
questions within an annual review. The results of two of the education-based questions
are represented in Table 2.2, based on ethnicity/culture. The total respondents are
different in each category (no explanation given within the research) so percentages are
able to speak to each group for comparison. Each group may only be separated by no
more than five respondents.
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Table 2.2
Comparison of The Percentage of Male Students Based on Ethnicity or Culture Who
Believe Their Education While Incarcerated Will Help Upon Release in a Young
Offender Unit, age 15–18 years

Question
Do you currently
take part in any of
the following:
Education
For those who have
taken part in the
following activities
while in this
establishment, do
you think that they
will help you when
you leave prison:
Education

Black/
Ethnic

NonBlack/
Ethnic

Muslim

NonMuslim

NonRomany/
Romany/
Gypsy
Gypsy

64%

66%

65%

65%

61%

67%

59%

59%

60%

59%

70%

58%

Note: From: “Children in custody 2015–2016. Appendices” by Her Majesty
Inspectorate of Prisons, Youth Justice Board, 2016,
(https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/wpcontent/uploads/sites/4/2016/11/ Children-in- Custody-Appendices-2015-16.pdf).
Copyright 2016 by Her Majesty Inspectorate of Prisons, Youth Justice Board.
There is a notable difference between students 15 years and under and those 15–
18 years. For Black and Muslim students, the older group reported at lower percentages
the belief that education while incarcerated would be of benefit. This was not true in the
Gypsy/Romany group, which reported a 9% greater belief in education in the older
group over the younger group (Simonds, 2016). I have included a third question (Table
2.3) related to education to which respondents are first time being incarcerated or have
multiple incarcerations. There is no difference between students who are first time
incarcerated vs. multiple incarcerations with a significantly low expectation that their
present education will be of benefit.
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Table 2.3
The Percentage of First Time and Multiple Incarceration who are Engaged in
Education and who Believe Their Education While Incarcerated Will Help Upon
Release—Boys aged 15–18

Question

Do you currently take part in any of the
following:
Education
For those who have taken part in the
following activities while in this
establishment, do you think that they
will help you when you leave prison:
Education

1st Time
Incarcerated

Not 1st Time
Incarcerated

78%

73%

59%

59%

Note: From: “Children in custody 2015–2016. Appendices” by Her Majesty
Inspectorate of Prisons, Youth Justice Board, 2016,
(https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/wpcontent/uploads/sites/4/2016/11/ Children-in- Custody-Appendices-2015-16.pdf).
Copyright 2016 by Her Majesty Inspectorate of Prisons, Youth Justice Board.
Colquitt-Turks (2019) identified that race was not statistically significant in
determining involvement in education while incarcerated. Her study was of a mixed
method exploratory design, similar in design to my research. The participant group
(n=100) were male and female adult offenders who identified as Unknown, Asian,
Hispanic, White, or Black (47.8%), and were confined to a county correctional facility
in the southeast United States.
Research has identified that incarcerated students can achieve academic success
while attending correctional education schools. With respect to meeting the needs of
students with exceptionalities, there are identified gaps even though the levels of
exceptionalities are high.
Special Education
Corrado and Cohen (2002), in their study of Aboriginal youth offenders (note
that these youth self-reported), found that 33% of males and 18% of females had been
diagnosed with ADHD; 62% of males and 61% of females reported getting angry easily;
and 23% of the sample in the study believed they had a mental disorder. Zang et al.
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(2011, as cited in Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2017) reported
that youth with disabilities enter the justice system earlier than without disabilities and
are at higher risk of reoffending. With respect to youth involved in the juvenile justice
system, Geib et al. (2011, p. 4) wrote that there is, “not a single research study
examining IDEA [Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004)] that has focused
on children and youth involved with the juvenile justice system.” One would think that
with the propensity of research related to the number of identified youth involved with
corrections, that some study/research would focus on the implementation of IDEA
(between 2004 and 2011), as this Act guarantees that youth with disabilities receive
services regardless of if they attend a mainstream school or are in custody. Knowing the
prevalence of incarcerated youth with special needs, this seems especially neglectful.
Since the Geib et al. (2011) comment there has been a number of research studies done
on incarcerated students that have been identified with special needs including
Grigorenko et al., (2015) and Miller (2019). Nine years after Geib et al. (2011) the 2020
report by Hockenberry and Sladky (2020) in the juvenile residential facility census 2018
indicated that 83% of the facilities had special education programs. This is a significant
number in that incarcerated students have a higher prevalence of special education
diagnosis as identified in 12 studies between 1987 and 2013 as identified in a systematic
review of the literature by Pyle et al. (2015).
In 2005, Baltodano et al. initiated research based on their findings that there was
little evidence related to educational achievement in juvenile corrections from the point
of ethnicity and disability. The results of their study have had an important impact on
my thesis, as it was found that the Native American youth had the lowest standard
scores on all of the Woodcock-Johnson III subtests used to assess reading and
mathematics skills, including word identification, reading fluency, passage
comprehension, work attack, calculations, and math fluency. This could be a null factor
since there were only three Native American students (3 of 186) and all were classified
as special needs. The mean standard score for identified students was statistically
significant, approximately 10 standard score points below non-identified youth, with all
three Native American students scoring four (mean) standard deviations below the
mean. It was reported that between 24% and 50% of youth incarcerated had a special
education disability, though this variance may be due to different jurisdictions’
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definitions of disability (Bullock & McArthur, 1994; Morgan, 1979; Rutherford et al.,
2002; The National Center on Education, Disability and Juvenile Justice, n.d.).
According to Malmgren et al. (1999), who examined 515 youth of no recorded
ethnic background (almost 10% identified as special needs) over seven years, there is a
link between learning disability and delinquency. Ruling out environment, culture, and
economic factors, they found there was no direct relationship between a learning
disability and delinquency, and believed other studies did not account for age, ethnicity,
or socioeconomic status. The drawback to this study was that the researchers used a
self-report questionnaire. The Malmgren et al. (1999) research was refuted in a
literature review by Rutherford et al. (2002) 3 years later.
Reflecting on these conflicting observations, the state of educational
programming for special needs was examined in the system.
In one of the first large-scale studies (n=1,337) Grigorenko et al. (2015) report
juveniles in their study scored low on the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) (agenormed assessment) Reading subtest (13% of youth on the Word-Level Reading, 14%
on the Text-Level Reading) and 14% scored low on the WRAT Mathematics subtest.
As for grade equivalency, students were in grades 5 to 12 but scored between grades 1
to 9 on the WRAT grade-equivalent.
Miller (2019) conducted research at a juvenile detention center which included
interviews, observations and a review of documents in which to answer the question:
“what are the underlying processes that need to occur to implement special education
services and adhere to IDEA (2004) regulations in a juvenile detention center?” (Miller,
2019, p. 6). Miller found that:
1. Special education coordination must ensure all parties are aware of a
student’s IEP with clear expectations and communication.
2. Strong site administrator relationships assists relationships between detention
center and outside agencies.
3. A strong relationship between the detention center and outside agency is
needed for such things as access to information and establishing trust.
Meeting the needs of identified youth was a common focus for a select group of
researchers (Leone, Harris, Gagnon, Jolivette, Rutherford, Baltodano, and Vitolo among
others), and an entire journal is dedicated to correctional education (Journal of
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Correctional Education). The National Center on Education, Disability and Juvenile
Justice also exists. Gagnon and Barber (2010) reported that there were few studies on
academic achievement of identified youth in correctional educational settings. What is
known is that identified youth are far below their peers with respect to academic
achievement (Baltodano et al., 2005; Harlow, 2003; Krezmein et al., 2008 in Cavendish,
2014).
Earlier research agrees that identified students may not be receiving the supports
they need in correctional education programs (Gagnon et al., 2009; Geib et al., 2011;
Leone et al., 1986) but Hockenberry and Shadky (2020), as previously mentioned have
identified that 83% of juvenile correctional education provides special education
programs Problems identified include lack of knowledge of curriculum and lack of
strategies identified by effective school research (Meisel et al., 1998); no standards for
special education programs in correctional centers despite policy for improving
correctional education in the United States (The National Center on Education,
Disability and Juvenile Justice, n.d.); and 11 other issues identified by Geig et al.
(2011), just to scratch the surface. In a 1994 study by Leone, eight visits over a oneyear period were conducted in juvenile facilities in a large Midwestern state, and
involved classroom observations, case conference meetings, student file reviews, staff
and student interviews, as well as policy documents. Teachers, psychologists,
principals, and students were interviewed. Eleven of the 15 students were identified as
having special needs. There were several positive findings that included provision of
programs involving math, language, social studies, music, art, and home economics; and
vocational programs with some computer-aided instruction. On the negative side,
findings included provision of special educational services to students only if they were
previously identified in their host schools, and Individual Education Plans (IEP) not
being attended to for as long as three months.
Once again, a common theme is that programming is driven by the institution,
for example, by security and not education. Leone (1994) and Young et al. (2010)
found that there was little attention paid to pedagogy, best practices for identified
students, or state or federal requirements. Of importance in Leone (1994), was that
student interviews were one-to-one without supervision, which would allow students to
be more candid. Recommendations in the literature included improved screening,
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identification, and teacher education/certification, as well as non-academic supports
important to improving student services (Bullock & McArthur, 1994; Gagnon & Barber,
2010; Geib et al., 2011; Leone, 1994; Meisel et al., 1998; Rutherford et al., 2002;
Taymans & Corley, 2001; The National Center on Education, Disability and Juvenile
Justice, n.d.). Geib et al. (2011) reported on a program initiated by the state of
Connecticut, in which the state’s correctional system chose to alleviate issues affecting
juveniles in detention. Important messages included the lack of relevant research, lack
of evidence-based practices, and the building of relationships with the correctional staff.
My research can serve as a stepping stone to possible implementation of
recommendations for future studies, including the results of this thesis.
As noted, there is a historic lack of special education programming in
correctional education programs, and there is also a lack of ethnicity/race-based
planning and education.
Ethnicity/Race-Focused Education
Baltodano et al. (2005) conducted a study on students in an Arizona correctional
facility, and three Indigenous students were included in this study. Of the three, all were
identified as qualifying for special education support using WJIII measures (WoodcockJohnson III test for cognitive abilities), and were approximately four standard deviations
below the mean. As late as 2005, Baltodano et al. reported that there were few studies
related to ethnicity and disability with respect to academic performance.
In 2009, Baltodano, along with Harris, Ball, Jolivette, and Malcahy (Harris et al.
2009), studied reading achievement in incarcerated youth in three geographic regions in
the United States, and set out to test the hypothesis that reading achievement among
incarcerated youth has not improved in over 30 years. They used three WJIII subtests.
What was different to earlier studies was that age, ethnicity, and disability were all
indicators they examined. Results showed that European Americans scored higher than
the two other main groups of African American and Hispanic incarcerated youth. Of
interest was that, of the non-identified students, European Americans scored within the
average range on language tests, African Americans scored average on one test and one
standard deviation below on another, and Hispanic students scored lower than both
groups, but this may have been due to this group being largely English language learners
(ELL). The researchers make a point in mentioning that the scores were not a reflection
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of the correctional education system. Identified youth were 1–1.5 standard deviations
from the mean.
Ewert et al. (2014) identified that between 1980 and 2010 the academic levels of
Black inmates has decreased while the academic levels of the same age group (20–34
years) that were not incarcerated have gone up. In 2010 61.8% of Black offenders did
not have a high school diploma or GED, which is up from 52.7% in 1980. There was
less of a difference when comparing high school graduation or GED with a rate of
30.6% in 2010 down from 34.3% in 1980.
Of the recommendations from the Harris et al. (2009) study, one
recommendation identified the need to avoid methodologies that required students to
access the same programming model, regardless of language, culture, or achievement
levels. Two of the other recommendations relate to my thesis, and are: (a) correctional
educators should teach within a culturally responsive literacy framework and, (b) future
studies should focus programming on the community where the students will be
transitioned.
Culturally Centered Education. Since there is a lack of research on education
of ethnic groups in the correctional education system, it is important to look elsewhere
for information related to the education of marginalized groups overrepresented in the
correctional system. Culturally centered education is not a new concept and can shed
some light on the topic of ethnic education. Dei (2008), a Canadian researcher, wrote
about race, schooling, and the education of African youth. His contention was that
schooling must be community focused, in the sense that “education must cultivate a
sense of community and social responsibility” (Dei, 2008, p. 348–349). He advocated
that the issue of the community—questions of identity, representation, and education—
become a shared responsibility, thereby building a sense of the school belonging with
the community. I find this focus to be shared by the Ontario Royal Commission on
Learning, who encouraged “the school to act as the hub for community involvement in
education” (Chabot, n.d., p. 7), and by the quote, “A good school is the price of peace in
the community” (Franklin, n.d., as cited in Education 1[Schools and schooling], n.d.).
Dei believed there was a greater impact on the student with this holistic approach (Dei,
2008).
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Education must acknowledge the role of culture and identity and work with
“ancestral cultural knowledge retentions” (Dei, 2008, p. 348), and a sense of community
and social responsibility must be cultivated by education (Dei, 2008). The
acknowledgment of a student’s ethnic/racial identity was important to ensure that all
students were not treated in a similar manner when it came to teaching and learning.
This was supported by Dei (2008) with respect to educational practices, where some
educators “claim not to see racial identities” (Dei, 2008, p. 361). Dei (2008) saw
education as needing to address the invisibility of a highly visible group. This can be
described as cultural blindness, in that educators teach all students as equal, yet we
know that celebrating diversity is important to self-esteem and voice.
In an action research project documented by Jannok Nutti (2014) Sámi teachers
reported on implementing culturally based lessons founded on everyday life and based
in the Banks (2004) multicultural orientation model, in this case Sámi and Western. The
lesson approaches consisted of (Jannok Nutti, 2014, p. 20):


The Contribution Approach– Sámi cultural thematic work with
ethnomathematical content.



The Additive Approach–Multi-cultural school mathematics with Sámi
cultural elements.



The Transformation Approach– Sámi intercultural mathematics teaching
(Banls, 2004; Jannok Nutti, 2010).



The Social Action Approach– Sámi inter-cultural education based on
Sámi ontology and epistemology (Banks, 2004; Hirvoven, 2004; Jannok
Nutti, 2010).

These approaches fit well with Dei’s (2008) acknowledging the role of culture
and identity in education. As Sámi teachers they were adapting teaching in order to
effect Indigenous school transformation as ones that were part of the culture. This
approach does not meet the same standard of a culturally centred school but works to
combine two cultures to address the cultural shortcomings.
Dei (2008) believed that, in addition to a strong cultural identity, the macro
social politics of education needed to be addressed to revise education. Macro-politics
included curriculum, social organization of knowledge, policy, and history of education
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(Dei, 2008), and was also seen by Gemignani (1994) and Houchins et al. (2009). This
was important as it affected the school culture, climate, and environment that shaped the
learner’s identity. Dei (2008) recommended a need for educational alternatives, such as
African-centered schools (already in place in the Toronto District School Board, Ontario
in 2011). Indigenous education programs have been in existence in Thunder Bay,
Ontario since the new millennium, and community-initiated alternatives are found
throughout the province of Ontario. Also recommended was engaging Elders to teach
history, heritage, and culture.
Although there is a lack of research on the perception of educational success by
Indigenous students and teachers in correctional education programs, as well as
community members (including students’ families and Elders), there are studies that
have been referenced related to education in a correctional setting and the majority are
from the United States. Within this research, four major themes emerged:
1. The poor state of the educational system in correctional facilities was not
meeting the needs of students.
2. Students did have success in these institutions despite the conditions (24-hour
supervision, lack of privacy, controlled movement, impersonal atmosphere).
3. There was little research on ethnic/cultural groups, specifically in these schools.
4. There was a lack of qualitative research that incorporated all the stakeholder
perspectives of students, teachers, and community into one research design.
The indication was that students, as well as parents, should have a voice, but no
study had involved all three groups—students, teachers, and community.
Some research involved using student and teacher voice to describe what makes
an effective correctional education or mainstream education teacher, yet very little
research exists that draws upon the perspectives of what students in correctional
educational settings need or want for their own education and what can be effective for
them.
The Correctional Education Voice
A key component in my thesis is the Indigenous student perspective and it has
been demonstrated that there is a severe absence of this key perspective in the research
literature. In the previously mentioned study of Canadian corrections by Latimer and
Casey Foss (2004), there was some feedback from incarcerated Indigenous youth from
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sharing circles. From the sharing circles it was recorded that there was “a clear appetite
amongst most participants for traditional Aboriginal programming that focused on
culture and spirituality” and that “a clear understanding of Aboriginal culture would be
beneficial to their rehabilitation” (Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004, p. 17). The role of the
educator is of equal importance.
A study for the Office of Justice Programs’ National Criminal Justice Reference
Service by Benner et al. (2017) which looked at Washington State’s education programs
in juvenile detention centers, specifically curriculum and instructional practices
identified that teachers self-reported a low level of self-efficacy in 10 of the 16 centers.
Only “39% (n=18) of the participants felt they ‘rarely’ or ‘sometimes’ have trainings
they needed to do their job well” (Benner et al., 2017, p. 16). With “56% (n=26) of the
participants agreed that the training activities were ‘often’ or ‘always’ relevant to their
needs” (Benner et al., 2017, p. 16). Training suggestions included i) 65% wanting
professional development in behavioral intervention, ii) 63% wanted training in
educating students with disabilities, iii) 61% requested training in instructional
strategies, iv) 61% wished training in transitions, v) 57% requested training in literacy
instruction, vi) 54% wanted training in assessment, and vii) 44% wished training in
classroom management. Seventy six percent of the teachers felt peers and
administration took education seriously with 82% feeling the school provides for the
students’ academic needs (30% always, 52% often). With respect to instructional
resources, teacher’s perceptions indicated that i) 77%—resources were appropriate for
student’s needs ii) 58%—resources were appropriate for student interest, iii) 33%—the
library includes an adequate selection of print and digital educational support resources,
iv) 65%—availability of computer was adequate, v) 61%—supplies adequate. School
climate is reported as positive with 96% of the teachers feeling the school provides a
safe and caring environment (Benner et al., 2017). Recommendations in the report
include annual assessment of capacity to make evidence-based improvements,
specifically school climate, community engagement, highly effective classroom
practices, academic engagement, and co-ordinated transition reports (Benner et al.,
2017). Other recommendations include: consistent delivery of programming across all
institutions, promotion of professional development activities, and the implementation
of a program to ready students for their futures (Benner et al., 2017). What is unique to
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this study from the others is that the teaching faculty was identified by ethnicity with a
range of ethnicities being identified (White–41; Hispanic or Latino–1; American Indian
or Alaskan Native–1; Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander–1; Multiracial–2) (Benner et
al., 2017). The teachers at the 16 institutions reflected a relatively positive report on the
educational programming as compared to deficiencies seen in other jurisdictions over
the last 20 years. The important theme is the need for teacher training over a range of
topics.
The question of whether a teacher’s characteristics are an influence on student
success may be answered, in part, by Wright (2004) and Mageehon (2006). Wright
(2004) conducted a study that involved interviewing teachers at adult facilities in
western Canada. He examined the notion of caring as important in the eyes of the
teachers, and as it related to the successes of the student, with the key being the
student/teacher relationship that resulted in student motivation. The respondents were
all female educators and the subjects were all adults, so the male teacher and juvenile
perspectives were absent. Mageehon (2006) interviewed nine adult women in a U.S.
halfway house who were taking classes to prepare for their GED. This group was
equally ethnically divided in that one third was Black, one third was Hispanic, and one
third was White. She found that compassion, openness, and caring by the teacher were
important, as were one-on-one instruction and knowing student needs, since low
educational ability levels could cause embarrassment. One-on-one attention was the
most telling indicator of a good teacher in the eyes of these high-risk students. A
limitation of this study was that what Mageehon observed in the classroom did not
necessarily match the students’ perception of a good teacher, even though students
reported the classroom teacher as good. Even though triangulation was part of the study
(giving the reports from interviews and notes to the students for clarification, gathering
data numerous ways, and having prior knowledge in correctional education settings),
there were some shortcomings in the methodology. These include giving gift cards to
the participants (an incentive), other participants joining the study for the stipend, and
observations not matching interview responses. It could be said that the subjects only
participated in order to receive the incentive, which might be seen as a reward. No other
studies go in-depth into students’ perspectives of programming and pedagogy.
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Wright, in 2005, made a number of comments concerning prison teaching
cultures that have been reinforced in the literature review on corrections, and their
inherent connection to juvenile education. He noted that the little research that has been
done on prison teaching culture “though much of the literature on prison teaching
implicitly defines and describes these cultures and their (dis)connections to the takenfor-granted assumptions of prison authorities and prison operations.” (Wright, 2005, p.
21). As a correctional officer and now a school administrator in a regular education
setting, I can clearly see the similarities and differences between educational and
correctional cultures and where the two cultures may clash.
Wright (2005) also commented on what he believed were the five stages a
teacher in correctional education passed through and, no matter the years of experience,
could be in at any stage. At stage five, the teacher is identified as giving a great deal of
effort into bringing community, and its norms and values, into the school. As Wright
put it, they are focused on achieving biculturalism. Of the two major demographics
repeatedly identified as being overrepresented in the literature on corrections and
correctional education—students with special needs and ethnically diverse groups—
there is scant literature on educational needs and evidence-based practice, though more
with respect to ethnic groups. Perhaps there is no need for research, or perhaps these
groups, be they Black, Hispanic, Asian, First Nations, Métis, Inuit, Native American, or
Alaska Native, have been grossly neglected. Gehring (n.d.) and Eggleston and Tracy
(1999) do mention the need for teachers to be aware of individual student needs,
including academics, culture, and community diversity.
Looking at teachers perceptions from another angle, the ten retired correctional
teachers (3) and administrators/managers (7) in Rice (2019, p. 76) identified that they
“were not equipped to educate offenders” with the skills to not reoffend but the positive
influence of teachers on students and the reduced possibility of recidivism was identified
by the majority of teachers.
My thesis focuses on two specific groups: incarcerated Indigenous students and
their teachers. In order to put responses from these key players into perspective, one
must understand their self-declared educational needs as seen through my research,
since the individuals themselves are truly the ones to determine relevance and
effectiveness. Indigenous education is a sensitive topic in many countries. An
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understanding of this issue, regardless of whether there is unanimous agreement in the
literature or conflicting opinion, is important to the context of my thesis.
This chapter has provided a picture of how Indigenous students have been
overrepresented in the judicial system and have become part of a correctional education
program. Research has shown that incarcerated Indigenous youth have a high rate of
special needs and that correctional education programs have underserved students with
special needs, as well as students who have a cultural background different from the
dominant culture. Chapter 3 provides a framework of theories, practices, and
methodologies that have influenced this study. Chapter 3 also examines the methods of
data collection and analysis employed as part of this exploratory study. Challenges and
limitations are described at the end of the chapter.
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methods
Overall Research Question
The intent of this research is to understand the perceived effectiveness of
correctional education programming from the perspectives of the key stakeholder groups
involved in the education of Indigenous young offenders—the self-identified students
and the teachers of these students—and as it relates to addressing Indigenous students’
cultural needs and academic success. My intent was to also include the caregivers
associated with the students but as was noted in Chapter 1 this did not occur. During my
thesis proposal, the inclusion of this group was questioned (and rightly so) due to the
availability and willingness of these members to participate, yet I believed I would be
able to engage this group in the research. Though there was no way for me to know the
home communities of the youth that volunteered to participate in the research, I believed
wholeheartedly that I would be able to gather a number of participants for a circle
interview given that a percentage of students would likely be from the communities
where the youth correctional centers were located.
Unfortunately, the family/caregiver and Elder group is not part of my research
due to a number of circumstances. First, the Young Offenders Act (1984–2003)
changed to the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) (Government of Canada, 2013) and
included the positive consequence that juvenile justice is now approached from a
restorative practice viewpoint that ensures youth stay in their home communities as
much as possible. Other circumstances included the lack of student participants from
local communities, difficulty establishing a relationship with local Native Friendship
Centers, and a Friendship Center respectfully declining to aid in participant recruitment.
Two Friendship Centers did not establish communication with me after I had contacted
them, and another one was removed from the list after I was unable to recruit students
and staff from the local youth correctional center. The Friendship Center that declined
to participate identified that I had not met their criteria for engagement in research
projects, most notably that I was not able to involve them in co-development of the
research as it had already been given academic approval.
Communities may still have declined to participate even if it was possible for
them to be involved in the design of the research. As an outside researcher, and if given
the opportunity, any future research would involve continued engagement with Elders
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outside of the community and local community organizations, so they could be included
in the development of methodologies and information gathering tools. That is, I would
involve the community in the conceptualization of the research and not just give them
the opportunity to participate in a research project I have already designed.
Above all, through my attempts to create a working circle to gather the
family/caregiver and Elder perspective, I have learned that establishing a relationship
with Indigenous family/caregivers and Elders is a lengthy process, that patience is
paramount, and that this group is more apt to reach out if ready. I have a great respect
for this process and it was not taken lightly and by the conclusion of my research I was
still unable to make contact with any group in or near the towns where the youth
correctional centers are located. As a result, there are only two stakeholders represented
in this research: the Indigenous students and their teachers.
When deciding on a research question, I wanted to put in the foreground the
perspectives of the stakeholders. This parallels Mertens’ (2012) moral questions that
were based on her definition of axiology as it relates to transformative research. “How
can I show respect for cultures that have been historically denigrated?” and “How can I
incorporate the voices of members of communities that have not traditionally had a seat
at the table when decisions about what is ethical and not ethical are made?” (Mertens,
2012, p. 805).
Research Questions Guiding This Research
These research questions are at the center of the educational triangle created
from the intersection of three cultures—Indigenous, Educational, and Correctional. The
correctional education program(s) connects these three entities. In order to understand
perceived program effectiveness, the key research questions were answered through
secondary questions. Markers for perceived success were identified in four areas. All
four of these areas—academic success, public confidence, health and well-being, and
cultural significance—were identified by the Ontario Ministry of Education.
Cultural dynamics are directly related to the approach the educational institution
takes on the education process and are distinctly culturally significant. Academic
markers include credit accumulation and difference in mark attainment. Public
confidence, from non-academic indicators, is a subjective marker and applies more
specifically to the students’ perspectives. Both of these markers (academic and public
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confidence) are related to Learning For All: A Guide to Effective Assessment and
Instruction for all Students, Kindergarten to Grade 12 (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2013a) and Ontario First Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework
(Ontario Ministry of Education. Aboriginal Education Office, 2007), documents from
the Ontario Ministry of Education.
Cultural dynamic markers include assessment practices, teaching strategies,
pedagogy, curriculum, accommodation, and student voice. Health & well-being
markers include a safe and caring environment focus. These last two markers, cultural
dynamics and health and well-being, are derived from research on Indigenous ways of
learning and the Ontario Ministry of Education document School Effectiveness
Framework: A Support for School Improvement and Student Success (SEF) (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2013d) respectfully.
Key Research Question #1
Are incarcerated Indigenous students’ educational needs met through attention to
cultural dynamics and student need?
Secondary Questions
What is the extent of culturally responsive teaching
(strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/accommodation of individual learning ways,
assessment, student voice, and cultural preference) for Indigenous students in
correctional education programs?
What practices/strategies do teachers use to accommodate Indigenous students based on
culturally responsive teaching and individual student needs?
Are students engaged (interest, behavior) and has academic success (credit
accumulation, average mark, learning goals, and work habits) improved in the
correctional education setting compared to their time in a regular school setting?
Key Research Question #2
Do correctional education programs instill public confidence from the stakeholder
groups?
Secondary Questions
Does the absence or presence of culturally responsive teaching impact student success
indicators (credit accumulation, average mark) of incarcerated Indigenous students?
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Does the absence or presence of culturally responsive teaching influence social impact
on education (health and welfare, self-worth, behavior in class, acceptance to school
climate, interaction) of incarcerated Indigenous students?
Key Research Question #3
Do social contexts of the institution, such as forms of communication, social order, and
connection have an effect on Indigenous students’ success and a teacher’s ability to
teach?
Significance of the Research
Historically, Indigenous students have struggled academically and have been
labeled as low achievers upon examination of academic milestones, such as completion
of elementary school, credit accumulation, graduation rates from secondary school, and
attendance at postsecondary institutions (Canadian Council on Learning, 2007; Castagno
& Brayboy, 2008; Deyhle, 1995; Education Counts, 2020; Institute of Educational
Science, 2020; Kelly-Scott & Smith, 2015; Ledlow, 1992; Office of the AuditorGeneral, 2016; Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2018; Ontario Ministry of
Education. Aboriginal Education Office, 2007; Perreault, 2009; St. Germaine, 1995;
Statistics Canada, 2011a, 2011b; Statistics Canada, 2016b, 2016c; Statistics Canada,
2017; Statistics Canada, 2018b; United States Department of Education, National Center
for Educational Statistics, 2020b). It has also been shown that Indigenous students have
higher than average dropout rates (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada, 1996; Beaulieu, 2000; Hodson & Kitchen, 2015; Institute of Educational
Science, 2020; Kelly-Scott, 2016; Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998; Office of the
Auditor General, 2012; Ontario Ministry of Education. Aboriginal Education Office,
2007; Statistics Canada, 2001; Statistics Canada, 2011b; Statistics Canada, 2016c;
Statistics Canada, 2017; United States Department of Education, National Center for
Educational Statistics, 2020a). In addition to this is the disproportionate number of
Indigenous people in provincial and federal correctional institutions (Bittle et al., 2002;
Correctional Services Canada, 2003; Gilmore, 2010; Government of Canada, 1999;
Kong, 2009; Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004; Malakieh, 2017, 2019, 2020; Munch, 2012;
National Crime Prevention Center, 2012; Office of the Correctional Investigator, 2013;
Statistics Canada, 2001; Statistics Canada, 2015; Statistics Canada, 2018a; Statistics
Canada, 2019a; Statistics Canada, Correctional Services Program, 2016). There is a
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demonstrated correlation between incarceration and poor academic performance of
Indigenous peoples, as seen in the level of achievement of incarcerated Indigenous
adults (Corrado & Cohen, 2002; Hjalmarsson, 2008, as cited in Ward & Williams, 2015;
Makarios et al., 2017 and Kirk & Sampson, 2013, as cited in Ward & Williams, 2015;
Makarios et al., 2017; Moore, 2003; Weebink et al., 2013). Young Indigenous students,
aged 16–17, who are incarcerated for any length of time in a correctional facility in
Ontario, Canada are required to attend an educational program. Seeing as there are two
significant challenges for these students—academic inconsistencies and incarceration—
the prospect of success may seem dim.
In the 2017 report from the Government of Canada titled First Nations
Education Transformation: Engagement 2016–2018, Indigenous youth expressed some
important issues on First Nation education. I am including this long quote as it
identifies the needs of this population, and many of these issues are addressed in this
exploratory study. Students identified that:
The importance of First Nation language, culture and, history to education was
expressed by youth across the country. Respondents wanted to see First Nation
culture become part of the curriculum, noting how essential it is to preserve First
Nation traditions. There should be classes on Indigenous culture offered at every
grade and students should be taught outdoors, on-the-land as much as possible.
Traditional language classes should also be offered, as should language
immersion, giving students a chance to practice First Nation languages every day.
Youth respondents stressed that the effects of historical trauma can still be felt
today, which can make learning difficult. In addition, participants mentioned the
importance of integrating Indigenous knowledge into classes, including links to
environmental sustainability. Many youth felt that Elders should be involved in
schools more often. Overall, the teaching of language, culture and history to First
Nation students was linked to a stronger sense of pride in students’ First Nation
identity. (First Nations Education Transformation: Engagement 2016–2018,
Youth Summary, para. 2)
Western educational systems are based on a Eurocentric framework that uses a
philosophical approach to mass education and assessment (standardized testing)
designed to assess one’s ability to extract learned information (Ermine, 1995, as cited in
Battiste, 2002), and not on “knowledge that comes from introspection, reflection,
meditation, prayer, and other types of self-directed learning” (Ermine, 1995, as cited in
Battiste, 2002, p.16). A correctional education program may meet or exceed the
immediate needs of these identified students academically (from a credit accumulation
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and knowledge viewpoint), socially (from the use of Indigenous-based pedagogy,
assessment, and learning strategies), and culturally (culturally responsive education).
Success is relevant to the individual, and comparison of qualitative and quantitative data
revealed some interesting results, as did the comments from the stakeholders
themselves. The analysis and interpretation of my research, as well as the discussion
points, will serve to maintain or improve effective programming to meet incarcerated
Indigenous students’ needs.
Wilson (2003, p. 171) wrote, “Indigenous researchers have often had to explain
how their perspective is different from that of the dominant-system scholars.” I have
accommodated this need for an Indigenous perspective by using the methodologies I
have chosen, and by embracing the different perspectives of the Indigenous students as
they perceived their experience.
“It is vital that education be improved through a process of attentive listening
rather than imposition of inappropriate pedagogy, curriculum and lack of meaningful
personal relationships with the community” (Coleman-Dimon, 2000, p. 43). ColemanDimon is an Australian researcher who has roots in the Wiradjuri Nation in Australia.
Coleman-Dimon’s comment resulted from findings from her research on protocols for
consultation and improving relationships between the Aboriginal community and nonAboriginal teachers. It is imperative that the correctional education community be
involved in my research, not just the involvement of Indigenous students but also the
teachers. This study was not about my perspective, but of the stakeholders’ perspectives.
A Review of Theoretical and Methodological Frameworks
Historically, Indigenous students have struggled with the European-based
educational systems deployed in Canada. The government of Canada and the province
of Ontario appear committed to meeting the needs of Indigenous students in any
educational establishment, including a correctional education program. The nature of
this research is to examine the perceived effectiveness of correctional education
programs located in correctional institutions in northern Ontario. Perception can be
extremely open-ended, as each subject may have their own knowledge or opinion on
what success is, and responses and dialogue will be informed by an individual’s unique
history, background, and experience. In conducting research focused on the three
admittedly sensitive cultural realms of Indigenous peoples, education, and corrections,
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my approach to the research involved considerable planning since there were parties that
might be resistant and there were approaches to obtaining data that were more
appropriate. The intent of this review of theoretical and methodological frameworks is
to examine the influences that have driven the research and research design process.
Theory and practice have been incorporated into the research from various areas in order
to meet the aims of not only answering the research question but to honour the voices of
the stakeholders and adhere to community guidelines and protocols.
As there is no hypothesis associated with my research, I reviewed a number of
theories that became relevant as participants shared their stories and as data are
analyzed. These theories may have an influence and/or impact on the results of the
research. “May” is the defining word, as again the intention of the research is not to
prove or disprove any theory but to understand points of view in a highly specific
context. Regardless of the impact each theory may have on the students and teachers,
there nonetheless has been research to support such influences. To be clear, the
objective of this research is to obtain a rich, subjective view of education in correctional
education programs, specifically in relation to the Indigenous student population. Each
theory has inherent connection to the other, as will become evident.
When framing my research and accompanying theory base, I was drawn to three
theories: cultural discontinuity theory, labeling theory, and resistance theory. The
connection I had with the theories was a result of being both an educator working in a
Section 20 classroom (students with high needs and behavioral concerns) in an alternate
school setting with students who were typically underachieving and had common
resistance concerns, and as a correctional officer working with young offenders in a
secure custody facility. My beliefs arose as I witnessed students in these educational
and correctional environments, as well as the teachers, correctional officers, families,
and peers.
Methodologically, a number of approaches were brought together and adapted
into my research design to incorporate stakeholder perspective and ensure validity and
change. Indigenous methodologies and participatory research were two approaches to
obtaining a wealth of subjective data that reflect both an individual and social influence.
Capturing the unique situation experienced by the participants is only a snapshot
occurring within their social, political, and historical context (Creswell, 2003), and thus
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the research cannot be easily generalized to any other populations besides those studied.
The theories and methodological approaches were based on the research questions and a
transformative strategy of inquiry, and as such the research is intended to effect change
where needed, associated with a real-world oriented knowledge claim (Creswell, 2003,
p. 6).
Cultural Discontinuity Theory
When referring to Indigenous populations, there is a great deal of evidence to
confirm the negative impact of forced cultural change. In addition to this, some of the
Indigenous students involved in this research moved to a correctional education program
from a regular secondary school; some moved from their home in the isolated north to a
school in an urban area where they were boarded; and some were from a remote
community school. Regardless of their starting point, the lives of the students
drastically changed in a secure correctional facility with little freedom, no privacy, and
little or no family involvement or contact.
In 1982, Ogbu (1982) identified that cultural discontinuity theory (CDT), and the
ethnographic study of the education system, dated back six decades, and in 2021 it dates
back close to a century. CDT maintains that the communication differences between
cultures, specifically the dominant culture’s dictation of policy, process, and
programming in schools, are in conflict with the home culture, thereby causing some
form(s) of failure academically, socially, and/or behaviorally. The theory maintains that
(minority) students fail in school because they are “provided with culturally different
learning environments” (Philips, 1976, as cited in Ogbu, 1982, p. 291). This different
environment takes on the identity of the differences in general cultural values, or
specific cultural domains, such as roles of interaction, rules of communication, social
competence, rules of behavior for achievement, and cognitive skills (Ogbu, 1982).
Simplistically, discontinuity is the lack of assimilation between two cultures, usually
between a dominant culture and a subjugated culture.
Traditional CDT maintains that communication, language, and pedagogy have
the main influence on minority students’ lack of success in school. St. Germaine (1995)
described CDT as containing elements from cultural differences theory, in which
teachers need to learn and adapt to the language and culture of their students, and
sociolinguistic theory, which believes that issues arise from cultural and linguistic
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differences of interaction. Communication can take the form of verbal and non-verbal
communication, which can both be misinterpreted. The theory originated in opposition
to what were seen as highly negative deficit theories of cultural-deprivation and genetic
inferiority.
There are those who are proponents and those who are opponents of CDT.
However, there is some credence to this theory as there is a preponderance of work
related to Indigenous education and the need to maintain cultural values and practices in
the education system, including Antone (2003), Anuik et al. (2010), Au (1980), Deyhle
(1995), and Verwoord et al. (2011). We cannot discuss cultural discontinuity as an issue
without discussing the difference in cultures between the dominant Anglo education
system and many students’ home cultures.
From a language perspective, Lovelace and Wheeler (2006) referenced
numerous authors’ research and concluded that a number of groups, including Native
Americans, may have decreased success in school due to the differences in the
functional use of language in school. In their opinion, cultural discontinuity was not a
result of a difference in language between student and teacher, as this can be inevitable,
but the persistence of educators to “invalidate, penalize, or directly punish students who
use cultural-specific language characteristics of their home environment to communicate
in school settings” (Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006, p. 304). This mirrored Freed and Pena
(2002, as cited in Rasmussen et al., 2004), who noted that communication and lack of
trust between the community and educational system were barriers to providing an
empowering education to Native students. Linguistically, interaction styles that differ
between cultures may also cause success issues. In the 1960s, sociolinguistic
anthropologists identified that communication differences between teachers and students
affected students’ success (Erickson, 1987). Students who did not follow the traditional
interaction in language, which is more passively oriented, or other educational
conventions tended to suffer consequences or suffer from being described negatively
(Erickson, 1987; Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006).
In support of the inclusion of home language, some research reinforced the use
of home language characteristics for student success, including Au (1980) and Piestruo
(1973, as cited in Erickson, 1987). Unfortunately, the majority of teachers in North
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America continue to teach in an Anglo-oriented format, which has not changed in
centuries, despite the fact that the student population is becoming more heterogeneous.
One opponent to the traditional cultural discontinuity hypothesis is Ogbu, who
maintained that the theory does not explain the effects of discontinuities that all children
experience. He also believed that CDT does not address the larger social context
(Ledlow, 1992). In Ogbu’s view, the theory must be refined and differentiated into
three parts—universal, primary, and secondary cultural discontinuity. According to
Ogbu, universal discontinuities are those which all children experience; primary
discontinuities are experienced by landed immigrants; and the secondary group, or
caste-like minorities, are those minorities who have a history in the country. This castelike group includes African Americans, Mexican Americans, and Native Americans.
Schooling for these identified groups is from a dominant culture perspective (Anglo),
and thus schooling is seen as a threat to their culture (Deyhle, 1995). Universally,
school exhibits a different culture than home culture, as the relationships, organization,
achievement, and standardized testing are all different from the home. Regardless of
one’s traditional family culture, they are two different entities.
According to Ogbu, secondary discontinuity develops after a group has been
exposed to the dominant culture for a period of time or has participated in an institution
that is dominated by a dominant culture, such as school. Educationally, secondary
discontinuities are structural differences between the dominant and subordinate groups
and cannot be taken out of context. They are less specific, stylistic and diffuse, and
assimilation will not occur as long as the structural discontinuities remain (Ogbu, 1982).
Caste-like groups, such as Indigenous groups, have become members of the society
involuntarily.
Others reported that a lack of awareness (e.g., a teacher correcting the use of a
student’s cultural communication style) develops into a negative behavior intention
toward the student by the educational system. This negative behavior intention can
result in student resistance, the development of “oppositional cultural patterns”
(Erickson, 1987, p. 348), and a degradation of the student/teacher relationship (Erickson,
1987). Ogbu believed that school achievement was thwarted by minority groups due to
their belief that school success would not help them discontinue the cycle of poverty
brought on by racism. Erickson (1987) did not agree with this. However, Ogbu’s belief
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that students are thwarting their own success due to the perceived lack of opportunity
does support resistance theory. Erickson (1987) contended that communication and
culturally responsive pedagogy have the main influence on minority success. Lovelace
and Wheeler (2006) also believed that teachers need to teach in a culturally responsive
manner.
Labeling Theory
A number of studies involving secondary school students involved with the
justice system both confirm and refute labeling theory (Canada. Department of Justice,
2019; Hirschfield, 2003; Sweeten, 2006). The essence of labeling theory is that once one
is labeled, they are more likely to fulfill that expectation or label. This can be either a
positive or negative attainment depending on the label. Proponents of labeling theory
believe that the labels given to individuals produce the predicted behavior or educational
outcomes associated with the labels (“Essay: How Important are Labeling Theories as
Explanations of Inequities of Educational Achievement,” 2011, para. 6).
Labeling theory has a number of foci, and typically research involving labeling
theory is related to deviance. I will focus on two approaches to labeling theory—
deviance and education—as they both are applicable to the participants in this research.
Labeling Theory and Deviance. Labeling theory implies that one is deviant
only if one is labeled as deviant. In 1938, Tannenbaum was one of the first to define
labeling theory related to deviance as, “The process of making the criminal, therefore, is
a process of tagging, defining, identifying, segregating, describing, emphasizing,
evoking the very traits that are complained of . . . The person becomes the thing he is
described as being.” [italics as in document] (Tannenbaum, 1938, as cited in Ellis, n.d.,
p. 191). As the theory applies, if one is labeled as deviant and they go against the predetermined norm, then they are deviant. Yet, one cannot assume that someone who is
labeled as deviant is indeed so. As Becker (1963) attested, labeling is not a true science
and some individuals may be labeled as deviant and are not so. This can have
detrimental effects, as labeling theory asserts that once one is labeled, the label may
become a self-fulfilling prophecy. From a young offender’s perspective, “stigmatising a
young offender for minor infractions at too early an age may lead into a criminal career”
(Ellis, n.d., p. 191).
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One of the underlying consequences of having a label with a negative
connotation is that the label is inherently hard to shake, hence the self-fulfilling
prophecy idea. Lemert (1967, as cited in Ellis, n.d.) referred to this as secondary
deviation, where the stigma and punishment associated with the act can make the crime,
or deviance, “become central facts of existence for those experiencing them, altering
psychic structure, and producing specialised organizations of social roles and selfregarding attitudes” Lemert (1967, as cited in Ellis, n.d., p. 191).
Labeling Theory and Education. From the educational perspective, labeling of
students in academics can cause failure where there should be none (Hjalmarsson, 2008,
as cited in Ward & Williams, 2015). Labeling can also occur culturally within the
educational system (Villegas, 1991). Students of European descent and some AsianAmerican groups in regular or special-education programs tend to be perceived by
teachers as having a higher intelligence and academic ability than African-American,
Native-American, and Latino-American students (Grossman, 1995, as cited in Gay,
2002b). Deyhle (1995) provided evidence to support labeling, as she described Navajo
students who all scored the national norm in mathematics being placed in the lowerlevel math classes when they entered high school. The principal of the high school
explained, “I didn’t look at the scores, and elementary grades are always inflated. Our
Navajo students always do better in the basic classes” (Deyhle, 1995, p. 415). In the
same school, low score levels (standardized testing) were blamed on the Navajo
students. The belief in that school was that Navajo students had difficulty due to
language and culture, and they were then labeled as learning disabled.
This same situation was reported by Gilbourne and Youdell (2000, as cited in
“Essay: How Important are Labeling Theories as Explanations of Inequities of
Educational Achievement,” 2011, para. 23). Failure by Afro-Caribbean students was
attributed to them being tested upon entering high school and being placed in lower
level classes, and remaining there for the duration of their education. The essay (2011,
para. 18) referred to studies (not identified) that suggested teachers labeled students,
consciously or not, from racial identifiers. Villegas (1991) explained the self-fulfilling
prophecy of educational labeling as follows:
In making judgements about the academic potential of individual students in the
class, the teacher develops different expectations for each student. Once formed,
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these expectations influence the interactions between teacher and student,
resulting in positive or negative student performance, aspirations, and selfconcept, which correspond to the teacher’s original assessment. (Villegas, 1991,
p. 3)
In fact, Hauser-Cram et al. (2003, as cited in Tyler et al., 2008) found that the
more teachers believed in a disconnect between their values toward education and those
of the parents of ethnic minority students, “the more teachers maintained inadequate
support for these students” (Hauser-Cram et al., 2003, as cited in Tyler et al., 2008, p.
290). In other words, teachers believed students were less competent if they believed
the students’ parents placed a different (usually lesser) value on education. With respect
to educational value discontinuity, teachers perceived ethnic minority students to have
poor literacy and mathematical skills if they believed that the parents’ values of
education were different from their own (Hauser-Cram et al., 2003, as cited in Tyler et
al., 2008). It has been speculated that teachers label students both by academic
performance as well as by behavior.
Hargreaves et al. (1975, as cited in “Essay: How Important are Labeling
Theories as Explanations of Inequities of Educational Achievement,” 2011, para. 3)
observed three stages that teachers progress through when labeling student behavior.
The first is the speculative stage, in which teachers form an opinion of the student from
their appearance, personality, likability, readiness to accept behavior expectations,
academic abilities, and willingness to work. The second stage is the elaboration stage,
in which teachers confirm or modify their opinion. The third stage, stabilization, is one
where the teacher believes they fully understand the student and leads to them
supporting or not supporting the student (Hargreaves et al., 1975, as cited in “Essay:
How Important are Labeling Theories as Explanations of Inequities of Educational
Achievement,” 2011, para. 4). For example, the unfocused behavior of a student can be
interpreted by one teacher as a lack of effort, by another teacher as a behavior problem,
by another teacher as a cognitive problem, and yet another teacher as exhaustion,
depending on the teacher’s experience or perceived understanding of the student.
Unfortunately, the incorrect labeling of students as academically or behaviourally at-risk
can lead students to struggle with breaking the label or easily fulfilling it, as they believe

135
that those whom they should trust, the teachers and administration, have given up on
them.
Resistance Theory
Resistance theory maintains that a number of interferences within the
educational system, both active and passive, may predispose those not in the dominant
culture to resist. These interferences may take the form of pedagogy, curriculum,
expectations of behavior (socially and learned), and intentional and unintentional bias or
prejudices from the faculty, and may serve to minimize the cultural background of these
individuals. Erickson (1987, as cited in Huffman, 2001, p. 25) asserted that the students
from minority ethnicities “actively resist and reject the implicit and explicit messages
attacking their ethnic identity.” Students actively resist the dominant culture to maintain
their own. For example, Deyhle (1995) documented how students and teachers played
out a racial conflict in the school, culturally, politically, and economically, and how the
Navajo students had “substantive ethical disagreements with the Anglo values
manifested in the schools” (Deyhle, 1995, p. 406). In her study, the Navajo resisted the
Anglo influence from an established and strong cultural base.
Resistance from caste-like minority groups, identified by Ogbu (n.d., as cited in
Deyhle, 1995), comes from the cultural characteristics developed after contact with the
dominant group. Resistance, according to Ogbu (n.d., as cited in Deyhle, 1995), might
be manifested in the school as truancy and delinquency; lack of effort in school,
including lack of work production; and a negative attitude toward education in general.
In other words, students actively refuse to comply in order to not lose their cultural
heritage, resulting in failure. For the students, “failure in school is a tacit cultural goal
that must be achieved” (McDermott, 1987, and Spindler, 1987, both as cited in St.
Germaine, n.d., para. 9). Since the dominant culture forces its beliefs and traditional
European education on the minority group, the minority group develops oppositional
cultural responses (Deyhle, 1995).
In support of resistance theory, Ogbu (n.d., as cited in Deyhle, 1995) contended
that the caste-like group might be consciously oppositional, rejecting the educational
system that has rejected them. This includes refusing to do the traditional expectations
of school, such as assignments and classwork, and unfortunately results in lack of
academic success. From this viewpoint, Ogbu made a case for active resistance, which
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unfortunately causes other issues, such as racial/ethnic tension, lack of economic and
employment success, and involvement with the justice system.
Another issue is the imbalance of effort on the part of the educational system to
engage minority students and change educational approaches to meet the student’s
needs, thereby possibly invoking labeling theory. Resistance to the dominant cultural
influence (in education), or merely miscommunication, might result in failure, as
students actively refuse to engage in the learning process as a protest to assimilation and
to stay true to their culture. Greenbaum and Greenbaum (1983) confirmed this as being
possible when they suggested that antagonistic behavior could be the result of
“inadvertent cultural differences in communication styles” (Greenbaum & Greenbaum,
1983, p. 30).
Another point of view with respect to resistance theory, or oppositional theory, is
the view of Solorzano and Delgado-Bernal (2001, pp. 317–319), who found there to be
four types of student resistance. The first is resistance with no awareness of the
dominant culture and no social justice agenda. The second resistance is self-defeating
behavior with no social justice goal but some knowledge of social imbalance. The third
form of resistance takes the form of conformity and adoption of dominant behaviors,
where students have a knowledge of social injustice but fail to act. The last form of
resistance, labeled transformative, takes the form of action/opposition to bring about
social justice and can be seen as challenging of curriculum and pedagogy to change
negative expectations.
With respect to Indigenous students who are dealing with justice-related issues,
all three of these theories may apply. Labeling theory and resistance theory may have
an influence on programming; however, as mentioned earlier, it is not my intent to prove
or disprove any theory, and participant responses may hold some insight into
correctional education programming. My thoughts parallel those of Deyhle (1995), who
believed that both a traditional educational anthropological viewpoint of cultural
difference theory and an educational sociological viewpoint of societal influences
related to minority students’ lack of success play a part in understanding Aboriginal
youth.
Culturally Responsive Education
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“Unless mainstream researchers and educators realize that Aboriginal people
have a radically different set of cultural imperatives, they are likely to continue
misinterpreting their acts, misperceiving real problems, and imposing potentially
harmful remedies” (Piquemal & Nickels, 2005, p. 129). This statement exemplifies the
need for specific education for teachers, especially those teachers employed in
Indigenous communities, such as in reserve schools and northern hamlets, as well as
urban areas with high Indigenous populations such as Winnipeg, Manitoba, where the
Indigenous population equals the non-Indigenous population. Piquemal and Nickel’s
(2005) statement has been reiterated by authors from Australia, the United States, and
Canada.
Gay (2002b, p. 627) noted that there is “a strong correlation between culturally
responsive teaching and the school achievement of students of color.” It is generally
believed that culturally responsive teaching will close the academic achievement and
learning gap (Archibald, 1995, as cited in Maina, 1997; Castagno & Brayboy, 2008)
between students with a cultural background different from the dominant European
community. Culturally responsive teaching, according to Castagno and Brayboy (2008,
p. 953), is a necessary approach to education because “Indigenous students come to
school with different learning styles and cultural practices that result in incongruity
between teaching and learning” and “its goal is to produce students who are bicultural
and thus knowledgable about and competent in both mainstream and tribal societies.”
Culturally responsive teaching has seen success not only with Aboriginal students
(Castagno & Brayboy, 2008; Kanu, 2007) but with other cultural groups, such as
African Americans (Villegas, 1991; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Ware, 2006); Native
Hawaiians (Villegas, 1991), as well as ethnic groups with special needs (Gay, 2002b).
In Canada, culturally responsive schooling has been called for since the Meriam Report
in 1928, which suggested that (Aboriginal) culture and language should be brought into
the education system (Castagno & Brayboy, 2009).
Academic success is not the only benefit of culturally responsive teaching
(CRT). Antone (2000) concluded that positive self-identity is imperative to academic
success. The health and well-being of the Indigenous student can be positively
influenced when they are given a voice. Antone (2000, p. 99) wrote that, “the
Aboriginal voice is lifted up when traditional knowledge and values are incorporated
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into the education of the Native students in the school system.” Culturally responsive
teaching involves teachers becoming aware of the cultural differences in the classroom,
and then maximizing learning by implementing this knowledge through instruction
(Villegas, 1991).
Drawing on points raised earlier in this chapter, cultural discontinuity is shown
when teachers “invalidate, penalize, or directly punish students who use cultural-specific
language characteristics of their home environment” (Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006, p.
304). In contrast, effective teaching draws on the teacher’s need to practice in a way
that uses “cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance
styles of ethnically diverse students” (Gay, 2000, as cited in Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006,
p. 306), which may be referred to as effective pedagogy. Effective teaching uses
culturally responsive climates, structural arrangements, and curriculum (Castagno &
Brayboy, 2008; Gay, 2002a, 2002b; Maina, 1997), in addition to positive changes in
relation to teachers’ values, attitudes, and ideologies (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008).
“Culturally responsive teaching uses various implicit and explicit cultural ways of
knowing and understanding in educating students from both mainstream and diverse
populations” (Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006, p. 306). The key here is that there is
knowledge of cultural diversity within learning, and that knowledge is blended with
traditional practices of instruction, assessment, and feedback to meet the needs of the
student. All too often, teachers teach to the curriculum, classroom, and behavioral
expectations that the institution, or they themselves, have established, instead of
teaching to each student.
The Capacity Building Series—Secretariat Special Edition #35 (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2013c) on culturally responsive pedagogy was a report centered
on equity and inclusivity in Ontario (Canada) schools, and not only mentioned the three
dimensions to culturally responsive pedagogy as identified by theorists, but also the six
characteristics of a culturally minded educator. The three dimensions include
institutional, personal, and instructional dimensions. The institutional dimension
involves administration and leadership, values that are reflected in central policies and
practices. The personal dimension involves the mindset of educators, and the
instructional dimension involves knowing the learner and the consideration of classroom
practices (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013c). The instructional dimension can be
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clearly referenced in an effective and culturally competent organization, in this case the
district board of education. The personal and instructional dimensions can be related to
teaching/pedagogy and good teaching/learning practice.
The six characteristics of a culturally responsive educator (as identified by
Villegas & Lucas, 2002, as cited in Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013c) include: (a) a
sociocultural consciousness; (b) high expectations; (c) the desire to make a difference;
(d) a constructivist approach; (e) a deep knowledge of their student; and (f) the use of
culturally responsive teaching practices.
Au (1980) believed that the children (Native Hawaiians) in her study were
successful because the teacher taught in a culturally appropriate manner that exhibited
three important characteristics: it was comfortable for the children; it was comfortable
for the teachers; and it produced academic success. In her research, Deyhle (1995)
noted that the most successful Navajo students were the ones that maintained their
cultural integrity and connections to their traditional values, and assimilated to the
dominant culture, not resisting it or their own culture. This sentiment was supported by
the Canadian Council on Learning (2007). Deyhle maintained that schools needed to
use, affirm, and maintain culture and language for Navajo students to be successful.
In a study conducted by Redwing Saunders and Hill (2007), when asked about
designing a school and learning environment, Aboriginal students’ responses mentioned
practical hands-on learning in a relevant manner and an environment of trained
professionals with knowledge of Aboriginal issues and resources. Here speaks the
student perspective. Lovelace and Wheeler (2006, pp. 306–307) contended that
culturally responsive teaching includes (a) high teacher expectations to offset the
general belief of deficits associated with cultural differences; (b) encouraging students
to speak from personal experience; and (c) varied instruction to accommodate different
learning styles that work toward establishing continuity between learning at school and
at home.
The Canadian Council on Learning (CCL) report (2007) identified the
difficulties in assessing success for Indigenous students, as these groups believe in a
holistic approach to learning involving not only the intellectual but the spiritual,
physical, and emotional aspects of the individual. Western educational systems
unfortunately focus on the intellectual aspect, and assessment tends to follow a historic
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European format of recall and write, not, for example, demonstrate and tell. The
Western approach does not reflect the acquisition of Aboriginal knowledge “which is
integral to issues of cultural continuity, identity and, ultimately, successful learning”
(Canadian Council on Learning, 2007, p. 11).
Indigenous peoples have proposed different ways of measuring success for their
students, and each group has a different approach as it relates to formal and informal
learning. Concentrating on the formal learning of secondary-school-age students, the
Canadian Council on Learning, after consultation with 93 individuals representing 60
groups, identified areas within a holistic, lifelong learning model that the Indigenous
groups feel are important measures of success. First Nations focus on graduation rates
in school and exposure to sacred sites during field trips on the land; Métis peoples focus
formally on reading skill levels in school and participating in school trips to sacred sites
on the land; and Inuit peoples focus formally on college/trades enrolment rates at school,
participating in distance learning at home, availability of community-based
postsecondary programs in the community, and participation in apprenticeship programs
in the workplace (CCL, 2007). Informal learning for all three groups takes place in the
home, school, community, on the land, and in the workplace. Culturally responsive
schooling should infuse these practices into the educational system.
Cultural Competency
There is literature that supports the notion it is not enough for one to be
culturally responsive in education and the broader community; one needs to be what has
become known as culturally competent. As I examined culturally responsive teaching, I
was made aware of the notion of cultural competency. I became aware that CRT should
not be the last step in meeting the needs of a culturally diverse society, especially one as
critical as an educational system that served 2,015,385 students in 2013/2014 in Ontario
schools, (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2014) and a reported 2,020,301 students,
families, and extended families, as cited in a 2017/2018 report. (628,032 secondary
students) (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2019).
Consider a system reaching the apex of understanding and delivery, through
knowledge, skill, and exposure to cultural diversity. A step in that direction, first from
an individualistic and then systemic perspective, is to become culturally competent.
This notion bears some attention, as the focus on the Indigenous cultures of Canada and
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Australia are at the forefront of these respective countries’ educational institutions, both
at the secondary and postsecondary levels.
“Cultural competence includes the ability to critically reflect on one’s own
culture and professional paradigms in order to understand its cultural limitations and
effect positive change” (Charles Sturt University [CSU] Indigenous Curriculum, 2014,
“What is Cultural Competence,” para. 1). The National Best Practice Framework for
Indigenous Cultural Competency in Australian Universities (NBPFICCAU)
(Universities Australia, 2011, p. 6) and National Centre for Cultural Competence
[Georgetown University] (NCCC) (n.d.) stated that there is no single or set definition of
cultural competence. NBPFICCAU noted that cultural competence involves knowledge
about others’ culture and practice, as well as one’s own, with an awareness of the
interaction between differences and similarities with respect to culture. That being said,
two definitions of cultural competence are prevalent in the literature: the definition of
cultural competence by Cross et al. (1989) and the definition of cultural competence as
operationally defined by Davis (1997).
The work of Cross et al. (1989) is the foundation for cultural competency
programs of U.S. federal, state, private, and educational settings. The Cross et al.
definition is as follows: “Cultural competence is a set of congruent behaviors, attitudes,
and policies that come together in a system, agency or among professionals and enable
that system, agency, or those professionals to work effectively in cross-cultural
situations” (Cross et al., 1989, as cited in NCCC, n.d., “Definitions of Cultural
Competence,” para. 3). The five essential elements identified by Cross et al. (1989, as
cited in NCCC, n.d., “Definitions of Cultural Competence,” para. 5) are: (a) valuing
diversity; (b) having the capacity for cultural self-assessment; (c) being conscious of the
dynamics inherent when cultures interact; (d) having institutionalized cultural
knowledge; and (e) having developed adaptations to service delivery that reflect an
understanding of cultural diversity. Denboba (1993, as cited in NCCC, n.d., para. 10)
added to this by including, “it refers to the ability to honor and respect the beliefs,
language, interpersonal styles and behaviors of individuals and families receiving
service [medical], as well as the staff that are providing such service.”
Cultural competence can be referenced from a number of sources and has been a
focus of medical, higher education, and business fields. The Canadian Nurses

142
Association (2010, p. 1) [position statement] and the Registered Nurses’ Association of
Ontario (2007, p. 70) took their definition directly from Cross (2001). Davis’s (1987)
definition of cultural competence as an operational expectation is “the integration and
transformation of knowledge about individuals and groups of people into specific
standards, policies, practices and attitudes used in appropriate cultural settings to
increase the quality of services, thereby producing better outcomes” (Davis, 1987, as
cited in CCCA, 2013, “Defining Cultural Competence,” para. 5). The following
paragraphs refer to a number of frameworks and training documents addressing cultural
competency in an insightful and thorough manner.
In 2009, Universities Australia, in collaboration with the Indigenous Higher
Education Advisory Council (IHEAC), began a two-year project on Indigenous cultural
competency in Australian universities with funding and support from the Australian
Government Ministry of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations. This
project produced a document titled National Best Practice Framework for Indigenous
Cultural Competency in Australian Universities (NBPFICCAU) (Australian
Universities, 2011). The document provides a definition of cultural competence for
Australian higher education as follows: “Students and staff knowledge and
understanding of Indigenous Australian cultures, histories and contemporary realities
and awareness of Indigenous protocols, combined with the proficiency to engage and
work effectively in Indigenous context congruent to the expectations of Indigenous
Australian peoples” (Universities Australia, 2011, p. 6). The document also provides
discussion of professional, institutional, and cultural competence, through research, and
ends with a set of five guiding principles that center on university governance; teaching
and learning; Indigenous research capacity; human resources; and external engagement
(Universities Australia, 2011, pp. 175–190). This 422-page document is meant to guide
universities to meet the needs of a specific cultural group, with theoretical models,
classroom activities, pedagogy, curriculum design, and assessment activities for
culturally competent practice (NBPFICCAU, 2011, p. 7).
Cultural Competency and Education. Education needs to be culturally
competent. A number of pertinent points were identified by the National Education
Association (NEA) (2008), a U.S.-based professional organization for educators.
Diversity in the classroom is becoming more apparent. In Ontario, Canada, 200
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languages are spoken, with 26.7% of the population not speaking either English or
French, and over 575,000 new immigrants having arrived between 2001 and 2006
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2009b). Culture is a part of the learning process, and
each student brings with them a culture of their own (Gay, 2000, as cited in NEA, 2008,
Policy brief, para. 8).
King et al. (n.d.) identified the valuing of diversity, cultural self-assessment,
consciousness of the dynamics of cultural interaction, institutionalization of cultural
knowledge, and adapting to diversity as essential elements of operational cultural
competence in schools. Diversity refers to acknowledging and accepting that others
have a different cultural compass. Accepting and respecting differences between and
within cultures is important (King et al., n.d.). Cultural self-assessment allows teachers,
other school staff, and the administration to see how others are affected by their actions.
One example given by King et al. (n.d.) is a teacher’s proximity to students. Another
example, which can occur in Inuit communities, is the lack of eye contact from students
when teachers are addressing them, which is a sign of respect in Inuit culture, not the
disrespect it may have been mistaken for. Institutional culture can have an effect as
well, such as time-frames/schedules, communication, expectations of staff and students
that may be drastically different than the cultural norms students may be accustomed to
(King et al., n.d.).
Being conscious of the dynamics of cultural interaction is necessary, especially
for groups that have had a history of discrimination or bias against them, such as
Indigenous populations or Blacks (King et al., n.d.). Schools are aware of historical
atrocities as well, such as residential schools and the Sixties Scoop in Canada, where the
scars continue to run deep generations later. Institutionalization of cultural knowledge
refers to the operational end of cultural competence, such as initiating policy, and
incorporating culture in the school’s practices and training staff (King et al., n.d.) so that
a mutual understanding and respect of others occurs. Working with communities by
adapting to diversity provides a positive relationship and student success. Developing
locally developed programs to meet student need is one example (King et al., n.d.).
The National Education Association (NEA) noted that a cultural gap between the
educator and students could affect academic performance, as well as affect performance
between cultural groups (National Education Association, 2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 2).
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Sheridan (2006, as cited in NEA, 2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 1) noted that schools in the
United States have seen a dramatic change in their demographics, becoming more and
more culturally diverse. Sheridan believed that teachers, especially those with a
different cultural background to the students, were struggling to serve the diverse
population. As their definition of cultural competence, Diller and Moule (2005, as cited
in NEA, 2008, “Policy brief”, para. 3) wrote:
Cultural competence is the ability to successfully teach students who come from
cultures other than our own. It entails developing certain personal and
interpersonal awareness and sensitivities, developing certain bodies of cultural
knowledge, and mastering a set of skills that, taken together underlie effective
cross-cultural teaching. (Diller & Moule, 2005, as cited in NEA, 2008, “Policy
Brief,” para. 3)
The four competency skill areas mentioned in the NEA document include:
valuing diversity, being culturally self-aware, understanding the dynamics of cultural
interactions, and institutionalizing cultural knowledge and adapting to diversity (NEA,
2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 5), which are similar to King et al. (n.d.).
The National Education Association believed that the effectiveness of teaching is
improved when teachers are able to integrate a student’s cultural and daily experiences
into the classroom (NEA, 2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 9). The community or family
connection is more effective when teachers understand how the values and beliefs of a
cultural system are part of the student and their learning experience. Having this
understanding also helps teachers make connections between educational institutions
and home (Henderson et al., 2007, as cited in NEA, 2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 10).
Gaps in student achievement, such as achievement scores, graduation rates, and
employment, are all positively affected (NEA, 2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 11) through a
system that understands the needs and struggles students from culturally different
backgrounds have, such as language, poverty, trepidation, and varied educational
systems and expectations.
The NEA, with respect to cultural competence, mentioned two other non-student
focused benefits: accountability for meeting mandated scores (NEA, 2008, “Policy
Brief,” para. 14), and highlighting the core values of “freedom, justice, equality, equity,
and human dignity” (NEA, 2008, “Policy Brief,” para. 15). Interestingly enough, nine
of the 50 United States have a cultural competency policy for education (NEA, 2008,
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“Policy Brief,” para. 16). The National Association of School Psychologists (NASP)
(n.d.) believed that a culturally competent practice would meet student, staff, and parent
needs through appropriate consultation, intervention, and assessment, in addition to the
benefit of improved communication (NASP, n.d.).
In the article Culturally Competent Schools: Guidelines for Secondary School
Principals (2006), Mary Beth Klotz, a school psychologist and director of IDEA
Projects and Technical Assistance for the NASP (in 2006), identified the benefits of a
culturally competent school as including three items: “preventing academic failure,
reducing dropout rates, and engaging students and their families in the school
community” (Klotz, 2006, para. 3) in a system that “honors, respects, and values
diversity in theory and in practice and where teaching and learning are made relevant
and meaningful to students of various cultures.” (Klotz, 2006, para. 4) Within her
article, Klotz referenced an article by the National Association of State Boards of
Education (2002), which identifies a number of recommendations for school leaders to
establish culturally competent schools. Included among the list of recommendations
are: having high standards for all students; having a curriculum that fosters cultural
competency; respecting students’ identities and welcoming diverse community
populations; and acknowledging diversity in learning styles (Klotz, 2006). Within the
area of instruction and curriculum, Klotz (2006) gave suggestions of strategies and
procedures she believes are critical for a culturally competent school. Among the
suggestions are: offering a culturally inclusive curriculum that encourages cultural
inquiry; encouraging teachers to hold cultural sensitivity discussions with students when
literacy selections or references present negative stereotypes; and explicitly teaching and
modeling important values and appropriate classroom behaviors. She also identifies
involving parents and community members in the educational process, including the
sharing of cultural experiences (Klotz, 2006). In order for competency to occur, training
and training programs are essential.
Though the idea of cultural competency is sound, there are limitations to both the
definitions and the practice. As cultural competence is based on a set of criteria,
specifically awareness, knowledge, and skills, it can be restrictive. Beagan (2018)
identified a number of limitations. First and foremost is that a singular focus on culture
ignores the other identities of individuals, such as gender, social class, and sexual
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orientation. The focus solely on race and ethnicity is problematic since all of the
identifiers are interwoven and must be considered (Beagan, 2018). The focus on culture
also ignores factors, such as immigration history, citizenship, language barriers,
(Beagan, 2018) and education. In addition, this is a narrow picture of culture, as
“changes over time and diversity within are ignored” (Beagan, 2018, p. 3).
The second limitation Beagan (2018) identified is that the dominant culture is
not seen as having its own inadequacies. These inadequacies include a narrowed focus
only on the racial or ethnic group and not on the provider (Kumas-Tan et al., 2007, as
cited in Beagan, 2018); assuming the (health) professional is part of the socially
dominant group (Kumas-Tan et al., 2007; Hollingsworth, 2013; Paul et al., 2014, all as
cited in Beagan, 2018); and assuming to be culturally neutral (Paul et al., 2014, as cited
in Beagan, 2018). Though the recent movement is toward a process of cultural
competence rather than an accomplishment of it, cultural competence is seen as the
achievement of a set of criteria based on a professional’s self-evaluation through an
assessment tool (Beagan, 2018). The problem is there are measures to be achieved,
mostly on awareness, knowledge, and skills (Keyser et al., 2014; Kumas-Tan et al.,
2007; Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013, all as cited in Beagan, 2018), and Beagan (2018)
believed that identifying cultural competence as the acquisition of a skill fails to address
“the broader social realities of racism, ethnocentrism, colonialism, classism,
heterosexism, gender binarism, sexism, ageism, and religious exclusivity or intolerance”
(p. 6). This concern can be seen in the reference to cultural competence by the Ministry
of Children and Youth Services document Achieving Cultural Competence. A Diversity
Tool Kit For Residential Care Settings (Ontario, Canada):
Cultural competency is a professional skill that enables staff and organizations to
serve their clients effectively and competently. Beyond simply treating diverse
clients with sensitivity, culturally competent organizations actively identify and
remove any barriers that prevent them from accessing and participating in the
organization’s programs and services. (Lam & Cipparrone, 2008, p. 6)
A concern identified by Furlong and Wright (2011) is that the notion of cultural
competency is appealing. This can create a false sense of confidence that this
movement would look well in the eyes of the community, organization, or profession.
Cultural competence would become an item to be acknowledged, or what Furlong and
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Wright (2011) called an add-on, and would not create an actual change in the
“discipline-specific and larger cultural knowledge” (Furlong & Wright, 2011, p. 31).
Furlong and Wright (2011, p. 38) maintained that “it is impossible to learn to work
cross-culturally without developing a capacity for reflective self-scrutiny.” With respect
to cultural competency, the starting point for moving forward is knowing one’s self and
being able to reflect on the notion suggested by Laird (1998, cited in Furlong & Wright,
2011 p. 48) that the individual acknowledges an “informed not-knowing” about the
other. As we move on from cultural competency and education, the notion of cultural
safety is the next step beyond competence.
Cultural Safety
The concept of cultural safety was first introduced in the late 1980s (Anderson et
al., 2003; National Aboriginal Health Organization, 2008; Papps & Ramsden, 1996;
Ramsden, 1990; 2000 all cited in Smye et al., 2010) but came to be part of the lexicon of
the health profession due to efforts by Dr. I.M. Ramsden, who, in the 1990s was a New
Zealand nurse of Ma̅ori ancestry. Dr. Ramsden wrote her dissertation titled Cultural
Safety and Nursing Education in Aotearoa and Te Waipounamu in 2002 for the Victoria
University of Wellington.
Health Care. Due to the influence of Ramsden cultural safety has been largely
associated with Indigenous health care, specifically nursing, and is similar to the term
cultural competency. In Canada, cultural safety as a necessity to improve the health of
First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples through the health profession is endorsed by the
Assembly of First Nations and the National Aboriginal Health Organization (Smye et
al., 2010), and the National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health (NCCAH)
(Canada) has gone so far as to design an environmental scan for cultural competency
and cultural safety in education, training and health services related to First Nations,
Inuit and Métis public health (Baba, 2013). A number of authors identify the culture
continuum as cultural awareness–cultural sensitivity—cultural competence—cultural
safety (Baba, 2013; Dell et al., 2015). The continuum identified by the National
Aboriginal Health Organization (Brascoupé, 2010, slide 17) includes pre-competence—
cultural awareness—cross cultural—cultural competence—cultural safety as part of
their continuum and is absent of cultural sensitivity. Cultural safety has evolved from
cultural awareness, which involved an acknowledgment of differences (1950s & 1960s),
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to cultural sensitivity, which respects the differences (1980s), to cultural competence,
which identified skills, knowledge, and attitudes (1990s), to cultural safety, which
includes self-reflection and empathy (2000s) (Rego, 2014). Cultural safety then is the
next step beyond cultural competence, which focused in the system or agency as well as
the individuals as referenced earlier.
As part of her dissertation, Ramsden (2002) identified that the term cultural
safety is a recurring issue to which some have attempted “to change the term Cultural
Safety to a more popular one such as cultural sensitivity, awareness, competence or
appropriateness, thus shifting the emphasis from the nursing specific lexicon related to
safety in education and practice, to a more easily managed term and plexus of ideas
which has its roots in trans culturalism or multiculturalism and appears to be more
generic” (Ramsden, 2002, p. 170). Williams (1999) identified the phrase cultural safety
as referring to the idea that there is “no assault on a person’s identity” (Williams, 1999,
p. 1) (italics as in text). In her paper Williams identifies a definition that has come about
as a result of continuous communication in the form of reflection, argument and
discussion between both Indigenous and non-Indigenous faculty and students at the
Faculty of Aboriginal & Torres Strait Islander Studies (Northern Territory University).
Williams (1999, p.2) writes “…an environment, which is safe for people; where there is
no assault, challenge or denial of their identity, of who they are and what they need. It
is about shared respect, shared meaning, shared knowledge and experience, of learning
together with dignity, and truly listening” (italics as in text) which goes deeper into the
individual’s actions than cultural competency does.
Key Principles. A number of authors identify key principals of cultural safety as
reflected in health care for Indigenous peoples. These include protocols (respect for
cultural forms of engagement), personal knowledge (understanding one’s own cultural
identity and sharing information about oneself to create a sense of equity and trust),
process (engaging in mutual learning, checking on cultural safety of the service
recipient), positive purpose (ensuring the process yields the right outcomes for the
service recipient according to the recipients values, preferences and lifestyle), and
partnership (promoting collaborative practice) (Ball, 2007, as cited in Rego, 2014, slide
25). Gerlach (2012) in referencing Papps and Ramsden (1996), Ramsden, (1993), and
Smye and Browne (2002) believes that cultural safety “aims to unveil often deeply
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rooted, and largely held unconscious and unspoken, assumptions of power held by
health educators, students, and providers, and to transfer some of this power to health
care recipients” (p. 152–153).
Actions. In addition to key principles of cultural safety are: actions that can contribute
toward cultural safety and include reflecting on one’s own culture, attitudes and beliefs
about others (Rego, 2014; State of Victoria, Department of Health and Human Services,
2020); having a clear, value free, open and respectful communication (Rego, 2014);
trust (Rego, 2014); recognizing and avoiding stereotypical barriers (Rego, 2014; State of
Victoria, Department of Health and Human Services, 2020); engaging in two-way
dialogue of knowledge sharing; understanding the influence of culture shock (Rego,
2014); being aware of the difference between provider and client including power
differences (Laverty et al., 2017, and Papps & Ramsden, 1996, both as cited in Curtis et
al., 2019); allowing the client to determine safety, and the notion of reflective practice
(Laverty et al., 2017, and Papps & Ramsden, 1996, both as cited in Curtis et al., 2019);
decolonization or colonization (Gerlach, 2012; Laverty et al., 2017, and Papps &
Ramsden, 1996, both as cited in Curtis et al., 2019); cultural safety must reflect the
acknowledgement of intergenerational trauma associated with residential schools
(Canada) (Gerlach, 2012); reduce racism and discrimination in the organization through
reform (State of Victoria, Department of Health and Human Services, 2020); and an
effort to ensure a continuous process to unlearn bias and relearn Aboriginal cultural
values (State of Victoria, Department of Health and Human Services, 2020).
The document Cultural Competency Guidelines for Ontario Public Health Units
to Engage Successfully With Aboriginal Communities (Kāhui Tautoko Consulting Ltd,
2018) for the Indigenous Primary Health Care Council and Government of Ontario has a
central focus on cultural safety and is an extensive collaboration between Aboriginal
service providers and public health units based on the spirit of cultural safety.
Education. There are articles focusing on cultural safety related to the nursing
profession, specifically the education of nurses and physicians through their initial
training (Baba, 2013; Ramsden, 2002; Smye et al., 2010) yet few related to the
education profession itself whether organizationally or institutionally. One paper by
Harrison et al. (2012) evaluated a teacher training program in northern British Columbia
that was established in 2007 to meet the needs of the community as it related to the
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cultural safety of Indigenous teachers and students. Through their research they
determined that cultural safety with respect to teacher education should focus on a)
autonomy in allocating learning spaces, b) informed deliberation on the affective
influence of the hidden curriculum-learning outcomes that transmit reproduces and
perpetuates that dominant culture (Contenta, 1993; McLaren, 1994, both as cited in
Harrison et al, 2012) and ideologies and cultural traditions (Giroux, 1985, as cited in
Harrison et al, 2012), c) inclusion of the community context into the educational process
(Harrison et al, 2012, p. 340). Cultural competency in education will be referenced in
the next section.
Global. Jungersen, 2002 (as cited in Gerlach, 2012) identified that in the mid1990s the definition of cultural safety goes further that the singular Indigenous focus to
include other cultures, age, gender, sexual orientation, socio-economic status and class,
ethnic orientation, religious or spiritual beliefs, and disability which is referenced by
Beagan (2018) as areas of importance.
Research. With respect to research cultural safety, “means an environment
which is spiritually, socially, and emotionally safe, as well as physically safe for people;
where there is no assault, challenge or denial of their identity, of who they are and what
they need. It is about shared respect, shared meaning, shared knowledge and experience
or learning together with dignity and truly listening” (Williams, 1999, p. 15).
Considerations Affecting the Research Process
I have chosen to follow the lead of Pidgeon and Hardy Cox (2002), who used the
words research process (which they borrowed from Archibald et al., 1995) instead of
research methodology as a purposeful intention to make the study “a flexible procedure
rather than fixed, rigidity, an organic entity adaptable and consistent with Aboriginal
principles of respect and honor that are basics to the traditional teaching[s]” (Archibald
et al., 1995, as cited in Pidgeon & Hardy Cox, 2002, p. 100). In the broader sense, the
term methodology seems too restrictive considering the nature of Indigenous culture,
where one is both learner and teacher simultaneously. Two key items influenced the
approach to this research in terms of the underlying understanding of the research: the
chosen design and the method. These processes were equally important, since one does
not work in isolation when conducting research at the intersection of the three sensitive
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areas: Indigenous peoples, education, and corrections. Before the actual research design
is addressed, these two items and their influences will be explored and explained.
Indigenous Methodology
Indigenous methodology is research by Aboriginal peoples and for Aboriginal
peoples that uses traditional Aboriginal theoretical approaches, techniques, models,
methods, and rules (Evans et al., 2009; Porsanger, n.d.). Indigenous methodology is
important as the Indigenous community has input into the research, but, more
importantly, it reflects the Indigenous experience drawing on traditions of the people
(Evans et al., 2009), and is aimed at research done in a “respectful, ethical, correct,
sympathetic, useful and beneficial fashion, seen from the point of view of Indigenous
peoples” (Porsanger, n.d., p. 108). Both of these perspectives, Indigenous people doing
research with Indigenous people, and involving Indigenous people in the study of their
culture and people as non-researchers, are equally important considerations in research
involving Indigenous people.
Canada has recognized that the inclusion of Aboriginal communities in research
has had an important impact on “moving research results into transformative practice”
(Evans, et al., 2009, p. 895). Some researchers (Evans et al., 2009; Swisher, 1996;
Wilson, 2001, as cited in Steinhauer, 2002) believe that only Aboriginal people should
be conducting research with respect to Aboriginals and the Aboriginal experience. The
belief for some is that non-Indigenous people might be familiar with ways of the
Indigenous peoples, but since they are not themselves Indigenous, the context and deep
rooted understanding is missing. Other authors (Menzies, 2001; Porsanger, n.d.) take a
less restrictive approach to non-Indigenous people conducting Indigenous-focused
research. They suggest that Indigenous approaches and research processes are suitable
for non-Indigenous researchers; however, certain principles and protocols need to be
considered when conducting research with Indigenous peoples.
I feel that an Indigenous research process is a set of principles bound by culture
and ethics that one adheres to as they conduct research involving Indigenous groups. I
am keenly aware that I am a non-Indigenous researcher being guided, in part, by an
Indigenous research process framework, and may be criticized for that fact. I used an
Indigenous research process not to gain insight into traditional Indigenous knowledge
and ways of knowing but as a framework to conduct the research, with the intent of
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being, as Prosanger wrote, “ethically correct and culturally appropriate” in the
“acquisition and dissemination of knowledge about indigenous peoples” (Porsanger,
n.d., p. 109). This approach is a personal belief, but is supported by Weber-Pillwax
(2001, p. 172), a researcher of Indigenous heritage, who wrote that “describing a
methodology as Indigenous is somewhat problematic” and “any methodology will fit
my purposes in research if it permits fluidity that can encompass any social or cultural
context that I choose to work in.”
I have been guided and advised in my research by Indigenous educators, as
mentioned in my acknowledgment. At the beginning of the research process, before
Ethics approval was granted, and then throughout the research, I was in communication
(face-to-face and electronic) with an Indigenous education officer with the Ministry of
Education. The nature of the research was discussed, and included: Indigenous research
protocols; consultation on the questions in the questionnaire, including language and
appropriate level of understanding; and wording of information and consent forms. As a
result of the consultations, I adapted language within the student questionnaire to reflect
language that was more appropriate for the age and cognitive level of the students.
Language in the information and consent forms was adjusted to be less education-based
(where appropriate) and more user-friendly (e.g., removing educational jargon from the
forms). Appropriate approaches to addressing Indigenous students and families were
also reviewed. In addition, I sought consultation on Indigenous research protocols and
approval of the research from Delores Wawia, Elder of the Gull Bay First Nation, and
professor emerita at the Faculty of Education at Lakehead University (see Appendix C
for letter of support). Ms. Wawia reviewed my approaches, such as the giving of a gift,
the language that would be appropriate when addressing Indigenous students and
families, as well as the potential benefits to the Indigenous community and education. I
did my best to ensure that there was no conflict between my ways of being and knowing
and the local Indigenous ways of being and knowing, as I investigated the research
questions using the approach I chose. I accomplished this by being consciously aware
of cultural differences; through prior interaction with the identified groups that were part
of this study; by working with the education authorities in the geographic areas to be
aware of local influences; by being aware of Indigenous ways of learning and knowing
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through professional development; and by having an awareness of the history of
Indigenous people in Canada and Indigenous people’s involvement in the justice system.
A key component of Indigenous methodology is collaboration and participation,
therefore this research was also influenced by a participatory research approach.
Participatory Research
The influence of a participatory research approach was also important to this
research, as it was not singularly objective data but also, and most importantly, the
perspective, or subjective insights and inputs, that provided the personal perspective.
Subjective insight fulfilled the second of the three key features of participatory action
research identified by Reason (1994, as cited in Evans et al., 2009, p. 896), that being a
“commitment to honoring the lived experience and knowledge of the participants and
community involved.” In compliance with Canada’s commitment to honouring the
Indigenous voice in Indigenous research, “‘Participatory research’ is a valuable
methodology and should be viewed as an integral and ongoing component of the
research project” (Canadian Institutes of Health Research, 2013, p. 11), one which
involves the participants within the structure of the research.
As Kemmis (2010) described, the influence of a participatory approach is that
both teacher and student are given the opportunity to be co-participants, as they are both
in the classroom, with the possibility of changing practice. Though students were
involuntarily incarcerated, and thereby attending the educational program provided in
the youth correctional center, each had the opportunity to volunteer or decline
participation in the research. Given contextual and ethical factors in this case, it was
impossible to have either the teachers or students co-create the research, the datagathering tools, the research design, or participate in the analysis, as a true participatory
design would necessitate. However, their consent was still needed to participate.
Kemmis (2010, p. 145) believed that students were “knowledgeable about the relevant
practices and know something about how they are to participate in them.”
An example of a framework structure that would meet both the needs of
Indigenous research process components and the influence of the two institutions
(corrections and education) on the participants is a design used by Kemmis (2003) and
Kemmis and McTaggart (2000). This design encompasses a reflexive-dialectical
approach to research, one in which the individual-social relations and connections, and
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the objective-subjective relations and connections, are examined. An epistemological
perspective that had a major influence on this research was a dialectic approach, one in
which both objective and subjective, and social and individual relations and
connections, were examined, giving the research a two-dimensional approach. This is
important because the individual and social contexts are intertwined and not
independent of each other. The use of both objective and subjective inquiry “attempts to
produce knowledge that best corresponds to, or represents, reality” (Rorty, 1999, as
cited in Feilzer, 2010, p. 8). The researcher’s view of the individual might involve
individual performances, events, or effects, and a view of social practice that includes
the wider social and material conditions and interactions (Kemmis, 2003). Internal
perspectives of individuals might include intentions, meanings and values, and social
influences; whereas an individual’s social interpretation of practice might involve a
view of language, discourse, and traditions (Kemmis, 2003).
In order to gather the data, both qualitative and quantitative methods were used,
which is referred to as a mixed method approach. Whereas Kemmis (2003), Kemmis
and McTaggart (2000), and Kemmis and Wilkinson (1998) wrote about participatory
action research, in which the researcher is also a participant and the spiral of selfreflection is a collaborative effort on the part of all co-participants, my particular
research was influenced by participatory research only. This research does not involve
the researcher as an active participant (even though I was affected by the people and
research and vice versa), nor does it revisit practice post-research, but it does involve the
participants in the research process. While not purely participatory research, since the
participants did not conduct the inquiry, they did have input into levels of participant
involvement. The methodological framework was important for this research.
Understanding the need for the stakeholders to be involved in the research, and the fact
that there was an inherent twinning of institutional cultures, it was even more important
that both individual and social context were understood, in addition to the objective and
subjective contexts. Given these understandings, I have represented this exploratory
study as a three-dimensional graphic in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1
Relationships Between Individual/Social, Objective/Subjective, and
Education/Corrections Indicators

The following quote on Indigenous methodologies and participatory action
research sums up the research intent that I have followed: “Both approaches . . . are
intended to give voice and prominence to communities previously marginalized in
research practice” (Berg et al., 2007, as cited in Evans et al., 2009, p. 894). As noted
previously, the intent of my research was to hear the perspectives of the marginalized
communities, which included not only the Indigenous students but also the correctional
educators. Kemmis (2010), in his chapter What is Professional Practice? Recognizing
and Respecting Diversity in Understanding of Practice, identified the interaction
between client and practitioner, who are co-participants in the practice. It is this
interaction between student and teacher that was also important to my research.
Kemmis (2010) contended that practice involves both individual and extra-individual
features, in which the practitioner and client have a perspective, and are also influenced
by the practitioner’s community of practice (in this case a correctional education
program) and the client’s family/caregivers, community, and connections. It is the
individual, as well as the chosen extra-individual features (cultural-discursive and
social), within the context of the correctional classroom that my research process
explored.
Research Philosophy
Research philosophies may drive research, questions may drive research, and in
some cases, methodologies may drive research. Creswell (2003, p. 6) identified four
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alternate knowledge claim positions that researchers can use in framing their work—
postpositivism, constructivism, participatory, and pragmatism. Within these positions
are paradigms that the researcher can use as a platform to make a decision on the
research process and method they will employ. My research had a number of key
elements within its design. The research involved the belief that change was grounded
in real-work practice, was giving voice to traditionally underrepresented cultures, and
did not restrict the choice of research process. One particular philosophy met these
parameters. For the purpose of this research, the philosophy was pragmatism.
The pragmatic philosophy has had three important periods: (a) its inception in
the late 1800s and popularity into the early 20th century (Maxey, 2003, as cited in Scott
& Briggs, 2009); (b) the resurgence of neopragmatism in the 1960s (Maxey, 2003, as
cited in Scott & Briggs, 2009) based on works of Peirce, James, Mead, and Dewey
(Cherryholmes, 1992, as cited in Creswell, 2003); and (c) popularity once again in the
last thirty years (Arnon & Reichel, 2009). Pragmatism orients itself to the notion of
solving problems in the real world, with single or multiple realities (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2007; Dewey, 1925; Rorty, 1999, as cited in Feilzer, 2010). This allows the
researcher to be free of the constraints “imposed by the forced choice dichotomy
between postpositivism and constructivism” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, as cited in
Feilzer, 2010, p. 8), and allows for a choice of methodology, be it qualitative,
quantitative, or mixed.
The pragmatist paradigm as a philosophical choice can be summed up in a
number of ways by a number of authors. First, by Rorty (1999, as cited in Feilzer, 2010,
p. 8), who stated, “Pragmatists . . . argue that research should no longer aim to most
accurately represent reality, to provide an, ‘accurate account of how things are in
themselves’ but to be useful, to ‘aim at utility for us’.” Another view from Scott and
Briggs (2009, p. 225) states, “Truth is what works at the time and recognizes that
research is always situated.” A pragmatic approach is based on the assumption that what
the researcher is seeing is honest and accurate, “allowing us to make sense of the world
from actual lived experiences” (Scott & Briggs, 2009, p. 229). The third view, that
“pragmatism is a well-developed and attractive philosophy for integrating perspectives
and approaches” was from Johnson et al. (2007, p. 125). The pragmatist views the
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experiential world that can be measured objectively, subjectively, or as a mixture of
both (Feilzer, 2010).
An important knowledge claim position within a pragmatic philosophy is the
generation of knowledge from real-world practice (Creswell, 2003), which can serve to
generate transformation. Transformative designs “aim to achieve political dimensions
oriented toward actions” (Jang et al., 2008, p. 223). Mertens (2012) believed that the
transformation assumption is a result of the coming together of three assumptions:
The axiology assumption leads to researchers planning their research in accord
with research guidelines developed by the community itself. The ontological
assumption calls upon the researcher to develop strategies to determine different
versions of reality, the factors that are related to those versions in terms of power
and privilege, and the making visible the potential for social change associated
with those different versions of reality. The epistemological assumption leads to
establishing relationships in order to determine ways that the study can be more
culturally responsive. (Mertens, 2012, p. 808)
In other words, a transformative design intends to affect social change by
involving the community in examining multiple views of reality (in my research: the
students and teachers) and respectfully following community guidelines as they relate to
the participant’s cultures (in my research: Indigenous, education, and corrections).
Pragmatism involves the community at levels of the research, but the community
are not the researchers themselves. In order for transformation to occur, the individuals
with a direct link to the phenomena need to have input as they are the ones affected by
transformation. It is unrealistic to assume that the outsider looking at only objective
data can suggest effective change. In any research, if the researcher is removed from the
story, it is a challenge to make recommendations, and therefore one must do as much as
possible to ensure a relevant research process in order to be pertinent.
Relevancy comes from a cultural responsiveness to the design, which is
important when working with culturally sensitive groups and institutions. I ensured the
process was as non-invasive as possible, including myself as researcher. I
acknowledged each group’s social and cultural norms, and provided the opportunity for
each group to have their perspective heard. Alongside the incorporation of the
stakeholder perspective and including stakeholder input into the stages of the research,
ensuring validity was essential. One approach to ensuring that responses to the
questionnaire and interviews had merit as identified with strength or weakness

158
(comparing of interview responses to questionnaire answers), was through the
triangulation of data.
Voice
As mentioned in the Research Study That Was Planned vs. Research Study That
Eventuated section in Chapter 1, the perspectives of students, their parents/caregivers,
and teachers were not able to be digitally captured. The inflection, emotion, and tone of
the student and teacher voices could have contributed to a wealth of understanding of
their answers. The concept of voice, and the intent to capture a fulsome account of it,
greatly influenced the intent of this research. Due to the policy and procedural
restrictions, perspective was captured based on the participants answering and providing
clarity on the questions asked of them in-situ. Incarcerated students, in particular, had
limited student/researcher contact. The perspectives of both students and teachers were
represented by their answers to questions in seven areas of interest, through interviews
and questionnaire tools, and their perceptions related to those questions.
Student Voice
MacBeath et al. (2001, p. 78) quoted Fullan (1991, as cited in Rudduck &
Flutter, 2000) and posed the question, “What would happen if we treated the student as
someone whose opinion mattered?” Going one step further, what if we treated the
incarcerated student as someone whose opinion mattered in the classroom? Wilson and
Wilks (2013, p. 143) identified that research with youth has moved toward a focus on
“their rights to participate, through giving priority to their perspectives, and on the value
of the process for the participants.”
Eileen Antone, an Indigenous woman, researcher, and member of the Turtle Clan
of the Oneida Nation, noted in her research that the voices of the Aboriginal people she
talked to had, at times, been silenced. She identified that the silence was a result of
government influences, including policies and Indian agents; government- and
educational-based influences, such as residential schools and missionaries; and
educational-based influences, such as community reserve schools, non-Aboriginal
teaching staff, and Native teachers educated in the Euro-western educational system
(Antone, 2000, p. 95). As mentioned previously, the perspectives of the student
participants are at the crux of this research. Even though adults lost their voices through
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misguided educational and government practices in the past, at least the voices of the
children in the present can be heard.
There have been numerous research articles written on student voice over the last
decade. A number of influential authors in the field of student voice believe that, for the
progression of the educational system, students need an opportunity to provide input
into their education. Cook-Sather (2002) and Fielding (2001a, 2001b) are two authors
who have written on the subject. Traditionally, educational decisions have been made
by the adults within the system, have excluded students from decision-making (CookSather, 2002; Fielding, 2001a), and have not valued their viewpoint (MacBeath et al.,
2001); however, more and more students are providing input into education (Fielding,
2001b). The more progressive view of learners is to put trust in learners, but this trend
has been slow to develop (Cook-Sather, 2002).
In Ontario, soliciting and listening to student voice has become more of an
expectation at the school level, though it was slow to develop, and what it looks like can
be drastically different between schools and between boards. Fielding (2001b) argued
for a transformative approach, or as he called it, a transversal approach, in which all
stakeholders—students, teachers, and significant others—provide an equitable and
respectful process and outcome. I take this to mean that student voice can effect change
from an otherwise marginalized group. Cook-Sather (2002, p. 3) believed “there is
something fundamentally amiss about building and rebuilding an entire system without
consulting at any point those it is ostensibly designed to serve.” She believed that it is
the students that have the knowledge, that they are situated such that they can have an
impact on education due to their daily perspective, and that serious educators need to
acknowledge that the adults do not have all the answers about what students need for
their future. Cook-Sather (2002) pointed to three reasons why students should be
involved: improving educational practice; re-informing existing conversation about the
changes in education; and as a compass for future discussions on educational reform,
through critical conversations and in response to the changing world. Not including
students, as Cook-Sather (2002) put it, is to have an incomplete picture of the
educational system, school, and classroom.
Student voice has become a widely used discourse in education, especially in
recent years in Ontario, Canada. In 2013, the Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat (LNS)
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(Ontario Ministry of Education) released a special edition (#34) to their Capacity
Building Series K–12 that focuses on student voice. The Minister’s Student Advisory
Committee, a group of about 60 students from all publically funded education systems,
shared their ideas and advice with the Minister of Education. Each year, The Speak Up
grant opportunity gives students the opportunity to make change in their schools on a
wide range of projects that are student initiated. As quoted from the LNS (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2013b), “‘Student voice’” is a metaphor for student engagement
and participation in issues that matter to learning,” and the Ontario Ministry of
Education described student voice as “the many ways in which youth might have the
opportunity to actively participate in school decisions that will shape their lives and the
lives of their peers” (Research Related to Student Voice, n.d.b). This is a drastic change
from past practice, but also a necessary change, as students are “knowledgeable about
the relevant practices and know something about how they are to participate in them”
(Kemmis, 2010, p. 145).
Fielding (2001b) and Fielding and Rudduck (2002) questioned who was talking
in the school and who was heard, and whether listening to student voice was authentic.
To emphasize this fact, I refer to lyrics from Flowers are Red, a popular song by Harry
Chapin. My interpretation of the song is that this is a story of a young boy whose voice
is not given due respect. The boy colors his pictures as he pleases, with all colors of the
rainbow. His first teacher does not condone his use of non-traditional coloring and
eventually changes the boy’s ways to conform to the norm.
There's no need to see flowers any other way than the way they always have
been seen. (Chapin, 1978, track 8)
In this example, the student’s voice was rejected since it did not conform to the
norm of the teacher and, one can infer, to the norm of the educational system. The point
is that what one believes is correct may not be so in another’s eyes. This can be of
concern if one of the people involved has a degree of authority.
Voice means one needs to acknowledge who is speaking and what is said.
Fielding (2001a, 2001b) raised a number of concerns about student voice. From a
speaking standpoint: who is allowed to speak? (one group does not necessarily represent
other groups); to whom are they allowed to speak? (are students talking to those who
can make a difference?); what are they allowed to speak about? (are there restrictions by
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organization or censorship?); and what language is encouraged/allowed? (can informal
language get the point across?). From a listening standpoint: who is listening? (are
those that matter listening?); why are they listening? (to control or to transform?); and
how are they listening? (to understand and to learn?).
Cook-Sather (2002) added to these points on listening by identifying there was a
need to listen differently once one decided to listen. Fielding also questioned if student
voice had any legitimacy for producing transformation, and he mentioned two
approaches to student voice: the first where students ended up commenting on practice
and thereby dictating change, which tended to be non-productive (Fielding, 2001a,
2001b), and the second, more collaborative approach, of teachers and students mutually
engaged at the same level and dependent on one another to effect change (Fielding,
2001a). Fielding (2001a, p. 108) did seem optimistic, as he wrote that “the student
voice movement has within it the possibility of educational transformation.”
In May 2012, Fielding presented at the College of Teachers (UK) annual awards
ceremony on the topic of student voice. He noted the positive efforts and global
expansion of the strategy, but also noted some issues that had been raised over the last
decade:
One of the most important [issues] points to absences, such as the voices of those
deemed less successful or less important in school and society. We need to ask
ourselves whose voices are heard and why and reflect on the nature and extent of
the silences that so often go unnoticed and unrecorded. (Fielding, 2012, para. 6)
This point spoke volumes to the need for student voice. In the United Kingdom,
a requirement of the 2002 Educational Act was that students were consulted on
educational issues, which could vary greatly, but it was rare that students were actively
involved in making decisions about their actual learning (Bragg & Manchester, 2012).
Student voice has been said to enhance the skills of teachers, to adapt classroom
practice (Research Related to Student Voice, n.d.; Flutter, 2007, as cited in Bragg &
Manchester, 2012; Lodge, 2007), and to allow teachers to learn more about the learning
of their students (Lodge, 2007). Student voice has also (a) helped improve student
performance and made learning more meaningful (Research Related to Student Voice,
n.d.; Bragg & Manchester, 2012); (b) increased motivation and perseverance of the
students, as well as increased new and in-depth learning (Watkins, 2009, as cited in

162
Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013b); (c) given the students and faculty the
opportunity to collaborate on reform and gave students stronger input into change
(Research Related to Student Voice, n.d.; Mitra, 2006); (d) increased communication
and understanding between students and teachers (Mitra, 2001); and (e) allowed
teachers to learn more about the learning of their students (Lodge, 2007).
The Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat (LNS) (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2013b) wrote that fostering relationships between students and faculty can involve cocreating learning opportunities, co-designing learning spaces, and co-constructing
assessment. Coming from a different angle, the LNS believed that education needed to
look at ways that students could give themselves a voice, such as through art, writing,
body language, aggression, incomplete work, non-compliance, and conversations with
their peers (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013b, p. 2). From this list, student voice
could refer as much to unsolicited and unconscious behaviors as to consciously solicited
input.
Numerous suggestions for active listening, or as LNS (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2013b) referred to it, a pedagogy of listening, include interviews, surveys,
silent observation, video/photo analysis, and listening and observing peer-to-peer
interaction (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013b, p. 5). The LNS (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2013a, p. 8) created a graphic representing the five increasing levels of
involvement of student voice. The levels are as follows: expression, consultation,
participation, partnership, and shared leadership.
Fielding (2001b) identified four levels of student involvement that progress from
minimal involvement to the student driving the research. The levels progress from: (a)
students as the data source, to (b) students as active respondents, to (c) students as coresearchers, to (d) students as researchers. Mitra (2006) identified a pyramid of student
voice with three stages. The initial stage is being heard, in which faculty give an
audience to students and then interpret the information gathered. The second stage,
which is smaller, is the collaboration stage, where students take a more active role in
decision-making and problem-solving. From her research in a high school, Mitra noted
this stage resulted in youth noticing “a growing mutual understanding between teachers
and students” (Mitra, 2006, p. 8). The last level is building capacity for youth
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leadership, in which students become agents of change. The most commonly used level
is the first, being heard, as it is the least threatening (Mitra, 2006).
In their 2002 report, Fielding and Rudduck focused on the power issues that
might limit the effectiveness of student voice in the democratic process. They identified
that what gets heard and how it gets heard is dependent on two factors: who is saying it,
and how it is said (Fielding & Rudduck, 2002). Fielding and Rudduck (2002) also
identified the form of language used. Was it the students who spoke correctly (used the
language of the system) or spoke well who got heard? Equally as important was the
way students were heard. Were the non-students (teachers, administration, researchers)
listening or just hearing?
The second concern raised by Fielding and Rudduck (2002) was trust and
openness in the dialogue. Many students feel that they are unable to have a voice
without some type of framework and reassurance that there will be no repercussions
(Fielding & Rudduck, 2002). The simple way for those in power to limit students’
comments is to focus on non-teaching and learning items and the mechanics of student
life (Fielding & Rudduck, 2002). For students to be active participants, those in power
need to ensure that the topics are relevant, that there will be resulting actions from
student input, that the actions have a positive effect on the students, and that the
language used in the process is appropriate to all parties (Fielding & Rudduck, 2002).
Caution needs to be taken so it is the student voice that effects change, not others who
speak for the students or pretend to represent the needs of the students (Fielding &
Rudduck, 2002). Fielding and Rudduck (2002) also identified that care must be taken to
not only solicit the students whose voices are typically cited in the school, such as the
popular or already outspoken students. This can begin to establish the element of
having a range of voices heard, and not create a hierarchy of student voice.
I ensured that both adults and students alike were heard in their own voice; that
participants’ perspectives and responses to the interviews and questionnaires were
treated with respect; and that I was listening authentically to their dialogue. Teachers
are used to talking and they expect to be listened to attentively. Students, especially
Indigenous students, tend to keep quiet unless they feel they have something important
or relevant to contribute. This, too, is often true of the Indigenous community in
general. The tasks for me were to decrease the potential negative-power-based issues; to
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listen to the student perspective; to let the students willingly talk in their own time and
manner; to actively listen; and above all to establish trust, so the students could express
their educational experiences.
Research Process
Research on approaches to the education of Indigenous students in correctional
education facilities is limited. When Indigenous peoples are mentioned in the research,
it is usually as a small identified group within the larger subject pool. Research focusing
on correctional education programs has largely focused on teachers, the effectiveness of
programming from a needs basis (mostly special education), or reports from adult
students’ educational experiences in the regular school system or within the correctional
system.
Rationale for the Research Process
Methodology is “a body of approaches and methods, rules and postulates
employed by research” (Porsanger, n.d., p. 107). Due to the nature of the stakeholders’
cultural backgrounds (self-identified Indigenous students, and educators), as well as the
cultural (social) backgrounds of the two intertwined institutions, education and
corrections, the methodological approach, or research process, for my research was
respectfully influenced by two key ideologies. Various incarnations of research
processes were considered, with the best choice being a fusing of Indigenous
methodology and participatory research, as identified in a paper by Evans et al. (2009)
from the University of British Columbia, Canada. Evans et al. (2009) wrote:
We argue that using indigenous methodologies and participatory action research,
but refocusing the object of inquiry directly and specifically on the institutions and
structures that indigenous peoples face, can be a particularly effective way of
transforming indigenous peoples from the objects of inquiry to its authors. (Evans
et al., 2009, p. 893)
Indigenous persons conducting research with Indigenous people is an ideal
proposition. Unfortunately, in regards to my research, this ideal could only be
accommodated by inclusion of and collaboration with the stakeholders. As much as
possible, inclusion of Indigenous traditions and insights into the research was important
in adding validity to the research, though some information gathering and analysis
methods were based on traditional Western research techniques in order to fulfill certain
academic obligations. To the extent it was possible, the inclusion of an Indigenous
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research process was intended to employ the Indigenous approaches, methods, and
ethical research protocol used in research with Indigenous peoples. The intent was for
the Aboriginal population to not feel that the collection of information was stealing for
the benefit of the non-Aboriginal people, but was to be seen as borrowing to benefit
Aboriginal groups and contribute to academic knowledge (Smith, 1999, as cited in
Porsanger, n.d.).
My research diverges from past methods of doing research ‘on’ Indigenous
people, as it incorporates the stakeholders’ perspectives as key instruments for gathering
data and gaining insight into the unique situation being studied. When framing the
research questions, it was important, for the sake of the stakeholders and their
perspectives(s), to use a research process that would give justice to the collaborators (the
stakeholders) and pay respect to the culture of the group(s). The Indigenous
participants’ voices and perspectives were a major driving force, as only those involved
could articulate internal emotions, thoughts, cares, and needs. The educators’ voices
and perspectives were equally important.
As has been noted, there are key themes to be taken into account with
Indigenous research processes. One must understand that there is diversity between and
within Aboriginal/Indigenous groups (Yalmambirra, 2005), and I followed appropriate
protocols and let the groups dictate their own cultural norms. For instance, some
traditional values might have been different between communities depending on the
amount of assimilation or exposure to other influences, and some but not all
communities might have had existing research protocols. My research was not fully
collaborative, which might have been ideal in an Indigenous research process. I had
pre-determined the research questions and processes, due to my inherent understanding
of education and corrections, and I did not have access to the student participants in
order to collaborate on data collection or interpretation.
My intent was to make the individuals of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit decent
comfortable participants, as the Indigenous ways for knowledge and being were
essential to communication, to interpretation of a major part of the interview data
gathered, and also to the interpretation of the survey data. This was accomplished
through consultation with an Indigenous education advisor associated with the Ministry
of Education and an Elder with an education background regarding what culturally

166
appropriate approaches to take when conducting research with the identified Indigenous
communities. This research was not about documenting Indigenous knowledge or
Indigenous history/storytelling, but it was a study of the interaction of a specific group
of Indigenous students from different geographical areas with their teachers, and within
a specific environment with a purported focus on learning. What was important was
maintaining cultural values and giving credence to their voices through the
communication of results. The Indigenous peoples and the teachers involved in the
study, were participants in and not objects of the research.
Ideally, this type of study would take on an ethnographic approach, at least a
micro-ethnographic approach of immersing oneself into the community being studied to
gain information related to a wide set of social and individual variables. Microethnography has frequently been used by educational researchers to study classroom
environments for various reasons. Ogbu (1981) reported a bias in the use of microethnography by educational researchers. He believed that, in a true educational program
study, students and teachers should be studied at length and families should be readily
available for conversation. Unfortunately, due to the nature of the correctional system,
students only attended the correctional education program for the duration of sentencing
or during remand, with the date of release being short, lengthy, or open to change. My
access to students was at a time convenient to the school, the correctional center, and
myself as a researcher in full-time employment. These restrictions changed the inquiry
to more closely represent a case study, or phenomenological approach, that examined a
specific group (which may exist in more than one location) experiencing a specific
situation (correctional education) for a short period of time.
The rationale for pragmatism as the cornerstone of this research was that
pragmatism lends itself to real-world problem-solving (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007;
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, as cited in Feilzer, 2010; Dewey, 1925; Rorty, 1999, as
cited in Feilzer, 2010). As noted earlier, the key theories influencing this research are
cultural discontinuity theory, labeling theory, and resistance theory, all related to social
justice from an ethnic/racial stance and inequity within the educational system as it
pertains to Indigenous students. The flexibility of a pragmatic approach has increasing
importance in complex case studies (Sharp et al., 2012), which can easily include
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incarcerated Indigenous youth. The results are expected to facilitate change and give a
voice to all stakeholders.
Mixed Method Methodology. Some researchers believe that qualitative and
quantitative methods are “diametrically opposed” (Savenye & Robinson, 1996, p. 1172),
yet mixed methods allow a researcher to overcome the limits of only one research
paradigm. Harris and Brown (2010) believed that one of the reasons researchers use a
mixed method design is that the data from different methods will “complement each
other, overcoming weaknesses in individual methods” (Harris & Brown, 2010, p. 12).
Mason (2006, as cited in Torrance, 2012) believed that due to the multi-dimensional
experience of people, researchers also need the same of methods. Mixed methods are
used: (a) to offset potential weaknesses and provide stronger inferences, using the data
from one method to explain data from another (Doyle et al., 2009); (b) for the
illustration of data, and painting a better picture than can be done from one method
alone (Denscombe, 2008; Doyle et al., 2009); (c) for cross-validation of individual
findings (Bergman, 2011); (d) to improve the accuracy of the data, avoid the bias
inherent in single methods, develop analysis, and build on the data using contrasting
data or methods (Denscombe, 2008); (e) to address power issues and involve
participants, thereby providing a voice to those traditionally excluded (Mertens, 2007);
and (f) to allow for inclusion of different perspectives (Bergman, 2011).
With respect to these authors, the interview responses were intended to be a
source of comparison to the questionnaire questions, in order to identify where the limits
were in each of the tools, and, most importantly, to fill in the gaps that each of the tools
might be lacking. This was especially true of the interview questions, as it was initially
hoped that a fulsome report would be audio-recorded from the participant groups.
However, as identified earlier, audio-recordings of government-run youth correctional
centers were removed from the research design in order to get approval to conduct the
research.
Saini (2012) reported that some authors (Kenny, 2004; Stickland, 1987; Thomas
& Bellefeuille, 2006) suggest “that qualitative research methods that include individual
and group interviews, focus groups and participant observation can be more compatible
with Aboriginal culture compared to quantitative designs such as using survey
instruments” (p. 15); however Saini (2012) also indicated that “quantitative research
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methods are considered valuable to Aboriginal communities when, in active
collaboration with the community, quantitative methods provide generalizable and valid
information” (p. 14). I was unable to have active collaboration in my study, which
contributed to the limitations in the research mentioned in Chapter 5.
Recent educational research has utilized the mixed method approach (Arnon &
Reichel, 2009; Colquitt-Turks, 2019; Jang et al., 2008; Rahman, 2010). An issue
identified with using this type of method is the design of the interview and questionnaire
with respect to the scoring scale. The interviewer gives a score to the participants’
responses to the interview questions, while the questionnaire produces its own score,
potentially creating a discrepancy between the questionnaire and interview data scores
(Harris & Brown, 2010). With the limited amount of data gained from the student
participants, it is difficult to align the two tools. However, when quantifying the
interview data and aligning it with the themes gained from the survey data, some of the
discrepancy is limited, as the themes support the numerical data.
A number of educational research studies have used an integrative mixed
methods research design using various degrees of integration, including Arnon and
Reichel (2009), Jang et al. (2008), and Rahman (2010). The approach taken by Jang et
al. (2008) to examine success in schools in Canada, was to use a concurrent mixed
method design using interviews with teachers and principals, and focus groups with
students and parents, alongside a quantitative survey of principals and teachers. Arnon
and Reichel (2009), in their “Good Teacher” study, examined cultural (majority and
minority, and modern and traditional) perspectives from two diverse yet somewhat
integrated groups: Israeli Jews and Israeli Arabs. Rahman (2010), in her research on
Indigenous student success in secondary schooling in Australia, used a mixed methods
design with both student surveys and interviews. Colquitt-Turks (2019) examined the
perceived effectiveness of correctional education programs for adults in a correctional
facility in the United States. The participants identified in various race/ethnic groups.
Participant Population
There are two distinct stakeholder groups in the research. Student and teacher
participants were recruited from correctional education programs situated within youth
correctional centers in the province of Ontario, in areas that traditionally have a high
Indigenous population. These areas are located in northern Ontario. The student group
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comprised of male and/or female young offenders (age 16–17) who self-identified as
Indigenous, attended a correctional education program for a minimum of one month,
and who consented to participation in the research. I cannot reveal the number or
gender of the student participants in order to keep the youth correctional center and
student identities confidential. The focus of the research was explained verbally and in
written form, with consent being obtained before proceeding. The time commitment for
the questionnaire and interview was discussed with students before consent. The school
faculty comprised the second participant group and were recruited from the youth
correctional center education program. Contact was made through the local board of
education to obtain approval for the research, as per their research policy (Appendix B).
The same time commitment (for each phase) was discussed with the teachers, as well as
the additional time that I would be in the classroom as a non-participant observer for a
typical school day. Before the interview, questionnaire, and observation, teachers were
assured that the information gathered would not be evaluative or play any part in their
teacher performance appraisal.
The hope was that a minimum of ten students and eight teachers would agree to
participate across two or more educational programs. This number was dependent on
both the number of self-identified Indigenous students who met the criteria for
participation, the number of teachers at each facility, and each participant’s willingness
to participate. In actuality, Location X was not approved for participation by the school
board and location Y was not included after multiple attempts to recruit participants
failed; nonetheless, the participant groups reflected a stronger participant pool than
expected, as indicated in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1
Participants by Location

Facility

# of Student Participants

# of Teacher Participants

Location A

7

2

Location B

5

2

Location X

n/a

n/a

Location Y

n/a

n/a

Location C

3

7

Total

15

11

Methods of Data Collection
It is incumbent on researchers to interact with all stakeholder groups, including
less powerful stakeholders, to determine the local meanings attached to
experiences. (Chilisa, 2005, as cited in Mertens, 2007, p. 223)
The gathering of data focused on individuals’ experiences, feelings, opinions
(Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, as cited in Savenye & Robinson, 1996), practices, and
perspectives toward educational programming.
Kemmis (2010) saw the clients (the students in my research), as being
“knowledgeable about the relevant practices” (Kemmis, 2010, p. 145), which allows for
a different perspective on effectiveness than the faculty perspective. Using multiple
data sources helped to check findings and could point to a reinforcement of conclusions
(Taylor-Powell & Renner, 2003). As indicated by Sosulski and Lawrence (2008), using
more than one data gathering tool ensures that data complements each other to
accurately represent the subjects’ experiences and perspectives, and reinforces or
educates us on what we do or do not know of the subjects’ experiences.
Though not able to collaborate with the Indigenous communities themselves as
suggested by Saini (2012) and other, the quantitative questions were reviewed by
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Indigenous educators. I reference the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous
Issues, 2003, UNICEF, 2003, and Rae & the Sub Group on Indigenous Children and
Youth, 2006 all cited in Blackstock (2009) who acknowledge that “Indigenous peoples
repeatedly call for disaggregated data describing their experience to inform socialeconomic and political, policy and practice change” (p. 135). This could easily translate
to educational change. This is an exploratory research study which uses both qualitative
and quantitative data to gain perspective. In that, both data sets were examined using
methods inherent to the other for analysis. Ideally future research would eliminate the
quantitative data and concentrate on the voice alone.
Before any data were collected, the Indigenous education advisor and Elder
Dolores Wawia was consulted about local protocols and consent. Ideally, when
conducting research with Indigenous populations, one would employ methods that fit
well with the culture, but Weber-Pillwax (2001) and Wilson (2001, as cited in
Steinhauer, 2002) agreed that most Western methods are appropriate to use as long as
they honor, respect, manifest, and articulate an Indigenous world view.
Individual Interview or “Talk-story”. Interviews allow for the gathering of
information that may not be obtainable through observation, including meaning, value
systems, opinions, and beliefs, and allow for deeper understanding of the subjects. They
elicit in-depth responses and can provide interpretive perspectives (Mack et al., 2005).
Interviews allow for a great deal of flexibility (Woods, n.d., panel 2), are good for
asking complicated questions, allow the participant and interviewer the ability to ask for
clarification, and they do not require the participant to be literate (Centre for Program
Evaluation and Research, n.d., “Tips & Tools #1”). My intent of using interviews was
to go farther than getting basic answers, by gathering information related to actions and
values of the individuals. I also hoped to gather information on the effect of the social
structures—of the educational and correctional institutions discourse and traditions—as
they related to the individual’s interpretation of educational effectiveness as it pertained
to the Indigenous population.
The interview protocol was intended to mirror the questionnaire in the gathering
of data. It was separated into questions based on the gathering of demographic data, the
participant’s view of their success academically, their perception of the presence of
culturally responsive teaching, and the influence of culture-based education on their
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academic success and well-being. The main questions, because they were directly
related to the key and secondary questions, had an influence on more than one area of
the questionnaire. This was intentional, so that participants were not influenced in their
answers or able to recognize questions from the questionnaire, as well as to keep the
interview to a reasonable time frame. Participants were able to expand on answers,
which elaborated the data, and during the analysis these responses were able to
confirm/support or deny/contradict the questionnaire data. The interview question
template can be found in Appendix F.
Each Indigenous student and teacher that volunteered to participate in the study
was interviewed. The interview format for the research was semi-structured, and took
an estimated time of one hour. The interviews were structured in that the goal was to
gain information related to the research question(s), and they were unstructured in that
the participants dictated the direction of the interviews. “An interview is a form of
conversation in which the purpose is for the researcher to gather data that addresses the
study’s goals and question” (Savenye & Robinson, 1996, p. 1182), and should
“supplement and extend our knowledge about individual(s) thoughts, feelings and
behaviours, meanings, interpretations” (Woods, n.d., p. 3).
The Savenye and Robinson statement might be true for most research conducted
in Western society, in which a conversation is a back and forth phenomena and usually
occurs within a timeframe established by that culture. However, Indigenous populations
have their own way of telling, so when interviewing the Indigenous students, I provided
the opportunity for them to respond in whatever mode they felt most comfortable with.
When given the option of how to interview, students opted for the traditional Western
style of question and answer. Interviews were conducted in a non-adversarial manner,
where each participant was made as comfortable as possible. It was essential that I
gained the trust of the participants (students and faculty), especially due to the context of
the correctional facility. Member checks were also conducted for all interviews (see
Member Checks in the next section).
Interview questions with the teaching staff were conducted in the traditional
Western style. All interview questions were open-ended. In all cases, the respondents
dictated the manner in which they engaged (e.g., question-response, question-pauseresponse), with leading questions initiated when appropriate and if necessary. The
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intent was for responses to be audio-recorded (where appropriate and authorized by
Ministry of Children and Youth Service’s (MCYS)), as well as documented in written
form and transcribed using participants’ words and quotes. In the end, only one
correctional facility (Location A) allowed for teacher audio-recording (both participants
agreed to be recorded), and recording was denied for all participants at the other
locations, as per Correctional Services/Youth Justice Research Committee (CS/YJRC)
research protocol (See the section Research Study That Was Planned vs. Research Study
That Eventuated in Chapter 1).
I ensured that the participants’ responses were acknowledged through active
listening and by actively working to ensure any potential bias due to interpretation and
perception was minimized. This respondent validation was accomplished through the
post-interview clarification of responses (member checks) and the continued questioning
of subjects for clarification as the process progressed.
Member Checks. In the case of interviews, students and teachers were asked to
verify the information, comment or make changes, and in some instances explain items
that needed clarification. Each student’s interview was transcribed the same day postinterview. The researcher’s notes were reviewed with the student immediately after the
interview occurred through the process of the researcher re-reading each question and
response for clarification. Teachers at Location A were audio-recorded and the
transcribed notes were sent to the teachers for review. At the locations where recordings
were not allowed, the teachers’ responses were transcribed and the notes were shared
with those teachers to check for accuracy. Any changes identified by the teachers were
recorded. Only one teacher was asked to clarify an answer, after which they responded.
These techniques have been used in many studies, including Mageehon (2006)
and Kanu (2002). Kanu’s (2002) research involved Aboriginal groups, and he believed
that this process was necessary to address the concern of researchers not affording the
Aboriginal communities an opportunity to correct misinformation, challenge nonAboriginal perspectives, and to give their voice. This concern was addressed in the
Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples Report (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development Canada, 1996), which is distinctly Canadian. This process occurred
before I started analyzing the data.

174
Questionnaire. The vast majority of the questions on the questionnaire were
simple, closed questions (but the opportunity for those answering the questions to make
comments was not discouraged), with some questions designed to choose from, and/or
add to, a list of items. All questions paralleled but were not identical to the interview
questions and observation tool. The rationale for this was to assist in the conversion of
data during analysis, and as a tool to assist in triangulation of data sets based on similar
content. Asking similar questions in different formats enhanced my ability to compare
the data and look for consistency/differences between and within subject groups. The
questionnaire template can be found in Appendix G.
The questionnaire was designed with sections that were separated into questions
based on the key and secondary questions. The categories of the questions were based
on three foci framed by the research questions—culture and culturally responsive
teaching (CRT), educational practice, and institutional climate. Indigenous education
and CRT questions were based on best practices from research for teaching Indigenous
students, and learning for Indigenous students, as well as expectations from Ontario
Ministry of Education documents related to Indigenous education and equity. The
questions were based on recommended approaches to teaching Indigenous students. In
many cases authors or publications reference more than one strategy or approach.
Below is a list of subject areas and the authors that influenced these questions.


Curriculum and curriculum from an Indigenous perspective (Alberta
Education, 2005; Battiste, 2002; Bell & Brant, 2015; Biermann &
Townsand-Cross, 2008; Chief, 2011; Farrell-Racette et al., 1996; Hughes
& More, 1997; Little Bear, 2009; Pelletier, 1993, Barnhardt, 1994, Johns,
1994, all as cited in Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998; Stiffarm, 1998, as
cited in Battiste, 2002).



Lesson design (Alberta Education, 2005; Beaulieu, 2000; Bell & Brant,
2015; Government of Saskatchewan, 2013; Kavanaugh et al., 1998;
Stiffarm, 1998, as cited in Battiste, 2002; Toulouse, 2011).



Learning preferences and behaviours (Alberta Education, 2005; Anala,
2002; Antone, et al., 2003; Ball, 2009, as cited in Toulouse, 2011;
Battiste, 2002; Berger & Ross Epp, 2006; Farrell-Racette et al., 1996;
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Gaquin, 2006, as cited in Toulouse, 2011; Government of Saskatchewan,
2013; Hughes et al., 1997; Hughes, 1988, as cited in Hughes et al., 1997;
Kleinfeld, n.d.; Rasmussan et al., 2004; Toulouse, 2011; Toulouse,
2013).


Holistic approach to teaching (Alberta Education, 2005; Anuik et al.,
2010; Bell & Brant, 2015; Toulouse, 2011).



Circles & group talk (Alberta Education, 2005; Bell & Brant, 2015;
Government of Saskatchewan, 2013; Lambie, 2005, as cited in Toulouse,
2011; Toulouse, 2011).



Aboriginal resources including Elders and the community (Antone et al.,
2003; Anuik et al., 2010; Battiste, 2002; Bell et al., 2004, as cited in
Toulouse, 2011; Bell & Brant, 2015; Chief, 2011; Government of
Saskatchewan, 2013; Harrison and Greenfield, 2011; Little Bear, 2009;
Pelletier, 1993, Barnhardt, 1994, and Johns, 1994, all as cited in
Melnechenko & Horsman,1998;Toulouse, 2011).



Collaboration between Indigenous student and teacher, and student voice
(Alberta Education, 2005; Bell & Brant, 2015; Toulouse, 2008, as cited
in Toulouse, 2011).



Traditional Indigenous knowledge (Council of Ministers of Education
Canada, 2009).



Technology (McKillop, 2004, as cited in Toulouse, 2011).



Assessment (Alberta Education, 2005; Battiste, 2002; Toulouse, 2011).



Caring environment (Alberta Education, 2005; Bell & Brant, 2015;
Chief, 2011; Swanson, 2003; Toulouse, 2011).



Health and well-being (Antone, 2000; Bell & Brant, 2015).



High teacher expectations (Rampal et al, 1984, as cited in Kavanaugh, et
al., 1998).

The questions developed in relation to good educational practices were based
on the School Effectiveness Framework: A Support for School Improvement and Student
Success (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013d) to which the indicators I specifically
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reference can be found in Appendix L, and Growing Success (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2010b), specifically instructional practices and assessment & evaluation.
The intent of the separation between culture and education questions, though
they were intertwined, was to see if teachers tended to focus on one of these areas, or if
there was a concerted effort to build culture into the educational practice in the
correctional educational program, along with student success. It is important to note
that some questions related to both culture and education and more than one key or
secondary research question. Questions referencing the institution were not directly
cultural or academic, but were reflective of the influence the institutional climate had on
the student and teacher, and they were based on the lack of institutional influences in
previous research.
There were 104 questions for students and 102 questions for teachers. Of the
total questions, three student questions were not asked of the teachers, and one teacher
question was not asked of the students. In Chapter 4, it is differentiated in the data
where questions are removed from the data set for comparison purposes. The
questionnaire was broken into six categories, which are related to the key and secondary
research questions referenced previously. They are as follows:


Academics & Assessment (16 student and 14 teacher questions)



Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations (24 student and 25 teacher
questions)



Cultural Preference & Student Voice (21 student and 21 teacher questions)



Public Confidence (18 student and 17 teacher questions)



Health & Well-Being (18 students and 18 teacher questions)



Correctional Institution (7 student and 7 teacher questions)
The estimated time for completion of the questionnaire was one hour; however,

no participant took more than 45 minutes. Provisions were in place if participants
needed the questions to be dictated or their answers scribed. Four students, two at
Location A and two at Location B, required both the reading of questions and scribing
of answers. Member checks were to be done a maximum of three days following the
completion of the questionnaire for faculty and one day post-questionnaire for the
students, on any comments (extensions of information related to the question) written on
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the questionnaire. However, limited time frames and correctional facility rules and
regulations dictated that checks be done immediately after completion of the
questionnaire.
Non-Participant Observations. Although Saini (2012) believed that
observation was compatible with Aboriginal culture, there are a number of drawbacks to
observation. Kawulich (2005) identified a number of authors in her paper that noted
limitations to observations. Limitations of note to my research are: the potential of bias,
due to my gender (male), ethnicity (non-Indigenous), and class (educated middle-class)
(DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, as cited in Kawulich, 2005); a possible lack of trust from
participants; and the community’s possible discomfort with someone outside the
community (Schensul et al., 1999, as cited in Kawulich, 2005). With respect to my
research, the community was represented by the correctional education program.
Kawulich, in her own research with Indigenous communities, had been hesitant
to write about some cultural observations for fear of relaying information that should not
be shared (Kawulich, 2005). There was also the concern that information from
observations would not be published with permission or proper credit given to the
participants (Kawulick, 2005), or that information served to marginalize Indigenous
participants (Denzin et al. 2008, as cited in Braun et al., 2013).
In my study, observations of interaction between and within the Indigenous
students and teachers, and observations of correctional education programs, were
conducted in a non-participant manner in the classroom. I did not consciously interact
with any party except when asked to do so. At one location, I was asked to participate
in a physical education activity, which helped to establish a relationship with both
students and teachers. Non-participant observation was important in establishing
patterns from a detached viewpoint, and as a tool for comparison with participant data.
Relevant data can be obtained from the use of non-participant observation, and in the
case of my research, data collection was conducted over two days and separated by
collection of questionnaire and interview data. When no interviews were conducted or
questionnaires supervised for students, I conducted the observations. In the initial
project, data were to be gathered using classroom observations and identification of
resources gathered using a research-informed checklist. However, due to limited access
to classrooms and teacher timetables, only two locations were able to accommodate
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actual observation of teaching during a typical school day, as well as the dynamics of
each correctional institution dynamic and student/teacher interaction in the school.
Classrooms were observed at all locations, though two classrooms did not have any
students present at the time of my observation. Other barriers to classroom observations
included: location visits occurring on weekends when no school was in session or during
the summer months when classroom teachers were not the regular classroom teacher,
and programming that was not consistent with the regular school day.
Benefits of non-participant observation included increased accuracy, flexibility
in recording unexpected observations, and people and their actions being observed in a
natural environment (Centre for Program Evaluation and Research, n.d., “Tips & Tools
#1”). A structured observation form was used, which was guided by best practice
research and Ontario Ministry of Education documents utilized for the questionnaire, as
well as observation of individual behaviors and social behaviors, such as the
institutions’ rituals and structure. The completed forms can be found in Appendix K.
This technique was beneficial to observe teachers and students in their natural
(unnatural?) classroom environment. The observation focused on classroom structure,
pedagogy, discourse, interaction, schedules, roles, and rituals within the classroom, and
paralleled questions asked in the interview and questionnaire. The observation also
recorded any other data seen or heard that might have had an impact on the student(s).
For example, information was gathered pertaining to the structure of the classroom;
classroom instruction; how communication was conducted (verbally or non-verbally,
overtly or purposefully); and interactions between teacher and student, student and
student, and teacher and teacher. One of the purposes of the observation was to
determine to what degree there was culturally responsive teaching, or to what degree
there was cultural dis/continuity, and if the social environment and context affected or
contributed to learning. This comparison was between the sum of the observed data, the
expectations outlined by Ontario Ministry of Education documents (see introduction),
and best practices for Indigenous education. In my research, teachers were not made
aware of any relationship between the students’ interview or questionnaire responses
and their own responses, since doing so might have influenced teacher practice during
the research.
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Collection of Biographical, Educational, and Offence Data. Students’ family
backgrounds, residential histories, and offence histories were obtained through
interviews if students chose to share that information but were not solicited. I was
unable to compare student success in the mainstream/community school vs. the
correctional education program except for information gained in the interviews and
questionnaire, though this was more anecdotal in nature and relied on each participant’s
memory for the most part.
The teachers’ educational data were gathered from the interview, such as years
of experience in and out of correctional education and any previous employment; and
qualifications, level of education attained, was gained from the teacher’s profile on the
Ontario College of Teachers (OCT) website (public domain). All teachers in the
correctional education program located in the correctional facility were OCT accredited.
Field notes should contain both descriptive and reflective information, as
suggested by Bogdan & Biklen (1992, as cited in Savenye & Robinson, 1996). The
information should be descriptive in the sense of pure observation, and reflective in the
sense of what the researcher felt was the intent of the action or response. Filed notes
were kept from the first visits to each YCC and continued until the last visit.
Table 3.2 serves to align the key research questions and accompanying
secondary research questions with the areas of focus, methods of inquiry, and data
collection tools. I used a table in order to see the visual connection between each of
these pieces.

180
Table 3.2
Alignment of Key Research Questions with Method of Inquiry and Data
Collection Tools
Key
Research
Question

Are incarcerated
Indigenous student
educational needs met
through attention to
cultural dynamics?

Do correctional
education programs
instill public
confidence from the
stakeholder groups?

Secondary
Questions
What is the extent of
involvement of culturally
responsive teaching for
Indigenous students in a
correctional education
setting?
What practices/strategies
do teachers use to
accommodate Indigenous
students based on culturally
responsive teaching?

Does the absence or
presence of culturally
responsive teaching impact
academic success indicators
of incarcerated Indigenous
students?
Does the absence or
presence of culturally
responsive teaching
influence social impact on
education of incarcerated
Indigenous students?

Do social context of
the institutions have an
effect on Indigenous
student success and a
teachers ability to
teach?

Is student success
improved in a
correctional
educational program?

Areas
Of
Focus

Methods
of Inquiry

Interview:
Student/Staff

Academics &
Assessment
Qualitative
Strategies/
Pedagogy/
Curriculum/
Accommodation
Cultural
Preference &
Student Voice

Data
Collection
Tools

Non-participant
observation:
Researcher
Questionnaire:
Student/Staff

Quantitative

Non-participant
observation:
Researcher

Qualitative

Interview:
Students

Quantitative

Questionnaire:
Student

Qualitative

Interview:
Student/Staff

Quantitative

Questionnaire:
Student/Staff

Quantitative

Participant
Disclosure

Public
Confidence
Health &
Well-Being

Correctional
Institution (Youth
Correctional
Center)

Academic
Achievement
Closing the Gap
& Improved
Success

Indigenous Data Sovereignty
Historically, research has been done on Indigenous peoples, not with Indigenous
peoples, and thus the ownership and governance of the data has been held by others.
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Research has also been conducted by non-Indigenous researchers and the benefits of the
research were not intended for the very Indigenous populations who were studied
(David-Chavez et al., 2020; Kukutai & Taylor, 2016). In Canada as well as other
nations, data collection has been largely driven by academics, organizations, and
governments, with the sole purpose of benefiting the organizations or individuals and
not the Indigenous peoples. In the case of this study, the benefit was intended to be for
the educational system, specifically correctional education programs and the current and
future Indigenous students and their teachers. The benefit would be in the form of
improved delivery of the curriculum, such that culture, well-being, and student success
were positively affected.
Global examples of research that have no intention of benefiting Indigenous
populations are plenty and focus mostly on health-related issues. Some examples
include Arizona State University publishing unauthorized research based on health
information of the Havasupai Tribe of Arizona (Lovett et al., 2019; Rubin, 2004, as
cited in Kukutai & Taylor, 2016), and the publishing of a study on alcoholism in an
Alaskan community that caused stigmatization of the people and financial consequences
(Kaufman & Ramarao, 2005, as cited in Tournier, July 2015). In Canada, examples
include the misuse of blood samples by an academic at the University of British
Columbia, who used the samples for more than one study without obtaining consent
from the Indigenous community (Kukutai & Taylor, 2016); and Health Canada
mismanaging health information, where a health consulting firm associated with the
Government of Canada sold information that included community identifiers to
pharmaceutical companies (Kukutai & Taylor, 2016).
Due to the misuse of data represented in these examples; the collection of data since
colonialism (Lovett et al., 2019); poor practices in “conceptualization of data items
through to reporting of data about Indigenous peoples” (Lovett et al., 2019, p. 1); and a
resistance by Indigenous communities to share data due to historical lack of involvement
in development and use of data (Dewar, 2019); in the past two decades the concept of
Indigenous research, and specifically governance and sovereignty, has taken root.
Indigenous data sovereignty is the “tribe’s authority over information derived from its
territories, citizens, communities, and interests” (Hiraldo et al., 2020, p. 3), and “the
concept of data sovereignty is ‘linked with Indigenous peoples’ right to maintain,
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control, protect and develop their cultural heritage, traditional knowledge and traditional
cultural expressions, as well as their right to maintain, control, protect and develop their
intellectual property over these’” (Taylor & Kukutai, 2016, as cited in Dewar, 2019, p.
58).
Organizations around the globe have Indigenous data sovereignty (IDS) principles
(Lovett et al, 2016); however, Lovett et al. (2016) identified that Canadian First Nations
communities began the movement of contemporary Indigenous data sovereignty. With
the creation and strength of the First Nations Information Governance Centre (FNIGC)
and OCAP® (ownership, control, access, and possession) in Canada, data gathered at the
provincial and federal level is in consort with or conducted by the FNIGC to ensure
ownership, control, access, and possession of data. OCAP ® is a result of the lack of
“law or concept in Western society that recognises inherent community rights and
interests in data and information” (Kukutai & Taylor, 2016, p. 141). The federal and
provincial governments of Canada have now involved First Nations in the gathering of
data, including the First Nations Regional Health Survey (federal) and provincial and
territorial data sharing and data governance agreements, to ensure use and sharing of
Indigenous data is made by each individual organization (First Nations, Métis, or Inuit)
(Lovett et al., 2016).
As a researcher, ensuring that the data and information I have collected will not
harm those studied, especially Indigenous groups, is important. As this was an
exploratory study (not a large-scale government or university-driven gathering of data)
with a small participant population covering a large geographical area and participants
whose home communities were spread out across northern Ontario, it was difficult to
involve this specific community of learner (see Limitations in The Research in Chapter
5). I intentionally reached out to a respected Elder, who is also a university academic as
well as an Indigenous educator who works extensively with Indigenous populations and
the government with respect to education.
Kukutai and Taylor (2016) acknowledged that First Nation information does have
value in areas such as decision making and policy, and provides an enhanced
understanding in particular areas of study. By establishing the relationships mentioned
above, and having been given guidance and support for the research from the Elder I
contacted, I believe I have met the expectation described by Kukutai and Taylor (2016,
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p. 141) as “First Nations themselves are the only ones who have the knowledge and
authority to balance the potential benefits and harms associated with the collection and
use of their information.”
Ethics Approval
The ethics in the human research approval process for this research was
understandably multi-layered and multi-jurisdictional. The ethics approval process at
Charles Sturt University involved three major considerations for approval: the
vulnerable populations of children, Indigenous people, and people who were
incarcerated. Approval was given by the Charles Sturt University Human Research
Ethics Committee (HREC) (Appendix A). Throughout the ethics approval process,
measures were taken to ensure the expectations of the (Canadian) Tri-Council Policy
Statement (TCPS) 2 Chapter 9 Guidelines for ethical conduct of research with
Indigenous peoples were met. Confirmation that the expectations were met can be seen
in a letter (Appendix C) provided by Delores Wawia, an Elder of the Gull Bay First
Nation and professor emerita at Lakehead University, whom I consulted with at length.
Following the HREC approval, a research agreement with the Correctional
Services/Youth Justice Research Committee was obtained (Appendix B). To conclude
the process, the research committees of each of the three participating school boards
delivering the education programs in the youth correctional centers provided written
research approval (Appendix B), and the associated youth correctional centers (Ministry
of Children and Youth Services) provided verbal consent.
Data Generated via a Mixed Method Design Influence
Analysis of data gathered through a mixed method design influence can take
place from a component design, or an integrated design. Component design does not
mix any of the stages in the research, except at interpretation and inference, where as an
integrated design mixing of results can occur throughout the research journey (Jang et
al., 2008, p. 222). Teddlie & Tashakkori (2006, as cited in Jang et al., 2008) referred to
four modes of integrated design: (a) concurrent, (b) sequential, (c) conversion, and (d)
fully integrated. Bazeley (2012) referred to integrative mixed methods analysis as not
having one method or approach. There are five trends for mixed method data analysis
that Bazeley (2012, p. 816) referenced: (a) there is an integration of results from analysis
of separate data components, (b) one form of data informs the design or analysis of
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another, (c) there is an integration of multiple data components or sources during the
process of analysis, (d) data invites integration of more than one strategy for analysis,
and (e) methods are inherently mixed.
The integration of data from analysis of separate data components included
comparing separate data sources with different data types, or the same source generating
different data (Bazeley, 2012; Jang et al., 2008). This approach might typically have
been used when researchers were looking to gather information from any source
(Bazeley, 2012). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007, as cited in Bazeley, 2012) noted that
each component data set was first analyzed separately. Using one form of data to
inform the design or analysis of another form of data usually occurs in a sequential
manner, for example when qualitative data informs the creation of a quantitative
instrument, or when quantitative data identifies an area for qualitative study (Bazeley,
2012).
Integrating multiple data components during analysis “occurs when a particular
analysis strategy relies on more than one source or form of data” (Bazeley, 2012, p.
819). Comparative analysis using charts, tables, spreadsheet matrices, and computer
software are some approaches to integration during analysis. Using these methods,
qualitative data can be compared to quantitative data (Bazeley, 2012).
In the integration of more than one strategy for analysis, “data might be analyzed
in one form, and then manipulated into a different form to allow an alternative approach,
with both approaches making necessary contributions to the resulting interpretation of
the data” (Bazeley, 2012, p. 821). Quantifying qualitative data can be done by
identifying frequencies of responses, themes, or patterns and is frequently done using a
null code (0 or 1) (Bazeley, 2010, as cited in Bazeley, 2012; Sandelowski et al., 2009, as
cited in Bazeley, 2012), which is then recorded into one of the above mentioned tools
(e.g., a spreadsheet). Integration that uses methods that are inherently mixed refers to
data sources that produce both qualitative and quantitative data designed to answer
interlinked questions (Bazeley, 2012).
Data Analysis. Before commenting on the process of analysis, I would like to
comment on the influences on the analysis. As there are two key components to the
data, those being academics and culture, the data was examined within each area of
interest—academics & assessment; strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/accommodations;
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cultural preference & student voice; public confidence; health & well-being—and under
the main theoretical lenses of cultural discontinuity and culturally responsive teaching,
as they apply to academic and cultural practices and learning within the classroom.
Underlying all of this are labeling theory and resistance theory. The knowledge
gathered using both qualitative and quantitative methods, and reflected in the pragmatic
research philosophy, “results in more robust and interesting findings and thus is of
greater value to policy makers and practitioners” (Sammons, 2010, as cited in Sharp et
al., 2012, p. 37). The process of analysis begins by reviewing the data and ends with
interpretation (Centres for Disease Control and Prevention, 2009). According to Harris
and Brown (2010), analysis of questionnaire and interview data should be done
separately using the traditional methods of analysis for each one. After that is done,
results should be compared to look for commonalities (Harris & Brown, 2010).
Data analysis in my research took an integrative approach, similar but not
identical to that of Castro et al. (2010). Both qualitative and quantitative data were
analyzed concurrently using traditional methods employed by their respective
methodologies, after which both were analyzed using the traditional methods employed
by the others methodologies, thereby producing comparative data. Miles and Huberman
(1994, as cited in Savenye & Robinson) identified three “concurrent flows of activity:
data reduction, data display, and conclusion drawing/verification” (Miles & Huberman,
1994, as cited in Savenye & Robinson, 1996, p. 1059) related to data analysis. Content
analysis was an appropriate choice for my research, as it makes “valid inferences from
data to their context, with the purpose of providing knowledge, new insights, a
representation of facts” (Elo & Kyngas, 2008, p. 108). Analysis took the form of
content data analysis for two reasons: (a) it can be used for both qualitative and
quantitative data, and (b) large volumes and different sources of data can be “dealt with
and used in corroborating evidence” (Elo & Kyngas, 2008, p. 114).
Elo and Kyngas (2008) saw inductive content analysis as the best approach,
which included open coding (writing on text while reading) and the creation of
categories and abstractions. This technique was used in my research. Coding aided in
quantifying information for comparison during data analysis, between methods and
within subject cohorts and subject groups. Since data were recorded using mixed-data
tools, both descriptive and interpretive coding was applied in the research.
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Interpretation involved a number of steps, since both qualitative and quantitative
data sources were compared. Qualitative data were analyzed by grouping the responses
and looking for categories and themes, which were then converted using quantitative
methods to percentages of like responses for comparison with quantitative data.
Quantitative data were analyzed for frequencies of responses and themes, which were
then converted using qualitative methods of analysis to determine categories. Part of the
analysis examined responses to each interview question and the correlating question(s)
on the questionnaire, to identify differences and consistencies between questions and
responses. Divergent and negative views (Bazeley, 2009) helped to interpret data, as
these views, as well as omissions, can provide rich information.
Returning back to Jang et al. (2008) and Bazeley (2012), analysis can include
comparing separate data sources with different data types, or the same source generating
different data. This strengthening by triangulation was another reason in support of the
mixed method influence to data gathering. Questions were divided into topics to aid in
analysis. Categorizing of information was done as the themes emerged and was not
predetermined. In order to strengthen the interpretation of the data, the process of
analyzing each data set separately, together, and back and forth, provided a
“multidimensional perspective, each data set informed, questioned, and enhanced by the
others” (Feilzer, 2010, p. 12). Data were displayed using figures and tables in order to
detect patterns (or lack of patterns) of association, and the nature of those associations,
as suggested by Bazeley (2009). This approach helped establish a picture of the data
and aided in interpretation.
Statistical analysis of credit completion before and during incarceration was
meant to determine the effectiveness of learning from a purely academic success
perspective, as per Ontario Ministry of Education guidelines for student achievement;
however, I was unable to compare average mark attainment before and during
incarceration due to the lack of access to the OSR.
Triangulation
One of the key benefits of using a mixed method approach in the gathering of
data is that the researcher can compare data sources. Triangulation is used as a tool to
“validate research findings by generating and comparing different sources of data, and
different respondents’ perspectives, on the topic under investigation” (Torrance, 2012, p.
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111) and it helps eliminate the bias inherent in any one method (Creswell, 2003).
Denzin (1970, 1978, as cited in Torrance, 2012) delineated four aspects of triangulation,
with two being relevant to this study. The first is the triangulation of data, where
different sources are used; the second is the triangulation of method, where different
methods and methodologies are used. Comparison occurred between data methods
(Figure 3.2 [a]), within respondents (Figure 3.2 [b]), and between stakeholders (Figure
3.3).

Figure 3.2
Triangulation Across and Within Respondents
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Figure 3.3
Triangulation Using Trends From Stakeholder Groups

Figure 3.4
Comparison of Perceived Educational and Social Effectiveness of a Correctional
Educational Program and Actual Student Success Data

Comparisons were conducted between interview/questionnaire data of student
responses related to academic achievement while at their home schools and while
incarcerated and is represented in Figure 3.4. I took the students’ responses to be
accurate since there was no source for comparison. Once data were analyzed between
and within groups, the resulting information was put in aggregate form for reporting and
to ensure participant anonymity.
Recording and Storage of Data
All data were de-identified. Locations are identified by letter (i.e., A). Students
were identified by a gender neutral pseudonym (i.e., Jordan), while teachers were
identified by a number (i.e., 3). Each questionnaire and interview data set for students
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or teachers was identified via the respondent’s site code and identity (i.e., Jordan–A for
a student and 2–A for a teacher), to ensure consistency and tracking. All notes were
written up immediately after the day’s recordings had been completed in order to avoid
loss of information.
Akin to respect for confidentiality, any specific mention of individuals, places,
and organizations, or any other information recorded through observation or interview
that might identify an individual, an institution, or a community was replaced with a
generic descriptor or pseudonym. This served to ensure anonymity and to protect the
context of the information.
All written notes from interviews and observations were transcribed to Word
files and kept in separate folders appropriately labeled as “Interview” and
“Observations.” Data from questionnaires were stored in separated electronic files
labeled “Questionnaire.”
All confidential information was stored in the following locations to protect from
unauthorized access, loss, or damage. Hard copies of notes were locked in a lockable
storage container (file cabinet or safe). All analytical information, including Word and
Excel files and all audio files, was kept in a separate electronic file on a secured USB
device and kept in the locked storage unit. The initial proposal, and as per the state
records General Retention and Disposal Authority GDA23 23.6.2 (Australia), states the
records will be kept for 20 years after the research is completed or until participants
reach the age of 25 years. All teacher participants were older than 25, so student data
would be retained for nine years due to the age of the youngest student. However, the
Correctional Services/Youth Justice Research Committee (CS/YJRC) protocol that
requires all raw data and individual identifiers be destroyed by January 1, 2019
superseded this, and was adhered to.
All electronic data were stored on a secure, password-protected computer, were
emailed to a secure account accessible only by the researcher, and were stored on a
secure USB drive. Security codes were known to the researcher only. Electronic data
stored on the USB drive were stored in a separate location from the written documents
in case of potential loss from uncontrollable factors, such as fire or flood.
Challenges Related to Logistical Details and Limitations Related to the Research
Process

190
As there was little time to gather qualitative and quantitative data due to the
nature of the students’ sentences and the schedule of the correctional education program,
a concurrent data collection occurred. However, the qualitative data collected via the
interview was not collected until the quantitative data obtained via the questionnaire was
completed. Typically, it is difficult to gather data concurrently within a mixed method
design; however, the number of subjects was limited due to the nature of the program
addressed. I felt the benefits of this method outweighed the limitations.
The perceived challenges related to logistical details mainly concern
accessibility to community members and inconsistency in an offender’s length of
incarceration, as students may be present one day and not the following day.
Community member accessibility was indeed an issue, and did not happen, but student
availability was not a challenge save for Location Y.
Methodological concerns centered on access to offenders without correctional
staff supervision, which would be preferred, and with the correctional officers/youth
workers associated with the youth correctional center being given a brief on the research
in the hopes of establishing an understanding. This helped to negate any negative
interpretation and minimized the amount of intrusion into the classroom and disruption
to programming. There were no issues related to these concerns.
Language could have been a concern, as students might not speak English as a
first language. As all students spoke English fluently, interpreters were not needed.
Some students had weak reading and/or writing skills and needed the questionnaire
questions read to them and/or answers scribed. This was not a language issue but an
ability issue. Another potential language issue was the subjects’ understanding of the
questions, not from a linguistic perspective but from an interpretative perspective.
Questions both written and verbal were vetted by the CS/YJRC based on a Grade 5
reading level, as well as by an Indigenous education advisor, to limit any
misinterpretation. Verbal questions were restated and checked for understanding as
needed.
Ethical Issues
General Research Ethical Considerations
A number of ethical considerations in this section are referenced to Mack et al.
(2005), as they have direct relevance to this research. Mack et al. (2005) have made
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suggestions for ethical considerations for research in health care in an unnamed city in,
what is believed to be, Africa. Given the similar demographic (underserved) related to
institutions and research methods, some of their recommendations have been referenced.
Respect:
requires a commitment to ensuring the autonomy of research participants, and,
where autonomy may be diminished, to protect people from exploitation of their
vulnerability. The dignity of all research participants must be respected.
Adherence to this principle ensures that people will not be used simply as a means
to achieve research objectives. (Mack et al,. 2005, p. 9)
Research involving individuals, especially those with a history of incarceration,
mistreatment, and vulnerability, must ensure that confidentiality is maintained so as not
to identify individuals or divulge information that could be detrimental to their wellbeing physically, emotionally, socioeconomically, or educationally. This is especially
true when dealing with youth, as a young offender’s record is sealed and not accessible
to public scrutiny. Subjects in my study were advised that their actions and words
would be kept strictly confidential from the public, by use of pseudonyms, and from
other subjects, through non-disclosure. These processes helped with the gathering of
voluntarily-provided responses and in establishing trust between the researcher and
participants. Information regarding the purpose or process of the research was not
hidden from the subjects and it was reviewed during the consent process. It was
important to reveal the purpose of the research to all participants during all phases of the
research. This revealed the nature of the research and what part they played as
participants, and again helped to gain the trust of the subjects. This also afforded an
opportunity for the participant to remove themselves from the research if they felt they
had been misled or had misunderstood. During observational data gathering, it was
important that I remained unobtrusive, so that those observed felt that I was not
interfering with their normal activities, and so that their privacy was maintained (Mack
et al., 2005).
Beneficence demands “a commitment to minimizing the risks associated with
research, including psychological and social risks, and maximizing the benefits that
accrue to research participants” (Mack et al., 2005, p. 9). The intent of the research was
to ensure that the health and well-being of all subjects was at the forefront of the
research. At the beginning, and during all phases of the research, participants were
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given the opportunity to remove themselves from the process by requesting to do so.
They were also asked again at each stage of the research for their consent to continue.
Information obtained from a participant who withdrew would not be kept if the
participant requested as such; however, the refusal to continue was recorded. This
occurred in Location Y (which was not part of this research) when a student, after
completing the consent forms, discontinued the questionnaire. Location Y was not
included, as its only other student did not meet the requirements and there were no
teacher participants available.
Participants were made aware that if they did not wish to answer a question, they
had the option of refusal. Ellis (1995, as cited in Torrance, 2012) provided an account
of an incident that occurred after she published research without informing the subjects
and without their consent. Unfortunately, the subjects could identify themselves and
others in the research, which caused some pain in the community and for Ellis.
Justice:
requires a commitment to ensuring a fair distribution of the risks and benefits
resulting from research. Those who take on the burdens of research participation
should share in the benefits of the knowledge gained. Or, to put it another way,
the people who are expected to benefit from the knowledge should be the ones
who are asked to participate. (Mack et al., 2005, p. 9)
It is also of importance that the research acknowledges an understanding of the
culture and ethics associated with Indigenous peoples, as they provide a point of
reference for the research (Mertens, 2012). The small group that the research will
directly benefit, incarcerated Indigenous students and their teachers, were given credit
for their collaboration and participation in the research, not by name but by
identification as a group.
Informed consent is vital to the gathering of any data, especially observational,
interview, biographical, educational, and teacher employment (location) data. Obtaining
biographical and education attainment data can be sensitive. It was important that
participants gave their consent to the gathering of this information. Both written and
verbal explanation of the research was provided at each phase. During verbal
explanation and during the actual gathering of data, an interpreter could have been
present if needed, but this was not necessary. This also applied to written consent, as all
versions (English, French, Cree, Ojibwa, Oji-Cree, Inuktitut, and Braille) would have
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been made available upon request, but again, translated documents were not necessary.
The geographical regions where the students resided traditionally speak English, French,
Cree, Ojibwa, Oji-Cree, or a combination of languages. Inuk students have not been
known to be incarcerated in regions below their traditional land, but it was a possibility
they might have been residing in the identified region. Braille would have been
provided, but it was not necessary.
Four students self-identified as needing assistance, so information and consent
forms were read to those students. Information on where to obtain the university’s
informed consent policy was provided as part of the consent form, as per protocol, and a
copy was kept at each youth correctional center. During interviews, each individual
(student and teacher) was given the opportunity to consent to participation in all aspects
of the research. Parental consent was needed if students requested it; however, all
participants were of the legal consent age of 16 years and none requested parental
consent.
Bias can be expressed by both researcher and the subjects. Being both an
educator working with Indigenous students for twenty years and a former correctional
officer, it was imperative that my history and views were taken into account so as not to
influence the gathering and interpretation of data. The idea of bias was addressed as
part of the Reflexivity paragraph in Chapter 1. It was also important that information
revealed prior to or during all phases of data gathering was not inadvertently revealed to
participants, as it could have influenced their responses. Answering questions from
participants can cause misconceptions or reveal information that might influence a
participant’s response. If questions can be answered at a later date, it is preferable
(Mack et al., 2005).
Ethical Considerations Related to Research on Those Incarcerated
In addition to the aforementioned ethical considerations, it was vital, for security
reasons, that no personal information was revealed about me, to the extent that only my
first name, affiliation with the university, and the purpose of the research was revealed.
In all research, maintaining distance is important; however, due to the nature of the
offences and possible histories of the offenders, researcher confidentiality needed to be
maintained. Trust with incarcerated individuals is extremely important, as they are a
vulnerable population, and through the questionnaires and interviews they may have
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been revealing parts of their lives that they believed could influence my perception of
them.
Ethical Considerations Related to Indigenous Research
Ethical consideration “confers on the researcher an obligation to respect the
values and interests of the community in research and, wherever possible, to protect the
community from harm” (Weijer et al., 1999, as cited in Mack et al., 2005, p. 9). Mack
et al. (2005, p. 9) believed, “that this principle is, in fact, fundamental for research when
community-wide knowledge, values, and relationships are critical to research success
and may in turn be affected by the research process or its outcomes.” As this study
investigated a sensitive issue (education) involving participants from a vulnerable group
(incarcerated Indigenous youth—a very vulnerable population) in which there is
inherent diversity and uniqueness, the research adhered to the recommendation for
ethical research put forward by a number of publications and agencies, notably Ethical
Principles for the Conduct of Research in the North (Association of Canadian
Universities for Northern Studies, 2003); Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples—
Ethical Guidelines for Research (Appendix B) (Government of Canada, Royal
Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, 1993); CIHR Guidelines for Health Research
Involving Aboriginal People (Canadian Institutes of Health Research, 2013); TCPS 2—
Chapter 9. Research Involving the First Nation, Inuit, and Métis Peoples of Canada
(Panel on Research Ethics, 2014).
Notwithstanding the detail in these documents, the main guidelines that were
adhered to are: (a) using a collaborative approach that ensures, where appropriate, that
the Indigenous community are involved in the execution of the research; (b) ensuring
that data (where appropriate) and results are reviewed (by local boards of education and
Indigenous representatives only, as locating students post-research might be difficult,
and by the CS/YJRC, as per their approval) to ensure that there is a benefit in the
research to the communities concerned (Government of Canada, Royal Commission on
Aboriginal Peoples, 1993); (c) abiding by any local laws, regulations, and protocols; (d)
(d) maintaining a mutual respect for language, traditions, and community standards, and
becoming familiar with such; (e) respecting the privacy and dignity of the people; (f)
respecting the peoples’ knowledge and expertise in the research process; (g)
considering the physical, psychological, and cultural values over potential contributions
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to the research (Association of Canadian Universities for Northern Studies, 2003); and
(h) having respect for Indigenous authorities, including Elders and local groups
representing Indigenous communities.
Another important aspect to consider is that of cultural safety, as was previously
mentioned in Chapter 3. It is important to acknowledge the writing of Williams (1999),
who wrote:
Researchers from the same culture are more able to provide a culturally safe
environment for Indigenous research projects. The ability of researchers from a
different cultural group to provide cultural safety can be compromised by racial
or cultural bias’ that may be subconscious and unacknowledged. (Williams,
1999, p. 15)
Effort has been put into the research process to accommodate a culturally safe
environment, based on the writing of Williams (1999) in the Culture Safety section of
Chapter 3. Cultural safety:
means an environment which is spiritually, socially, and emotionally safe, as
well as physically safe for people; where there is no assault, challenge or denial
of their identity, of who they are and what they need. It is about shared respect,
shared meaning, shared knowledge and experience or learning together with
dignity and truly listening. (Williams, 1999, p. 15)
Situate Into Community. It has been suggested that when one conducts
research involving Indigenous peoples, that the researcher should introduce themselves
to the community (in the case of my research, the community was the correctional
education program), including the giving of personal information, as a way to gain the
community’s trust. No residential or personal contact information was provided to the
participants; however, I did share my experience with Indigenous populations as an
educator in the hopes of establishing trust, rapport, and credibility with the community.
The only personal information provided to offenders was my name, educational and
employment history (related to working with Indigenous youth), and qualifications.
Success with respect to gaining community support could only be derived from respect
given to the community. Engagement with the community that was authentic and
appropriate (e.g., based on community standards) was suggested by Sheehan and Walker
(2001). Also of importance, and with respect to Indigenous research process, was that I,
as the researcher, was learning and changing as I connected and related to the
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communities—education, correctional and Indigenous—which in turn made me a
stakeholder of a kind.
Involvement of the Nation. Indigenous research process suggests involvement
of the community as a collaborative partner in the research. Inclusion of the Band and
remote community members did not occur due to a number of factors. However, the
inclusion of the Indigenous educational officer for the geographical area and local Elder
with educational experience at the postsecondary level assisted in the design of the
research and the understanding of local research protocols.
The “Other” Perspective. It is entirely possible that my sense of the responses
to questions could have a political bent or bias due to who I am. My experiences
working in northern and reserve communities may have helped mitigate this. “Within
IKR [Indigenous Knowledge Research] it is crucial to realize that we cannot ‘have’
another’s life experiences” (Sheehan & Walker, 2001, p. 13). This statement is central
to ethical research projects, as one must understand that as one immerses themselves in
the Indigenous cultures in order to gain respect, one cannot influence what is heard and
seen, by interpreting participant’s contributions in any other way than how they were
intended.
Ownership of the Research. With the impetus of collaboration in the research
process, the question arises as to who will own the research. It is my intent to share the
process and results with all the stakeholders where possible; however, the research will
be my property as part of a research higher degree requirement.
Reciprocity. It is hoped that the present and future teachers in the correctional
education program and the future Indigenous students who attend the program might
benefit from the participants’ involvement with the research, so that teacher training and
program delivery can be the best possible.
Of key importance was to build a level of comfort with each group, student,
teacher, and youth correctional center staff. Building relationships with the stakeholders
established rapport and trust, especially since I am a non-Indigenous researcher and no
longer associated with correctional services. Since the stakeholders needed to feel that
their input was documented and of worth, of equal importance was that they had a
collaborative role in the research, albeit only during certain stages. Being an educator
who has worked in a school in Nunavut with Inuit students, at a school located on a
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reserve in northern Manitoba, and as a former member of the Aboriginal Advisory
Committee at the board of education level, helped to establish and maintain this
relationship. Building rapport with the correctional staff was key to accessing students
out of the school programming day (evening programming time, weekends), and for the
release of students during class for interviews. As security was a concern,
accommodations needed to be made; however, having been employed as a correctional
officer, a mutual understanding of security and correctional institution protocols aided in
student access and correctional officers not feeling they were being evaluated. Each
correctional facility was very accommodating with my intrusion into the facility, and
provided opportunities for me to access students, and provided a location to conduct the
interviews and for questionnaire completion for both students and faculty.
Therefore, with this educational and correctional background, I had the
knowledge, background, an awareness of how to communicate with the incarcerated
students and teachers, and continued contact with Indigenous community members and
educators, the bias and influences were expected to be minimal.
Resources Required to Carry Out Research
Resources needed to carry out the research were both electronic and human. An
electronic audio-recording device was used to audio-record two interviews. In order to
keep a record of and store data, a data management system, including word processing
and Excel programs, was utilized.
Human resources included both educational and Indigenous advisors.
Interpreters would have been arranged to translate information and consent forms into
French, Cree, Ojibwa, Oji-Cree, and Inuktitut languages. Interpreters would have been
arranged through the youth correctional center, for security reasons, if interpretation was
needed during data gathering. I was prepared to access forms in Braille in consultation
with the Canadian National Institute for the Blind (CNIB), but these were not needed.
In order to have access to articles and information from multiple sources, I had access to
Charles Sturt University, Lakehead University, and Ontario College of Teachers (OCT)
library services. These services were essential for literature searches. Access to Ontario
College of Teachers teacher profiles assisted with obtaining background data.
In this chapter, I strove to help the reader understand my research design and
methods as they pertained to the uniqueness of my research. In order to lay a foundation
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for my research, I focused a great deal on theories influencing the research, most
specifically, those related to Indigenous education. The research process and data
collection and analysis that were important in creating a complete, realistic, and strong
thesis were identified so that the reader would understand how the data reporting and
analysis could be as in-depth as possible. Data were broken down into a culture and
education focus, as well as by correctional education program and participant group.
Reporting laid the groundwork for analysis and discussion based on the key and
secondary questions. The underlying theme that was heard through Chapter 4: Results
and Chapter 5: Analysis and Discussion was that of participant perceptions, and as they
honestly see the educational program in the youth correctional center. Participant
comments are of importance in these two forthcoming chapters and have added to the
strength of this thesis.

199
Chapter 4: Results
Review of Data Process: Focus, Observations & Adaptations
Data were gathered using numerous methods: questionnaire, interview,
observation, and checklist. Academic achievement of the student was taken at the word
of the student or teacher. In this respect, achievement was not considered as salient data
because I could not confirm it. A report on the dynamics of the facilities and timetables
of data collection can be found in Appendix M.
As noted earlier by Reason (1994, as cited in Evans et al. 2009, p. 896), one
must have a “commitment to honouring the lived experience and knowledge of the
participants and community involved” in order for the research to be credible. The
student perspective involved participation from students who had been attending a
correctional education program for as little as one month to as long as five years
(continuously or at various intervals), some since the age of 12, and was the cornerstone
of the lived student experience. In the youth correctional centers (YCCs), during the
time frame for the collection of data, students ranged in ages from 12 to 21 years old;
however, only students 16 years of age or older were asked to participate, and only
students that were incarcerated for more than one month. This last criterion was a
condition from the Ministry of Children and Youth Service’s (MCYS) Correctional
Services/Youth Justice Research Committee (CS/YJRC) to ensure that students could
answer the questions of whether teachers knew their names and could speak on the
students’ interests. Educational experiences ranged from ceasing to attend their
community school as early as Grade 5 to those obtaining their Ontario Secondary
School Graduation Diploma (OSSGD) while incarcerated.
Background Information & Initial Contact Expectations
The three youth correctional centers that agreed to participate in the research
(two originally chosen and one additional program) were located in northern Ontario,
each covering a significant geographical area and a total area of northern Ontario
estimated to be 843,853 sq. km. It should be noted that in many northern communities
there are no services available for custody, and therefore offenders are transported to a
more southern location with a larger population. In addition, offenders could have been
transported between facilities and spent time in a facility located farther from their
homes.
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There were a total of 11 teachers and 15 students willing to participate and who
met the criteria of: (a) self-identifying as First Nation, Métis, or Inuit (if a student), (b)
the age of 16 or older, and c) having been at the facility for a minimum of one month.
Many students had resided in more than one youth correctional center, either during
their present sentence (moved generally due to behavior issues) or in a number of youth
centers over time. Due to this, students typically answered the questionnaire questions
from their present placement, or from their most lengthy stay if they had been at their
present facility for a short period of time or during the summer months (summer school
was not part of the data).
For a facility to be involved in the research, three criteria had to be met: (a)
approval from the Ministry of Community and Youth Service, or funded organization,
for access to the youth correctional centers (Appendix B), (b) approval by the board of
education where the students were registered, for academic responsibility to the
community (Appendix B), and (c) agreement by each YCC to participate, regardless of
the CS/YJRC approval. By the end of the research, three facilities participated.
Decades ago, YCCs would be run at capacity, anywhere from 12 beds to as high
as 100 beds. Today, with the change in the Youth Justice Act and the use of strategies
such as restorative justice, the numbers of youth in facilities have declined dramatically.
In Facility A, only one student who qualified declined to participate, and in Facilities B
and C, all qualified students participated. Only one teacher declined to participate, and
that was at Facility C. In order to ensure that there were an adequate number of student
participants, each facility was visited on two occasions, the dates being determined by
the availability of the faculty to accommodate the researcher.
My interaction with students was highly positive, with many students
volunteering for the research after seeing others had volunteered. The majority of
students felt it was important to participate to provide their perspective, especially when
they understood that it was the Indigenous perspective/voice that was of importance. I
was encouraged to participate in the classroom setting and to interact with the students,
teachers, and youth workers.
Any identifying information of individuals or facilities was de-identified, as per
the Australian National Data Service guidelines. As a review, in order to separate the
identification of student and teacher by facility, students were identified by a gender
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neutral pseudonym (e.g., Jordan), while teachers were identified with a number (i.e., 3).
Locations are identified by letter (i.e., A).
Data Analysis Framework: Questionnaire
With research of a sensitive area involving students that can be identified in
three ways— Indigenous, and students, and incarcerated—the number of subjects was
limited. This was a positive to Indigenous students, as historically the population count
would have been much higher. However, the percentage of Indigenous students in the
correctional system was still disproportional to non-Indigenous students, as seen in the
institutions that participated in the research.
The questionnaire protocol has been placed in Appendix G. I scrutinized
questions that were reported not only as those with an equal response and those with a
unanimous response, but I also looked at the data from the point of view of what was
being reported, with what was considered a more affirmative response. In this respect, a
percentage of participant responses were examined to assign a strong level of
affirmation for each participant group and location. The definition of affirmative is:
“favoring or supporting a position” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.a.). The definition of
significance is: “a level that is likely to have an influence” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.c.).
In this case, an influence, be it positive or negative, was on the student population in a
correctional education program. This was not a statistical significance, but a minimal
level of response chosen that showed there was an affirmative participant response to a
particular question, which was more than mere chance, in order to show a high degree of
response. In order to indicate strength or lack of strength of responses from a
quantitative lens, a threshold of affirmation was chosen as the means. It should be noted
that a lack of strength was important and was reported on in the analysis.
Data (culture, academic, institution, general) collected through the questionnaire
tool were extensive and included 124 questions asked of the students and 121 questions
asked of the teachers on the questionnaire. The majority of questions asked for a YES
or NO response. However, some questions asked participants to expand on their
answers by referencing a list, thereby giving multiple answers to a single question. A
number of questions asked participants to add to a list. The results were broken down
into three groups: (a) answers to straightforward YES/NO questions; (b) responses to
lists; and (c) responses that expanded on questions that elicited an elaboration to a
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previous question (e.g., If you answered NO to the previous question, would you like to
see this implemented?).
Unless otherwise stated, a YES answer reflected the perceived presence of the
strategy, approach, or item, and a NO reflected a perceived absence. A strong
affirmative YES result reflected the decisive presence, and a strong affirmative NO
answer indicated a decisive absence.
It should be noted that in one question in the area of interest titled Health &
Well-Being (Is there any racism in the classroom?), a NO answer was seen as a positive.
In the area of interest titled Correctional Institution, five of the eight questions asked had
a NO answer that was seen as a positive. Of the five questions in which a NO response
was a positive, four of the questions asked for students to identify if the correctional
institution had a direct influence on student learning. The fifth question asked the
student to identify if they were having behavior issues in the classroom. These unique
questions were identified in the write-up for each facility and each participant group in
the facility (student or teacher).
A number of approaches were taken with the questionnaire data. Each
participant group for each facility was recorded, tabulated for the two broad categories
of question—culture and academic—in a culminating spreadsheet for each area of
interest, and then broken down to look at trends and themes. In Appendix H (students
and teachers), the cumulative data of each YCC was represented for each area of
interest, and reported in both written and figurative form to easily identify responses.
Reporting of responses for the entire question pool in an area of interest included a
question list. At the beginning of the reporting for each area of interest, a breakdown of
the percentages of questions with strong affirmation was provided, and at the end,
except for the area of correctional institution, data were reported based on a strong
affirmation for questions differentiated by culture and academics.
When a question was reported as having an affirmative or strong response
(determined by facility and participation group), it was reported with respect to the level
of strength (e.g., strongly reported YES, strongly reported NO, weakly reported YES,
weakly reported NO).
Of the 15 students that agreed to participate over three institutions, the
participant numbers were small, but varied greatly between correctional education
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programs. With this fact in mind, it was determined that each facility would have a
different level or baseline of results when determining affirmation, or strength, of the
response that would lend itself to the argument of being meaningful.
The final determination of affirmation/strength in the results was based on the
number of participant respondents at each location, and finding the most appropriate
number to represent meaningful data. For a significant level of strength in responses,
the respondent data threshold for students for Facility A was 70% (5 out of 7), for
Facility B was 60% (3 out of 5), and for Facility C was 66% (2 out of 3).
The same can be said for the teacher participants. In most locations, there were a
limited number of faculty members; however, the number varied depending on the
facility needs. For affirmation/strength in responses, the respondent data threshold for
Facility A was 100% (2 out of 2), for Facility B was 100% (2 out of 2), and for Facility
C was 70% (5 out of 7).
Participant Comparison of Results for Each Facility: Consistency of Responses
This section examines the consistency in responses between the questionnaire
and interview for each participant and participant group. The section following,
Student/Teacher Comparisons of Cumulative Data, identifies the areas of the data that
were strongly agreed to or appeared absent between participant groups.
A thorough analysis of data consistency for each data collection method was
conducted with regard to each participant. Of note was that most student interviews had
more of a succinct response, whereas teacher interviews had more of a conversational
and elaborated response. Comparisons were calculated based on a participant’s
questionnaire response and their interview response, and the related question in the
interview. A chart was developed to compare answers. Based on the amount of sameor like-minded answers, a qualifier was given to the response constants of: no
relationship, weak relationship, strong relationship, and very strong relationship. No
relationship identified that the participant answers for each data tool did not correspond,
and very strong relationship indicated the vast majority of answers between data tools
corresponded.
Student Participants
Student interview answers tended to be limited to the student’s knowledge base
and their understanding of cultural competence. Student knowledge base was less than
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that of the teachers due to a number of factors, including educational knowledge base,
an understanding of what culturally responsive teaching is, and the number of years in
the educational system. Most students, due to their ages, had less than five years, and
many less than a year, experience in their correctional education program.
As can be seen by Figure 4.1, in each YCC, the majority of students had a strong
consistent response, with only four of the 15 students having less than a strong
consistent response between the two data pools.

Figure 4.1
Student Consistency of Responses Between Questionnaire and Interview

Strength of Relationship
0.5 = no relationship 1 = weak
2 = strong 3 = very strong

3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
Location A
Location B
Students at Institutional Locations

Location C

Teacher Participants
Teacher interview answers were more thorough in nature based on their years of
teaching experience, experiences in classroom settings, personal experiences,
understanding of cultural competence, and knowledge about what culturally responsive
teaching is. The teachers’ backgrounds and time spent working in correctional
education programs (ranging from 1–20+ years) allowed them to articulate their answers
to interview questions, focusing specifically on their experiences in the correctional
education setting.
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As can be seen in Figure 4.2, Location A had a weak response between the two
data pools for both subjects. The richness of the interview cannot be taken lightly, as
both participants took a lot of time answering the interview questions thoroughly,
openly adding a great deal of insight, and each responded with fulsome answers to the
member checks. The other two facilities had strong and very strong response
consistency. This strength permitted me to use the cumulative teacher data to make
comments in the next chapter.

Figure 4.2

Strength of Relationship
0.5 = no relationship
1 = weak 2 = strong 3 = very strong

Teacher Consistency of Responses Between Questionnaire and Interview
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Teachers at Institutional Locations

Student/Teacher Comparisons of Cumulative Data
As will be noted in this section, the quantitative data from the questionnaire
served to demonstrate the level of consensus or agreement between all participants (at
all locations as a cumulative result) for each question, in order to identify items that
students and teachers had a high or low level of agreement on. In doing so, responses
reflected on the classroom’s demonstration of recommended educational practices and
raised flags on potential issues, as a collective across the three correctional education
programs. These cumulative data contributed to a snapshot indicative of the
correctional education programs in northern Ontario, but did not reflect any single
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facility. When a list of questions occurs with a representative figure or table, culture
questions are in bold and academic questions are in italics.
When examining the data for each area of interest—Academics & Assessment;
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodation; Cultural Preference & Student
Voice; Public Confidence; Health & Well-Being—there were pockets of data that
indicated where students and teachers agreed/disagreed, and where each participant
group had strong or weak responses, which spoke to how many participants actually
identified an item, especially if there was more than a 50.0% affirmative response to an
item. Where necessary, any imbalance in reporting that overrepresented or
underrepresented the cumulative responses at any given location was noted. For
example, if Location A, which had seven student participants, all responded the same
but the other two locations, with a total of eight students, all disagreed, then this was
identified, so that no one mistakenly believed there was equal representation by location
in the percentage of strength of response. The comparison of responses garnered from
Figures 4.3–4.34 and Tables 4.1–4.10 will be discussed in Chapter 5: Analysis and
Discussion, as to the implications for this research.
The pie graphs in this document represent the number of strong affirmed YES
responses by participants (students between 66.6%–100%; teachers between 72.2%–
100%) related to the common questions in the questionnaires. The questions that were
removed from this exercise were identified at the beginning of each area of interest.
Removal was necessary as there was no corresponding question from the other
participant group’s question pool. Due to this approach, the numbers of strongly
affirmed YES answers were different from the data in Chapter 5. Responses to
questions were also represented in a comparison figure (Figures 4.3, 4.8, 4.13, 4.18,
4.23, 4.28) for each area of interest, to show commonalities and discrepancy in response
strength between participant groups. The response strength for culture and academic
questions were also represented in figures (Figures 4.6, 4.7, 4.11, 4.12, 4.16, 4.17, 4.21,
4.22, 4.26, 4.27) to compare level of agreement/disagreement between participant
groups.
Academics & Assessment
Two of the student questions were not repeated in the teacher questions, so were
not displayed in Figure 4.3. They are: SQ2 Are your marks better at the correctional

207
school than they were in the community school? and SQ4 Do you think you would get
more credits in a semester at the correctional school than the regular school? Given this,
the question numbers did not align to the same question number in the questionnaire.
All questions are listed in Figure 4.3. Student and teacher responses to the same
questions are displayed in Figure 4.3 to emphasize similarities and differences. Figures
4.4 and 4.5 take the responses from each participant group and identify the percentage of
questions with a strong YES response. Figures 4.6 and 4.7 break the data down further
and identify the student and teacher response strength to culture-based (Figure 4.6) and
academic-based (Figure 4.7) questions.
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Figure 4.3

Percentage of Participants

Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses by Question for the Area of Interest:
Academics & Assessment
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Academics & Assessment Questions
STUDENT
SQ1 Do you believe the school addresses students’
academic needs?
SQ2 Are you gaining credits at the correctional school?
SQ3 Are you told what you will be learning?
SQ4 Do you know how you will be marked before the
assignment or test?
SQ5 Are you taught in a language you can understand?
SQ6 Are the assignments or tests in a language you can
understand?
SQ7 Do you have input into how the teacher marks you?
SQ8 Do you choose to use Indigenous based ways of
expressing yourself for assessment? For example,
storytelling, group, or art-based assessment
SQ9 Are various forms of assessment (assignments or tests)
used in the classroom to show your knowledge?
SQ10 Do you think that the teacher allows you to
demonstrate what you know through ways that you choose?
SQ11 Do you believe the teachers want you to succeed?
SQ12 Can you make connections between traditional
knowledge learned from parents/Elders/family and what
you are learning in the class?
SQ13 Is the classroom work challenging enough for you?
SQ14 Are assessments or tests done on a schedule (i.e.
Fridays; when teacher has finished the unit)?

TEACHER
TQ1 Do you believe the school addresses students’
academic needs?
TQ2 Are students increasing their credit count at the
correctional school?
TQ3 Do students know why they are learning?
TQ4 Do students know how they will be assessed before the
assessment?
TQ5 Is what students are learning articulated in a
language they can understand?
TQ6 Is assessment articulated to the student in a
language they can understand?
TQ7 Do students have input into how they are assessed?
TQ8 Do students self-advocate by using Aboriginalbased ways of expressing themselves for assessment?
TQ9 Are various forms of assessment used in the
classroom?
TQ10 Do you think that the classroom allows students to
demonstrate what they know through ways of their
choosing?
TQ11 Do you believe the teachers want students to succeed?
TQ12 Are students given the opportunity to make
connections between prior learning from
parents/Elders/family and what they are learning in the
classroom?
TQ13 Is the classroom environment academically
challenging?
TQ14 Is assessment done on a scheduled basis?
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Figure 4.4
Percentage of Questions With Strong Student Response in the Area of Interest:
Academics & Assessment
Percentage of Questions with a Strong
YES Response by Students
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Figure 4.5
Percentage of Questions with Strong Teacher Response in the Area of Interest:
Academics & Assessment

Percentage of Questions with a
Strong YES Response by Teachers
21.4
78.6

Strong Response to YES
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Figure 4.6
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Culture-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Academics & Assessment
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Figure 4.7
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Academic-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Academics & Assessment
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Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodation
One question from the teacher questionnaire was not represented in Figure 4.8,
as it was not asked of the students: TQ15 Are Aboriginal resources from the Ministry of
Education and your board of education used as reference tools? Given this, the question
number did not align to the same question number in the questionnaire. All questions
are listed in Figure 4.8. Student and teacher responses to the same questions are
displayed in Figure 4.8 to emphasize similarities and differences. Figures 4.9 and 4.10
take the responses from each participant group and identify the percentage of questions
with a strong YES response. Figures 4.11 and 4.12 break the data down further and
identify the student and teacher response strength to culture-based (Figure 4.11) and
academic-based (Figure 4.12) questions.
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Figure 4.8

Percentage of Participants

Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses by Question for the Area of Interest:
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodation
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Strategy/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Assessment Questions

STUDENT

SQ1 Do you see First Nations, Métis, or Inuit culture
represented in the school?
SQ2 Do you feel that your culture is represented in the
lessons that are being taught?
SQ3 Do you see Indigenous perspectives taught in the
classroom?
SQ4 Are authentic learning experiences provided to you
based on your cultural background?
SQ5 Are you given the opportunity to share your
cultural experiences?
SQ6 Are there Indigenous resources (posters, art work,
guest speakers, artifacts, books, media) in the classroom?
SQ7 Are books about Indigenous peoples and/or written
by Indigenous peoples used in the classroom?
SQ8 Do you have input on how and what you learn (based
on prior learning, personal interest, or prior assessment)?
SQ9 Does learning have meaning to you based on global
and cultural perspectives?
SQ10 Is your learning meaningful to you based on both
your needs and culture?
SQ11 Are classroom resources relevant?
SQ12 Are classroom resources current?
SQ13 Are classroom resources accessible?
SQ14 Are classroom resources inclusive (culture, academic
level, special needs, gender)?
SQ15 Do you see Indigenous values and interests
reflected in the lessons?
SQ16 Can you put what you are learning to use?
SQ17 Do you feel connected to what you are learning?
SQ18 Is the classroom academically challenging?
SQ19 Are Elders part of the classroom experience?
SQ20 Does the school teach an Indigenous Studies
course?
SQ21 Are you involved in exploring real-world issues
related to Indigenous issues?
SQ22 Are you involved in exploring real-world issues
related to global issues?

TEACHER

TQ1 Does the school acknowledge First Nations, Métis,
or Inuit culture?
TQ2 Is Aboriginal culture represented in the information
that is being taught?
TQ3 Are Aboriginal perspectives taught in the
classroom?
TQ4 Is authentic learning experiences provided based on
cultural background?
TQ5 Is there an opportunity for students to share their
experiences with respect to their culture?
TQ6 Are there Aboriginal resources (wall resources,
guest speakers, artifacts, books, media) in the classroom?
TQ7 Are books about Aboriginals and/or written by
Aboriginals used in the classroom?
TQ8 Are students provided a choice of how and what they
learn based on prior learning, personal interest, or prior
assessment?
TQ9 Is learning relevant and based on global and
cultural perspectives?
TQ10 Is learning meaningful and based on student needs
and culture?
TQ11 Are resources relevant?
TQ12 Are resources current?
TQ13 Are resources accessible?
TQ14 Are resources inclusive (culture, academic level,
special needs, gender)?
TQ15 Are students’ values and interests reflected in the
lessons?
TQ16 Do you believe students see relevance in what they
are learning?
TQ17 Can students feel connected to what they are
learning?
TQ18 Are classes academically challenging?
TQ19 Are Elders used in the classroom?
TQ20 Does the school teach an Aboriginal Studies
course?
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SQ23 Can you identify Indigenous culture in the learning
activities in the classroom?
SQ24 Do you need extra support (IEP, Kurzweil, etc.) in
school if identified?
TQ21 Are students involved in exploring real-world
issues related to Aboriginal issues?

TQ22 Are students involved in exploring real-world issues
related to global issues?
TQ23 Can students identify their culture in the learning
activities in the classroom?
TQ24 Do students receive extra support (IEP, Kurzweil,
etc.) in school if identified?

Figure 4.9
Percentage of Questions with Strong Student Response in the Area of Interest:
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
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YES Response by Students
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Figure 4.10
Percentage of Questions with Strong Teacher Response in the Area of Interest:
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations

Percentage of Questions with a Strong
YES Response by Teachers

33.3
66.7

Strong Response to YES

214
Figure 4.11
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Culture-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
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Figure 4.12
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Academic-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
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Cultural Preferences & Student Voice
All student and teacher questions were identical, with all questions listed in Figure
4.13. Student and teacher responses to the same questions are displayed in Figure 4.13 to
emphasize similarities and differences. Figures 4.14 and 4.15 take the responses from each
participant group and identify the percentage of questions with a strong YES response.
Figures 4.16 and 4.17 break the data down further and identify the student and teacher
response strength to culture-based (Figure 4.16) and academic-based (Figure 4.17)
questions.
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Figure 4.13

Percentage of Participants

Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses by Question for the Area of Interest:
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
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Cultural Preference & Student Voice Questions
TEACHER
SQ1 Are you involved in giving input into what is taught in
the classroom?
SQ2 Are you involved in decision making?
SQ3 Are you involved in the learning process?
SQ4 Are Circles used in the classroom?
SQ5 Is group talk used in the classroom?
SQ6 Is reflection used in the classroom?
SQ7 Is story-telling used in the classroom?
SQ8 Are you given time to think/reflect before answering
questions?
SQ9 Are you given the opportunity to learn through
listening?
SQ10 Do you experience hands-on learning in the class?
SQ11 Do you experience learning through observation and
imitation (watching then copying what is shown)?
SQ12 Are you given the opportunity to stop and start
activities as you work toward completion of the activity?
SQ13 Are you asked to learn through independent learning
courses (booklets)?
SQ14 Are you given the opportunity to discuss your
learning style (hands-on, visual, listener, environmental…)
with other students or teacher(s)?
SQ15 Do tools such as text and media represent the
Indigenous voice?
SQ16 Is the classroom culturally sensitive?
SQ17 Do you have access to multiple learning experiences
(independent, group projects, field trips, guest speakers,
Elders in the classroom)?
SQ18 Are local perspectives included in the learning
experience so that you can make connections to what you
are learning?
SQ19 In the classroom are you allowed to make choices
based on cultural preferences?
SQ20 In the classroom are you allowed to make choices
based on learning preferences?
SQ21 In the classroom are you allowed to make choices
based on resources you may use (i.e. choice of text/books)?

STUDENT
TQ1 Are students involved in giving input into what is taught in
the classroom?
TQ2 Are students involved in decision making?
TQ3 Are students involved in the learning process?
TQ4 Are Circles used in the classroom?
TQ5 Is group talk used in the classroom?
TQ6 Is reflection used in the classroom?
TQ7 Is story-telling used in the classroom?
TQ8 Are students given time to think and ponder before
answering questions?
TQ9 Are students given the opportunity to learn through
listening?
TQ10 Do students experience hands-on learning in the class?
TQ11 Are students given the opportunity to experience
learning through observation and imitation (watching
then copying what is shown)?
TQ12 Are students given the opportunity to stop and start
activities at their choosing as they work toward
completion of the activity?
TQ13 Are students asked to learn through independent
learning (i.e. ILC courses)?
TQ14 Are students given the opportunity to discuss their
learning style (hands-on, visual, listener, environmental…)
with classmates or teachers?
TQ15 Do tools such as text and media represent the
Aboriginal voice?
TQ16 Is the classroom culturally sensitive?
TQ17 Do students have access to multiple learning
experiences (independent, group projects, field trips, guest
speakers, Elders in the classroom)?
TQ18 Is personal local perspectives part of the learning
experience so that relevant links can be made to what
students are learning?
TQ19 In the classroom are students allowed to make
choices based on cultural preferences?
TQ20 In the classroom are students allowed to make choices
based on learning preferences?
TQ21 In the classroom are students allowed to make choices
based on resources they may use (i.e. choice of text/books)?
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Figure 4.14
Percentage of Questions with Strong Student Response in the Area of Interest: Cultural
Preference & Student Voice

Percentage of Questions with a Strong
YES Response by Students
28.6
71.4

Strong Response to YES

Figure 4.15
Percentage of Questions with Strong Teacher Response in the Area of Interest: Cultural
Preference & Student Voice
Percentage of Questions with a Strong
YES Response by Teachers
38.1

61.9

Strong Response to YES
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Figure 4.16
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Culture-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Cultural Preference & Student Voice
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Figure 4.17
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Academic-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Cultural Preference & Student Voice
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Public Confidence
One question from the student questionnaire was not represented in Figure 4.18,
as it was not asked of the teachers: SQ15 Is the focus of instruction based on any of the
following (social, mental health, cultural, academic need)? Given this, the question
number did not align to the same question number in the questionnaire. All questions
are listed in Figure 4.18. Student and teacher responses to the same questions are
displayed in Figure 4.18 to emphasize similarities and differences. Figures 4.19 and
4.20 take the responses from each participant group and identify the percentage of
questions with a strong YES response. Figures 4.21 and 4.22 break the data down
further and identify the student and teacher response strength to culture-based (Figure
4.21) and academic-based (Figure 4.22) questions
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Figure 4.18
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses by Question for the Area of Interest:
Public Confidence
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Public Confidence Questions
TEACHER

SQ1 Do you feel connected in the classroom (familiarity, and
safe, caring environment)?
SQ2 Is your cultural identity seen in the classroom?
SQ3 Do you think you are doing better academically in the
correctional school than you did in the regular school?
SQ4 Are your emotional and behavioural needs met in the
correctional school (compared to the regular school)?
SQ5 Are your cultural needs represented in what is
happening in the classroom?
SQ6 Are you being assessed the way you want to be assessed?
SQ7 Are you being taught and assessed in the language of
your choice?
SQ8 Is the classroom environment inclusive, reflecting your
strengths, needs, and learning preferences (e.g., individual vs.
group, learning styles)?
SQ9 Is culture, knowledge, traditions, activities, and values
of Indigenous culture respected in the classroom?
SQ 10 Are you given the opportunity to discuss your success
with teachers?
SQ11 Are you given the opportunity to make suggestions on
how you can be successful?
SQ12 Do you want to be taught using Indigenous knowledge
as a way to learn?
SQ13 Do you believe the teacher/school has high expectations
for your learning?
SQ14 Does the school check materials for cultural onesidedness that does not reflect the Indigenous viewpoint?
SQ15 Does the school celebrate success?
SQ16 Are Indigenous culture days celebrated at the school?
SQ17 Are parents/community involved in the education of
Indigenous students?

STUDENT

TQ1 Do you feel students are connected in the classroom
(familiarity, and safe, caring environment)?
TQ2 Is the classroom able to relate to the Aboriginal
students’ cultural identity?
TQ3 Do you believe students are doing better academically
than they did in the regular school?
TQ4 Do you believe students are learning better emotionally
and behaviourally in the correctional school than in the
regular school?
TQ5 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s cultural
needs?
TQ6 Is the classroom meeting the students’ assessment needs?
TQ7 Is the classroom meeting the students’ language needs?
TQ8 Is the classroom environment inclusive and does it reflect
individual student strengths, needs, and learning preferences
(e.g., individual vs. group, learning styles)?
TQ9 Does the classroom respect the culture, knowledge,
traditions, activities, and values of the Aboriginal culture?
TQ10 Are students given the opportunity to discuss their
success with teachers?
TQ11 Are students given the opportunity to make suggestions
on how they can be successful?
TQ12 Do you believe students want to be taught using
Aboriginal knowledge as a way to learn?
TQ13 Do you believe the teacher/school has high expectations
for student learning?
TQ14 Does the school vet materials for discrepancies/onesidedness (e.g., Eurocentric-based)?
TQ15 Does the school celebrate success?
TQ16 Are Aboriginal culture days celebrated at the school?
TQ17 Are parents/community involved in the education of
Aboriginal students?
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Figure 4.19
Percentage of Questions with Strong Student Response in the Area of Interest: Public
Confidence

Percentage of Questions with a
Strong YES Response by Students

41.2

58.8

Strong Response to YES

Figure 4.20
Percentage of Questions with Strong Teacher Response in the Area of Interest: Public
Confidence
Percentage of Questions with a
Strong YES Response by Teachers
23.5
76.5

Strong Response to YES
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Figure 4.21
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Culture-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Public Confidence
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Figure 4.22
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Academic-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Public Confidence
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Health & Well-Being
All student and teacher questions were identical, with all questions listed in
Figure 4.23. Student and teacher responses to the same questions are displayed in
Figure 4.23 to emphasize similarities and differences. Figures 4.24 and 4.25 take the
responses from each participant group and identify the percentage of questions with a
strong YES response. Figures 4.26 and 4.27 break the data down further and identify
the student and teacher response strength to culture-based (Figure 4.26) and academicbased (Figure 4.27) questions.
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Figure 4.23
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Health & Well-Being Questions
TEACHER

SQ1 At this moment in time do you think the school has your
best interests at heart?
SQ2 At this moment in time do you believe you are an
important part of the classroom?
SQ3 At this point in time are you happy learning in the
correctional school?
SQ4 At the present time are you learning the way you want to
in the correctional school?
SQ5 Do you want to be taught by Indigenous teachers?
SQ6 At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting
your social needs as you want them to be?
SQ7 At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting
your health needs as you want them to be?
SQ8 At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting
your mental health needs as you want them to be met?
SQ9 At the present time are you able to explore your
personal interests in the classroom?
SQ10 At this point in time do you feel safe in the classroom?
SQ11 During your present time at the Correctional school do
you feel there is any racism present in the classroom?
SQ12 Are the 7 Grandfather Teachings referred to in the
classroom?
SQ13 Is a team approach, such as teachers, correctional
staff, parents/guardians, Indigenous community members,
used to assess your needs (academics, mental health,
Indigenous culture)?
SQ14 Is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional)
approach to teaching used in the classroom?
SQ15 Does the correctional school have a climate of trust?
SQ16 At this point in time is the classroom a safe, healthy
learning environment?
SQ17 Are you given the opportunity to self-direct and
problem-solve school or behaviour issues?
SQ18 At this point in time does a teacher in the school know
you by name and know what your interests are?

STUDENT

TQ1 Do you think the school has the Aboriginal student’s
best interests at heart?
TQ2 Do students believe they are an important part of the
classroom?
TQ3 Do you believe students are happy learning in the
correctional school?
TQ4 Do you believe students are learning the way they want
to in the correctional school?
TQ5 Do you believe Aboriginal students want to be taught
by Aboriginal teachers?
TQ6 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s social
needs?
TQ7 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s health
needs?
TQ8 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s mental
health needs?
TQ9 Are students able to pursue their personal interests in
the classroom?
TQ10 Do students feel safe in the classroom?
TQ11 Do you feel there is any racism present in the
classroom?
TQ12 Are the 7 Grandfather Teachings referred to in the
classroom?
TQ13 Is a team approach used to assess student needs
(academics, mental health, culture)?
TQ14 Is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional)
approach to teaching used in the classroom?
TQ15 Does the school typically establish a climate of trust?
TQ16 Is the classroom a safe, healthy learning environment?
TQ17 Are students given the opportunity to self-direct and
problem-solve school or behaviour issues?
TQ18 Do teachers know students by name and know who
they are ‘as a person’?
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Figure 4.24
Percentage of Questions with Strong Student Response in the Area of Interest: Health &
Well-Being

Percentage of Questions with a Strong
YES Response by Students

44.4
55.6

Strong Response to YES

Figure 4.25
Percentage of Questions with Strong Teacher Response in the Area of Interest: Health
& Well-Being

Percentage of Questions with a Strong
YES Response by Teachers
11.1
88.9

Strong Response to YES
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Figure 4.26
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Culture-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Health & Well-Being
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Figure 4.27
Student and Teacher Response Strength to Academic-Based Questions in the Area of
Interest: Health & Well-Being
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Correctional Institution
All student and teacher questions were identical, with all questions listed in
Figure 4.28. Student and teacher responses to the same questions are displayed in
Figure 4.28 to emphasize similarities and differences. Figures 4.29 and 4.30 take the
responses from each participant group and identify the percentage of questions with a
strong YES response.

Figure 4.28
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Correctional Institution Questions
TEACHER

SQ1 Does the structure of the institution affect how well you
do in school?
SQ2 Does the schedule of the school revolve around the
schedule of the institution?
SQ3 Are you interrupted in your learning due to the
institution’s schedule?
SQ4 Are you allowed to interact with other offenders while
in the school?
SQ5 Are you allowed access to the internet while in school?
SQ6 Do the security routines of the institution interfere with
your learning?
SQ7 Are you having issues with your behaviour in the
classroom?

STUDENT

TQ1 Does the structure of the institution affect how well
students do in school?
TQ2 Does the schedule of the school revolve around the
schedule of the institution?
TQ3 Are students interrupted in their learning due to the
institution’s schedule?
TQ4 Are students allowed to interact with other offenders
while in the school?
TQ5 Are students allowed access to the internet while in
school?
TQ6 Do the security routines of the institution interfere with
learning?
TQ7 Are you having issues with student behaviour in the
classroom?
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Figure 4.29
Percentage of Questions with Strong Student Response in the Area of Interest:
Correctional Institution

Percentage of Questions with a
Strong YES Response by Students

42.9
57.1

Strong Response to YES

Figure 4.30
Percentage of Questions with Strong Teacher Response in the Area of Interest:
Correctional Institution
Percentage of Questions with a
Strong YES Response by Teachers
11.1
71.4

Strong Response to YES
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Questionnaire Cumulative Data: Trends & Themes
Students
When analyzing the cumulative results, attention was drawn to a number of
areas. It was evident that there was little support from students identifying items
within the areas of interest, and what was supported with a strong YES varied
dramatically between topic areas.
Only 58 of the 104 questions were identified as strongly agreed upon (either
YES or NO), giving a moderate 55.8% rate and indicating a lack of student agreement
on many of the questions. Of the 58 questions, 45 (43.3%) were strongly agreed to as
YES (one YES question related to the institution was seen as a negative—the presence
of behavior issues—and only 13 (12.5%) were strongly agreed to as NO, indicating a
strong agreement toward the perceived absence of specific items. One of the NO
answers was seen as a positive, with 86.7% of students reporting NO to the presence
of racism in the classroom. There were 39 questions (37.5%) where there was a weak
response from students (below n = 10) and seven questions where there was a 50.0%
response, giving a combined rate of disagreement of 44.2%, a relatively high number.
When examining overall consensus, only 55.8% of the questions had a strong
response by students. Figure 4.31 shows a very similar profile across the five main
areas of interest, except for two areas with disproportionate weak responses:
Strategies/ Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations, at 58.3% (14/24), and Cultural
Preference & Student Voice, at 42.9% (9/21). Considering that only 64.9% of the
questions were above 50.0% YES, the lack of presence of items as they were
perceived by students was telling. If students perceived, on the whole, that there was a
deficit, then there was cause to look at how programs could be modified to meet the
identified deficits. It is noted in future sections where the items were present in some
locations but not all, which might change the perspective of the results. These results
will be analyzed in Chapter 5 in the section Analysis of Participant Responses as They
Relate to the Research Questions, as to the implications the responses to the questions
within the areas of interest have on a culturally responsive classroom and academic
approaches to learning and teaching in the correctional education program.
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Figure 4.31
Comparison of the Significance of Responses for all Areas of Interest as Reported by
Students
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When looking at the total questions with a strong agreement for culture and
academics in Figure 4.32, there is a picture that emerges that is drastically different
between the two foci. Culture-based questions only had a 42.9% strong response rate
with an equal response to strong YES and strong NO whereas the academic focus had
a 64.0% strong response rate with strongly agreed YES at 60.0% of the questions.
Figure 4.32 represents the level of disproportion in which students perceived that
academics had a stronger presence in the classroom than culture, and perhaps was seen
as more important, though it is difficult to speculate. The comparison between the
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cultural and academic questions between participant groups was expanded on to give a
picture of where students and teachers strongly agreed and where they were strongly
opposed, which will provide a foundation for the section Analysis of Participant
Responses as They Relate to the Research Questions in Chapter 5.

Figure 4.32
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There were 97 questions not related to the correctional institution, and of these,
42 had a culture focus, 50 had an academic interest, and the other five questions were
of general interest.
If one only looks at the cumulative data, understanding the strength of the
response in any given area is difficult, as one location may have served to skew the
results. For example, the number of participants at each location varied, such that
Location A had almost half of the student participants (7 out of 15). If they all
answered similarly to a question, the data might look stronger than it was across all
three locations. Location comparison of questions with a strong YES or NO
affirmation in each area of interest was reported by students and can be found in
Appendix I.
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Teachers
After analyzing the cumulative results, it is evident that there was a lot of
support from teachers identifying items in the areas of interest, and what was
supported with a strong YES varied slightly between areas. The range was from
61.9% in the area of interest Cultural Preference & Student Voice (with the area of
interest Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations a close second, at 64.0%)
to 88.9% in the area of Health & Well-Being (with Academics & Assessment at 78.6%
and Public Confidence at 76.5%, close behind). There was consistency represented in
three areas of interest with a strong NO response as follows—Academics &
Assessment (7.1%); Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations (4.0%); and
Cultural Preference & Student Voice (4.8%). This made a very strong statement on
the reliability of teacher perception of what was present and what was not, despite the
large number of weak responses in Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
(28.0%), Cultural Preference & Student Voice (33.3%), and Public Confidence
(23.5%), but with an overall level of 20.6%.
A fulsome 75 of the 102 questions were identified as strongly agreed upon
(either YES or NO), giving a strong 73.5% and indicating a healthy level of teacher
agreement to the questions. Of the 75 questions, 71 (69.6%) were strongly agreed to
as YES (one YES question related to the institution was seen as a negative—the
presence of behavior issues), and only 3 (2.9%) were strongly agreed to as NO, giving
a convincing case toward a strong agreement for the perceived presence of specific
items. There was one question in which a NO answer was seen as a positive: if there
was the presence of racism in the classroom. For teachers, the response of 54.5%
affirmative NO unfortunately indicated that approximately half of the teachers
believed there was a presence of racism. There were 21 questions (20.6%) where
there was a weak response from teachers, and two questions where there was a 50.0%
response, giving a combined rate of disagreement of 22.6%, a relatively low number.
Figure 4.33 shows a very similar profile across the five main areas of interest,
with Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations (7 out of 15), Cultural
Preference & Student Voice (7 out of 21), and Public Confidence (4 out of 17) having
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a disproportionate number of questions that had a weak response (Academics &
Assessment had 1 out of 14, and Health & Well-Being had 1 out of 18).
Figure 4.33
Comparison of the Significance of Responses for all Areas of Interest as Reported by
Teachers
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Figure 4.33 represents the strength in teachers level of agreement, with 75.8%
strongly agreed upon; 72.6% strongly agreed to as YES; and 3.2% strongly agreed to
as NO. Even though participants could not come to a high level of consensus in the
areas of Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations and Cultural Preference &
Student Voice, a large majority of questions were reported above 50% present (23 out
of 25 for Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations; 19 out of 21 for Cultural
Preference & Student Voice). All of the strength in perceived presence of items across
all areas of interest leads me to believe that teachers have a strong conviction that their
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programs are meeting the cultural and academic needs of the students, as 42 of the
questions had a culture interest and 51 had an academic interest. Location
comparisons of questions with a strong YES and strong NO affirmation in each area of
interest as reported by teachers can be found in Appendix I.
These results will be analyzed in the section Analysis of Participant Responses
as They Relate to the Research Questions in Chapter 5, as to the implications the
responses to the questions within the areas of interest have on a culturally responsive
classroom and academic approaches to learning and teaching in the correctional
education program.
When looking at the total questions with a strong agreement for culture and
academics (Figure 4.34), a picture emerged that was remarkably similar between the
two foci. Culture-based questions had a reasonable 65.1% rate for strong responses to
the questions, with a relatively strong YES response of 58.1% and a minimally strong
NO at 7.0%; whereas for the academic focus, the response rate was 84.0% for strongly
agreed YES compared to the 0.0% of questions that had a strong response NO. There
was an uneven distribution between cultural and academic questions with a weak
response, with 17 questions with a cultural focus and six with an academic focus.
These numbers make a case for teacher consensus about the perception that items with
an academic focus in the classroom exist, and a presence of items with a cultural
focus, at least to some extent. Since a cultural focus in the classroom was presented as
weak, with most items identified at Locations B and C, the presence was more
location-based.
The global picture has given an image as I had reported. Of significance was
the comparison between the cultural and academic questions between participant
groups (Figure 4.34). This was expanded on to give a picture of where students and
teachers strongly agreed and where they were strongly opposed, and will provide a
foundation for the section Analysis Of Participant Responses As They Relate To The
Research Questions in Chapter 5.
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Figure 4.34
Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for all Areas of Interest as
Reported by Teachers
84

Percentage of Questions

90

84

80
70
60

65.1
58.1

50
40
30
20

7

10

0

0
Culture-Based

Academic-Based

Culture vs. Academic
Total Questions With Strong Agreement

Strongly Agree YES

Strongy Agree NO

A clear picture of how students and teachers compared can be found in the
section Analysis and Discussion in Chapter 5, with an emphasis on questions with (a)
strong consensus, and (b) strong opposition. This information laid the foundation for
the section Analysis of Participant Responses as They Relate to the Research
Questions and Culture, Education, and Success of the Indigenous Student.
Agreement and Disparity in Participant Responses Identified by Culture and
Academic Questions
Where participant groups agreed, there appears to be few questions/items
within each designated section. With sections having a question total ranging from 14
to 24, there were no more than seven items in which participants strongly agreed
(combined YES and NO) in any given section, indicating that between participant
groups sitting on opposite sides of the learning table there were serious gaps in the
perceived presence or absence of any item between the groups. I began with a
snapshot of the items, per each area of interest, in which students and teachers had
common response strength, with all percentages indicated as YES responses. This was
followed by items where there was a reasonable gap in responses between participant
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groups, with percentages indicated as YES responses. For the strength of responses,
data were identified as student: teacher (e.g., % responding: % responding). Within
the tables, if data are coloured green, there was a strong student: teacher association to
YES; and if coded red, there was a strong student: teacher association to NO. No
colour meant the student: teacher association was to a weak affirmation. Some
questions were not identified as either culture or academic, as the response could not
be attributed to culture or academics. They might have been influenced by the culture
of the institution, specifically the fact that attendance at school was mandatory and/or
there were interruptions, such as withdrawal from the classroom due to meetings,
court, or other appointments. Questions based on culture are written in bold, and those
based on academics are written in italics.
Responses by students and teachers in their interviews were used to
contextualize the questionnaire data. Direct quotes were referenced using double
quotes and italics. The use of single quotes indicated what the participant was
conveying in their response, as direct quotes were not able to be hand-recorded due to
the student’s speed of response, their ability to respond within the context of the
question, my active engagement in the conversation with the participant, or the
inability to record responses with a recording device as they were prohibited. As
mentioned previously, students are identified by a gender neutral pseudonym (i.e.,
Jordan), and teachers by number (i.e., 3). Locations are identified by letter (i.e., A). I
was able to clarify participant responses during the respondent validation.
In the area of Academics & Assessment, there were eight items that
participants agreed on: six with a strong YES, one with a strong NO, and one with
weak agreement (See Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses with High Degree of Agreement
Between Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Academics & Assessment
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

The school addresses the student’s academic needs.

88.6

100

Students achieve credits.

100

100

Students are told what they are learning.

93.3

90.1

Students are taught in a language they understand.

93.3

90.1

Assignments and tests are in a language students can
understand.

93.3

100

Students believe that the teachers want them to succeed.

86.6

100

Students choose to use Indigenous ways of expressing
themselves for assessment.

26.7

18.2

Assessment or tests are done on a scheduled basis.

40.0

36.4

Academics & Assessment

Note. Green = strong student: teacher association to YES; Red = strong student:
teacher association to NO; no colour = student: teacher association is a weak
affirmation. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academicbased question.
Of the eight questions which had strong agreement, six were culture-or
academic-focused. With respect to academic needs, five of the 15 students reported
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they had more structure, they were not rushed to complete work, and they got help
from teachers, with comments such as these by Phoenix–A, “Less of a rush than in the
regular school,” “Gotten more done then in the regular school,” “More structure,
more support.” Student Charlie–B commented, “[teacher] goes around school and
asks if we need help,” “Helps us if we need,” and Cory–C commented, “[Get] help
any time you want,” and “Here is easier to learn, more stress at old school, after a
while you are there you give up [at old school]”, and “Here definitely given support
when needed” and “You [student] go at your own pace” (Adrian–C).
Of the 11 teachers, four noted that it was easier to accommodate students’
needs (IEP, focus): “IEPs in the regular class are hard to accommodate everyone.
Hard with 20–30 kids (1–C). Other teacher comments of note were: “Lots of in-school
resources” (2–C), “Ability to do what you [teacher] need—more ability to meet staff
and student notion of what student needs” (3–C). Four of the 11 teachers noted oneto-one attention in class: “Students get individual attention [in facility]” (1–A), “Oneto-one all the time” (7–C), and many teachers in the interview (7 out of 11) noted
smaller class sizes.
Three students reported getting work done/gaining credits, with student
Taylor–A commenting in the interview that they “just finished Grade 9 and 10
credits” after being out of school since they were 10 years old. Student Sydney–A
spoke of ‘Getting credits,’ believing ‘18 credits while incarcerated,’ and this over the
span of two years of incarceration as a youth. Student Cory–C acknowledged being
“more successful here.” With regards to Indigenous ways of expressing themselves
for assessment, all of the teachers at Location B, and 5 out of 7 at Location C, agreed
that this item was not present, and students at all locations felt this item was not
present. With regards to assessments and tests done on a schedule, teachers at all
locations reported NO. Students at Location A were split, reporting the presence (4
out of 7 against), with Location B reporting 2 out of 5 against, and Location C
reporting 1 out of 3 against.
When examining culture-and academic-based questions, students responded
with a weak affirmation to the presence of items indicated within the culturally based
questions, with 2 out of 4 responding with a very strong YES, and 1 out of 4

239
responding with a very strong NO. The teachers responded to the presence of cultural
items, with 3 out of 4 of the cultural-based questions receiving a strong YES, and 1 out
of 4 a strong NO. Examining the academic-based questions, students and teachers
were vastly divergent in agreement to a strong YES response, with students at 3 out of
8, and teachers at 6 out of 8, yet close in responses of a strongly agreed NO, with
students responding at 1 out of 8 and no teachers responding.
In the area of Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations, students
strongly agreed on very few items in the questionnaire, at 29.2%. This was significant
in that students did not see the presence of many items in their correctional schooling.
Coincidently, teachers did not show a strong affirmation either, but they did agree on
66.7%.
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Table 4.2
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses with High Degree of Agreement
Between Participant Groups for the Area of Interest:
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

Classroom materials are accessible.

100

81.1

Elders are part of the classroom.

13.3

9.1

Learning is meaningful to the student based on their
needs and culture.

46.7

54.5

Indigenous values and interests are reflected in the
lessons.

53.3

63.3

Students are involved in exploring real-world issues
related to Indigenous issues.

53.3

63.3

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations

Note. Green = strong student: teacher association to YES; Red = strong student:
teacher association to NO; no colour = student: teacher association is a weak
affirmation. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academicbased question.
Where the students and teachers agreed on the presence of the items indicated
in the 24 questions, only five questions showed similar responses, with one question in
strong agreement YES, one in strong agreement NO, and three with weak agreement
for the participant groups. Five of the 15 students believed there were no practices to
accommodate Indigenous students. In the interview, student Alex–A responded,
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“Nothing in the classroom,” to the item about practices used to accommodate
Indigenous students; student Bobbi–A responded, ‘Do not talk about culture or where
he is from,’ student Dakota–A responded, “Just school work,” and Phoenix–A
responded, “Seems that they want [them] to do it [things in the booklet] by the book
[booklets],” inferring that culture was not introduced into the student lessons.
Four of 11 teachers also agreed that there was very little Aboriginal content,
saying things like, “Scraping the surface,” “Could be more,” and “Room for
improvement.” With respect to the question of learning being meaningful based on
need and culture, the balance of student responses against it were in Locations A and
B, and all students at Location C (3 students) reported that learning was meaningful
based on need and culture. For this same question, 4 out of 6 teachers (one did not
reply) at Location C reported that learning was not meaningful based on need and
culture, and the other locations reported 100% presence of the same item. There were
two questions where teacher responses were unbalanced in response, with Location C
reporting 3 out of 6 that Indigenous values and interests were reflected in lessons, and
students were involved in exploring real-world issues related to Indigenous values.
All other locations (A and B) reported 100% YES.
When examining culture-based and academic-based questions, teachers
responded with a weak affirmation to the presence of items indicated within the
culture-based questions, with 7 out of 14 as very strong YES, and 1 out of 14 as very
strong NO. The students disagreed equally as strong to the presence of culture items,
with 1 out of 14 of the culture-based questions receiving a strong YES, and 2 out of 14
a strong NO. Examining the academic-based questions, students and teachers were
vastly divergent in agreement to a strong YES response, with students at 6 out of 10
and teachers at 0 out of 11. Both groups then saw academics in a different light within
the institution, and perhaps it was the expectation of the academic aspect that was
different, as opposed to the actual absence or presence.
In the area of Cultural Preferences & Student Voice, again students as a whole
strongly agreed on very few items in the questionnaire, at 28.6%, and teachers
remained consistent with only 66.7% of the questions having a strong consensus.
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Table 4.3
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With High Degree of Agreement
Between Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Cultural Preferences & Student
Voice
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

Students are involved in the learning process.

80.0

90.1

Students are given the time to think/reflect before giving
a response.

100

100

Students are given the time to stop and start activities as
they work toward completion of the activity.

86.6

81.1

Students work through independent learning courses (ILC).

93.3

81.1

The use of circles is seen in the classroom.

13.3

9.1

Students are involved in decision-making.

60.0

54.5

Students are allowed to make choices based on resources
they may choose to use.

60.0

63.6

Cultural Preferences & Student Voice

Note. Green = strong student: teacher association to YES; Red = strong student:
teacher association to NO; no colour = student: teacher association is a weak
affirmation. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academicbased question.
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There were seven questions out of 21 in which students and teachers had
agreement: four with a strong YES, one with a strong NO, and two with weak
responses. Two highly agreed on questions were related to learning preferences, but
one culture-based question, the use of circles, was agreed to as absent. In the
interview, only two students reported that teachers decided what to do. For example,
student Bobbi–A indicated that “Teachers decide what is done, no choice.” There was
no question that teachers at every location reported the majority of YES or NO
answers, but there were two questions that were influenced by a location. For the
question about students in the classroom being allowed to make choices based on
resources, only Location C was unanimous, at 3 out of 3 for YES.
A divide was seen between participants on culture-based questions, with
students strongly agreeing YES on only 3 out of 14 questions, while teachers strongly
agreed on 10 out of 14 questions. This was opposite for the academic-based questions,
where students and teachers agreed on both strong YES responses, with 3 out of 7 for
both, and strong NO responses, with 0 out of 7 for both.
In the area of Public Confidence, students were divided on their strongly
agreed response to items in the questionnaire, at 58.8%, with teachers strongly
agreeing to the majority of questions, at 76.5%.
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Table 4.4
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With High Degree of Agreement
Between Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Public Confidence

Public Confidence

Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

Students are being taught and assessed in the language of
their choice.

80.0

72.7

Students can discuss their success with teachers.

86.6

90.1

Students can make suggestions on how they can be
successful.

86.6

90.1

Students believe the teacher/school has high expectations for
their learning.

86.6

81.1

Students want to be taught using Indigenous knowledge
as a way to learn.

53.3

54.5

Note. Green = strong student: teacher association to YES; Red = strong student:
teacher association to NO; no colour = student: teacher association is a weak
affirmation. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academicbased question.
There were five questions out of 17 in which students and teachers had
agreement: four with a strong YES and one with a weak agreement to YES. Two of
the 15 students indicated they were not interested in or related to First Nations
cultures. Student Briar–B reported, ‘Not interested in accommodations for FNMI,’
and student Adrian–C said they “don’t relate to First Nations culture.” Two of 11
teachers noted that students do not talk about their Indigenous culture, exemplified by
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“Students tend not to talk about Native things” (4–C), or said they got offended if
culture was brought up by non-Indigenous teachers: “The more [the teacher] brings in
the Aboriginal content [they] get challenged” (5–C). In the interview, one teacher
made a point to mention non-Indigenous students who got offended if they were only
taught native content: “If [I only] teach native stuff, White kids might be offended” (3–
C), and “Some non-native kids hate it” (7–C). These were interesting comments, as
Alberta Education (2005) believed that curriculum that embeds Aboriginal content
allows Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples to experience the history and culture of
Indigenous peoples.
Three of these questions were influenced by a single location, as indicated by
student responses. For students being given the opportunity to discuss their success
with teachers, Location B had 2 out of 5 students respond NO, and all other locations
were unanimously YES. For the question of wanting to be taught using Indigenous
knowledge as a way to learn, Location C was unanimously YES, while all other
locations were split in responses.
Culture-based questions showed some similarities between participant groups,
with students strongly agreeing YES in 3 out of 8 responses, and teachers 4 out of 8.
Students strongly agreed NO in 2 out of 8 responses, and teachers 0 out of 8. When
examining academic-based questions, this trend continued, with students strongly
agreeing YES to 7 out of 9 and teachers 9 out of 9, and students and teachers equally
responding with a strongly agreed to NO at 0 out of 9.
In the area of Health & Well-Being, students were divided on their strongly
agreed responses to items in the questionnaire, at an even 50.0%, thereby showing that
there was no consensus in this area of interest. Teachers showed a very strong
agreement to the majority of questions, at 88.9% of the questions.
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Table 4.5
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With High Degree of Agreement
Between Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Health & Well-Being
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

At the time of this research, the learning atmosphere was
meeting the students’ social needs.

86.6

81.1

At the time of this research, the learning atmosphere was
meeting the students’ health needs.

86.6

100

At the time of this research, students felt safe in the
classroom.

80.0

90.1

At the time of this research, the classroom was a safe,
healthy learning environment.

86.6

100

Health & Well-Being

Note. Green = strong student: teacher association to YES; Red = strong student:
teacher association to NO; no colour = student: teacher association is a weak
affirmation. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academicbased question.
Even with the lack of students strongly agreeing YES to the 18 questions, there
were four of 18 questions in which students and teachers had agreement, all with a
strong YES. Two students indicated that the rules and regulations of the facility
helped teachers, with student Bobbi–A reporting that “routine helps teachers teach.”
Student responses influenced two of the question results. For the question of if
learning atmosphere met the students’ health needs, Locations B and C had unanimous
YES responses (5 out of 5, and 3 out of 3 respectively). For the question about
students feeling safe in the classroom, Locations B and C were unanimously YES (5
out of 5, and 3 out of 3 respectively).
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Culture-based questions had interesting responses, as there were only two
questions. Students strongly agreed NO on one question and teachers strongly agreed
YES on one question, which happened to be the same question: Are the 7 Grandfather
Teachings taught in the classroom? Academic questions had a more fulsome YES
response from both participant groups, more so for the teachers who responded with a
strong YES to 15 out of 16 questions, and students 10 out of 16. Only the students
responded with a strong NO to 1 out of 16 questions.
The items in Tables 4.6–4.10 identify where students and teachers were
dramatically opposed in their responses.
In the area of Academics & Assessment, there were four questions where
students and teachers differed greatly in their responses, with teachers having the
highest YES response for all.

Table 4.6
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With Lack of Agreement Between
Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Academics & Assessment
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

Students know how they will be marked for assessment.

40.0

90.1

Students have input into how teachers mark them.

26.7

72.7

Various forms of assessment are used in the classroom to
show knowledge.

53.3

100

Students can make connections between traditional
knowledge learned from parents/Elders/family and what
is learned in the classroom.

33.3

100

Academics & Assessment

Note. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academic-based
question.
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The first two questions were centered on student input. Student Bobbi–A
indicated that “Teachers decide what is done, no choice.” In the interview, 5 of the 15
students indicated doing Indigenous-based activities (7 Grandfather Teachings,
beading, moccasins, looking at things from two viewpoints), but there was also the
viewpoint, “Everything treated the same, all students treated the same” (Jamie–C),
which was supported by a teacher 2–C, who reported that they ‘Do not differentiate
FNMI vs. non-FNMI,’ and teacher 2–A, who indicated that they “[are] not First
Nations, don’t know the language. Don’t know knowledge. Don’t know background.”
In the area of Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations, there were
six questions where students and teachers differed greatly in their responses, with
teachers having the highest YES response for all.

Table 4.7
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With Lack of Agreement Between
Participant Groups for the Area of Interest:
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

First Nation, Métis, and Inuit cultures are represented in
the school.

40.0

100

Culture (Indigenous) is represented in the lessons taught.

33.3

81.8

Students are given the opportunity to share their culture.

46.7

100

Books about Indigenous peoples and/or written by
Indigenous peoples are used in the classroom.

40.0

72.7

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations

Note. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academic-based
question.
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In their interviews, 6 out of 15 students reported that there were no books on
Indigenous cultures, just school work, with 3 out of 15 indicating that academics was
the focus: “No native things to read or write about” (Jamie–C). Some students
identified “Spirit Bear books” (Lee–B), and a teacher reported “Novel studies centered
around Indigenous authors and content” (1–B). Student Adrian–C indicated that
conversations didn’t happen around important issues, stating “Conversation [e.g.,
residential schools] doesn’t happen.” Teacher 3–C indicated they talked about racial
issues and Indigenous health issues.
In the area of Cultural Preferences & Student Voice, there were seven (six
culture/one academic) questions where students and teachers differed greatly in their
responses.
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Table 4.8
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With Lack of Agreement Between
Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Cultural Preferences & Student Voice
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

Students are involved in giving input into what is taught in
the classroom.

93.3

45.5

Group talk is used in the classroom.

26.7

72.7

Reflection is used in the classroom.

40.0

90.1

Storytelling is used in the classroom.

26.7

72.7

Students experience hands-on learning in the class.

60.0

100

Students experience learning through observation and
imitation.

46.7

100

Students are given the opportunity to discuss their
learning style with other students or teachers.

46.7

90.1

Cultural Preferences & Student Voice

Note. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academic-based
question.
Overall, when asked if there were Indigenous-based accommodations, 5 out of
15 students believed there were no practices to accommodate Indigenous students.
One of the seven questions had a student response higher than the teachers: the only
academic question. In this area of interest, six of the learning preferences were
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indicated, which speaks to a disconnected vision of differentiated instruction between
the groups.
In the area of Public Confidence, there were four questions where students and
teachers differed greatly in their responses, with teachers having the highest YES
response for all, and only two questions with student response above 50.0%.

Table 4.9
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With Lack of Agreement Between
Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Public Confidence
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

Students are assessed the way they want to be assessed.

60.0

100

Culture, knowledge, traditions, activities, and values of
Indigenous culture are respected in the classroom.

53.3

90.1

The school celebrates success

46.7

90.1

Indigenous culture days are celebrated at the school.

26.7

81.1

Public Confidence

Note. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academic-based
question.
In the interviews, 5 out of 15 students believed teachers were respectful of
Indigenous students and acknowledged Indigenous cultures in a number of ways, such
as posters, activities, and art projects. Five out of 15 students indicated that a more
concentrated CRT was done, including teachings, skinning, fishing, beading, and
making moccasins. Student Phoenix–A wanted more of an Indigenous focus, saying
there “should be more cultural stuff based on Aboriginal people”.
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In the area of Health & Well-Being, there were four questions where students
and teachers differed greatly in their responses, with teachers having the highest YES
response for three questions and students for one. There was one response that was
lower than the teachers but was above 50.0%. One of the four questions had a student
affirmative response higher than the teachers.

Table 4.10
Comparison of Student and Teacher Responses With Lack of Agreement Between
Participant Groups for the Area of Interest: Health & Well-being
Student
Group
Response
(%)

Teacher
Group
Response
(%)

At this point in time, students believe they are an important
part of the classroom.

60.0

100

You/students want to be taught by Indigenous teachers.

60.0

18.2

The 7 Grandfather Teachings are referred to in the
classroom.

20.0

72.7

A holistic approach to teaching is used in the classroom.

20.0

72.7

Health & Well-Being

Note. Bold identifies a culture-based question, italics identifies an academic-based
question.
During my visits, I noted the 7 Grandfather Teachings were present in two
locations, yet the number of students identifying this was low, with the teacher
response being more indicative of the true picture. I have no explanation for why the
student response was so low. The question that stood out the most was the perception
of students wanting to be taught by Indigenous teachers. It is evident the teachers
were not aware of the students’ needs, and this is important as it speaks to the
students’ heritage and language.
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Data Analysis Framework: Interview
Data collected through the interview mimicked the questionnaire in categories and
focus, allowing for comparison between participant responses. The interview protocol
has been placed in Appendix F. Questions were designed to elicit the participant
perspective, in a way that each participant was able to respond without guidance or
bias and in a manner reflective of their personality and lived experience. When
examining the interview responses, each question was recorded for each participant
within each facility and across facilities. Each participant’s response was color-coded
by like responses, which identified the trends within the question. Themes for both
students and teachers were identified and are represented in the Interview Themes
section. Numerical data representing student and teacher responses can be found in
Appendix J. Given this approach, the strength, or lack of strength, for any particular
response was determined.
Themes That Arose From the Interviews
Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 9) wrote that “thematic analysis can be a method
which works both to reflect reality, and to unpick or unravel the surface of ‘reality’.”
This quote highlights the notion of perception, as each participant based their
comments on their own experience or reality. Taking this into account, an analysis
identified a number of themes (primary and secondary) within the interview data for
each group.
I framed the analysis as an inductive, semantic, realist analysis. The analysis
was inductive, as the data was collected specifically for this research and the data was
not fit into a specific coding scheme (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The analysis was also
semantic as I was not looking to find meaning in the data set and followed a simple
description-to-interpretation process (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Lastly, an
essentialist/realist approach was taken, as a “largely unidirectional relationship is
assumed between meaning and experience and language” (Potter & Wetherall, 1987;
Widdicombe & Wooffitt, 1995, both as cited in Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 14).
As each set of interviews was completed at each YCC, they were transcribed
the same day and I began to become familiar with the responses through the process.
Understanding that there is always the possibility for error in transcribing of
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responses, I acknowledged transcription error as a limitation and determined the need
for this to be exploratory research. When developing themes within the interviews,
some responses used were direct quotes and some captured the intent of the response.
Patterns emerged during the interviews, which were noted in the field notes. As the
interview data gathering across the YCCs was completed, I was able to revisit the data
frequently and in that process, patterns were identified. Data were organized in chart
form based on the interview questions for each YCC. The participant groups were
then grouped together as a cumulative account for each group. Color coding was
introduced to identify patterns in responses. The data were also organized in
numerical form based on the patterns that emerged and as a source comparison to the
questionnaire data.
Themes Within Student Interviews
Two themes emerged from the interviews: a supportive educational experience
at the YCC and a deficient cultural experience. From these two themes, two
subthemes were associated with the supportive theme and two subthemes were
associated with the deficient theme. The subthemes associated with the supportive
are: student success and positive educational experience, and the subthemes associated
with the deficient are: Indigenous practice and culturally responsive teaching. The
themes and sub-themes are depicted in Figure 4.35. Direct quotes were indicated with
the use of double quotation marks and the non-verbatim responses were expressed in
single quotes.
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Figure 4.35
Themes Within Student Interviews
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Supportive Educational Experience.
Student Success. With respect to the theme of a supportive educational
experience, many students found that they were achieving academic success at the
correctional education program (CEP) more effectively than they did at their home
schools. Students identified that their experience in the CEP was “Pretty good,
finishing credits, catching up” (Taylor–A), that they were “Doing well assessment
wise” (Dakota–A), that they had gained 18 credits (Sydney–A), and student Cory–C
reported they “Learned to tell time and days of the week,” and they were “More
successful” (Cory–C). This may in part be due to their level of attendance, as five of
the 15 students had dropped out of their community school (three of them in
elementary school), or due to the level of teacher attention, as seen in teachers
supporting students (‘More structure and support’ (Phoenix–A), ‘Teacher goes around
and asks if students need help’ (Charlie–B), ‘Teachers help you out’ (Cory–C), and the
climate of the school (‘Teachers nice, friendly, firm. Teachers good to work with’
(Jamie–C), ‘Enjoying [school] (Taylor–A), ‘Easier to learn, less stress’ (Cory–C)).
Positive Educational Experience. With respect to the subtheme of positive
educational experience, students identified positive aspects of their experiences within
many of the questions. When asked about their experience in the CEP, student
Phoenix–A identified that they felt respected, with the comments that they were
“Appreciated as a First Nation person.” This student also felt that the school was
‘Pretty good,’ there was ‘More structure,’ they were ‘Less rushed,’ and that there was
‘More structure and support.’ Student Taylor–A identified they were doing ‘Pretty
good,’ and students Drew–B and Lee–B reported they ‘Like the school.’ Student
Cory–C identified that their experience was better than their home school as “Teachers
[are] like friends, home school more like enemies” and that they had a ‘Good
relationship with teachers.’ Student Avery–B reported that “Teachers are very
sensitive to culture.” Given this, there was also some disparity, as identified through
comments such as ‘Teacher does not pay attention to students’ (Taylor–A), ‘[school
is] boring’ (Dakota–A), and the sentiment that there was no student voice (Lee–B).
Some students identified that they did not like the teacher (Briar–B, Lee–B).
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What these responses indicate is that even though students were forced to
attend school on a full-time basis as per Ministry of Education expectations, which for
many did not occur in their educational careers, the students did not actively resist
their educational circumstance, except for one student who was not attending school
due to a student-teacher issue. With the history of residential schools in Canada; the
lack of a fulsome educational experience for some; the lack of educational success for
most; the possible effect of intergenerational trauma related to education; and the lack
of reported cultural focus on the schools (as will be seen in the next theme), students
have still overcome some of the obstacles and have been successful. How or why this
has occurred is not evident, but this success aligns with Sherer (1983) and Cavendish
(2014), who identified students having success in CEPs. The responses do align well
with reports from some authors (Fitzpatrick, 1999; FSL. OPPAGA, 1998; Young et
al., 2010) that students who attend CEPs appreciated their success and the school
climate. This appears to be a positive result and fits into the secondary research
question “Are students engaged (interest, behaviour) and has academic success (credit
accumulation, average mark, learning goals & work habits) improved in the
correctional education setting compared to their time in a regular school setting?”
Deficient Cultural Experience.
With respect to the theme of deficient cultural experience, some or all of the
students at each location perceived that there were not any classroom or academic
teachings or learning based on Indigenous culture. The following subthemes have
emerged: Indigenous practice and culturally responsive teaching.
Indigenous Practice. Under the subtheme of Indigenous practices, students
reported that little practice was evident, with students identifying there was “Nothing
in the classroom” (Alex–A), “No talk of culture” (Chris–A), “None, just school work”
(Dakota–A), ‘Everything treated the same, all students treated the same’ (Jamie–C),
and teachers “Want booklets done” (Taylor–A). However, students both from
Location B reported examples of the teachers referring to the 7 Grandfather Teachings,
that the class ‘Respects and acknowledges Indigenous culture and talk about the
reserve’ (Phoenix–A), and that “Culture is all around” (Charlie–B). They also gave
the example of posters about Indigenous teachings being present, indicating that at one
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location Indigenous practices were perceived to be present. Students identified in
strong numbers that a focus on Indigenous culture, and its effect on a student’s success
and well-being and the school climate, was an area that the CEPs were lacking.
Culturally Responsive Teaching. A great deal of evidence exists that indicates
that students perceive the absence of culturally responsive teaching, and they have an
indifference in their expectation or need for such a focus. Evidence of the lack of CRT
was represented in student responses that include ‘Teachers do not teach with culture
in mind’ (Alex–A), “No Native things to read or write about” (Bobbi–A), “Not much
involvement except science” (Cory–C), “none, just school work” (Dakota–A), and
indications that ‘No Indigenous content in the choice of learning, assessment or
strategies’ (Alex–A), ‘No Aboriginal focus, all school focused’ (Sydney–A),
‘Conversation doesn’t happen (i.e. about residential school),’ and ‘Teachers do not do
a lot of talking about cultural things’ (Adrian–C). Though the absence was prevalently
perceived, there was also evidence that CRT existed, as supported by comments such
as “A lot of Aboriginal stuff” (beading, moccasins activities) (Briar–B), “Teachers are
very sensitive to culture” (Briar–B), “Spirit Bear books” (Lee–B) used in English
class, “Teachers are very sensitive to culture,” “A lot of Aboriginal stuff” (beading,
moccasins) (Adrian–C), “Talk about skinning, fishing in a class,” ‘Tanning part of
chemistry’ (Jamie–C), and indications of the 7 Grandfather Teachings being used as
themes for an English assignment (Drew–B). Location A reported no culturally
responsive experiences, and the only experiences noted by students at Location C were
with one teacher out of seven.
The second subtheme present was the students’ perception that CRT had no
effect on their success, well-being, behaviour, or school climate. In all locations,
students’ answers were brief, with little or no detail. With respect to student success,
seven of the 15 students identified that the lack of CRT made no difference and
indicated that students felt that their academic success was not determined by
culturally based teaching. With respect to well-being, one student reported ‘Some
students practice culture, some do not’ (Adrian–C), and others reported “Fine without
it” (Jamie–C), ‘Believe other students do not care’ (Bobbi–A). Five of 15 students
indicated there was no effect. One student’s response was ‘Lack does not affect,’ but
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they ‘Would be more interested in school if more culture’ (Bobbi–A). Students also
identified that CRT had no effect on their behaviour or school climate and student
interaction.
Secondary Themes. There are two secondary themes I feel are important but
do not directly relate to the research questions. The first is that Indigenous practices
and CRT appear to be absent in Location A (with evidence reported in Locations B
and C only), with a school focus on academics only. The second theme is that a
number of students identified their indifference to Indigenous culture. One student
reported that they were ‘not interested in accommodations for Indigenous culture’
(Briar–B) and another reported ‘Does not relate to First Nations culture’ (Adrian–C).
Responses to CRT as it pertained to student success indicated that students were
indifferent to whether CRT was even present. Examples to support this were “Does
not matter. Would do OK in school regardless” (Adrian–C), “Not sure if would do
better if it were there” (Taylor–A), and “What is here is good but can take either way”
(Charlie–B). With the high rate of Indigenous students in correctional facilities and
many living on-reserve, the connection of school and culture did not seem to be of
interest to students. However, the students that did indicate their interest in cultural
activities in the classroom were appreciative. Student Phoenix–A responded that the
school respected and acknowledged Indigenous culture, and student Avery–B
indicated that there was beading and moccasin making, that Indigenous styles were
accommodated, and that teachers were sensitive to culture. This student was very
enthusiastic and willing to talk at length about these experiences. Students Jamie–C
and Cory–C spoke about tanning and skinning in science class. In their responses,
both were appreciative of these activities, with student Cory–C commenting that it
would be cool if they could teach their own kids how to skin.
Themes Within Teacher Interviews
Two main themes emerged within the teachers’ interviews: inactive cultural
involvement and active cultural involvement. Within these themes, there was one
subtheme under inactive cultural involvement—roadblocks. Under active cultural
involvement there were two sub-themes—culture-based teaching and learning, and
institutional support of culture.
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Figure 4.36
Themes Within Teacher Interviews
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Inactive Cultural Involvement. To begin, there is a fulsome support for and
confirmation of three roadblocks preventing active cultural involvement on the part of
the teachers.
Roadblocks. The three roadblocks identified are professional development,
training of teachers, and student indifference.
When listing roadblocks, professional development is the theme with the most
support from interviews as it involves professional development and cultural and
institutional training. Teachers in all YCCs identified they received no support from
the local board of education (BOE) with respect to training or the availability of
Indigenous education documents, specifically either locally produced BOE documents
or Ministry of Education (MOE) documents to support Indigenous student learning.
Location A teachers indicated that ‘No training in Ministry of Education documents,’
and that they have ‘Only seen Aboriginal Education documents through a course the
teacher has taken.’ They also commented that “No Board supported documents, none
on Aboriginal education” (1–A). The second teacher identified that ‘No
information/no actual documents provided when posted to location’ (2–A). Both
teachers at Location B responded similarly, with ‘Any document exposure initiated on
own’ (1–A), and “No Board support” (1–B). Location C responded that they had ‘Not
much exposure’ (1–C), ‘No exposure’ (3–C), ‘None’ (7–C), ‘No-one at Board/school
gave documents’ (5–C), and ‘No Aboriginal supports provided to program though
Aboriginal officer at Board’ (1–A).
With respect to professional development related to Indigenous education, only
Location C identified any such training. Most teachers reported initiating professional
development on their own. Indications to support this were ‘Professional
Development (PD) is teacher chosen—tend to choose Aboriginal based PD’ (1–A),
‘Only professional development (PD) initiated by teachers at facility’ (1–B), with
roadblocks such as “No financial support from board for personal PD related to
Aboriginal” (2–B).
Other areas identified by staff that provided roadblocks, such as teachers that
received limited or no education with respect to working with Indigenous groups in
their initial teacher training (‘Not taught in teachers college’ [6–C]). Another concern
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identified by teachers was the lack of training provided to staff about teaching in the
unconventional environment of a YCC. Staff reported that there was ‘little orientation
as a teacher’ (7–C), and ‘no training provided for aggressive behavior’ (1–B).
With respect to students’ focused education there appears to be some
indifference from Indigenous students in location C as well as active resistance from
non-Indigenous students.
The perception from some educators was that students were not interested in
their culture, as supported by the statements ‘Students not interested in culture in
school programming’ (1–C), and ‘Students tend not to talk about Native things’ (4–C).
In addition, there were difficulties that teachers faced when including Indigenous
content. Comments from Indigenous students include “Try to bridge the gap but not
always well received” (5–C), “Difficult to deal with curriculum when it evokes [history
based] anger,” ‘When teacher brings in Aboriginal content students challenge the
teacher’ (5–C), ‘Students challenge when school brings in cultural content or negative
history’ (5–C), and ‘Students challenge bringing in culture at times’ (6–C). Comments
from non-Indigenous students include “Non-Aboriginal [students] need to
understand” (2–C), “If only teach Native stuff White kids may get offended” (3–C), and
“Some non-natives hate it” (7–C).
Active Cultural Involvement. As the themes for active cultural involvement
emerged, it was evident that staff supported Indigenous students using a number of
strategies, but there was also little conscious effort to provide culturally responsive
teaching. Strategies teachers used were based on sound teaching strategies, such as
positive feedback, chunking, student voice, personalizing approaches based on ability,
and interest and modifications. Many of these strategies were identified more than
once and across the YCCs.
Culture–Based Teaching and Learning. Identity of culture-based approaches
to teaching and learning exist in two areas identified by teachers, staff supportive
stance, and strategies
With respect to a staff supportive stance, this focus is twofold. There is support
for culturally responsive teaching as well as the acknowledgement that more needs to
be done to engage students in learning.
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None of the comments made by teachers who support CRT acknowledged that
there was a deficit. The responses, which indicated more effort was needed, include
‘Could be more Aboriginal content,’ “Focus on deficiencies not culture” (1–A), there
is ‘Room for improvement’ (2–C), ‘School does not have a CRT focus,’ ‘There is a
need for a lot of First Nations things’ (3–C), and that programming is ‘Scraping the
surface’ (5–C). The majority of responses were from a single location, which will be
addressed at the end of this section.
With respect to strategies, all locations identified strategies, some surface and
some more extensive.
Superficial approaches involved learning about the student’s local community,
involving Indigenous people into the content, and including the 7 Grandfather
teachings. Other approaches included more in-depth and creative actions, such as
‘Media activities and assignments based on Indigenous theme,’ ‘Talk about racial
issues, cultures,’ and ‘Native issues e.g., health issues (3–C). Political-based
activities that went beyond the surface, such as ‘Add Aboriginal figures, political
Aboriginal leaders to lessons’ and ‘Provide opportunities to create, draw e.g., cultural
map of Canada (FN communities)’ (4–C) were evident. Location B intentionally
included Indigenous culture in all lessons. Examples given included novel studies
based on Indigenous themes; literature lessons based on legends and teachings; using
traditional games during physical activity time (lacrosse, running, Inuit games); and
craft activities, such as bead sewing, creating moose calls from birch bark, making
moccasins, and braiding sweet grass. Some of the most notable activities were in a
science class at Location C. Though students and staff identified that there were
limitations to the activities, the teacher put in the effort to include traditional
Indigenous activities into lessons. Examples involved skinning, discussions about
fishing, and ‘Dissection of animals they are familiar with’ (5–C).
Institutional Support of Culture. Location C was the only center that
acknowledged the positive support of the Indigenous support worker. Four of the
seven staff members at Location C identified that the Indigenous support worker was
actively involved in their role, which also included teaching staff. One teacher at
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Location B identified that the support worker was not actively involved at that
location.
Two observations became evident across the two participant groups. The first
is that there are Indigenous students that do not care to take part in or are not interested
in Indigenous culture with respect to their education. The second observation is that
there is evidence from both groups that teachers do include Indigenous content in their
teachings, but at various levels and with an obvious lack of involvement from some
teachers across all locations. That is, there is a lack of full support for culturally
responsive teaching and cultural competence at the board of education level. Active
resistance by the non-Indigenous students may align with active resistance but
resistance of Indigenous culture by Indigenous students cannot be explained save for
the students that identified that they do not appreciate discussing negative history or
the students that do not relate to their culture.
One final observation was that only one location, Location B, identified a full
school inclusion of Indigenous content and approach to the curriculum. There was no
involvement at Location A and only a few instances identified at Location C, though
there were seven teachers who participated at that location (all teaching different
subjects). Given this, the themes that emerged did so with support from all locations,
with not one location unbalancing the findings.
Comparison of Areas of Interest Between Locations for Participant Groups
The data in this section compares results from the questionnaire by location for
each participant group and generated numerical data that can be found in Appendix H.
This was done to differentiate the question response strength, as data had previously
been reported as cumulative. This visualization identifies how each participant group
reported by facility in order to see if there is a balance/imbalance in responses by
location.
Chapter 5: Analysis and Discussion brings together the theories from Chapter 3
that have influenced the research, with the data reported in Chapter 4, as they relate to
the key and secondary research questions. Each key and secondary question is
discussed based on areas identified in the research that reflect strengths, and areas in
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need of improvement in the correctional education programs, that are part of this
research and the educational system as a whole.
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Chapter 5: Analysis and Discussion
When the school is required to present a rigid course of study, is restricted to a
rigid methodology, is manned by rigid personalities, it is apparent the school will
fail to educate the children who attend. (Huff, 1926, p. 3)
Participatory action research is the “commitment to honoring the lived
experience and knowledge of the participants and community involved” (Reason,
1994, as cited in Evans et al., 2009, p. 896). Though my initial research design
paralleled a participatory research approach, I had to adjust to an exploratory study.
Through my research approach, and by using multiple points of data collection, I was
able to get an account of the lived educational experiences of the participants and
honor those experiences. This account was taken as a snapshot of the reality of the
correctional education program as perceived by each participant. The perceptions
provided by Indigenous students and their teachers of their shared world have shown
some surprising results.
In the poetics of conversations like those between students and teachers, worlds
of meaning connect and collide, occasionally re-orienting both students and
teachers as they glimpse aspects of each others’ realities through the windows
of their worlds in the here and now, sometimes yielding surprising insight into
how each constructs their apparently-shared world. (Shotter, as cited in
Kemmis, 2010, p. 147)
Analysis of Participant Responses as They Relate to the Research Questions and
Influencing Theories
Chapter 4 data were presented as comparisons between participant groups and,
in the case of interviews, by group and theme. Data in Appendix H were broken down
by individual group. The results and discussion in this chapter are reported by
research question so that “all the relevant data from various streams . . . are collated to
provide a collective answer” (Cohen, et al., 2018, p. 662) to the questions asked. As it
was the key research questions that drove the research, I will examine each key and
secondary research question based on the picture the data has provided. From there,
the impact on educational programming in the three correctional education programs
related to cultural discontinuity—culturally responsive teaching and education,
cultural competence, and cultural safety—will be discussed. It is important to be
aware that, although the questionnaire is separated by the research questions, some
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questions within the questionnaire are relevant to more than one research question and
will be referenced in the context of the secondary questions.
It remains to be seen if it is lack of education that has caused students to be
incarcerated, or if incarcerated students are historically undereducated. Some of the
issues related to the lack of education can be related to a student’s educational
experience and cognitive issues, all of which are seen in this research by vulnerable
students attending a correctional education program.
As I analyzed the data, I reflected on one of the main threads found throughout
the research, which Melnechenko and Horsman (1998) noted in their
phenomenological study, that the definition of success in different cultures may mean
different things. I respected this difference while looking definitively at the data. I
found that using multiple data gathering techniques has enriched the data. The
following section looks at the key research questions that framed my study as they
relate to participant responses and the research literature.
Q1 Are Incarcerated Indigenous Students’ Educational Needs Being Met??
It is unfortunate that teachers’ exposure to Indigenous cultures, their lack of
knowledge of students’ local communities, and their professional development related
to Indigenous students and studies is so weak. The lack of the teachers’ grasp of these
issues contradicts the belief of Little Bear (2009), that educators of Indigenous
students need to know the culture, history, and social situations of the Indigenous
community they are teaching in. My research provides an insight into what teachers
within a correctional education program have done to focus on programming for a
group of students with cultural backgrounds prevalent in the correctional system. It is
important to start this section focusing on how the students and teachers report that the
school addresses students’ academic needs. I see that all teachers (100%) and a large
majority of students (88.6%) agree that this is indeed the case. This, in itself, is
pivotal as I analyze the data.
What is the Extent of Culturally Responsive Teaching for Indigenous Students?
Battiste (2002) reported that Canadian schools should shift education toward a
model centered on pedagogy, practice, and philosophy, which would include
Indigenous languages, world views, teachings, and experiences, and would move away
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from a Eurocentric model. It is unknown if this shift has been successful within a
confined educational setting in the last 15 years, or if the model identified by Swanson
(2003), of students adopting a co-habitus learning approach between traditional
learning and learning in the Western manner, will provide the much anticipated
success for Indigenous students.
Voice: Student Decision Making, Choice, and Level of Engagement
I have referenced a number of authors, specifically Mitra (2006) and the
Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013b), to
describe the importance of attention to student voice. Student participants in my
research are identified as being at the first stage described by Mitra (2006)—being
heard—which is the least threatening. Due to the safety restrictions of a correctional
setting, the transient nature of students due to sentencing, and the limited chances to
teach curriculum with unlimited resources, the only level able to be obtained in
correctional education in this study is being heard.
Looking at decision-making, only one indicator showed a positive result, with
80.0% of students and 90.1% of teachers feeling that students are involved in the
learning process, but both participant groups reporting a low affirmation to students
being involved in decision-making (60.0% students, 54.5% teachers). Students’ and
teachers’ responses support the latter. Students indicated that “Teachers decide what
is done—no choice/voice” (Bobbi–A), and that ‘Student voice accepted’ (Avery–B).
Teachers indicated that the student voice is important, “No problem with students
telling you about culminating task [suggestions]” 1–C) and “Students articulate wants
and needs rarely” (2–A). This discrepancy between involvement in the learning
process and decision-making provokes the question: why?
When it comes to choosing courses, 93.3% of the students feel that they are
involved in giving input into what is taught in the classroom, compared to 45.5% of
the teachers feeling the same. These data led me to believe that, although students
believe they are involved, most of the programming, at least from an academic
perspective (decision making and input into what is taught), is teacher driven. When I
examine resources, there is a moderate affirmation but strong alignment between
student and teacher groups with regards to students having the opportunity to make
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choices based on the resources they may use (e.g., choice of text), with 60.0% of the
students and 63.6% of the teachers reporting the opportunity.
These next questions demonstrate that teachers perceive that student voice is
exhibited at a higher rate than the students perceive for themselves, with students
reporting below 50.0% for both. In the case of students being allowed to make
choices in the classroom based on learning preferences, students had a low response of
46.7%, with teachers at 72.7%. The student groups were relatively similar, except for
Location C, which reported a 100% YES (3 out of 3 students). The teacher group had
one teacher in each of Locations B and C report NO, with one teacher from Location C
not responding. Similar to that question, when asked if students were given the
opportunity to discuss their learning style (hands-on, visual, listener, environmental)
with their classmates or teachers, 46.7% of students and 90.1% of teachers reported
YES. This was again quite a difference in perception.
An interview comment seems to support the fact that, though teachers provide
them the opportunity, “students articulate wants and needs rarely” (2–A).
Affirmation is very low for students using their voice to self-advocate for using
Aboriginal ways of expressing themselves for assessment, with students at 26.7% and
teachers 18.2%. This may be due to past student experience, the culture of the
correctional facility, or lack of assertiveness on the student’s part. This low response
could also be due to what teachers at Locations B and C relate to communication and
report as follows: “Students do not usually care about cultural content” (1–C),
“Students tend not to talk about Native things” (4–C), and “First Nations males [are]
non-verbal a lot. You get a lot of meaning out of one sentence than long sentences”
(6–C). Slightly more promising but still a low level of affirmation, is that 53.3% of
students and 63.6% of teachers feel students are allowed to make choices based on
cultural preferences. This leads me to believe that there are instances where students
can make cultural-based choices, but from the data in the previous question they do
not take the opportunity.
The low percentages from the teachers regarding the inclusion of students in
decision-making may be cause for concern. However, there are examples of culturalbased student activities from two locations. Examples from Location B include: (a)
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the 7 Grandfather Teachings; (b) Indigenous role models in pop culture; (c) novel
study based on Indigenous theme; (d) discussion of Aboriginal style of justice; (e)
current events from Native experience; (f) Indigenous role models; (g) song writing
based on Indigenous teachings; (h) traditional games (lacrosse, running, Inuit games);
(i) Indigenous sports heroes; (j) art (bead sewing, moose calls from birch bark,
braiding sweet grass); (k) geography (e.g., Indigenous animals’ habitats); and (l)
legends and teachings. Examples from Location C include: (a) integrating Indigenous
history into lessons; (b) content related to students home communities; (c) Indigenous
values; (d) commitment to the 7 Grandfather Teachings; (e) Indigenous figures and
political Indigenous leaders in lessons; and (f) art class (building dream catchers).
Student input, however small, is still an important part of learning, as indicated
in the School Effectiveness Framework: A Support for School Improvement and
Student Success (Ontario Ministry of Education (2013d) (SEF) indicators. SEF
indicators are a list of expectations of schools, classrooms, and students that serve to
inform instructional practice, programming, and professional learning (specific items
indicators identified in my research are found in Appendix L), and Indigenous
education practices, including lesson design (Alberta Education, 2005; Beaulieu, 2000;
Bell & Brant, 2015; Kavanaugh et al., 1998; Stiffarm, 1998, as cited in Battiste, 2002;
Toulouse, 2011;), student involvement (Alberta Education, 2005; Toulouse, 2011),
curriculum (Battiste, 2002; Harrison & Greenfield, 2011), and decision-making
(Alberta Education, 2005). However, there are some limitations if students are
transient. Students also might not be familiar with co-constructing lessons or
activities.
When looking at indicators of good teaching practice, 93.3% of the students
and 90.1% of the teachers report that students know why they are learning. This is a
high alignment between participant groups, which adds to the effectiveness of
learning. Unfortunately, there is low student affirmation, at 53.3%, of students being
allowed to pursue their personal interests in the classroom (teachers at 72.7%), and
53.3% of students seeing their values and interests reflected in the lessons (teachers at
63.3%). The fact that both indicators have low student affirmation, with a weak
affirmation on the values and interests from the teachers, the high number of academic
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questions reported with a strong YES affirmation (82.4%) vs. strong YES affirmation
for culture questions (59.5%) from teachers leads me to believe that the approach to
education is based on academics. This is especially supported by the student comment,
“Would be more interested in school if more culture” (Bobbi–A), though it contradicts
what teacher 1–C mentions as “Students not interested in culture in school
programming.”
We see from teacher comments in the interview that students have low
educational attainment and deficits in literacy and numeracy (1–A, 2–A, 1–B, 2–B, 3–
C, 4–C). In order for students to excel, especially students that are considered at-risk
per an education definition of student success, the classroom and teachers need to
actively engage students. This can be achieved through choice, interest, and meeting
student needs, and not just academically.
Curriculum
Many authors, including Battiste (2002); Chief (2011); Hughes and More
(1997); National Aboriginal Education Committee of Australia (as cited in Hughes &
More, 1997); and Pelletier (1993), Barnhardt (1994), and Johns (1994) (all as cited in
Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998) have commented on the importance of the
curriculum in Indigenous learning. Some of the recommendations are: (a) that the
curriculum be developed from an Indigenous perspective (Chief, 2011), (b) that the
curriculum acknowledge Indigenous culture (Hughes & More, 1997), (c) that the
curriculum be culturally relevant (Pelletier, 1993, Barnhardt, 1994, Johns, 1994, all as
cited in Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998), and (d) that Elder input into the curriculum
is important for their wealth of knowledge (Battiste, 2002), as is their influence
(National Aboriginal Education Committee of Australia, 1985 cited in Hughes &
More, 1997). There are a number of indicators within the data that suggest the
importance of the curriculum and how it is presented.
The summary report by the Council of Ministers of Education Canada (2009)
Strengthening Aboriginal Success identified that a culturally sensitive curriculum
helps to decrease the achievement gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
students. It is this inclusion of culture in the curriculum that is ultimately commented
on by the participant groups. Both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students will
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benefit from an Aboriginal-friendly curriculum or Indigenous pedagogy (Biermann &
Townsand-Cross, 2008; Chief, 2011). With the increased recognition of truth and
reconciliation by the Ontario Ministry of Education, more of the curriculum has been
written to include Indigenous content, including truth and reconciliation. More
classrooms are recognizing Indigenous content, including reading material, displays,
and speakers. Chief (2011, p. 27) commented that “teachers have the power to make
the decisions as to how they will present the curriculum document; by doing so, they
are creating a classroom landscape that is either inclusive of Aboriginal content or
not.” Alberta Education (2005) supported embedding curriculum with Indigenous
content, as it provides the opportunity for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people to
experience the history and culture of Aboriginal peoples. Having students coconstruct the curriculum with teachers is recommended by Melnechenko and Horsman
(1998), as it empowers students with the long-term goal of academic success. Coconstruction involves teachers and students making decisions on what is to be learned
and how it is to be learned based on the overall expectations of the approved
curriculum document.
Schissel and Wotherspoon (2003, as cited in Battiste, 2002, p. 9) felt the
“exclusive use of Eurocentric knowledge in education has failed First Nations
children.” Beaulieu, who is herself a White Earth Chippewa, believed that there are
far-reaching needs that the schools find hard to meet. If we extrapolate this to the
unique situation of a school/classroom located in a correctional facility, the ability to
meet these needs can be overwhelming, due to cognitive levels, the time (usually
limited) the student is in the YCC, and the lack of educational information and
assessment data. It appears that students and teachers both agree that having classes
taught with a focus on Indigenous ways of knowing is not a current focus for students.
Independent Learning. One of the tools that a teacher has available both in a
community school and in correctional education programs are independent learning
courses ( ILCs) in the form of booklets. These are not ideal tools to use as they are
based on a great deal of independence in learning, and if students have cognitive
deficits or educational setbacks, the format is difficult to use. ILCs also do not comply
with the recommendations by Battiste (2002); Chief (2011); Hughes and More (1997);
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Pelletier (1993), Barnhardt (1994), and Johns (1994) (all as cited in Melnechenko &
Horsman (1998), and are very Eurocentric in nature.
A high number of students, at 93.3%, and teachers, at 81.8%, report that
students learned through booklets. What I find interesting is that when 14 students
that used ILCs were asked if they wanted more or less of the ILCs, 71.4% said they
wanted more and 21.4% wanted less. Of the nine teachers who reported using the
ILCs (note that three teachers had courses that were not conducive to the booklet
format), 44.4% wanted more and 22.2% wanted less. It is not typical for teachers to
use, or for students to want, booklet work; however, my data indicate that this
classroom setting and this group of students feel the use of ILCs is not only
appropriate, but desired.
Swanson (2013) identified that “culturally sensitive teaching processes means
using instructional methods that conform to the Aboriginal literacy learners’ ideas,
customs, and traditions” (Swanson, 2013, p. 62), something that I believe is not
achieved with ILC courses, yet is wanted and used by my participant groups.
Language of the Learner. In a review by Beaulieu (2000), one
recommendation was that the curriculum must reflect language, and another
recommendation was that the curriculum must reflect the culture and heritage of the
learner’s community (Beaulieu, 2000). The Council of Ministers of Education Canada
(CMEC), in their Strengthening Aboriginal Success summary report (2009), included
First Nation, Métis, and Inuit language programs in their list of factors to help
eliminate the achievement gap between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal learners. And
Toulouse (2011) wrote that teachers incorporate the local dialect into the learning in
order to involve the Aboriginal student.
Both students and teachers have a high level of affirmation and are in
agreement on assessment being in a language they can understand (students at 93.3%,
teachers at 100%) and learning being in a language they can understand (students at
93.3%, teachers at 100%). That being said, almost all students were English speakers.
However, many were also speakers of Ojibwe or Ojicree. Those languages are not
part of the lexicon of the teachers, so some students could have had English as a
second language, though this was not investigated. One teacher (4–C) did note that
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there can be a “language barrier with students from the north” (north referring to
communities that are in northern Ontario and that tend to be isolated, many only
accessible by aircraft); however, during my observations, all students were able to
communicate verbally in English.
Looking at the combined list referenced above by Beaulieu (2000), language,
culture, and heritage can all be attained from the inclusion of an Indigenous educator.
When asked if students were given the opportunitiy to be taught by an Indigenous
teacher, 14 of the 15 students responded, with 60.0% of the total students indicating
they wished to be taught by an Indigenous teacher. One student identified in their
inteview their preference for Indigenous teachers, “Want more Aboriginal staff
including teachers” (Phoenix–A), and 18.2% of the teachers thought that students
would want an Indigenous teacher (8 out of 11 responded). Even though not every
teacher responded, it is interesting to see the differences in beliefs to this question. I
asked a follow-up question to find out why the 14 students answered yes to wanting to
be taught by an Indigenous teacher, and the following percentages are based on these
14 students’ responses. Of the five options given to students, they chose: 88.9%
Indigenous knowledge, 77.8% languge, 77.8% comfort, 66.7% they would understand
them, and 11.1% feeling connected. Of the two teachers that reported yes, one
identified comfort, one Indigenous knowledge, and both that they would understand
them. This tells me that the students are connected to their culture. Through the
interviews I found that the students who lived further from an urban area had more of
a connection to their culture.
It is interesting to note that Tapiriit Kanatami (Council of Ministers of
Education Canada, 2009) (an Inuk organization) suggested improving Aboriginal
language, and that cultural training can be achieved in the classroom (K to Grade 12)
with more Aboriginal teachers. Yet, Bade et al. (2003, as cited in Chief, 2011) have
suggested that Indigenous teachers do not help Indigenous students improve their
academic achievement. In Chapter 1, I identified the likelihood that there would be
few or no Indigenous teachers teaching potentially large groups of Indigenous
students. As it turned out, there were no Indigenous teachers that self-identified to me
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(though some teachers could have been Indigenous) and there was a 95.0% occurrence
of Indigenous students at the combined three correctional education programs.
In the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (1996), one of the views of
Elders was that First Nations people want their children to know their own language
and traditions. This can be difficult to achieve when the students have little exposure
to Indigenous educators. Chief (2011) mentioned that the Indigenous perspectives
cannot be related to by non-Indigenous teachers unless that teacher has taken the effort
to immerse themselves in the Indigenous community and become well-educated with
respect to the Indigenous perspective. In the research, I found that teachers had a
fondness for their students, yet few had a background in Indigenous education, either
from past experiences, from professional development (employer or self-encouraged),
or from educational or Ontario Ministry of Education (OME) documents. This is a
strong theme in the interviews. One teacher had extensive experience working in
remote Indigenous communities, another with extensive professional development
training through the board of education and personal interest, but the remaining
teachers had no other experience or expertise. A setting with such a high percentage
of Indigenous students would seem like an appropriate setting for Indigenous staff, as
well as curriculum, as has been suggested.
Indigenous-Focused Curriculum. Developing, or being creative in, what the
curriculum looks like in a correctional education program is possible. This is seen by
the number of activities that students were engaged in, such as: (a) using traditional
games like lacrosse, running, Inuit games, and Indigenous sport heroes in gym class;
(b) using Indigenous books and graphic novels for novel studies in English; (c) using
maps of where Spirit Bears can be found in geography; (d) sewing, beading, making
moccasins, and west coast art in art class; (e) bringing in traditional items—moose
antler, claw, pine cones, book, bible; (f) integrating Canadian histories, governments,
and First Nations; (g) talking about health issues, like diabetes, in gym class; (h)
skinning, stretching, and tanning hides in science class; (i) using a cultural food
component in food and nutrition class; (j) adding Aboriginal figures into lessons; (k)
introducing Indigenous political leaders into lessons; and (l) using a cultural map of
what Canada looks like with different First Nations people and where they live. Given
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this creativity by teachers, it is easy to co-construct curriculum activities to meet the
expectations of a course. The belief that an exciting and engaging classroom is how
education can be effective (Beaulieu, 2000) was acted upon in these classrooms that
used an Indigenous focus to learning.
Traditional Indigenous Knowledge
The recognition of traditional Aboriginal knowledge is a validated strategy for
eliminating the achievement gap between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal learners
(Council of Ministers of Education Canada, 2009). Even though students had a high
response to wanting an Indigenous teacher, they had a weak response to wanting to be
taught using Aboriginal knowledge as a way to learn, at 53.3%. This is a little
surprising, since a large number of students’ home communities are isolated in
northern Ontario. In northern Ontario, schools are under federal jurisdiction such that
there is no mandated core curriculum and there are no teacher certification
requirements (AANCC, 2014b, as cited in Bains, 2014), so local community members
and Elders can act as teaching and support staff. Teachers agreed with this perception
of how students would respond, at 54.5%. Perhaps students only want Indigenous
knowledge taught by Indigenous peoples, as the 14 students that wanted to be taught
by an Indigenous teacher indicated that the reason why was Indigenous knowledge, at
88.9%.
Eighteen years ago, Battiste (2002) believed that Indigenous knowledge and
pedagogy had been largely ignored in Canada, perhaps because teachers were not
prepared due to their lack of theory, research, tested practice, or scholarship. But
concerns with non-Indigenous staff teaching Indigenous students were identified in
Chief’s (2011) research, and included a teacher’s ability to relate to the students as
Indigenous only if they “have immersed themselves throughout their lifetime in an
Aboriginal community” (student TP-4 in Chief, 2011). This may or may not be
reflected in why students responded as they did.
Learning Related to the Student’s Own Cultural Experience. A number of
questions relate directly to Indigenous knowledge, with some agreement between
student and teacher participant groups, and both strong and weak responses. Threequarters of the questions show vast differences in responses between the student
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(lower) and teacher (higher) cohorts, especially in two areas where faculty are
unanimous. These questions are: “Can students make connections between traditional
knowledge learned from parents/Elders/family and what is learned in the classroom?”
and “Are students given the opportunity to share their culture?”
One of the largest disparities between student and teacher responses is toward
prior learning, with only 33.3% of the students perceiving that they are given the
opportunity to make connections between prior learning from parents/Elders/family
and what they are learning in the classroom. This may not seem to be a concern,
except that teachers are unanimous in believing that students do have the opportunity.
Though students indicated they were not given the opportunity, the interview
responses show that some students want the opportunity, and some are not interested
in, or don’t feel connected to, Indigenous culture. And though teachers unanimously
percieved that they gave the opportunity, one teacher indicated that “students tend not
to talk about Native things” (3–C).
The same type of disparity is seen with respect to students being provided the
opportunity to share their experiences with respect to their culture, with 46.7% of
students agreeing, but a unanimous positive response again from teachers. In keeping
with this theme, there is some agreement between students and teachers with respect to
students identifying their culture in the learning activities in the classroom, though the
strength in response for both groups is moderate (60.0% students, 63.3 % teachers).
As I have mentioned previously, many students, when removed from their
communities for incarceration, are hundreds of kilometers from home with no access
and little connection between the location of the correctional facility and their
communities (though that is not always the case). One can speculate that the local
perspective would be difficult to introduce in the learning. This is supported by the
student and teacher responses to the question, “Are personal local perspectives part of
the learning experience so that relevant links can be made to what you are learning?”,
with 33.3% of the students and 63.6% of the teachers agreeing there is local content.
This could simply be a YES response from students who are actually local residents.
Meaningful Cultural Learning
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One area that students and teachers differ on, again with students having the
lower level of affirmation, is with the representation of Indigenous cultures in the
information that is being taught. There is a vast difference in perceived inclusion, with
students at a low 33.3% (a high affirmation for NO) seeing themselves in what is
taught, and 81.1% of the teachers (a high affirmation for YES) feeling that Indigenous
culture is represented in what is taught. This student sentiment is mirrored in the fact
that 33.3% of students believe Aboriginal perspectives are taught, with teacher
reporting at a low 53.5%.
Little Bear (2009) mentioned that, with respect to the curriculum, Indigenous
students should see their culture, philosophy, beliefs, traditions, customs, history,
language, and ways of being reflected, and Chief (2011) believed that the students
would have a sense of belonging if there was an effort by the teacher to teach from an
Indigenous perspective and include Indigenous content. The same sentiment was
expressed by Indigenous youth in First Nations education transformation:
Engagement 2016-2018. Let’s talk on-reserve education: Survey report (Government
of Canada, 2017). Toulouse (2016) identified examples of how to implement
Indigenous content in multiple subject areas based on differentiated instruction. From
the list provided by teachers, the majority are focused on cultural artifacts and
customs, with some references to philosophy, but few focused on beliefs, traditions,
and history (Chief, 2011). This might be due, in part, to the lack of teacher education,
little community involvement, or no Indigenous teaching or support staff (that selfidentified to me). The difference in understanding of Indigenous-focused curriculum
could explain the themes present in the interviews: that students see an absence and
teachers a presence.
Again, going back to the examples of culture in the lessons previously
mentioned, and with most examples coming from Location B, I notice that 8 of the 9
students that reported NO to the question were from Locations A and C, (with all 3 of
the students from Location C reporting NO), and 5 out of 7 (71.4%) of the students at
Location A reporting NO. This reporting does show some Indigenous representation
in the teaching, though the majority is at a single location (B). Both students and
teachers agree that there is little learning that is meaningful and based on student needs
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and culture, with both groups hovering around 50.0%, the students at 46.7% and the
teachers at 54.5%. The questionnaire data are supported by interview comments, such
as the student comment, “No Aboriginal focus, school focused” (Sydney–A) and
teachers identifying student need in basic skills in reading, writing, and numeracy (1–
A, 2–A, 1–B, 2–B, 1–C, 3–C, 4-C, 5–C, 7–C).
Holistic Teaching Approach
Bell and Brant (2015) believed holistic learning was important if one was
teaching Aboriginal students. Unfortunately, only 20.0% of the student population in
the study believe that there is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional)
approach to teaching used in the classroom. In contrast, teachers reported the presence
of a holistic approach, at 72.7%. I am confident that the students understand the
meaning of holistic, as it was described in the question and those students who
requested further clarification received it at the time of the request. This could be a
question where the cultural interpretation of holistic is a factor, or the students’
understanding of the question is a factor. When students were asked how the
instruction of the student was based (they were asked to circle all that applied), they
identified social at 66.7%, mental health at 60.0%, cultural at 53.3%, and academic at
80.0%. Teacher responses paralleled their agreement of a holistic approach, with
social at 81.8%, mental health at 81.8%, cultural at 63.6%, and academic at 90.9%.
When looking at a holistic approach to the student based on actual classroom
practice, we see a different response from students. There is a positive trend seen from
both students and teachers, of teachers working within their means to address nonacademic needs. This is seen by high levels of affirmation, with the learning
atmosphere meeting the students’ social needs (86.6% of students and 81.1% of
teachers), health needs (86.6% of students and 100% of teachers), and mental health
needs (70.0% of students and 81.1% of teachers). Teacher 1–A indicated they feel the
need to ‘provide quiet, comfortable space; safe environment,’ but feel that culturally
responsive teaching has no impact on well-being, only teacher behavior. This strength
in responses is interesting, as the use of a holistic teacher approach is identified as
having a wide range of disparity between the student and teacher groups. This might
be due to teachers believing this question is relative to the Indigenous support worker
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involvement after school hours, as indicated by teacher 6–C, ‘Holistic approach in
facility.’
Real-World Experiences and Application
Bell and Brant, (2015); Beaulieu, (2000); Kavanaugh et al., (1998); Stiffarm,
(1998, as cited in Battiste, 2002); and Toulouse (2011) all commented that lessons
should be built around real-world experiences and application. Alberta Education
(2005) proposed that in order to encourage greater engagement from Indigenous
students, educational tasks need to be relevant and real-world based. I would suggest
that, in spite of the downward trend in real-world experiences and application, in the
curriculum delivery identified by the student participants, the efforts by one teacher
(2–C) to involve Elders is a start.
One of the reasons for having global perspectives related to Indigenous
cultures, cited by Kavanaugh et al. (1998) who referenced a study by the Four Worlds
Development Project (1989), is that a lack of relevance between what is taught in the
classroom and the outside world results in a lack of skill retention, skill transfer, and
an absence of enthusiasm. The absence of relevancy is supported by both participant
groups who reported a weak affirmation to students being involved in exploring realworld issues related to Indigenous issues, with 53.3% of students and 63.3% of
teachers perceiving the exploration of global issues as they related to Indigenous
issues. One student felt that teachers are unwilling to discuss relevant real-world
issues, as indicated by the comment, “Conversation [e.g., residential school] doesn’t
happen” and “They don’t do a lot of intentional talking about these kinds of things”
(46-A) (Adrian–C). Yet, there are examples of staff trying to get Elder speakers into
the facility to talk to students about particular Indigenous centered politics and
teachers trying to be current with introducing “current events from Native experience”
(1–C).
When I look at the relevance in the learning experience for students at the
correctional education programs, there is a trend toward agreement, with most of the
questions focused on that item. There is a strong alignment between students and
teachers with respect to relevance, with 72.7% of students and 86.6% of teachers
believing students see relevance in what they are learning. However, this alignment is
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not present when asked about relevance based on global and cultural perspectives,
with less than half of the students (46.7%) perceiving the presence. This contrasts
with the large number of teachers (81.8%) that perceived the presence and that was
reported in teacher interviews as Indigenous themes in English courses, discussing
Indigenous styles of justice, and current events from the Indigenous experience.
The next question one could ask then is if students feel they are connected to
what they are learning. Both groups have a high level of agreement to there being a
connection (80.0% students, 90.1% teachers). Students and teachers identifying that
students are connected to their learning meets this expectation. Whether this has an
effect on skill retention or transfer cannot be commented on.
Learning Materials
When I asked questions in the questionnaire about learning materials based on
Indigenous content or representing the Indigenous voice, students perceived there was
a lack of books about Indigenous people and/or written by Indigenous authors in the
classroom, as only 40.0% reported the presence of such materials, though 72.7% of
teachers believed these items were present. Unfortunately, when I examine the
responses by location, the student and teacher responses do not align. For example, at
Location A, 100% of the teachers agree to the presence of the materials, whereas
85.7% of the students disagree. At Location B, 100% of the teachers agree to the
presence of the materials and only 1 out of 3 student respondents agree. Location C
had only 57.1% of the teachers identify the materials, but 100% of the students
perceived their presence.
I am not sure how to interpret this disparity. When I look at text and media
representing Aboriginal voices, only 40.0% of students and 63.3% of teachers agree to
the presence, with most of the students responding NO from Locations A and C
(Location B had 80.0% agree to presence, which was confirmed from the content
reported in the teacher interviews), and 100% of teachers responding YES at Locations
A and B. Location C only had 3 out of 7 teachers respond to the presence of such
materials. Materials include (a) the use of Indigenous books and graphic novels for
novel studies in English; (b) the use of maps, such as where Spirit Bears can be found,
in geography; or (c) the use of cultural maps of where First Nations groups live in
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Canada. My observations support the students at Location A, as no visible materials,
text, or media were identified, and students at Location C, as learning materials were
identified in various classrooms.
Assessment
The use of assessment, for the purpose of improving learning and helping
students become independent learners, requires a culture in which students and
teachers learn together in a collaborative relationship, each playing an active role in
setting learning goals, developing success criteria, giving and receiving feedback,
monitoring progress, and adjusting learning strategies (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2010a). The School Effectiveness Framework: A Support for School Improvement and
Student Success (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013d) also addresses assessment in
its section within the framework titled “Assessment for, as, and of Learning.”
Assessment, and the form of assessment, is important in education and
working with Indigenous students, as reported by a wide range of authors in Canada,
including Alberta Education (2005) and Toulouse (2011). Western pedagogical
practices tend to be restrictive (Lambe, 2003), including basing assessment on
achievement standards, course objectives, content, sequences of reading, assignments,
reviews and summaries, and non-differentiated assessment. Growing Success (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2010b) was explicit in saying, “The ministry, school boards,
and schools are also responsible for ensuring effective and appropriate instructional
and assessment practices that meet the unique needs of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
students” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010b, p. 7). The document also reported
that assessment must support all students, including First Nation, Métis, or Inuit, and
be based on learning styles, and that preferences, needs, and experiences of all
students are ongoing, varied in nature, and administered over a period of time to
provide multiple opportunities for students to demonstrate the full range of their
learning and to develop their self-assessment skills so they can assess their own
learning (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010b, p. 6).
Growing Success also identified effective assessment practices including:
formal and informal observations, discussions, learning conversations, questioning,
conferences, tasks done in groups, demonstrations, projects, portfolios, developmental
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continua, performances, peer and self-assessments, self-reflections, essays, and tests
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010b, p. 30). Homework was removed from this list
as it would not generally apply to a correctional education program. A repeated and
emphasized theme was for students to develop self-assessment skills (Ontario Ministry
of Education, 2010b).
Self-assessment is a technique that is encouraged for use with Indigenous
students for a number of reasons, some of which are non-academic. For instance, it
helps to build motivation, is believed to improve a student’s attitude toward necessary
evaluation, and supports cognitive achievement (Alberta Education, 2005). From the
literature on Indigenous education, I learned of effective assessment tools and which
ones to avoid. Effective assessment tools for Indigenous students include (a)
portfolios, (b) creative journals, (c) photo essays, (d) performances (choice), (e)
demonstrations with manipulatives, (f) activity-based tasks, questions, and answers
(oral) with time allotted, (g) classroom presentations with self-selected strategy
(drumming, singing, dancing, storytelling, craft, technology/media), (f) projects with
real-world connections (Toulouse, 2011), (g) Venn diagrams, scripts, storyboards,
poems, (Alberta Education, 2005), (h) personal narratives (Government of
Saskatchewan, n.d. para. 8), (i) art-based constructions/artwork, and (j) learning logs
(pictorial and symbolic) (Alberta Education, 2005; Toulouse, 2011). Many students
and teachers reported on these assessment tools in this study.
With respect to assessment, there is a striking trend, as only two related
questions have a strong alignment between students and teachers, one with a strong
YES affirmation and one with a strong NO affirmation. There is a weak response by
both groups on allowing students to demonstrate what they know through ways of
their choosing (53.3% student agreement, 63.3% teacher agreement). Student and
teacher reporting, as indicated in interviews, reflect opposite viewpoints, but might
have been the reason for low reporting. Student Alex–A identified ‘No Indigenous
content in choice of learning, assessment or strategies,’ and teacher 1–C indicated
‘Students [were] given opportunity to decide on assessment type.’ These reports are
from two separate locations, so each may be true but the balance weighs toward little
student involvement.
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If student choice is demonstrated as an equal balance, actual involvement
shows a different trend. Students’ and teachers’ perceptions of student involvement in
assessment are at odds, as students report little involvement (26.7%), with teachers at
72.7%. Students have varying reports, with “No tests, just assignments” (Bobbi–A),
and “Choose assessment, if finished can work on other course” (Avery–B). It should
be noted that the statement by student Bobbi–A reflects the perceived practice at that
location, as there is no indication from any student at Location A of the opportunity
for input (100% NO response). There is a wide disparity when asked if various forms
of assessment are used in the classroom, and students disageed with teachers in the
perception of varied assessment, with students at 53.3% (though all assessment types
in the list were chosen at least once) and teachers at 100%.
Referring back to the good practices identified by Growing Success (2010) and
the School Effectiveness Framework: A Support for School Improvement and Student
Success (2013d) from the Ontario Ministry of Education, in the eyes of the students, it
appears that assessment is not based on learning styles and preferences, needs, and
experiences of all students; is not varied in nature; does not provide multiple and
varied opportunities for students to demonstrate, communicate, and refine their
learning. Students do however indicate that assessment is varied when including a
range of evidence for the assessment of learning. As reported by the participant data, I
can see that students and teachers are in close agreement on slightly less than half of
the assessment tools.
The results may show the “go to” types for the majority of teachers and
regardless of student perception, teachers appear to be familiar with varied types of
assessment whether they are used or not. In keeping with the theme of
communication, only 40.0% of students saw themselves as knowing how they would
be assessed, yet 90.1% of teachers believed students were aware. If students are
correct (and due to the vast differences in reporting and lack of observational data, it is
difficult to determine where reality stands), practice is not in line with what Alberta
Education (2005) reports as good assessment practice for Indigenous students,
including having clear expectations. For all students, allowing collaboration with
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students in the assessment planning process, provides exemplars and provides
opportunities for practice.
With a strong affirmation and consensus, of 93.3% students and 100%
teachers, that assessment is expressed in a language students can understand, I can
make the connection that there is no languge barrier to effective assessment or
learning, which eliminates or decreases the concerns by Kearins (1982, as cited in
Hughes & More, 1997) that there is a difference of language and language use
between Indigenous students and their teachers.
Interestingly, only 26.7% of students and 18.2% of teachers reported students
self-advocating for Aboriginal-based ways of expressing themselves for assessment.
There are no student comments in the interviews to support or refute this, but teachers
do mention that “Students do not usually care about cultural content” (1–C), and
‘Students tend not to talk about Native things’ (4–C), which are reflected in the
responses to this area of questioning. Students not advocating for Indigenous ways of
expressing themselves for assessment does not absolve teachers from providing
Indigenous-based and varied types of assessment.
With respect to the category(s) of assessment the correctional education
programs had implemented, there is a weak response to all of the indicators by
students. Data show a strong consensus among teachers for two types (none for
students), as well as a strong agreement between groups, with the top three assessment
types of performance (student 60.0%, teacher 90.9%), authentic (student 46.7%,
teacher 72.7%), and holistic (students 40.0%, teachers 54.5%) methods of assessment
present. Performance assessment appears to be the most popular with both students
and teachers, which can be explained by a number of factors including: the academic
and cognitive delays of some students, the lack of assessment data from the students’
records, and the choice of performance as a chosen way to demonstrate learning.
Feedback
Examining the importance of feedback from the perspective of the Ontario
Ministry of Education (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010b), the following are
expectations of the educational system as gained from the entire document:
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“As part of assessment for learning, teachers provide students with descriptive
feedback and coaching for improvement” (p. 28);



“provide ongoing descriptive feedback that is clear, specific, meaningful, and
timely to support improved learning and achievement” (p. 12);



“provide a basis for consistent and meaningful feedback to students in relation
to provincial content and performance standards” (p. 16);



“ongoing descriptive feedback linked specifically to the learning goals and
success criteria is a powerful tool for improving student learning and is
fundamental to building a culture of learning within the classroom” (p. 34).
Listed in the document, as a means of giving feedback, are written, portfolio,

and self-assessments.
Students identified six types of feedback, but only two types with any
consistency. Verbal feedback is very strongly perceived as being present (86.7%), as
well as written feedback (53.3%). And teachers agree—verbal feedback was
unanimous (100%), and 81.8% identified written feedback. Both participant groups
agree on the two most used forms for delivering feedback. It is not surprising that
verbal is the most popular, as it is the most universal and immediate. Immediate
feedback fits with Ministry of Education expectations, and Swisher & Deyhle’s (1989,
as cited in Swisher, 1991) expectations of being cognizant of how Indigenous students
learn. Two teachers commented about feedback in their interviews, expressing the
sentiment that Indigenous students need positive and plentiful feedback. Neither the
quantity (a lot) or the type (positive) were mentioned in the MOE documents, but the
terms “often” and “positive” make sense to all students.
Accommodations
When I look at the resources to support students with special needs, 100% of
the teachers agree that students receive the support they need (IEP, assistive
technology, etc.), but only 2 of the 5 students that reported needing support described
receiving support. I find that with cognitive deficits, as well as low credit counts,
teachers spend a great deal of time accommodating students; however, this may be
happening as a course of practice without the student knowing it is happening, as it is
subtle.
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What Practices/Strategies Do Teachers Use to Accommodate Indigenous
Students?
Learning Preferences
There are concerns with examining learning styles within cultural groups,
including overgeneralizing (Swisher, 1991), under-generalizing (Kleinfeld, n.d.),
failing to recognize the diversity within groups (Stewart, 2002), and the belief by some
that there is a lack of evidence to suggest minority students do better when taught by
culturally adapted strategies (Kleinfeld, n.d.; Kleinfeld & Nelson, 1991, as cited in
Stewart, 2002; Rasmussen et al., 2004). Incorporation of learning styles in the
classroom was one of the suggestions by Toulouse (2013), an Indigenous educator.
Through the literature review on Indigenous education, I found recommendations by
Cox and Ramirez (1981, as cited in Swisher, 1991); Hughes and More (1997); and
Pelletier (1993), Barnhardt (1994), and Johns (1994) (all as cited in Melnechenko &
Horsman, 1998) to effectively incorporate learning styles in the classroom for
Indigenous students and to focus on evidence of best practice. This is done by
considering the recurrent learning style (Hughes & More, 1997), as well as making
sure to do the research on the students’ individual learning styles (Cox & Ramirez,
1981, as cited in Swisher, 1991; Hughes & More, 1997). The third recommendation is
related to teaching style, with teachers adapting their teaching style toward the
student’s preferred learning styles (Cox & Ramirez, 1981, as cited in Swisher, 1991;
Hughes & More (1997); Pelletier, (1993), Barnhardt, (1994), and Johns, (1994) (all as
cited in Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998). I would be remiss if I did not mention the
comments by Battiste (2002), where she warns that one cannot assume that Indigenous
students have a consistent learning style, a contention which is supported by other
authors (Alberta Education, 2005; Hughes & More, 1997; Swisher, 1991).
The concept of learning styles is addressed in both the questionnaire and
interviews. Students and teachers were asked the simple question of whether students
were given the opportunity to use strategies related to learning preferences. Of the
nine learning preferences identified, four have strong alignment between students and
teachers, and three have strong levels of affirmation. One preference is identified by
both participant groups as virtually absent (circles), with 13.3% of students and 9.1%
of teachers identifying its use. Unfortunately, five of the questions have a vast
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difference in perceived presence, with all of those reported with a high level of
affirmation by teachers and low level of affirmation by students.
There is a large discrepancy between students and teachers on whether students
have the opportunity to discuss their learning style (hands-on, visual, listener,
environmental) with their classmates or teachers. Students perceive there is a lack of
opportunity and teachers believe the opportunity exists, which creates some concern. I
now ask the question of where reality lies in practice, and perhaps the answer comes
from the teacher comment that “Students articulate wants and needs rarely” (2–A).
This can be due to culture, behaviour, or experience-based communication, in that they
have never been given an opportunity to articulate this type of need.
In their interviews, students identified learning preferences, such as hands-on
(46.7%), visual (33.3%), and listening (26.7%), as having the highest percentages. In
their interviews, teachers identified some of the same preferences as students,
including visual (18.2%), hands-on (18.2%), experiential/real-world (18.2%),
independent work (18.2%), and Indigenous content (18.2%), and all were below
student responses of need, with some absent.
Although there are few learning preferences that are perceived as present, I
would not have expected students to comment on learning styles in the interview,
though some did. Only three learning preferences are perceived to be present by both
students and teachers, as identified by a strong affirmation by both parties, and they
are: ‘being given the time to think and ponder before answering questions’ (100%
students,100% teachers), ‘stop and start activities’ (86.6% students, 81.8% teachers),
and ‘learn through listening’ (80.0% students, 100% teachers).
Allowing students the time to think and ponder on questions avoids difficulties
for students who need to take time to answer questions, and avoids student
embarrassment if they do take the time (Hughes & More, 1997). In Indigenous
cultures, decision-making is not focused on time (Alberta Education, 2005), as it is in
Eurocentric cultures. Some of this activity (time to think and ponder, stopping and
starting activities, and learning through listening) may be attributed to the format of
the correctional education program which has less restrictions on time than is seen in a
regular school program.
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By starting and stopping activities, students are allowed the time to work
through and respond to questions after they are ready. Reflection is a cultural norm
within the Indigenous community (Toulouse, 2011). The time taken to start and stop
activities is important, as students may need to construct a response (reflection)
(Toulouse, 2011).
The third strategy, learning through listening, has a strong level of affirmation
from both parties. Antone et al. (2003) wrote that Aboriginal literacy is based on
learning through listening, and Battiste (2002) noted that learning is achieved by
leaving the student to learn at their own speed through listening. Allowing the student
to learn at their own speed appears to have occurred in the classrooms, as identified by
student and teacher comments as well as through my classroom observations. This
might be due to the transient nature of the student population, as identified by a
teacher; the lack of timelines associated with a regular secondary school, such as term
and semester reporting periods; or a conscious effort by the teacher to accommodate
for student needs and learning styles, as listening was identified by teachers at all
locations as a way students learn best.
Hands-on learning is one of the strategies that should be incorporated into the
classroom environment (Alberta Education, 2005), and there is some evidence to
support the presence of hands-on learning from participant responses. Hands-on
learning is reported to be represented in the classroom by students (60.0%, with 46.7%
of the students reporting hands-on learning in the interview) at all locations, and all
teachers reported using this strategy. That is where the consistency in reporting ends.
There are four learning preferences/strategies that have high representation by teachers
and weak representation by students, all appearing to be separated in response by close
to 50.0%.
Learning through observation and imitation is one of the important pedagogical
approaches in Indigenous education, as identified by Battiste (2002); however, from
the student perspective this is absent, which contradicts the unanimous teachers’
response of its presence. With students perceiving this strategy as present with a
response at 46.7%, and teachers reporting at 100% (a wide discrepancy), there is a
case for the possibility of misinterpretation of the context of the question by students.
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Teachers would be fully aware of the educational discourse, while students might not
have understood the full meaning of observation and imitation as it pertains to the
learning of the curriculum.
Reflection is another strategy with participant discrepancy, with students at
40.0% and teachers at 90.1%. Group talk and storytelling are both learning
preferences that are reported, 26.7% by students and 72.7% by teachers. Group talk
supports Aboriginal culture (Lambie, 2005, as cited in Toulouse, 2011) and allows
real-world connections to be made by students (Toulouse, 2011). Storytelling is
important as it has a degree of familiarity (Bell & Brant, 2015; Chief, 2011; Stiffarm,
1998, as cited in Battiste, 2002); is traditionally used to communicate history,
traditions, and culture (Toulouse, 2011); and students can use storytelling to draw
from their past (Chief, 2011). Being culturally sensitive is perceived as being weakly
present by students, at 46.7%, and strongly supported by teachers, at 72.7%, which
supports the responses related to learning preference in this section.
The use of circles is the only learning preference that is not readily identified
as being accommodated, with students reporting 13.3% and teachers 9.1% reporting its
perceived presence in the classroom. The lack of use of circles might be due to the
low numbers in some classrooms, or the inability of the teachers to properly conduct a
circle. Circles can be used for a variety of reasons, as reported by Alberta Education
(2005), Battiste (2002), Bell & Brant (2015), Government of Saskatchewan (n.d., para.
8) and Toulouse (2011). I believe that the most important reason for using circles in
the classroom is the non-threatening environment they create.
Resources
Two of the authoritative sources on effective resources and how they are
related to student success are the School Effectiveness Framework: A Support for
School Improvement and Student Success (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013d)
(SEF) and the Ontario First Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework
(Ontario Ministry of Education. Aboriginal Education Office, 2007). Each area of the
SEF, and its indicators, are listed in order to provide context to this section of analysis
and discussion, and are as follows:


School and Classroom Leadership (Indicator 2.2, Indicator 2.3);
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Student Engagement (Indicator 3.1);



Curriculum, Teaching, and Learning (Indicator 4.5, Indicator 4.6);



Home, School and Community Partnerships (Indicator 6.4 ) (See Appendix L).
These expectations are reflected in the Ontario Ministry of Education,

Aboriginal Education Office document Ontario First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
Education Policy Framework (2007), which the educational system provides to
teachers to train them in appropriate teaching methods for Indigenous students, and
which provides a high level of public confidence in the system, as seen by the
Indigenous community.
In order to engage Indigenous students, especially those in a correction
environment with possibly their own levels of trauma, poor educational experiences,
and even intergenerational trauma, it is important that the teaching and environment
are conducive to student learning, as well as the resources. One of the expectations
related to resources is perceived to be present, with 73.3% of students and 72.7% of
teachers agreeing that resources are inclusive from a cultural, academic, special needs,
and gender perspective. Resources also appear to be accessible, with 81.6% of
students and all teachers feeling accessibility is not an issue, though internet access at
some locations was restricted. This is where alignment between the students and
teachers ends.
The next three items are strongly reported as present by teachers, but not by
students. Teachers are unanimous in perceiving that the school acknowledges
Indigenous cultures, with only a 40.0% student affirmation (“None, just school work;
Nothing in present” [Dakota–A]). There is a similar response to Aboriginal resources
(wall resources, guest speakers, artifacts, books, media) in the classroom, with
teachers unanimous in reporting presence and 66.6% of the students perceiving a
presence. Resource relevance also reflects this trend, with 73.3% of students and
90.1% of teachers feeling resources are relevant, and 40.0% of students and 63.3% of
teachers feeling resources are current. In support of an Indigenous student’s need for a
curriculum that supports their culture, less than half of the teachers report the presence
of an Aboriginal Studies course.
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Indigenous Community Involvement
There are many references to the inclusion of the Indigenous community in
education. The National Aboriginal Education Committee (NAEC) in Australia
believes that education should be influenced by the community, not community by
education (Hughes & More, 1997). In a report by Chief (2011), a participant included
an Elder, or traditional knowledge holder, to assist in the classroom “when they lacked
the resources and knowledge to properly teach about or recognize an Aboriginal
nation” (Chief, 2011, p. 87). Alberta Education (2005); Anuik et al. (2010); Harrison
and Greenfield (2011); Little Bear (2009); Pelletier (1993), Barnhardt (1994), and
Johns (1994) (all as cited in Melnechenko & Horsman,1998) all support the inclusion
in the classroom of the Indigenous community, inclusive of Elders, parents, and other
community members.
Both students and teachers have low affirmation that Elders, parents, and
community members are being involved in the classroom. From the cumulative data,
only 36.4% of the teachers responded YES to parents/community being involved in
Aboriginal student education. Unfortunately, it appears that bringing the community
into the classroom to support a school-home relationship is not happening, though this
could be difficult considering the security and nature of the correctional facility.
Are Students Engaged, and Have Their Academics Improved?
While attending the correctional education program, students had success
academically. Though I was unable to access the students’ education records, I relied
on participant accounts of their academic achievement. Thus, I was unable to have a
comparative set of data to empirically analyze, and from which to validate, a student’s
success and achievement in the correctional education program versus their
community school experience.
I was able to gain insight related to student engagement through the
questionnaire, interview, and observations. Student engagement relies on a number of
factors, including interest in the material/curriculum, technology (McKillop, 2004, as
cited in Toulouse, 2011), and the environment (Chief, 2011). Chief (2011) identified
the teacher as an important part of the environment, by creating an inviting and caring
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atmosphere, and by having a caring nature. This is also supported by Wright (2004) in
reference to correctional education.
A number of indicators are represented in the next key question based on
public confidence. Focusing material and curriculum questions with a more cultural
base, a large number of teachers (81.8%) and a low number of students (40.0%) feel
that Indigenous culture is represented in the information that is being taught, despite
teachers reporting the embedding of culture, including items such as Indigenous
heroes, sports figures, novel studies based on Indigenous content, and cultural
activities such as fishing, skinning, and artwork. There was only a 54.4% teacher
response and 46.7% student response (“No Aboriginal focus, school focused”
[Sydney–A)]) that the learning is meaningful and based on student needs and culture,
with teachers identifying students’ needs as basic skills in reading, writing, and
numeracy (1–A,2–A, 1–B,2–B, 1–C,3–C,5–C,7–C). This might explain the focus on
academics and less on culture.
When looking at being connected to the learning in general and not focusing
solely on culture, there is a strong belief by students (80.0%) and teachers (90.9%) that
students feel connected to what they are learning, which can be seen as a positive.
This also includes the connection to the belief that the school is looking out for the
student’s best interest, and I would say (related to the academic focus mentioned in the
last question) that the connection is based on credit accumulation. Data from the
questionnaire from both students and teachers indicate little student involvement in
exploring real-world issues related to Aboriginal issues (53.3% students, 63.6%
teachers) or the presence of tools, such as text and media representing the Aboriginal
voice (40.0% students, 63.6% teachers), which contraindicates the expectations of the
school and classroom.
When examining the use of technology as having an effect on engagement,
63.3% of teachers report allowing access to the internet while in school, and only
53.3% of students report being allowed internet access. However, these data are
slightly skewed, as all students at Location A reported having no access and all
students at Locations B and C reported access, so it appears access is restricted by
location. Teacher 2–B reported that students like using the internet for access to
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computer resources for research, with popular culture and music being a draw.
Firewalls are used to monitor and filter content. Though I observed computers in
Locations B and C, I only observed one student at Location C (only student in
classroom) actively use the computer, and computers were present but not used in
Location B. Locations B and C were observed to have electronic whiteboards in
classrooms, though none were being used during my observations.
It is difficult to comment on the environment and student engagement, as each
facility and board of education associated with the correctional education programs
has their own unique expectations and restrictions. There is nothing inherent in a
correctional education program that explains the absence of resources, Indigenous
curriculum, or culturally responsive teaching. Variations across programs may be a
result of decisions by the local board of education or individual teachers. Overall,
Location A is lacking in resources and an engaging curriculum, with Locations B and
C showing resources, varied curriculum, and many aspects of Indigenous culture
within the classroom and teaching, depending on the teaching staff. Each of these last
two facilities have Indigenous representations throughout the facility, and not only in
the educational classrooms and hallways. Students at these facilities made note of this
in the interviews, leading me to believe that this effort was recognized and respected.
Artifacts are one piece of culture embedded in the curriculum that made learning
interesting and appeared to be weak by the student’s perspective, despite the earlier
examples of Indigenous content. Perhaps the content is there, but students are not
interested in that specific material.
The question about interactions with teachers generated mixed results. The
high response to students feeling safe in the classroom could be a reflection of the
positive relationship between student and teacher; however it should be noted that two
students (same location) reported having issues with a teacher.
Q2 Do Correctional Education Programs Instill Public Confidence From the
Stakeholder Groups?
The definition of success/influence/impact may be different for the student and
teacher participant groups, as well as each individual participant themselves, just as
Melnechenko and Horsman (1998) found in their phenomenological study. This may
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be why questionnaires and interviews from the same subjects differed, as well why
vast differences were reported across respondents at times.
We know students can do well academically, but is it due to culturally
responsive teaching or good teaching practice? Of the 18 questions designed to give a
picture of what degree of public confidence is evident in the correctional education
program, half had a strong student/teacher alignment, and only four with a significant
discrepancy. When I look at academic achievement, students and teachers both agree
unanimously that students are gaining course credits. Teacher expectations have an
effect on achievement and behavior (Pelletier, 1993, as cited in Melnechenko &
Horsman, 1998; Rampaul et al., 1984, as cited in Kavanaugh et al., 1998). I believe I
can translate the high affirmation and agreement between the two groups to the student
success rates, as identified by both teachers and students, with some students
graduating from the correctional education program and others getting credits for the
first time since exiting school in the elementary grades (some as early as Grade 5).
Two questions with discrepancies are culture-based: (a) the classroom
respecting the culture, knowledge, traditions, activities, and values of the Aboriginal
culture, with students reporting 53.3% and teachers reporting 90.1%, and (b) that
Aboriginal culture days are celebrated at the school, with 26.7% of students and 81.1%
of the teachers perceiving this. Ensuring the community of Indigenous peoples has a
strong confidence in the educational system can be guaranteed by the presence of these
two items, and it is not the teachers that this is important to, but the people who had
perceived the absence. It is obvious from the high percentages reported by students
and the low percentages reported by teachers that vetting of materials for cultural bias
is relatively non-existent. We do know from teacher reporting that there are literature
resources written by Indigenous authors and about Indigenous subject matter in
classrooms (Location B), but it appears that other than this specific material, there is
little vetting of learning material despite hundreds of pieces of literature written by
Indigenous authors.
Bell and Brant (2015), the School Effectiveness Framework: A Support for
School Improvement and Student Success (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013d), and
the Government of Saskatchewan (n.d., para. 8) all agreed that teachers vetting
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material is important for the checking of bias, the revealing of assumptions within the
material (Bell & Brant, 2015), and the content and viewpoints (Government of
Saskatchewan, n.d., para. 8). Bell and Brant (2015) felt that vetting helps to eliminate
any issues that arise when teaching. I, too, feel that taking the time to vet materials,
even using students to critique materials, is important in a setting with vulnerable
people, such as a correctional facility with a high proportion of Indigenous students. I
also suggest that vetting should be done for gender and sexuality, as well as culture, as
there may be two-spirited students in the school. Whether it is the perceived lack of
respect for culture, knowledge, traditions, activities, and values of Indigenous peoples
that has a negative influence on public confidence, or whether it is the lack of vetting,
is unknown, as this question was not asked. This would be an appropriate question for
follow-up research.
What is encouraging is that the remaining seven questions have a strong
affirmation from both students and teachers, though they are not as close to agreement
as the previously mentioned questions. I would conclude that public confidence (with
respect to the student representing the public) is strong pertaining to the correctional
education programs as a group, which is one of the goals of the government education
strategy. Students indicate a strong affirmation to the learning atmosphere meeting
student’s cultural needs (80.0%), despite the lack of YES responses to culture-focused
questions from teachers (63.6%).
Does the Absence or Presence of Culturally Responsive Teaching Influence Social
Impact?
The questions within the results associated with the above question are not
pedagogically related, but are more of an approach to culturally responsive teaching,
as the responses are designed to give a picture of the social rather than the academic
impact.
The influence of culturally responsive teaching on an incarcerated Indigenous
student’s health and welfare, self-worth, behavior in class, acceptance of the school
climate, and interaction with the teacher is seen as being positive. This is supported
by two of three questions having a strong affirmation and relatively strong alignment
between students and teachers. A sense of belonging is important to all students,
especially those in a correctional facility, those who have struggles with academic
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success, and those who have all of the above and self-identify as Indigenous. All of
the teachers and 73.3% of the students feel that the school has the Aboriginal student’s
best interests at heart. With a similar result, when asked if participants believe
students are happy learning in the correctional school, 66.7% of students and 90.1% of
teachers responded YES. Six of the 15 students indicated that well-being is not
affected by culturally responsive teaching, and two indicated that CRT makes them
feel good. Student Briar–B indicated “The Aboriginal content [book] made [them]
feel good.” In support of well-being, student Phoenix–A noted that, from their
perspective, “they [teachers] appreciate [them] as a First Nation person,” and student
Avery–B commented that “More interested in culture, will try to continue involvement
when out [of facility].”
Students and teachers felt the classroom was a positive place at the time of the
research. Students indicating they feel safe in the classroom was reported 80.0% by
students and 90.1% by teachers, and that the classroom is a safe, healthy learning
environment was reported 86.6% by students and 100% by the teachers. Four of the
15 students (all from the same location) indicated that CRT has no effect on school
climate. With comments like, ‘School is good,’ and ‘likes the school,’ the majority of
students feel that their needs are being met, at least emotionally. The school meeting
the needs of the student holistically (social, health, and mental health) is perceived as
strong by both students and teachers, with students’ responses no lower than 70.0%
and teachers’ responses no lower than 81.1%.
Focusing the approach to education as one from an Indigenous base, and more
specifically on the teacher/student relationship, serves to meet the needs of the student
holistically (spiritually, physically, mentally, emotionally) (Alberta Education, 2005).
The holistic approach is also supported by Toulouse (2011), who noted that this
Indigenous educational approach focuses on the different developmental aspects of
life, as seen through the four domains identified by the Anishinabek peoples (spiritual,
physical, emotional, and intellectual). The support perceived by the two participant
groups encourages the growth of the students, and not only academically. The
greatest focus of the classroom is on academics; this is not surprising, but there are
two items to make note of: (a) that both students and teachers feel that all areas
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(social, mental health/psychological, cultural, and academic) are represented in the
classroom, and (b) over 50.0% of students chose each of the identified foci—social,
mental health, cultural, academic. This speaks to what is actually perceived to be
happening in the classroom, a shift away from the purely academic and a focus on
teaching and learning for the whole student. This is supported by other data, which
indicate that the learning atmosphere is meeting students’ social (81.8% students,
86.6% teachers), health (86.6% students, 100% teachers), and mental health (70.0%
students, 81.1% teachers) needs. This indicates a noticeable trend, identified by both
participant groups, of a holistic approach to the classroom. I would argue that, given
an ideal situation, the focus on social, mental health, and cultural needs would
naturally be incorporated into the learning experience if the educator takes the time to
understand their students, though at varying levels of embeddedness.
Unfortunately, there is a perception by students that they have little voice, and
that most decisions are made by the teachers. This can be seen by the responses to two
questions: “Do students believe they are an important part of the classroom?” (60.0%
students, 100% teachers) and “Are students able to pursue their personal interests in
the classroom?” (53.3% students, 72.7% teachers). The vast differences in perception
are striking, as there is a disconnect between student perception and teacher
perception, with students not reaching a strong level of affirmation for either of the
previously mentioned questions. There are two sizable differences in student and
teacher responses, leading me to believe that the teachers are not fully detecting or
eliciting the students’ needs.
Q3 Do Social Contexts of the Institution Effect a Student’s Success and a
Teacher’s Ability to Teach?
There are many factors that contribute to student success and this is only
magnified when learning and teaching occurs in a correctional education setting.
Correctional staff have the duty to ensure the safety and security of all in the building,
but in the classroom, Alberta Education, (2005), Chief (2011), and Toulouse (2011)
believed it was the responsibility of the teacher to ensure the learning environment is
safe. I suggest that in a correctional setting this would mean establishing a nonthreatening, risk-free learning environment. This is paramount in a school located in a
vulnerable environment, in order to encourage student engagement, manage student
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behavior, and address anxiety of students being in such a restrictive environment.
Both student and teacher groups have a high level of affirmation, with students at
66.7% and teachers being unanimous, with respect to the school establishing a climate
of trust. This is in concert with 86.6% of students and all teachers perceiving that the
classroom is a safe, healthy learning environment. It is obvious that teachers perceive
they are providing the safe environment, and students slightly less so, but the data are
not conclusive as to why. Student responses may be due to the fact that they are
housed 24 hours a day with other offenders, and that, in the words of one student, “If
in trouble, suspended; Everyone gets along because of the rules” (Cory–C), and the
words of another, “Teachers nice, friendly, firm; Teachers good to work with” (Jamie–
C).
One of the major factors in a student’s acceptance of the classroom are the
teachers making a concerted effort to develop a positive student/teacher relationship
(Alberta Education, 2005; Brown, 2010; Chief, 2011; Melnechenko & Horsman,
1998), including in a classroom within a correctional setting (Wright, 2005). This may
include teachers taking the time to really know their students (Bell & Brant, 2015)
beyond just their names, which benefits not only the students but the teachers as well.
The high affirmation and agreement between the students and teachers confirms that
teachers are helping students make the best of the situation of being at the correctional
facility. As one can imagine, it would be difficult to teach and learn in a setting that is
unfamiliar, as well as punitive. Trust, especially with Indigenous peoples, is highly
important to relationship building (Alberta Education, 2005), and appears to have been
established in the correctional classrooms, with students agreeing at 80.0% and
teachers at 100%.
This final section reflects on the piece that most research forgets: the effect of
the learning environment on the success of the student, not as a culture of the school,
but in this case, the physical location of the school and the unique expectations and
restrictions involved with two organizations—education and corrections. The
structure of the institution appears to have little effect on how students do in school.
The question itself did not ask how students were affected (positively or negatively);
however, with the responses around 50.0% for both groups to the question “Does the
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structure of the institution (rules, regulations) affect how well [you/student] do in
school?”, it appears that there is little effect. The security routines do not affect
learning either, with both students and teachers reporting at a strong pronouncement of
NO (80.0% students, 81.8% teachers), though both teachers and students reported
specific incidents of how school was affected. The lack of behavioral issues might be
due to the fact that there are correctional officers present in all school areas and
students are aware of consequences, or in the words of one teacher, “Safe environment
for all; Structure eliminates some problems as it is regimented” (6–C). It is interesting
to note that teachers do not feel strongly that the schedule of the school revolves
around the schedule of the correctional institution (63.3%), but the students do
(80.0%). Yet, teachers feel strongly that they are interrupted in their learning due to
the institution’s schedule (81.1%), with students at only 40.0% agreement.
Gehring (n.d.) identified nine elements of a successful correctional education
program, and of these, three have been readily referenced in the discussion in this
section and the upcoming section, including (a) the need for culture in education,
specifically cultural education in which students are learning from their (cultural)
roots, (b) basing education on student need and not age, and (c) shared responsibility
in the classroom with students taking a lead in their learning.
The extent of culturally focused teaching and learning, and effective
pedagogical practices by correctional education teachers, have been analyzed and
commented on in this chapter. The impact these have on educational programming, in
the three correctional education programs related to cultural discontinuity; culturally
responsive teaching and education; and cultural competence on student success, will
be addressed in the sections that follow.
Culture, Education, and Success of the Indigenous Student
I refer to a quote I have previously referenced from Feinstein (2002, p. 11),
“much of what is true about best practices in teaching applies both to a juvenile
correctional education program and a regular classroom.” There are indeed some
unique properties inherent in a correctional facility, yet good practice is good practice.
I comment on a number of areas in my research that are directed at good practice; how
this practice affects or is entwined within the practice of culture—cultural
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discontinuity, culturally responsive teaching/education, cultural competency, and
cultural safety—and how students and teachers perceive the integration of these into
the programs. The uniqueness of the correctional education program dictates that
there are some good pedagogical and ethical practices that are universal, but with the
expectation that good professional judgement, restrictions, resources, and a teacher’s
training may be affected or dictated by the nature of the program and location of the
program.
As a reminder, not everyone has the same values toward education, nor do they
teach or learn the same within their own cultural (Indigenous or education) framework.
I refer to the findings from Indigenous students and the teachers of these students, with
each of their perspectives being influenced by their own background and experiences.
As McAlpine and Taylor (1993) noted in their research on Instructional Preferences of
Cree, Inuit, and Mohawk Teachers, even teachers from different Indigenous
communities have different outlooks on teaching.
Inclusion of a student’s culture in their learning is a factor in a student’s
academic success. Cumming (1986, as cited in Berger & Ross Epp, 2006, p. 9)
believed so: “Student self-esteem and school performance suffers when schools do not
reflect and value the culture of the student.” Further, “even when they are effective at
increasing student achievement, practices against culture may result in confusion and
alienation” (Berger & Ross Epp, 2006, p. 11). This second quote implores educators
to look at the value of culture over the value of academic success. Returning to
Chapter 2, I wrote that there are scarce empirical studies on the efficiency of
educational practices in correctional educational facilities related to ethnicity, let alone
studies focusing on a group as specific as Indigenous peoples. Also noted in Chapter
2, incarcerated (Canadian) Indigenous youth, through their participation in a sharing
circle, indicated that there is “a clear appetite amongst most participants for traditional
Aboriginal programming that focused on culture and spirituality” and that “a clear
understanding of Aboriginal culture would be beneficial to their rehabilitation”
(Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004, p. 17). The need for cultural-based education was
clearly made evident by Indigenous youth, family members, and Elders in First
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Nations Education Transformation: Engagement 2016-2018 (2017). The youths’
issues and concerns were noted previously in Chapter 3.
A number of studies in the research literature have examined what makes an
effective correctional education program; some culturally based factors and some
academic. I focus on the culture lens in relation to cultural discontinuity theory, which
lends itself to addressing culturally responsible teaching/education, cultural
competency, and cultural safety.
The third report for the Ontario Ministry of Education titled Strengthening Our
Learning Journey—Third Progress Report on the Implementation of the Ontario First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2018b) reported many successful programs and approaches to Indigenous education in
Ontario over the last 10 years, and there are many online resources, text resources, and
local board of education publications that identify programs and approaches to
Indigenous education. The Ontario (2018) report, however, does not reference
correctional education programs.
Cultural Discontinuity
Discontinuity between cultures is the lack of assimilation between the two, and
I would go further to say that, within certain correctional institutional settings, the lack
of assimilation is interpreted by Indigenous persons as a lack of respect. This can be
heightened if the Indigenous person has had previous experiences of disrespect or
racism within the justice system. The study of education and its association with
cultural discontinuity theory goes back almost a century. The theory maintains that
(minority) students fail in school because they are “provided with culturally different
learning environments” (Philips, 1976, as cited in Ogbu, 1982, p. 291). I profess that
added rules and the institutional culture of a correctional setting add to influences on
the learning environment for the Indigenous students, due to movement restrictions,
lack of access to the outside environment, a lack of personal space, and limited choice
for free time.
Maintaining cultural values within the educational system in a regular
classroom setting (as expected by the Ontario Ministry of Education and Government
of Canada) has its challenges, and this is supported by the work of Antone (2003);
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Anuik et al. (2010); Au (1980); Deyhle (1995); and Verwoord et al. (2011). Of the
three YCCs in my research, there are areas of need, but also positives, as seen in the
participants’ responses.
When looking at discontinuity and culture, I have found that the language of
learning in the correctional education program is not identified as a concern. There is
no evidence of differences in the functional use of language, through invalidating or
negative consequences to students for using cultural-specific language, nor related
evidence of decreased student achievement such as that referred to by Lovelace and
Wheeler (2006). There are possible indications of poor policy decision-making, as
there was no professional development provided to teachers at two locations and
minimal opportunities at the third. There were also no Indigenous educators or
support staff (educational assistants), which is a possible human resource policy
recruitment item.
Programming also has its deficits, as there were no Indigenous language
courses available. One student identified their wish for Indigenous staff in the facility
(“Aboriginals in facilities,” “Want more Aboriginal staff including teachers”
[Phoenix–A]). Though this student wanted “more Ojibwa courses” (Phoenix–A), and
teachers identified a “language barrier with students from the north” (4–C) and that it
“would be nice if Native languages course [were] taught [but it’s hard to find a
teacher]” (1–A), students did not seem to be at risk due to a language barrier. The
greatest barriers are cognitive challenges and lack of education due to historic truancy.
What Lovelace and Wheeler (2006) identified as a risk factor in language had a
minimal effect, yet it still needs to be addressed, especially as there are few Indigenous
teachers and ones that can speak the native language (regional) fluently.
Deyhle (1995) identified that for Indigenous students, the dominant culture
(which is Western in my research) in education can be perceived as putting students in
a state of conflict, thereby creating a threat to the student’s culture. There are
numerous indicators in my research that there is little conflict between teachers and
students, that the educational programing is seen as both a risk and protective factor,
and that a number of students articulated that they have no interest in their culture.
The majority of students and all teachers reported that teachers know the students by
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name and know who they are “as a person.” Students also believe that the teachers
want them to succeed. I believe that a school focus not only on academics but on the
social and cultural aspects of students’ lives can speak to the state of conflict within
the classroom. Student and teacher responses to the classroom focus of instruction
also identified that the school focuses on social (students 10 out of 15, teachers 9 out
of 11), mental health/psychological (students 9 out of 15, teachers 9 out of 15),
cultural (students 8 out of 15, teachers 7 out of 11), and academic (students 12 out of
15, teachers 10 out of 11) aspects of learning, which shows a well-rounded picture of
the classroom. The major focus is on education, though it appears the schools realize
there is more to education than academics. There is an imbalance in reporting,
identified by 3 out of 5 students from Location A not reporting social aspects, 4 out of
6 students from Location B not reporting mental health aspects, and 5 out of 7 students
from Location A not reporting cultural aspects. Thus, we see that there is actually a
strong reporting overall, but it is weak in Location A specifically. I can see how the
attempt at a well-rounded classroom can decrease the possible occurrence of a
conflict-dominated atmosphere.
I would like to note that not all Indigenous students in this research wanted a
focus on Indigenous culture. In their interviews, two students reported that they are
not interested in Indigenous accommodations and that they do not relate to Indigenous
culture. A number of teachers also indicated that if they introduce cultural items,
students react negatively. For example, “Students tend not to talk about Native things”
(4–C), and “Students challenge when school brings in cultural content or negative
history” (5–C). These last examples make it difficult for teachers to have a fully
integrated Indigenous education approach, but may also speak to a lack of sensitivity
by teachers that can contribute to discontinuity. Being cognizant of sensitivities and
involving the student in making choices can allow for all students to experience a
degree of culture, or to opt out. The fine line may be difficult for some teachers to
manage, especially if they have had little or no training themselves.
Rules for behavior (cultural and facility) and cultural backgrounds are difficult
to embed in the correctional education program due to the restrictions of the
correctional facility rules, which are very restrictive, and due to the safety of students
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and staff. I observed students interacting with correctional staff and teachers in a very
respectful and cordial manner at all locations, but I am unable to comment on any gaps
in rules of behavior and engagement based on cultural norms. The fact that
correctional restrictions limit student movement (escorted at all times), interaction
(eyes on at all times, searches), communication (swearing, slang), and activities
(outings, classroom activities) did not allow me adequate opportunity to comment on
classroom behavior, as I was not given enough time to acclimatize to the setting to see
typical student behavior. But needless to say, there are barriers.
There is no evidence to suggest that students are not having success in the
correctional education program. On the contrary, students are having success
academically. In this respect, one could say there is no cultural discontinuity evident;
however, many of the influences associated with CRT are absent or weak. With
communication, language, and pedagogy as the main influences on lack of student
success in school, there is no evidence of language discontinuity; however, there is
evidence of the lack of culturally responsive pedagogy, which has a major effect on
student success (Erickson, 1987), and of learning environments focused on culture
(Philips, 1976, as cited in Ogbu, 1982). There is some evidence of culturally
responsive teaching, which Lovelace and Wheeler (2006) have identified, that is
essential for teachers to ensure cultural continuity. Culturally responsive
teaching/education, cultural competence, and cultural safety will be addressed in the
sections that follow.
Culturally Responsive Teaching/Education
Student interviews identified that academics are indeed a focus of instruction,
with supporting comments such as “Getting credits (18)” (Sydney–A), “Here work on
work, can work ahead if done” (Avery–B), “Just school work” (Dakota–A). Teachers
identified that: (a) students need to improve their level of development, “This is more
of a special education school” (4–C); (b) that their ability levels are low “Low
academic levels—not at grade level” (5–C), “Basic skills in reading and writing,”
“Work on basic reading, writing, math” (1–A), “Majority at Grade 2 level in literacy
and numeracy” (2–B), “Teach basic skills,” “Three grade levels below where should
be” (7-C); and (c) student credit count needs to improve “Low credit count” (6–C).
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There are areas that have both a strong affirmation and strong alignment
between students and teachers, so I will comment on the areas that have discrepancies.
Two questions have a strong affirmation for the absence of the identifier by students,
and a strong affirmation for the presence of the identifier by teachers, those being: “Do
students have input into how teachers mark them?,” with students reporting YES at
26.7% and teachers at 72.7% YES, and “Is a holistic approach to teaching used in the
classroom?,” with students reporting YES at 20.0% and teachers at 72.7%.
Considering the fact that there are only two questions with this much disparity and 13
questions where both students and teachers highly agreed with a strong affirmation,
academics and pedagogical approaches to teaching and learning, for the most part, are
meeting the expectations of best practices as they relate to the School Effectiveness
Framework: A Support for School Improvement and Student Success (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2013d), Growing Success (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2010b), as well as most pedagogical literature.
As Young et al. (2010, pp. 219–220) have noted, “Ultimately, there is a great
need to tailor education in youth detention centers to the specific needs of the detained
youth, aiming to improve the educative experience of these youth.” The focus of the
programs I observed tended toward academics, though there is more than a superficial
cultural presence in two of the three schools.
As can be seen in Figure 5.1, students perceived far less than teachers that
there is a strong cultural focus in the programs, and with only 5 questions that had
both a strong affirmation to a presence, as well as agreement, and 15 questions which
had little agreement (with teachers having almost all responses higher than students)
between the participant groups, there is a drastic difference in perception of culture.
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Figure 5.1
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Almost half (7 out of 15) of the students indicated that CRT has no effect on
success, with six indicating it does not affect well-being, and four (same location)
indicating no effect on school climate. These data are supported by comments and
reports from students, such as student Alex–A, ‘The lack [of CRT] does not affect how
[they] feel(s), or [their] success’; student Bobbi–A, “Lack of culture does not affect
how well [they] does”; and student Dakota–A, ‘No, it does not affect it.’ Two of the
11 teachers noted that students learn best with Indigenous content, with examples such
as novel studies based on Indigenous themes, but “There is a lot of room for
improvement [for own practice]” (2–C), and “School does not have culturally
responsive teaching focus” (3–C). Whereas only 4 out of 11 teachers reported CRT
having a positive effect on a student’s academic success, well-being, behavior, school
climate, and interaction, teacher 2–C reported that their perception is, “Have to think
overwhelmingly YES,” and teacher 6–C reported “99% positive,” there is a positive
effect. Teacher 2–A reported that CRT must come from the teacher. Though teachers
identified in the questionnaire that they believed teachers want students to succeed,
teacher 1–A reported “Focus on deficiencies” (not cultural). Two of the 11 teachers
believed there is no or little effect on student success, which is supported by the
comment, “[I] don’t think the absence or presence makes a difference” (1–A).
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It is encouraging to report that 80.0% of the students and 63.3% of the teachers
identified that the correctional education program is meeting student cultural needs. I
do find it interesting that: (a) the student number was high despite the low number of
culture-based questions with a high level of affirmation (21.4%), and (b) this is one of
the only questions in this area in which students identified a higher level of affirmation
(strong) than the teachers. Ultimately, it is the student that dictates their perception.
Though there are identifiable gaps in culturally responsive education being
intrinsically immersed in the classroom, as perceived by the students and identified as
a strong theme in the interviews, the positive is that students are identifying its
existence in varying degrees.
In 2004, Latimer and Casey Foss gathered data on Canadian corrections and
found that participants (Indigenous youth) wanted programing with a focus on
Indigenous culture and spirituality, and that “a clear understanding of Aboriginal
culture would be beneficial to their rehabilitation” (Latimer & Casey Foss, 2004, p.
17). My data show that there is indeed a focus on culture in some institutions, yet
there is still a need for a clearer understanding. Perhaps this is due to the lack of
professional development, which will be addressed later in the chapter. Looking at the
cumulative data for a high alignment between students and teachers reporting, there
are only five questions of high affirmation and three of low affirmation (see Figure
5.2). The overall picture that students are giving is that only 42.9% of the culturebased questions had a high alignment, with 21.4% having a high YES affirmation and
21.4% a strong NO affirmation (Figure 5.1). The fact that there are less than a quarter
of questions at a high YES affirmation between students, the same number of
questions at a strong NO affirmation, and a deficit in CRT and Indigenous practices,
which are supported in the themes garnered from the interviews, leads me to believe
that there are notable gaps associated with culture-focused education. Figure 5.3
supports this as there is only one culture–based question to which students had a low
level of agreement.
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Figure 5.2
Comparison Between Participant Groups for Culture Questions With Strong Level of
Agreement
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Figure 5.3
Comparison Between Participant Groups for Culture Questions With No Level of
Agreement
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I found that Location A continually reported low levels of cultural content,
which can explain the low number of 42.9%, since there were 46.7% of the total
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students at this location. If I hold aside Location A from the data, a slightly different
picture emerges, but this is not significant. The majority of questions with a high level
of affirmation and agreement are at a significant level, and the elimination of Location
A has little effect. This speaks to the strength of those questions that were answered
with a high level of affirmation. With the elimination of Location A, it appears that
Locations B and C have a moderate reporting of cultural education experiences, with
the majority of questions with a high level of agreement being present. Teachers
reported an overall picture of only 66.7% of the culture-based questions having a high
level of agreement by teachers, with a strong 59.9% having a high YES affirmation
and 7.1% a strong NO affirmation (Figure 5.1). This is also supported by the theme of
an active cultural involvement in the interviews.
In a review by Beaulieu (2000), one of the recommendations was to provide
opportunities for Aboriginal students to be exposed to the social and cultural themes
from their own experience and heritage; thereby they are able to be themselves.
Having culturally diverse learning environments can contribute to success for
Indigenous students (Pelletier, 1993, Barnhardt, 1994, Johns, 1994, all as cited in
Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998). Unfortunately, the perception of a culturally
sensitive classroom as it relates to cultural themes and cultural diversity is divergent
between students and teachers, with a meager 46.7% of students and barely a strong
affirmation for teachers (72.7%).
If I reflect on the comments from students and teachers, I am led to believe that
teachers do have some cultural sensitivity in Locations B and C. Students seem to
focus on academics more than the cultural aspects of their education, or they feel that
aspects of culture are not present in their classroom. Regardless of the disparity
between the groups, with almost 3 out of 10 teachers not feeling that there is cultural
diversity in the classroom, I feel that culture-based teaching and learning is an area for
improvement.
Examples of classroom-based and Indigenous-focused culturally responsive
education show the collective picture of the three correctional education programs, and
one can see where the programs fall on the continuum from highly integrated to just
scratching the surface.
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Curriculum. Both students and teachers identified that independent learning
course material is used. How, then, can teachers address the specific needs of a
student through direct instruction and individual programs, as identified by numerous
authors (Bullock & McArthur, 1994; Feinstein 2002; Foley, 2001; Stenhjem, 2006;
Young et al., 2010)? I predicted that the use of ILC courses in the correctional setting
would be high, and that students would not wish for this format, but I have found that
the use is extensive: 93.3% (one student reported NO) of students and 81.1% (two
teachers reported NO) of teachers identified the use of ILC booklets at all locations,
with both students and teachers wanting more.
Diverse, Real-World, and Experiential Learning. Aboriginal students must
see their culture, philosophies, beliefs, traditions, customs, histories, languages, and
ways of being reflected in the curriculum (Little Bear, 2009), and also have real-world
experiences and application of the information (Kavanaugh et al., 1998; Beaulieu,
2000; Bell & Brant, 2015; Stiffarm, 1998, as cited in Battiste, 2002; Toulouse, 2011).
In my research, both students and teachers identified lessons based on a cultural lens
(though few, and in only a few classrooms). There are no examples of the community
being part of the learning process, with only 13.3% of students and 9.1% of teachers
reporting YES. I believe the low reporting can be attributed to security concerns at the
correctional facility, as well as a limited access by Elders. One strategy used to
engage the Indigenous community, identified by Toulouse (2011), is to make contact
with First Nations, Métis, and Inuit organizations, or with branch government. In
order to be an effective educator of Indigenous students, professional development and
immersion in the Indigenous community are two strategies that teachers working in
correctional settings can engage in, through support from their district school board
and even the correctional facility’s Indigenous support worker. Engaging Indigenous
organizations and governments, including educational organizations such as the new
Anishinabek Education System, could help bridge the gap.
Assessment. Cultural aspects of assessment have been addressed in the
research questions and it is evident that assessment tends to be determined by the
teacher. All other assessment-based questions, except for one, had a moderately
strong YES affirmation by teachers and weak or strong NO affirmation by students,
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which is a disappointing outcome if the students’ perceptions are to be believed. Not
allowing students the opportunity for consultation and collaboration in their
assessment does not allow the student to demonstrate their learning in a way of their
choosing, or to be a part of the learning experience. It also does not allow for the
recommendations by Melnechenko and Horsman (1998), such as teachers expanding
their definition of success, and approaches to evaluation and assessment that
encompass a diverse student population. I note that some of the restrictions in
assessment practices in the correctional school setting may be due to students using
ILC courses. ILC courses have built-in questions and culminating tasks, and there is a
lack of time to differentiate assessment toward culture or academic abilities, as
students may not be incarcerated for enough time to be able to accurately assess
students. The majority of these restrictions are unavoidable due to the nature of the
program, but a teacher’s creativity, such as the type of assessment students and
teachers mentioned being exposed to, can go a long way.
When examining the assessments, both groups identified that there is an
imbalance toward conversations and tests as the most prevalent assessment, but other
assessment types did emerge, such as portfolios, project, work samples, observations,
and a few more. Some of these were identified by Toulouse (2011) as good cultural
practices, but many other approaches that are effective for Indigenous student learning
were missing, with many noted by Toulouse (2001) and Alberta Education (2005). An
important assessment technique that is most notably absent is self-assessment, which
is supported by Alberta Education (2005) and Growing Success (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2010b). Also missing from the students’ perspective (though teachers
strongly agreed that students are aware) is students knowing how they would be
assessed, as Indigenous students wish for expectations that are clear, complete, and
related to the learning outcomes (Alberta Education, 2005).
Feedback. Feedback is an important strategy to use with Indigenous students,
as was identified by Alberta Education (2005), Hughes and More (1997), and Swisher
and Deyhle (1989, as cited in Swisher, 1991). Both participant groups identified a
number of forms of feedback, which are also referenced in the School Effectiveness
Framework: A Support for School Improvement and Student Success (Ontario
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Ministry of Education, 2013d). I suggested that the choice used for feedback would be
related to the student, the course, and format (ILC, project, Socratic teaching). I am
pleased to see that there were a variety of feedback approaches. However, like
assessment, there are some practices that need to be examined further, such as the use
of written feedback, given that there are a large number of students with cognitive
deficits, or the lack of exposure to the educational system, so the student may be
unaware of how to use written feedback to assist their learning. The use of verbal
feedback, as reported by students at 86.7% and teachers at 100%, is impressive. This
approach is the most efficient and timely, and accommodates all learning levels and
needs, thereby being truly focused on the individual.
Voice and Choice. The Ontario Ministry of Education (2013b) Secretariat
Series #34 Student Voice Transforming Relationships identified that “‘[s]tudent voice’
is a metaphor for student engagement and participation in issues that matter to
learning” (p. 2). The research by Fitzpatrick (1999), Hatt (2011), and Terrell (1999),
which identified the perception that incarcerated students have of the mainstream
educational system, is consistent with the students’ perspective in my research.
Student responses to the questionnaire questions related to voice and choice ranged
from 40.0% affirmation to 93.3% affirmation, with the majority between 40.0% and
60.0%, which is not a great deal of evidence present, but some evidence nonetheless.
The numerical data (interviews) from the students’ perspective is that only 6.7% feel
their voice is accepted, with 13.3% of the students believing the teachers make the
decisions. Though this is a low number, the number reported by teachers is equally
low, at 27.3%, indicating they seldom incorporated student voice. However, when
presented with specific voice-related questions in the questionnaire, teachers reported
drastically different responses, ranging from 54.5% to 90.1%, which could indicate
some voice given.
The discrepancies in reporting related to the use of student voice can be seen
when students noted they, ‘Do not get to choose what they do or how assessed’ (Alex–
A), that ‘Teachers decide what is done—no choice/voice’ (Bobbi–A), and there is “No
student voice” (Lee–B). Yet, teachers noted that, “Students articulate wants and needs
rarely” (2–A), and ‘Student voice important, e.g., culminating task’ (1–C). It is
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disconcerting that, from a cultural lens, students feel their voice is not strong or
encouraged, though teachers report otherwise.
Learning Preferences. From research we know that awareness of the
Indigenous students’ learning preferences is important (Cox & Ramirez, 1981, as cited
in Swisher, 1991; Hughes & More, 1997), as well as teaching to learning preferences
(Cox & Ramirez, 1981, as cited in Swisher, 1991; Hughes & More, 1997; Pelletier,
1993, Barnhardt, 1994, Johns, 1994 [all as cited in Melnechenko & Horsman, 1998]).
Swisher (1991), when writing on American Indian/Alaska Native learning styles,
identified that classroom environments lack accommodation of the way Aboriginal
children learn. Unfortunately, my research shows that students perceive they do not
have the ability to discuss their learning preferences, and only three preferences from
the provided list were perceived as present, with a high affirmation by the students.
Another preference is virtually absent (circles), with only 13.3% of students and 9.1%
of teachers identifying its use. Oddly enough, teachers reported high presence of all of
the learning preferences (except for circles) at a level of high affirmation. The
teachers’ perceptions of the use of different learning preference approaches might be
due to the sense that they were being observed, and were thus consciously used in the
classroom, though they were not labeled to the student as such. This is a question that
requires more in-depth observation and further research. The concern is that students
are unaware of the perceived use of these strategies, especially their use of hands-on at
60.0%, when 46.7% (7 out of 15) of students identified that this is the way they learn
best.
Literature. Students have the opportunity to make choices based on resources
they can use (choice of text/books), with 60.0% of the students and 63.6% of the
teachers reporting the opportunity. Through my observations, there are limited
resources of any kind, except for ILC courses at Location A. At Locations B and C,
there were more paper media text/books, as well as access to items on the internet.
Location B brought in media related to Indigenous authors and content, and Location
C had an extensive resource library and course texts in classrooms.
Considering the low number of culture-based questions that both students and
teachers agreed upon (5 out of a total 42, 8 if only Locations B and C are included),

315
and the fact that within the five areas there are questions that have a vastly different
report between students and teachers (Academics & Assessment–1;
Strategies/Pedagogy/ Curriculum/Accommodations–4; Cultural Preferences & Student
Voice–6; Public Confidence–2; Health & Well-Being–2), I have some doubt about
how much cultural-based education is present, even with holding aside Location A and
its minimal reporting of cultural content.
With the low number of agreed upon indicators of cultural education, as seen
by each student group, and the fact that only 19.0% of culture-focused education
questions were agreed on by both students and teachers as being strongly affirmed, at
present I can easily speculate as to the cause, as it relates to the literature and relates to
what I have witnessed during my observations and data collection, specifically the
interviews. I will start with teacher professional development, exposure to documents
related to Indigenous education, and overall support. I refer back to the quote by
Piquemal and Nickels (2005, p. 129), that “unless mainstream researchers and
educators realize that Aboriginal people have a radically different set of cultural
imperatives, they are likely to continue misinterpreting their acts, misperceiving real
problems, and imposing potentially harmful remedies.” When teachers reported that
they (a) have limited and sometimes no exposure to Ontario Ministry of Education
documents related to Indigenous education, (b) have little or no professional
development initiated by the board of education, and (c) have limited or no past or
personal experiences, we can assume that the acts or lack thereof in the correctional
education programs may be ineffective, at the least, and may be inflicting of harm, at
the most. I feel there is work to do with not only embedding Indigenous cultural
content into the correctional education programs but to have a systemic change in
policy and programming that is focused on Indigenous education as the core base. We
have seen through my research that there is an overrepresentation of Indigenous
students at the schools, at 95.0%.
As reported by the teachers in my research, the influence of CRT is varied,
with some teacher responses not reflecting the policy brief by NEA (2008), which
includes the belief that CRT leads to more effective teaching, helps address
achievement gaps, and helps educators reach out to students’ families (p.2). Two of
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the 11 teachers believed CRT has a positive effect on behavior: ‘[they] look at teachers
as positive’ (2–B), and “Boys, when they start talking about cultural things [sweat
lodge, drumming, Elders] become more responsive—level of focus and attentiveness
goes up—pay more attention and pride in what they are doing” (1–B).
Four of the 11 teachers felt climate is positively affected by CRT. Though the
educators in my research do not specifically mention why there is no effect, except for
students not wanting to talk about it and non-Indigenous students not liking it, I
believe their perception of the lack of influence on education is genuine. I am unable
to directly link any cultural activities identified in my research to increased student
achievement. However, I do know that for the majority of students, the activities are
appreciated, as was identified in the interview questions and questionnaire, even
though 7 out of 15 students reported in their interviews that CRT has no effect on
success.
I would like to finish this section by commenting on the research by Deyhle
(1995). She found that the Navajo students in her study who were most successful
maintained their cultural integrity, becoming assimilated to the culture that was not
their own and not resisting their own or the dominant culture. As I see it, the
correctional education programs have a difficult task of ensuring both academics and
culture are a focus for students that are at-risk academically, cognitively,
psychologically, and socially. From the interviews, I see there is indeed academic
success for students, but of the two students I interviewed that graduated and were
accepted into postsecondary education, both attended a traditional school in a large
urban center (not on-reserve). One student identified that they did not know their
culture before entering the correctional system, but would be engaged in it after
leaving. These students were successful because the schools they attended in their
communities were the only experience they had in education for a lengthy period of
time, so they followed “the program.” I believe correctional education programs have
the opportunity to engage students in becoming proficient in both systems if the
approach is done correctly. This can only be done if there is a concerted effort to
address the causes of cultural discontinuity, by active changes in policy and
programming that work within a framework of cultural competency.
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Cultural Competency
An educational system has the responsibility of ensuring that all cultures are
respected, and this comes from a systemic approach. Cultural competency involves a
number of system-wide approaches. One needs to start somewhere, whether it is the
board of education, the school, or the classroom. The definition of cultural
competency, by Cross et al. (1989, as cited in National Association of School
Psychologists, n.d., “Defining Cultural Competence,” para. 1; National Centre for
Cultural Competence, n.d., “Definitions of Cultural Competence,” para. 3), is “a set of
congruent behaviors, attitudes, and policies that come together in a system, agency or
among professionals and enable that system, agency, or those professionals to work
effectively in cross-cultural situations.” If one is to follow the advice of Furlong and
Wright (2011), one of the steps to cultural competence is to acknowledge that one
‘does not know’ and “to regard the others’ difference as a particular kind of gift, one
that has the power to act as a mirror for the practitioner” (p. 49). One should not see
cultural competency as an additional certification box to check off, but one should be
“willing to, and also be placed in a supportive milieu within which it is safe, to deneutralise their own position” (Furlong & Mansell-Lees, 2006, as cited in Furlong &
Wright, 2011, p. 50).
Educationally, the willingness must start at the top, within the leadership in
education, and then at the teacher level, by starting to “de-centre one’s received
discipline-specific and larger cultural knowledge” (Furlong & Wright, 2011, p. 51).
This was not a focus of my research; however, I again refer to the lack of professional
development that teachers at correctional education programs have identified as a
roadblock, and the need for Indigenous education training as a starting point. This is
supported by Sheridan (2006, as cited in NEA, 2008, “Policy Brief”) who believed
that teachers are struggling to meet the needs of students who have different cultural
backgrounds than their own.
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students benefit from an Indigenous-focused
curriculum (Chief, 2011) and pedagogy (Biermann & Townsand-Cross, 2008). The
schools’ cultural celebrations/ceremonies (which are few at the locations), including
Elders; language (signage and documents); curriculum and pedagogy; and embedding
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Indigenous perspectives, are good areas where the journey to cultural competence can
begin. In 2007, the Ontario First Nations, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy
Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education, Aboriginal Education Office, 2007)
identified seven school strategies to support the three goals of (a) high levels of
student achievement, (b) reduction in gaps in student achievement, and (c) high levels
of public confidence. Among the performance measures, there is an increased
satisfaction among educators in provincially funded schools with respect to targeted
professional development and resources designed to help teachers serve First Nations,
Métis, and Inuit students more effectively (p. 16). Another measure is the integration
of educational opportunities to significantly improve the knowledge of all students and
educators in Ontario on the rich cultures and histories of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
peoples (p. 19) (A summary of goals, strategies, and performance measures can be
found on pages 23–24 of Ontario Ministry of Education, Aboriginal Education Office,
2007).
The school strategies can easily be adapted to have a focus on correctional
education programs. Like other authors, Dei believed that both policies and
curriculum need to be addressed (Dei, 2008). For the boards of education that already
have significant policies and practices (e.g., Location B), these policies and practices
do not translate to the correctional education setting. This may be due to the programs
being attached to community schools that don’t have the time or effort to monitor and
support the programs. As my research has shown, many of the culture indicators in
the areas of interest are above 50% YES (a weak affirmation, but nonetheless
perceived as present), but are unbalanced toward teacher perception, at 65.1% of the
questions over student perception at 42.9% of the questions. This is supported by the
interviews, with very few identified with high YES affirmations and a high
student/teacher alignment, indicating that few are actually perceived as present on a
regular basis, at 11.9%. Within the five areas, there are questions that had vastly
different reporting between students and teachers, at 35.7%. I can reasonably
conclude that as a system there is a lack of cultural-based education present despite the
reports of attempts to embed cultural content. The need for teacher training on
culturally responsive teaching is evident.

319
Involvement of the community at the three locations in my research is virtually
non-existent and this is partly due to correctional facility restrictions. There is no
mention in the interviews that the community is a part of the education policy, but that
does not mean it is absent. Further research into each board of education’s policies
would grant more insight.
With the history of residential schools in Canada and the resulting
intergenerational trauma, it is easy to understand the mistrust of educational
institutions and systems by Indigenous peoples. This is where culturally responsive
teaching, the importance of ensuring cultural safety, and a committed system
(classroom, school, and board of education) can begin to make a difference. However,
one of the drawbacks is the lack of Indigenous teachers. Since the release of the
Report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada (2015), universities
and colleges have created programs to address this need. In Ontario, there are
university education programs, such as the Aboriginal Teacher Education program at
Queen’s University, the WAABAN Indigenous Teacher Education (BEd) program at
York University, the Indigenous Teacher Education program at Nipissing University,
and the Aboriginal Education program at Lakehead University. In Manitoba in 2018,
the University of Manitoba and the Winnipeg School Division launched a program
called Build From Within-Ozhitoo Onji Peenjiiee, a teacher development program that
also includes educational assistance training. Diploma programs that support
Indigenous students include an Indigenous or Native Assistance Diploma and even a
Native Special Education Assistant Diploma. All of these programs are examples of
many postsecondary institutions supporting the need for Indigenous educators, which
will help to serve and support the entire educational system.
Cultural Safety
In my research, I believe that I kept to the spirit of cultural safety. As
identified by Williams (1999), cultural safety means:
an environment which is spiritually, socially, and emotionally safe, as well as
physically safe for people; where there is no assault, challenge or denial of
their identity, of who they are and what they need. It is about shared respect,
shared meaning, shared knowledge and experience or learning together with
dignity and truly listening. (Williams, 1999, p. 15)
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I ensured that the spaces where interviews and questionnaires were conducted
were chosen by the student or familiar to the student as much as possible, such as the
classroom. Unfortunately, for security reasons, one location was unable to provide
such spaces. My approach to the students was casual, and I allowed them to dictate
the flow of the interviews and completion of the questionnaire, allowing free talk and
breaks as they were presented. I believe that the shared experience, between the
students and me as the researcher, was respectful and the students were afforded the
utmost respect and dignity regardless of their position of incarceration. My history as
a youth correctional officer as well as an educator was beneficial in this regard.
I believe that I was able to establish a relationship with students that allowed
them the freedom to provide their perspective openly and honestly. Though my
involvement with the students was brief and I could not fulfill all of the actions
mentioned by various authors (Gerlach, 2012; Laverty et al., 2017, Papps & Ramsden,
1996, as cited in Curtis et al., 2019; Rego, 2014, State of Victoria, Department of
Health and Human Services, 2020), I attempted to keep to the spirit of the key
principles of cultural safety.
With respect to the correctional education programs, there is evidence of
respect for cultural norms of engagement, despite the fact that security protocols and
norms took precedence. There is also evidence that students and teachers engaged in
the mutual learning of both education and culture at two of the programs. There was
an attempt to respect the students’ values, preferences, and lifestyles as much as
possible within the confines of an education program situated in an YCC, likely due to
the small class sizes and individual support. What I did not, or was not able to,
observe was the transfer of power to the student based on choice-making for their
education.
Final Comments
There is little research on the educational experiences of young offenders, as
identified by Young et al. (2010); the lack of success in correctional education
programs due to the lack of literature (Gehring, n.d.); and precious few references to
Indigenous offenders, let alone Indigenous young offenders; however, I am hoping
that this research, and specifically this last section, can provide some direction on
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addressing the identified needs found in my research identified by the participants as
well as contribute to the existing body of research..
I believe that Canada has come a long way in supporting Indigenous students
in education. There has been progress; of that there is no doubt. A number of
documents and Ontario Ministry of Education partnerships with Indigenous groups
support what is being done in the classroom and for the educational system.
Since 2007, with the introduction of the Ontario Education Policy Framework,
there is a push for a more conscious and accountable focus on Indigenous education in
the publically funded Ontario school system for all school boards (Public, Catholic,
French Public, French Catholic, Protestant). The “success of First Nations in the
provincial system seems to be very much related to good work and relationships
between public school boards and First Nation communities,” commented Regional
Chief Stan Beardy in The New Face of Aboriginal Education, written by Jennifer
Lewington for the Ontario College of Teachers magazine Professionally Speaking
(2013, p. 37). This despite the misgivings, by Battiste, with the Ontario First Nation,
Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework, in that it does not address any attempt
to decolonize education (Battiste, 2013, as cited in Currie-Paterson & Watson, 2017).
It also undermines Ontario’s elementary and secondary schools, as well as the Chiefs
of Ontario, addressing of decolonization by asking the province of Ontario to move
beyond the word “strive” to make improvements in the Ontario First Nation, Métis,
and Inuit Education Policy Framework (Lewington, 2013). The release of the Report
of the Truth and Reconsolidation Commission of Canada (2015) has moved this
agenda forward.
There are many examples of literature and programs that support Indigenous
education from non-government published documents from Indigenous organizations;
Indigenous web-based resources; postsecondary institutions; school boards;
government documents; Ontario Ministry of Education initiatives; training and
professional development opportunities; educational resources such as the Knowledge
Keepers Discussion Guide; and other resources for personal learning from other
institutions, such as those identified within the Ontario College of Teachers website
and literature, and numerous other sources. It should be noted that there are no
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examples of progressive educational programs in correctional education facilities in
Ontario, though this admission is not a reflection of what is, or could be, present in
those programs. My research hopefully has shed some light on what is present in three
of these locations.
The three key research questions asked were: (a) if incarcerated Indigenous
students’ academic needs were met based on cultural and academic needs, (b) the
degree of confidence the students have in the education program, and (c) the effect of
the institution on the students. The results indicate there is debate between students
and teachers as to the effect the correctional facility has on the school. Students report
that they are not generally interrupted in their learning due to the institution's schedule,
that the security routines of the institution do not interfere with their learning, and
most feel the structure of the institution (rules, regulations) does not affect how well
they do in school. This last response can be reflected in a number of ways, as I did not
ask how they were affected, so there may have been a positive or a negative effect.
Student interviews support the finding that there is no effect on academics due
to facility rules and regulations with some students reporting that routine is a good
thing. With respect to facility rules and regulations and the ability of the teachers to
teach students, there is no consensus. Teachers, on the other hand, have a different
perspective. They feel that there is interference to their teaching and agree that the
schedule of the school revolves around the schedule of the institution. Teachers feel
that students are interrupted in their learning due to the institution's schedule, for
example, ‘Lose time from classes when pulled out during class, it’s a negative’, and
‘[students] pulled out all the time.’ Teachers also agree that the structure of the
institution (rules, regulations) affects how well students do in school. Again, this last
response can be reflected in a number of ways, as I did not ask how they were
affected, so there may have been a positive or a negative effect.
Interestingly, there is a perception that routines have a positive effect on
behavior, with two teachers feeling rules and regulations are good for students
socially, since there is an expectation of good behavior and privileges can be attained.
Few teachers feel there is no effect from the institutional schedule or safety measures
on teacher’s ability to teach, yet teachers report interference with their teaching
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abilities as they pertain to the implementation of programming, such as the canceling
of Elders visits and restricted activities. Teachers indicate that security routines
interfere with teaching, as there are “security risks,” “limit hands-on,” “more
awareness and surveillance,” “security important,” “bureaucracy in place.” Of note
is the comment made by one teacher about the effect of institutional routines,
regulations, and schedules on culture: “a lot of protocols can hurt infusion of cultural
content.” This is the only cultural reference to the correctional facility rules and
regulations, besides the cancellation of Elders, but it is poignant.
Academic Performance
We know from the literature (Baltodano et al., 2005; Foley, 2001; Freedberg,
1989; FSL.OPPAGA, 1998; Harlow, 2003, as cited in Weissman et al., 2008; Harris et
al., 2009; Huff, 1926; Mathur & Schoenfeld, 2010; Snowling et al., 2000, as cited in
Gagnon & Barber, 2010; Wang et al., 2005; Zabel & Nigro, 1999, as cited in Foley,
2001) that, in general, incarcerated students have poor academic performance and tend
to have special needs identifications. Research has shown that incarcerated
Indigenous students tend to have either, or both, poor performance and a special needs
identification (Baltodano, et al., 2005; Harris, et al., 2009; Rider-Hankins, 1992).
During the interviews, I asked students to speak about their community school
experience. Students reported similar experiences in education outside the
correctional setting, such as not being in school for any length of time, dropping out of
school in elementary school, and gaining a few credits at high school and then
dropping out. Only three students identified that they had actually gained credits at
their community school or through home school, but some may have gained credits
but did not identify as such.
Could poor student performance be related to: (a) historically racialized
experience (Banks, 2007, as cited in Hatt, 2011; Nieto & Bode, 2007, as cited in Hatt,
2011; Sharma, 2010; Terrell, 1999); or (b) cultural-ecological theory, where systemic
policies and pedagogy have treated/mistreated Indigenous peoples (Ogbu & Simons,
1998); or (c) opposition related to resistance theory? When the Indigenous students
that participated in my research went to the correctional education programs, all were
behind in credits. Most saw progress while attending the correctional education
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program, progressing through school, and some will eventually graduate. Two
students have already met graduation requirements while in the programs.
Is the success of the students in the correctional education program a result of
students “learning how to manipulate ‘the system,’ how to deal with or respond to
White people and schools controlled by White people or their minority
representatives” (Ogbu, 1992, p. 12)? Or as Deyhle (1995) noted, is it that the most
successful [Navajo] students are the ones that maintain their cultural integrity and
connections to their traditional values, as well as assimilating to the dominant culture,
not resisting it or their own? I did not witness any active resistance by students, by the
refusal to do work or complete assignments, identified by Ogbu (n.d., as cited in
Deyhle, 1995) as either a pure resistance to education or as a form of oppositional
cultural response due to a perceived imbalance of the Eurocentric culture in the school
vs. Indigenous culture (Deyhle, 1995). One consciously aware teacher noted that
Indigenous students led the teachers to view things through an Indigenous lens, but
also noted student resistance: “If talk about bacteria and first exposure [from
colonists], they have heard this 20 times and it evokes anger,” and “Students tend not
to talk about Native things.” This could be geographical, situational, or due to
disinterest, and not necessarily active resistance. From responses and interviews, I did
find students resisting cultural content at Location C. Most teachers commented that
students were doing the work and were having success, which made the students’ stay
at the correctional facility more manageable.
In the literature, Blomberg et al. (2011), FSL.OPPAGA (1998), and Sherer
(1983) identified that success can be obtained by students attending educational
programs while incarcerated. This is also evident in my research, but the reason for
the success is unknown and could be a result of (a) a strong academic focus; (b)
mandatory attendance while incarcerated; (c) caring adults; (d) a focus on culture that
encourages engagement; (e) an unknown influence; or (f) any combination of these
factors. As I have reported, there have been a number of changes to Indigenous
education in the last 15 years with the Canadian Government and the Government of
Ontario, and after examining the three correctional education programs in my research,
I find that there are still gaps. While there is still evidence of good practice, there is
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room for improvement. There are roadblocks to delivering culture-focused
educational programs, but any can be traversed. There is a need for focused
concentration on a group of students that are at-risk academically, culturally, and
behaviorally, but a concerted effort can change this. I suggest there should be a
working group among youth correctional education programs, so that good practices
can be shared and gaps in need can be collaboratively addressed. This will ensure
there is a consistency among programs, as students do travel between programs, and
teachers can understand the discourse when addressing concerns within and between
programs.
Professional Development
In Ontario, for a teacher to be qualified to teach they need a valid teaching
certificate and to be registered with the Ontario College of Teachers. This sets a
standard for qualifications, ethics, and standards of practice. The correctional
education programs at all locations in my research use the Ontario curriculum,
including Kindergarten to Grade 8 and Grade 9–12, dependent on student need. Each
correctional education program is obliged to follow the Ministry of Education policies,
guidelines, and expectations, and to be reviewed on a scheduled basis. Each location
also follows the policies and philosophies of their respective school boards regarding
the programming and staffing of the school and classroom. Each program can look
different; have a different focus; have different staffing needs, staffing qualification
expectations, schedules, and budgets; and is accountable to the board of education in
meeting those expectations.
The Ontario Ministry of Education report Strengthening Our Journey—Third
Progress Report on the Implementation of the Ontario First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
Education Policy Framework (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2018b) identified that
there is an increase in educator satisfaction from professional development designed to
assist educators in serving First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students through targeted
professional development and resources (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2018b). This
was not indicated by teachers in my research. The lack of professional development
related to Indigenous education, special education, and preparing teachers for working
in a correctional setting is identified by the teachers in my research, as well as the need
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for certain program foci. This result parallels research by various authors (Gehring,
1992; Leone, 1986; FSL.OPPAGA, 1998; Paulson & Allen, 1986; Young et al., 2010).
One point I find extremely important is the addition of content to the Ontario
College of Teachers Accreditation Resource Guide, which the Ontario Ministry of
Education believes is necessary to make new teachers “grow their awareness and
knowledge of First Nation, Métis, and Inuit histories, cultures, perspectives, and
contributions” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2018a, p. 6), and to ensure new
teachers are comfortable with their knowledge and embedding content into their
teaching (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2018a). As noted previously, there is no
literature on cultural-based professional development for teachers working in
correctional education programs.
Indigenous Youth. Of the 11 teachers in my research, only three teachers had
a Native Studies course as an additional qualification, with one teacher having a
specialist in Native Studies. There were two locations where teachers had earned
Native Studies qualifications. In the interviews, with teacher experience ranging from
10–34 years and correctional education experience from 1–21 years, there was an
acknowledgment of a severe lack of professional development for teachers who work
with Indigenous students. All locations reported a lack of support from their
respective boards of education.
The exposure to, and engagement of, teachers with the Ontario Ministry of
Education documents is also weak, and an area of focused attention. With the
correctional education programs having a high volume of Indigenous students, at
95.0%, professional development is paramount in order to educate the faculty and
general school population, and to meet the cultural and, ultimately, the educational
needs of the students.
Special Education. With respect to special education, literature from
FSL.OPPAGA (1998) and Young et al. (2010) identified the fact that there are too few
teachers with special education training. More specifically, in 1998 the FSL.OPPAGA
reported that 25% of teachers had certification in special education in the 20 facilities
that were reported on. As has been reported in the limited literature, Indigenous
students tend to score low on academic assessments, and the need for special needs
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support was self-disclosed by a student in my research. After some investigation on
the OCT website, I was able to determine that, of the teachers in my research, most
had some level of special education qualification, with at least one teacher having this
qualification at each location and three teachers having a Special Education Specialist
qualification. This training does not appear to be of concern to my research, as 81.8%
of the teachers had the qualification, which is well above the reported numbers by
FSL.OPPAGA (1998), and at least one teacher could act as a resource at each location.
At all three locations in my research, there was no evidence of specific special
education programming, or an educational assistant (though the class sizes were all
very small, so there may have been no need for extra staff), yet students in the
classrooms were all at different levels of ability and credit count.
Location Professional Development. Another piece of the teacher education
puzzle is for the board of education and the correctional facility to offer professional
development and teacher training to prepare teachers for work in a unique learning
environment, such as a correctional facility. In the study by Leone (1986), he
identified that there is a lack of preparation by teachers on classroom management
skills and knowledge of both the criminal justice system and correctional institutions.
This concern was also mentioned in an interview: “No training provided at facility for
aggressive behavior,” though more may have identified this if asked directly.
Teacher retention is also important, as there tends to be teacher turnover in
highly stressful teaching appointments, such as correctional education programs;
however, there appears to be some consistency within the three programs I visited, as
four of the 11 teachers had been teaching in a correctional education setting for 5–20
years. At Location A, one of the two teachers had been there for 20 years; at Location
B, both teachers had been there for less than five years; and at Location C, four of the
seven teachers had been at the location for five years or more. With some consistency
in staffing evident, I would suggest that there be collaboration between the principal of
Indigenous education and the principal responsible for the correctional education
program. Better yet, the principal of Indigenous education could oversee the program.
I believe that the principal of Indigenous education is better prepared to adequately
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develop and support the programs through professional development, staffing,
funding, and cultural development.
With respect to cultural competency and cultural-focused education, and due to
the overrepresentation of Indigenous students, I suggest that the board of education
associated with each correctional education program should appoint a Key Point
Person (KPP) that can liaise with the board of education Indigenous resource teacher.
The principal of Indigenous education, the Indigenous resource teacher, the
Indigenous support worker for the correctional facilities (all of these positions are
mandated by their organizations), an Indigenous member of the Aboriginal Education
Advisory Committee at the board of education, and community members, including
Elders and knowledge keepers, should create a working group to develop and sustain a
respectful and fulsome Indigenous learning environment through policy and
programming, one driven by local school boards.
As good as the intent is by some teachers, it is evident through the teacher
interviews in my research that they are lacking in training and practice of
implementation. There is need for more than a surface introduction of Indigenous
teaching and learning, and though students and teachers agree there are some areas
that are lacking, the void is not a large one and is able to be redressed. There is time
for the changes in teaching practice and professional development to be done correctly
and with cultural integrity. The beginning of this change must begin in the programs
and classrooms, be it in a standard school or correctional education program, and
supported by the board of education and the Ontario Ministry of Education. There
could have been exemplary correctional education programs that I was unable to
include in my research.
In their policy brief, NEA (2008) identified four skills that apply to the three
key areas—boards of education, schools, and educators— responsible for and reflected
in most educational policies and memoranda. The four skills include (a) “valuing
diversity,” (b) “being culturally self-aware,” (c) “understanding the dynamics of
cultural interactions,” and (e) “institutionalizing knowledge and adapting to diversity”
(p. 1), skills that I believe are not inherent systemically in education at this time. I
have not read any documentation of specific cultural-based programs from the
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Ministry of Education directed at correctional education programs, only for adult
programs associated with federal corrections. This needs to change.
If I narrow my focus to a school setting, be it large or small; elementary or
secondary; or regular or alternative setting (including a correctional education
program), the skills identified by NEA (2008), and the actions identified by Ogbu
(1992), support the idea of cultural diversity as an inherent part of the school and
educator. Through the board of education, correctional education programs can
institute a philosophy of education that values and celebrates diversity, and one that
does not apply a uniform approach to pedagogy and the classroom environment based
on the historical majority. This involves allowing educators the ability to encourage
student voice, one with a purposeful integration of culture on a deep level, into the
delivery of the specific curriculum expectations. For cultural competency to occur and
support Indigenous students, school boards must encourage self-directed professional
development related to Indigenous education, provide professional development on
global cultural diversity, and provide professional development with a cultural focus
on Indigenous peoples of the country, as well as local Indigenous ways of knowing
and doing. Supporting incarcerated Indigenous students in their learning, including
classroom practices that allow for varied learning preferences; extra time for
assignments; the mastery of tasks and knowledge; and knowing about the community
structure (e.g., trapping season, when specific ceremonies occur), will help the school
and educators to understand cultural dynamics and assist in eliminating any cultural
friction that may occur.
When teaching Indigenous students, a caring, understanding approach by nonIndigenous teachers aids in student success academically, and in the bridging of the
relationship based on reconciliation. These are especially important in a classroom
setting, such as a correctional education program, where Indigenous students are
learning in an institutionalized environment that is difficult for them, one lacking
freedom, and in an educational environment eerily similar to a residential school
setting.
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Table 5.1
Areas of Need as Identified in the Research and Suggested Recommendations

Area Identified

Recommendation

A working group among youth
correctional education programs:
A need for focused and
consistent educational
approach to a group of
students that are at-risk
academically, culturally, and
behaviorally.

To share good practices can be shared
and gaps in need can be collaboratively
addressed
To ensure there is a consistency among
programs, as students do travel between
programs
To ensure a consistent discourse among
teachers when addressing concerns
within and between programs

Professional development for teachers
who work with Indigenous students on
culturally responsive teaching
The lack of professional
development from school
boards to teachers working
with Indigenous students and
within a correctional setting
related to:




Indigenous education
Special education
Preparing teachers for
working in a
correctional setting

Board of education and/or union groups
support teachers in acquiring a special
education additional qualification
Or
Boards hire/place staff with these
qualifications as part of their hiring and
placement practices
The board of education and the
correctional facility to offer professional
development and teacher training to
prepare teachers to teach in a correctional
education setting
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The exposure to, and
engagement of, teachers with
the Ontario Ministry of
Education documents is weak
or non-existent

Professional development in the form of
eLearning, modular learning, or centrally
based learning on Indigenous education,
relevant Ministry of Education
documents
Ministry of Education Documents need
to be readily available either in text or
electronic for reference and
accountability
The board of education associated with
each correctional education program
appoint a Key Point Person (KPP) to
liaise with the board of education
Indigenous resource teacher.

A gap in the institutional
cultural competency and
cultural-focused education
needed due to the
overrepresentation of
Indigenous students

The creation of a working group
inclusive of the principal of Indigenous
education, the Indigenous resource
teacher, the Indigenous support worker
for the correctional facilities, an
Indigenous member of the Aboriginal
Education Advisory Committee of the
board of education, and community
members, including Elders and
knowledge keepers, to develop and
sustain a respectful and fulsome
Indigenous learning environment in the
correctional education program through
policy and programming
For cultural competency to occur and
support Indigenous students, school
boards must encourage self-directed
professional development related to
Indigenous education, provide
professional development on global
cultural diversity, provide professional
development with a cultural focus on
Indigenous peoples of the local
geographical regions and local
Indigenous ways of knowing and doing
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The need of a fulsome
Indigenous teaching and
learning strategy

The board of education and correctional
education programs institute a philosophy
of education that values and celebrates
diversity, and one that does not apply a
uniform approach to pedagogy and the
classroom environment based on the
historical majority. This involves
allowing educators the ability to
encourage student voice, one with a
purposeful integration of culture on a
deep level, into the delivery of the
specific curriculum expectations

A collaboration between the principal of
Indigenous education and the principal
responsible for the correctional education
program
Teacher retention in
correctional education
programs

Lack of specific cultural-based
programs from the Ministry of
Education directed at
correctional education
programs

Or
The principal of Indigenous education
oversee the correctional education
program as they are better prepared to
adequately develop and support the
programs through professional
development, staffing, funding, and
cultural development

The Ministry of Education should
examine correctional education programs
and report programming as part of the
next report on the implementation of the
Ontario First Nations, Métis, and Inuit
education policy

With its Aboriginal Education Policy (2007), the Ontario Ministry of
Education has begun this journey, though there are reports that suggest that enough
has not been accomplished yet. The momentum must keep going and must now focus
on areas that can become best practices and baseline expectations of schools and
educators. The contribution of this research to the literature, as an avenue for social
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change and to the MCYS and local board(s) of education, should serve as a guide for
policy change, as well as for future research. As this was an exploratory study, it
serves as a stepping stone for active discussion on the movement of education; a
stepping stone from the last report from the Ontario Ministry of Education (2018a)
Strengthening our Learning Journey: Third Progress Report on the Implementation of
the Ontario First Nation, Métis, and Inuit Education Policy Framework. Executive
Summary, which did not identify strong movement in education nor any reference to
correctional education programs. The hope is that school boards will become more
active in these specific programs, from both an academic delivery perspective and
culturally responsive teaching perspective, and the Ministry of Education will include
specific expectations for Indigenous programming in their Guidelines for Educational
Programs for Students in Government Approved Care and/or Treatment, Custody and
Correctional (CTCC) Facilities document.
To fulfill expectations of this thesis, the MCYS-CS/YJRC will receive a
complete copy of the research, and each school board associated with the YCCs will
get a site-specific analysis. My hope is that some of the suggestions and
recommendations will be addressed, most specifically policy and program changes
and professional development.
I conclude with the simple suggestions by Ogbu (1992, p. 12), who felt that a
number of actions can be done to support students identified as involuntary
minorities—in the case of my research, Indigenous students. The suggestions include
that:


one must recognize there are different kinds of cultural/language differences;



one must recognize the fact there are different minority groups with different
cultures/languages;



due to these cultural/language differences, all minority children will have
issues with social adjustment and academic performance;



teachers need to learn about students’ cultural backgrounds and use these for
classrooms and programs;



the cultural/language differences may cause opposition;
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teachers should understand why these frames of reference occur by learning the
histories and cultural adaptations;



well-designed and implemented multicultural education can help solve some
issues due to the cultural differences (Ogbu,1992, p.12).
Many of these suggestions start with the teacher acknowledging that they do

not know the others’ culture. The faculty of the micro-environment of a correctional
education program faculty can start the discussion with the school board, and within
themselves, to “de-center one’s received discipline-specific and larger cultural
knowledge” (Furlong &Wright, 2011, p. 51) as an educational system discipline, and
arrest what Furlong and Wright (2011, p. 52) identified as the continued passing on of
the “pseudo-objective knowledge from one generation of professional to another.” In
this case, the educators.
Ultimately, I suggest that a successful correctional education program, with a
focus on culture as well as academics, means the following:


teachers know the students,



teachers learn each student’s background,



teachers understand that not all members of a group are the same or have the
same frame of reference,



teachers are open-minded,



teachers use the student voice, and



teachers use a concerted effort to have a multicultural learning environment.
Ideally this approach would be encouraged from the classroom, to the
school, to the board of education.
As with any research there are limitations. I have addressed these
limitations in the next section.

Limitations in the Research
This research ended as an exploratory study, and the limitations that emerged
through the research process did not allow me to enact the study as I had originally
planned. Yet, in the end, I provided a better understanding of correctional education
program delivery in relation to Indigenous students.
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The research moved away from the anticipated participatory approach, as I was
unable to access the students and teachers in the correctional setting to involve them in
the research design at any level. This was due to security and the ethics approval
needed before accessing any potential participants. I was able to involve two former
correctional education program teachers for their input, but was unable to involve any
formerly incarcerated Indigenous students, due to confidentiality and having no
previous knowledge of any such individuals. Another participatory-related limitation
was the inability to reach and engage the Indigenous community, specifically
parents/caregivers and Elders. Part of this was a flaw in the methodology. I was
aware the participant size would be small due to an inability to reach this group in
isolated communities. I did not, however, anticipate the inability to engage with
community groups to begin having conversations, or the time commitment needed to
reach out and then be asked by the communities to engage in the research, which
would have been the community having control of the research as suggested by Cohen
et al. (2018). I have learned that when one commits to research that involves
participation from Indigenous groups, it is important that conventions and traditions be
part of the process. In the end, the research was not participatory as, in the words of
Cohen et al. (2018), I did not do research with communities, but for communities.
Having access to all students without correctional staff supervision would have
been preferable in this study. I was able to be in a secure, isolated interview room at
two locations; however, at the third location a correctional officer/youth worker was
supervising. The correctional staff member was at a distance that ensured students
would not be overheard, yet their presence may have had an influence on the students’
responses.
Another weakness present in the research was the data gathering tools used and
the process. A mixed method methodology was considered, as there are many
examples of this method in educational research. The use of multiple tools can
complement each other (Harris & Brown, 2010), they can cross-validate each other
(Bergman, 2011), they can offset weaknesses between the two tools and one method
can help to explain the other (Doyle et al., 2009), and they can show that “the world is
not exclusively quantitative or qualitative” (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 31). Due to a
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number of restrictions, including vocabulary and audio-recording, these named
benefits were weaker than anticipated and I was unable to fully satisfy the
legitimizations identified by Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006, as cited in Cohen et al.,
2018) of mixed method research. In the end, the mixed data tools served to
supplement and not complement, since it was difficult to validate the quantitative data
with the interview data, and hence the move from a true mixed method design to the
influence of a mixed method design. The interview questions paralleled the
questionnaire questions but were designed to be open ended. The intent of the
interview questions was to record the participants’ perceptions of their lived
experiences.
The recording of the participants’ internal and social influences as subjective
data led to a roadblock, as the MCYS-CS/YJRC did not allow for audio-recording.
Even though audio-recordings lack the ability to record contextual factors, and nonverbal and visual identifiers, as indicated by Mishler (1986, cited in Cohen et al.,
2018), they do record a true verbatim response, including tone and inflection, intent,
values, and meanings that could not be fully honored when transcribed. Transcription
only allows for the spoken word, and it was difficult to record the emphasis put on
responses and the mood of the participant. In that respect, I feel that not having an
audio-record of interviews was a major limitation in data gathering in this research and
resulted in the change of research design to an exploratory study.
Another of the limitations in this research is that the interviews might have
elicited what Cohen et al. (2018) called a “false conscious” of the correctional
education program as it pertains to the questions asked. I address this as the student
participants in particular (incarcerated youth) may be unaware of certain educational
conventions used by teachers. And since these conventions may be unknown to
students they may not be able to acknowledge what may be present.
These students might also have influenced the research by wanting to impress
or influence (Cohen et al., 2018) the researcher, as some students were more than
enthusiastic in providing their perspective. In addition, a number of student
participants’ answers were brief. This was anticipated, as the students had not
established a long-term relationship with me and were asked to divulge personal and
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honest accounts of their educational experiences, which could have been traumatic.
Based on their own experiences, participants might not have said anything unless they
believed it was important enough to say. What was encouraging was the number of
student participants that did volunteer for the research, which was above expected, and
the number of students that did speak to some extent in answer to the interview
questions.
Questions in the questionnaire were vetted by Indigenous secondary students
for the level of understanding and vocabulary, and by an Indigenous educator for
cultural appropriateness; however, the Ministry of Children and Youth Services
(MCYS) Correctional Services/Youth Justice Research Committee (CS/YJRC) asked
for the questions to be written at a Grade 5 level of reading. The questions were
adjusted to reflect this level. Although the process and subsequent changes were
approved by the CS/YJRC, some questions allowed the students a degree of
interpretation and I believe some questions had a lack of familiarity due to educational
discourse. This could have had an impact on how students responded. Some students
demonstrated a lack of understanding and asked for clarification on questions, but I
was unable to identify those students that needed assistance yet did not acknowledge
that they did. The choice to use dichotomous questions was intended to narrow the
options for response and to provide a “clear, unequivocal response” (Cohen et al.,
2018, pg. 277). The limitations associated with this approach include the lack of more
complex answers and the unfortunate loss of sensitivity and differentiation, even
though numerical data was garnered (Cohen et al., 2018). Unfortunately, one of the
limitations with the questionnaire was that some participants did not answer questions,
which could distort that data. I did not identify any pattern to the missing data but did
acknowledge when the participant’s results were lacking in 100% response rate.
Due to the timeframe restrictions with respect to access of the YCCs, I was
only able to observe two programs while teaching was in session. This limited the
gathering of a full picture from my observations. I was able to conduct walk-throughs
in all classrooms, even if they had no active students, which gave me a picture of the
resources available. Each of these opportunities allowed me to gather information on
the physical, human, interactional, and program setting, as described by Morrison
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(1993, cited in Cohen, 2018), but the limitations encountered at any given location
served to limit my collection of relevant data.
With respect to student achievement data, I was unable to access qualitative
data housed in the Ontario student record (OSR). I had anticipated having access to
gather data on credit accumulation and average marks in order to make comparisons
with the student’s success while in the correctional education program. Student
records were housed at a host school, which was inaccessible to me, so the students’
past successes were taken from comments in the interview and recognized as partial
evidence of past success.
In the recruitment phase, one of the weaknesses was the length of time between
site visits. Due to the availability of the YCCs and the number of students in
residence, I conducted two site visits. This allowed for a greater student participant
pool, while also maintaining the existing teacher pool. Ideally, I would have been able
to conduct all data gathering during one locational visit at each YCC. This was an
unfortunate situation, yet I believe the data still contributes to a reasonable description
of each of the programs. Although the research was approved for an estimated eight
students and eight teachers, the participant pool was higher, at 15 students and 11
teachers. Though these numbers were higher than expected, there was an imbalance of
participants across locations, as one location had a considerably higher student
population (7 students and 2 teachers) and another a considerably higher teacher
population (3 students and 7 teachers). The opportunity existed to have an even
greater number of students, but one school board declined to participate and one YCC
had no students volunteer and no full-time teachers at the time of the research.
Though I chose to analyse the data based on all locations in a cumulative
format and address any disparities, such as one location over or underrepresenting the
data, a site-specific analysis of correctional education programs could have been
beneficial, as not all are created equal. Given that this was exploratory research, the
decision was made to forgo site-specific analysis and discussion. Further research
might focus on an individual location and gather further data based on the outcomes
observed.
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Lastly, being a non-Indigenous researcher has had its limitations, mostly due to
the lack of relationship with participants which may translate to a lack of trust,
especially for the Indigenous students, and a historic disregard by researchers for
understanding and acknowledging Indigenous cultures, their values and beliefs.
Menzies (2001) and Porsanger (n.d.) suggested that Indigenous approaches and
research processes are suitable for non-Indigenous researchers but certain principles
and protocols should be considered when conducting research with Indigenous
peoples. Many researchers have failed to acknowledge the participant group,
specifically who they are as individuals and how they fit into their culture, be it
Indigenous or the culture of education. My background of teaching in Indigenous
communities and my interest in Indigenous cultures allowed me to reflect on my own
bias and understandings before setting out to conduct the research. I believe that my
experience in teaching and in correctional facilities helped me to overcome some of
the possible barriers with the Indigenous students and teachers, though I realize that
not all barriers were removed. In future research, some barriers can be avoided if the
community is involved in co-creating the research, after the researcher is first invited
by the community to be a part of the research. It is important to remember that
Indigenous communities will participate if ready, as they may have reasons not to
participate in research.
Future Research
Any future research conducted would be based on the intended research
proposal, assuming there were no difficulties in the approval process from the MCYS.
Roadblocks found in this study, such as the restrictive timeline and primary doctoral
thesis research obligations as a single researcher, would be overcome in follow-up
research, as these requirements would be lifted. Having more time and improving the
involvement of the community could be addressed. For example, the Indigenous
community could act as co-creators of the research from the beginning (question
creation) through to the end (discussion and recommendations), they could act in an
advisory capacity, and an Indigenous co-researcher could be part of the research team.
I would follow the advice of Rix et al. (2018), who suggested including the voice of
the individual participants, Elders, and community in order to make a difference (all of
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these populations were part of the initial research proposal). I would also follow the
suggestion of Rix et al. (2018) that non-Indigenous researchers should incorporate
Indigenous methods into their research.
There are a few directions that future research could take. More extensive
research could be conducted using one youth facility, and using audio-recording to
obtain data, if permission can be granted from the MCYS. With this approach, one of
the issues that can be investigated is the disparity in answers between Indigenous
students and non-Indigenous teachers with respect to how each group perceives culture
as part of the educational journey in youth correction education programs. In my
research there were ten academic-based questions, thirteen culture-based questions,
and one correctional-institution-based question that had a great deal of disparity in
responses. Only one question of the 24 had students respond higher than teachers.
Future research could focus on how Indigenous students and non-Indigenous teachers
interpret the meaning of the questions through the use of written and pictorial
depictions. The cultural disparities could focus on:


Students making connections between traditional knowledge learned
from parents/Elders/family and what is learned in the classroom.



First Nation, Métis, and Inuit cultures being represented in the school.



Culture (Indigenous) being represented in the lessons that are taught.



Students being given the opportunity to share their culture with other
students and staff.



Books about Indigenous peoples and/or written by Indigenous peoples
being used in the classroom.



Varied learning preferences being used in the classroom.



Culture, knowledge, traditions, activities, and values of Indigenous
culture being respected in the classroom.

The data from my research directs the possibilities for future research with
respect to culturally responsive teaching. Specifically, the implementation and
tracking of a structured, cultural-based school program that focuses on the identified
needs in this research, areas such as meaningful learning based on Indigenous culture,
the reflection of Indigenous values and interests in the lessons, lessons connecting
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Indigenous issues to the real world, and accessing the insight and guidance of Elders.
All of these areas were identified by both participant groups as being absent or rarely
present in the educational programs.
Any further research would have reflexivity foregrounded as part of the initial
design. Given the changes evident in the present research, I would ensure that I record
my reflections on a monthly basis at minimum, and during any event worth noting, as
well as at the end of the research. The final reflection would incorporate not only the
journey of the research but also the reflexive journeys over the span of the research. It
will be important to acknowledge how the reflections had changed throughout the
research.
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Appendix F
Interview Questions for Students & Teachers
Perceived Effectiveness of Correctional Education Programs as Seen Through the
Lens of Three Stakeholder Groups: Indigenous Student, Teachers, and
Family/Caregivers and Elders
STUDENT
Name:
Identifier:
Date:
Location:
Identifier:
Time:
Location of interview:
How long has the student been attending the correctional school during the
present incarceration?
Present besides interviewer and Interviewee:
Number of months attending correctional education program:
Tell me about your school experience so far?
Prompt: School in community, corrections, future

S-A

What are your favourite things to learn and why?

S-B

How do you learn best?
Prompts: Style, approach, what makes you feel good about learning, what
motivates you to learn?

What practices do teachers use to accommodate First Nation, Métis, and
Inuit students?
Prompts: environment/assessment/cultural preferences/student voice

S1

S2
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What is your feeling of involvement of culturally responsive teaching for
First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students in the Correctional Educational
Program?
Prompts: strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/accommodation of individual
learning styles/academics/assessment

S3

Does the absence or presence of culturally responsive teaching have an effect
on your success, well-being, behaviour, the school climate and interaction
with other students?

S4

Do the rules and regulations of the correctional centre affect your academic
and/or social success, or the teacher’s ability to teach?
Prompts: rules, daily structure, restrictions, limited access to certain
programs

What is YOUR definition of success in school?

S5

S6
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Perceived Effectiveness of Correctional Education Programs as Seen Through the
Lens of Three Stakeholder Groups: Indigenous Student, Teachers, and
Family/Caregivers and Elders
TEACHER
Name:
Identifier:
Location:
Identifier:
Location of interview:
Present besides interviewer and Interviewee:

Date:
Time:

How long have you been teaching in a correctional education setting?
What are the differences you see between the regular school system and the
correctional setting?

What exposure have you had with the Ministry of Education and Board
Aboriginal education documents?
Prompt: What supports are provided to you to teach students?

T-A

T-B

What do you feel are the student’s academic needs?
How do you feel First Nation, Métis and Inuit students learn best?

T1

What practices do you use to accommodate First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
students in your Correctional Education Program?
Prompts: environment/assessment/cultural preferences/student voice

T2

What is your feeling about the extent of involvement of culturally
responsive teaching for First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students in your
Correctional Educational Program?
Prompts: strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/accommodation of individual
learning styles/academics/assessment

T3
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Does the absence or presence of culturally responsive teaching have an effect
on student’s academic success, well-being, behaviour, the school climate and T4
interaction with other students?

Do the rules and regulations of the correctional centre affect a student’s
academic and/or social success, or a teacher’s ability to teach?

T5

What is YOUR definition of success in school?

T6
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Appendix G
Questionnaire Questions for Students & Teachers

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS and INFORMATION:

1) Write your name in the space provided

NAME:
________________________________________________________

2) There are no right or wrong answers, you are answering based on your
belief

3) There are two types of questions – Yes/No questions and List type
questions

4) Read the questions carefully and circle the answer you feel best fits for
you
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5) Circle Y for yes and N for no for the YES/NO questions. If you change
your mind cross out the answer and circle the answer you wish to choose

6) Ask questions if you need help understanding the question
QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTION LIST
STUDENT

KEY QUESTION
Is your culture recognized in the delivery of your education?
(Are First Nation, Métis, and Inuit student educational needs met through attention to cultural
dynamics?)

CIRCLE

Y for YES

CIRCLE

N for NO

If you change your mind, cross out the answer and circle your best choice

Academics/Assessment YES
Y
Do you believe the school addresses your academic needs?
Y
Are your marks better (higher percentage) at the Correctional
School than they were in the community school?
Y
Are you gaining credits at the Correctional School?
Y
Do you think you would get more credits in a semester at the
Correctional School than the Regular School?
Y
Are you told what you will be learning in a lesson?
Y
Do you know how you will be marked before the assignment or
test?
Y
Are you taught in a language you can understand?

NO
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
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Are the assignments or tests in a language you can
understand?
Do you have input into how the teacher marks you?
Do you choose to use Indigenous based ways of expressing
yourself for assessment? For example storytelling, group or
arts based assessment
Are various forms of assessment (assignments or tests) used in
the classroom to show your knowledge?
Do you think that the teacher allows you to demonstrate what
you know through ways that you choose?
Do you believe the teachers want you to succeed?
Indicate the ways you are assessed. Circle all that apply. Add
to list if necessary.

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Demonstrations
Story Telling
Presentation
Drawing
Projects
Tests
Work Samples
Peer Assessment
Observations
Self Assessment
Conversations
Portfolios
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Can you make connections between traditional knowledge
learned from parent/Elders/family and what you are learning
in your class?
Is the classroom work challenging enough for you?
What methods of assessment (assignments or tests) have you
used to show your knowledge?
Circle all that apply
Performance (doing an activity such as a lab, volleyball serve,
or drawing)
Authentic (learning to identify and use flowers that have
health benefits)
Holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional learning)
None of these
Other
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
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Are assignments or tests done on a schedule ( i.e. Fridays;
when teacher has finished unit)?
How are you given feedback?
In writing
Checklist

Verbally

Y

N

Demonstrated

Feedback to yourself
Feedback from your classmates
Other – List
….......................................................................................................
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodation
Do you see First Nations, Métis, or Inuit culture represented in
the school?
Do you feel that your culture is represented in the lessons that
are being taught?
Do you see Indigenous perspectives taught in the classroom?
If no to the above question, do you want Indigenous
perspectives taught in the lessons?
Are authentic learning experiences provided to you based on
your cultural background?
Are you given the opportunity to share your cultural
experiences?
Are there Indigenous resources (posters, art work, guest
speakers, artifacts, books, media) in the classroom?
Are books about Indigenous peoples and/or written by
Indigenous peoples used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, do you want books about
Indigenous peoples and/or written by Indigenous peoples used
in the classroom?
Do you have input on how and what you learn (based on your
prior learning, personal interest or prior assessment)?
Does learning have meaning to you based on your global or
cultural perspective?
Is your learning meaningful to you based on both your needs
and your culture?
Are classroom resources relevant?
Are classroom resources current?
Are classroom resources accessible?

YES NO
Y
N
Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
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Are classroom resources inclusive (i.e. culture, academic level,
special needs, gender)?
Do you see Indigenous values, and interests reflected in the
lessons?
Can you put what you are learning to use)?
If no to question #, why not?
...........................................................................................................

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Do you feel connected to what you are learning?
Is the classroom academically challenging?
Are Elders part of the classroom experience?
Does the school teach an Indigenous Studies course?
If no to the above question, would you take it if it was offered?
Are you involved in exploring real world issues as they relate
to Indigenous issues?
Are you involved in exploring real world issues as they relate
to Global issues?
Can you identify Indigenous culture in the learning activities in
the classroom?
Do you need extra support (IEP, Kerzwell, etc…) in school?
If yes to the above question, are you getting the support?

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
N
N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Cultural Preference/Student Voice
Are you involved in giving input into what is taught in the
classroom?
Are you involved in decision making?
Are you involved in the learning process?
If no to the above question, do you want to be asked for input
into the learning process?
Are Circles used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, do you want Circles used in the
classroom?
Is group talk used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, do you want group talk used in the
classroom?
Is reflection used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, do you want to see reflection used
in the classroom?
Is story-telling used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, do you want story-telling used in
the classroom?
Are you given time to think/reflect before answering
questions?

YES NO
Y
N
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N
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If no to above question, would you like to be given time to
think/reflect before answering?
Are you given the opportunity to learn through listening?
If no to the above question, would you like to be able to learn
through listening?
Do you experience hands-on learning in the class?
If no to the above question, would you like to learn through
hands-on activities?
Do you experience learning through observation and imitation
(watching then copying what is shown)?
If no to the above question, would you like to learn through
observation and imitation?
Are you given the opportunity to stop and start activities as
you work toward completion of the activity?
Are you asked to learn through independent learning courses
(booklets)?
If yes to question above, would you like more independent
learning courses?
If yes to the question two above would you like less
independent learning courses?
Are you given the opportunity to discuss your learning style
(hands-on, visual, listener, environmental…) with other
students or the teacher(s)?
Do tools such as text and media represent the Indigenous
voice?
Is the classroom culturally sensitive?
Do you have access to multiple learning experiences (different
ways of learning such as independent, group projects, field
trips, speakers, Elders in the classroom)?
Are local perspectives included in the learning experience so
that you can make connections to what you are learning?
In the classroom are you allowed to make choices based on
cultural preferences?
In the classroom are you allowed to make choices based on
learning preferences?
In the classroom are you allowed to make choices about what
resources you use (i.e. choice of text/books)?

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N
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KEY QUESTION
Do Correctional education programs instill public confidence from the students, teachers and
parents?

CIRCLE

Y for YES

CIRCLE

N for NO

Public Confidence YES NO
Y
N
Do you feel connected in the classroom (familiarity and safe,
caring environment)?
Y
N
Is your cultural identity seen in the classroom?
Y
N
Do you think you are doing better academically in the
Correctional School than you did in the regular school?
Y
N
Are your emotionally and behaviourally needs met in the
Correctional School (compared to the regular school?
Y
N
Are your cultural needs respected in what is happening the
classroom?
Y
N
Are you being assessed the way you want to be assessed?
Y
N
Are you being taught and assessed in the language of your
choice?
Y
N
Is the classroom environment inclusive reflecting your
strengths, needs and learning preferences (i.e. individual vs.
group, learning styles, etc)?
Y
N
Is culture, knowledge, traditions, activities and values of
Indigenous culture respected in the classroom?
Y
N
Are you given the opportunity to discuss your success with
teachers?
Y
N
Are you given the opportunity to make suggestions on how you
can be successful?
Y
N
Do you want to be taught using tradition (Indigenous)
knowledge as a way to learn?
Y
N
Do you believe the teacher/school has high expectations of your
learning?
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Do you believe the school checks materials for cultural one
sidedness that does not reflect the Indigenous viewpoint?
Is the focus of instruction being based on any of the following
(choose all that apply)
Social need

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Cultural need

Mental Health need
Academic need
Does the school celebrate success? If yes how does it celebrate
success?
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Are Indigenous culture days celebrated at the school?
Are parents/community involved in the education of
Indigenous students? If yes, who is involved?
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………

Health and Wellbeing YES
Y
At this moment in time do you think the school has your best
interests at heart?
Y
At the present time do you believe you are an important part
of the classroom?
Y
At this point in time are you happy learning in the
Correctional School?
Y
At the present time are you learning the way you want to in the
correctional school?
Y
Do you want to be taught by Indigenous teachers?
If you answered Yes to the last question indicate why? Circle
all that apply
Comfort
They understand me better
Indigenous knowledge
Language
Other
……………………………………………………………………

NO
N
N
N
N
N
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At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting your
social needs as you want them to be?
At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting your
health needs as you want them to be met?
At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting your
mental health needs as you want them to be met?
At the present time are you able to explore your personal
interests in the classroom?
At this point in time do you feel safe in the classroom?
During your present time at the correctional school do you feel
there is any racism present in the classroom?
Are the 7 Grandfather teachings referred to in the classroom?
Is a team approach, such as teachers, correctional staff,
parents/guardians, Indigenous community members, used to
assess your needs (academics, mental health, Indigenous
culture)?
If yes to above question list those who are part of the team

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional) approach to
teaching used in the classroom?
Does the Correctional School have a climate of trust?
At this point in time is the classroom a safe, healthy learning
environment?
Are you given the opportunity to self-direct and problem-solve
school or behaviour issues?
At this point in time does a teacher in the school know you by
name and know what your interests are?
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KEY QUESTION
Do social contexts of the institution such as forms of communication, social order and connection have an
effect on First Nation, Métis, and Inuit student’s success and a teacher’s ability to teach?

CIRCLE

Y for YES

CIRCLE

N for NO

Correctional Institution YES NO
Y
N
Does the structure of the institution (rules, regulations) effect how
well you do in school?
Y
N
Does the schedule of the school revolve around the schedule of the
institution?
Y
N
Are you interrupted in your learning due to the institution’s
schedule?
Y
N
Are you allowed to interact with other offenders while in the school?
Y
N
Are you allowed access to the internet while in school?
Y
N
Do the security routines of the institution interfere with your
learning?
How is your interaction with the teachers different than it was in the
regular school due to the institutional rules? Is it the same, better or
worse? (circle the most appropriate answer)
SAME
BETTER
WORSE
Y
N
Are you having issues with your behaviour in the classroom?
If yes, why?
……………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS and INFORMATION:

1) There are two types of questions – Yes/No questions and List type
questions

2) Read the questions carefully and circle the answer you feel best fits for
you. There are no right or wrong answers, you are answering based on
your belief

3) Circle Y for yes and N for no for the YES/NO questions. If you change
your mind cross out the answer and circle the answer you wish to choose

4) Circle the answers in the list and add to the list for the LIST
QUESTIONS. If you change your mind cross out the answer and circle
the answer you wish to choose

5) Feel free to ask questions if you need help understanding the question

6) Write your name in the space provided
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NAME:
________________________________________________________

QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTION LIST
TEACHER

KEY QUESTION
Are First Nation, Métis, and Inuit student educational needs met through attention to cultural
dynamics?
SECONDARY QUESTION
What is the extent of involvement of culturally responsive teaching
(strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/accommodation of individual learning styles) for First Nation,
Métis, and Inuit students in Correctional Educational Programs?
What practices do teachers use to accommodate First Nation, Métis, and Inuit students based on
research suggestions?

CIRCLE

Y for YES

CIRCLE

N for NO

Academics/Assessment
Do you believe the school addresses student’s academic needs?
Are students increasing their credit count at the Correctional
School?
Do student know why they are learning?
Do students know how they will be assessed before the
assessment?
Is what students learning articulated in a language they can
understand?
Is assessment articulated to the student in a language they can
understand?
Do students have input into how they are assessed?
Do students self-advocate for using Aboriginal based ways of
expressing themselves for assessment?

YES NO
Y
N
Y
N
Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N
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Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Are students given the opportunity to make connections between
prior learning from parents/Elders/family and what they are
learning in the classroom?

Y

N

Is the classroom environment academically challenging?

Y

N

Y

N

Are various forms of assessment used in the classroom?
Do you think that the classroom allows students to demonstrate
what they know through ways of their choosing?
Do you believe the teachers want students to succeed?
Indicate the ways students are assessed. Circle all that apply.
Add to list if necessary.
Demonstrations
Presentations
Projects
Work Samples
Observations
Conversations

Story Telling
Drawing
Tests
Peer Assessment
Self Assessment
Portfolios

………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………

What methods of assessment has the school implemented for
students to show their knowledge?
Circle all that apply
Performance (doing an activity such as a lab, volleyball serve, or
drawing)
Authentic (meaningful application such as learning to identify
and use flowers that have health benefits)
Holistic (how the whole person can benefit; spiritual, mental,
physical, emotional)
None of these
Other
………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………
Is assessment done on a scheduled basis?
How is feedback typically given? Circle all that apply and add
to list if necessary
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Written
Checklist
Self feedback

Verbal

Demonstration

Peer feedback

Other – List below
..............................................................................................................

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations YES
Y
Does the school acknowledge First Nations, Métis, or Inuit
culture?
Y
Is Aboriginal culture represented in the information that is
being taught?
Y
Are Aboriginal perspectives taught in the classroom?
Y
If no to the above question, do you think an Aboriginal
perspective is appropriate to be taught in the lessons?
Y
Is authentic learning experiences provided based on cultural
background?
Y
Is there an opportunity for students to share their experiences
with respect to their culture?
Y
Are there Aboriginal resources (wall resources, guest speakers,
artifacts, books, media) in the classroom?
Y
Are books about Aboriginals and/or written by Aboriginals used
in the classroom?
Y
If no to the above question, do you want books about
Aboriginals and/or written by Aboriginals used as a teaching
tool in the classroom?
Y
Are students provided a choice of how and what they learn
based on prior learning, personal interest or prior assessment?
Y
Is learning relevant and based on global and cultural
perspectives?
Y
Is learning meaningful and based on student needs and culture?
Y
Are resources relevant?
Y
Are resources current?
Y
Are resources accessible?
Y
Are resources inclusive (culture, academic level, special needs,
gender)?
Y
Are Aboriginal resources from the Ministry of Education and
your Board of Education used as reference tools?
Y
Are student’s values and interests reflected in the lessons?
Y
Do you believe students see relevance in what they are learning?
If no, why?
………………………………………………………………………..

NO
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
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Can students feel connected to what they are learning?
Are classes academically challenging?
Are Elders used in the classroom?
Does the school teach an Aboriginal Studies course?
If no to the above question do you believe that Aboriginal
students want it to be offered?
Are students involved in exploring real world issues related to
Aboriginal issues?
Are students involved in exploring real world issues related to
Global issues?
Can students identify their culture in the learning activities in
the classroom?
Do students receive extra support (IEP, Kerzwell, etc…) in
school if identified?
If yes to the above question list supports provided?
………………………………………………………………………

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

………………………………………………………………………
Cultural Preference/Student Voice
Are students involved in giving input into what is taught in the
classroom?
Are students involved in decision making?
Are students involved in the learning process?
If no to the above question, do you want students to have input
into the learning process?
Are Circles used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, should Circles be used in the
classroom?
Is group talk used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, should group talk used in the
classroom?
Is reflection used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, should reflection be used in the
classroom
Is story-telling used in the classroom?
If no to the above question, should story-telling be used in the
classroom?
Are students given time to think and ponder before answering
questions?
If no to above question, should be given time to ponder before
answering?
Are students given the opportunity to learn through listening?
If no to the above question, should students be given the
opportunity to learn through listening?

YES NO
Y
N
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y

N
N
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Do students experience hands-on learning in the class?
If no to the above question, should students learn through
hands-on activities?
Are students given the opportunity to experience learning
through observation and imitation (watching then copying what
is shown)?
If no to the above question, would you like students to be given
more of an opportunity to learn through observation and
imitation?
Are students given the opportunity to stop and start activities at
their choosing as they work toward completion of the activity?
Are students asked to learn through independent learning (i.e.
ILC courses)?
If yes to question above, would you like more independent
learning courses?
If yes to question two above would you like less independent
learning courses?
Are students given the opportunity to discuss their learning style
(hands-on, visual, listener, environmental…) with your
classmates or teachers?
Do tools such as text and media represent the Aboriginal voice?
Is the classroom culturally sensitive?
Do students have access to multiple learning experiences
(independent, group projects, field trips, guest speakers, Elders
in the classroom)?
Is personal local perspectives part of the learning experience so
that relevant links can be made to what you are learning?
In the classroom are students allowed to make choices based on
cultural preferences?
In the classroom are students allowed to make choices based on
learning preferences?
In the classroom are students allowed to make choices based on
resources they may use (i.e. choice of text/books)?

Y
Y

N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y
Y

N
N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

422

KEY QUESTION
Do Correctional education programs instill public confidence from the stakeholder groups?
SECONDARY QUESTION
Does the absence or presence of culturally responsive teaching influence social impact on education
(health and welfare, behaviour in class, acceptance to school climate, interaction, etc.) of incarcerated First
Nation, Métis, and Inuit student’s?

CIRCLE

Y for YES

CIRCLE

N for NO

Public Confidence
Do you feel students are connected in the classroom
(familiarity, and safe, caring environment)?
Is the classroom able to relate to the Aboriginal student’s
cultural identity?
Do you believe students are doing better academically than
they did in the regular school?
Do you believe students are learning better emotionally and
behaviourally in the correctional school than in the regular
school?
Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s cultural needs?
Is the classroom meeting the student’s assessment needs?
Is the classroom meeting the student’s language needs?
Is the classroom environment inclusive and does it reflect
individual student strengths, needs and learning preferences
(i.e. individual vs. group, learning styles, etc)?
Does the classroom respect the culture, knowledge, traditions,
activities and values of the Aboriginal culture?
Are students given the opportunity to discuss their success with
teachers?
Are students given the opportunity to make suggestions on how
they can be successful?

YES
Y

NO
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N
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Do you believe students want to be taught using Aboriginal
knowledge as a way to learn?
Do you believe the teacher/school has high expectations for
your learning?
Does the school vet materials for discrepancies/one sidedness
(i.e. Eurocentric based)?
Is instruction of the student based on any of the following
(circle any that may apply)
Social need

Cultural need

Psychological need

Academic need

Does the school celebrate success? If yes, how does it celebrate
success?
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Are Aboriginal culture days celebrated at the school?
Are parents/community involved in the education of
Aboriginal students? If yes, who is involved?
……………………………………………………………………

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

……………………………………………………………………
Health and Wellbeing YES
Y
Do you think the school has the Aboriginal student’s best
interests at heart?
Y
Do students believe they are an important part of the
classroom?
Y
Do you believe students are happy learning in the correctional
school?
Y
Do you believe students are learning the way they want to in
the correctional school?
Y
Do you believe Aboriginal students want to be taught by
Aboriginal teachers?
If you answered Yes to the last question indicate why? Circle
all that apply
Comfort
They understand me better
Indigenous knowledge
Language

NO
N
N
N
N
N
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Other
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s social needs?
Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s health needs?
Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s mental health
needs?
Are students able to pursue their personal interests in the
classroom?
Do students feel safe in the classroom?
Do you feel there is any racism present in the classroom?
Are the 7 Grandfather teachings referred to in the classroom?
Is a team approach used to assess student needs (academics,
mental health, culture)?
If yes to above question list those who are part of the
team………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional) approach to
teaching used in the classroom?
Does the school typically establish a climate of trust?
Is the classroom a safe, healthy learning environment?
Are students given the opportunity to self-direct and problemsolve school or behaviour issues?
Do teachers know students by name and know who they are ‘as
a person’?

Y
Y
Y

N
N
N

Y

N

Y
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
N

Y

N

Y
Y
Y

N
N
N

Y

N
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KEY QUESTION
Do social contexts of the institution such as forms of communication, social order and connection
have an effect on First Nation, Métis, and Inuit student’s success and teacher’s ability to teach?

CIRCLE

Y for YES

CIRCLE

N for NO

Correctional Institution YES
Y
Does the structure of the institution effect how well students do
in school?
Y
Does the schedule of the school revolve around the schedule of
the institution?
Y
Are students interrupted in their learning due to the
institution’s schedule?
Y
Are students allowed to interact with other offenders while in
the school?
Y
Are students allowed access to the internet while in school?
Y
Do the security routines of the institution interfere with
learning?
Y
Are you having issues with student behaviour in the
classroom?
If yes, why?
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………

NO
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
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Appendix H
Student & Teacher Cumulative Data for All Locations—Questionnaire
Student Participants–Cumulative For All Locations

STUDENT–Cumulative

Quantitative

DATA–From Questionnaire
With the participant population of n = 15 it was
determined that a response of n = 10 or greater
(66.7%–100%) reflected a strong level of
affirmative response or consensus. This level is
reflected in the data for the six areas of interest.
In some areas of interest there are questions that
asked for a follow-up to a YES or NO answer. When analyzing the follow-up
response, only the respondents that answered with a certain response were recorded,
the percentage response to the follow-up is a marker for those respondents only e.g.; If
4 participants answered NO to the original question and 2 participants answered NO to
the follow-up question the percentage to the follow up would be 50.0% (2 of 4).

Academics & Assessment
Slightly over half (56.3%), or nine (9) of the 16 questions had a strong YES
participant response to which one (1) question was unanimous and one (1) unanimous
at 14 respondents as n = 1 did not respond. Two (2) of the 16 questions (12.5%) were
strongly agreed to with a NO response with none being unanimous. This information
is represented in Figures H 1–H 3.
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Figure H 1

Figure H 2

Strength of Student Agreement for Academics
& Assessment

Number of Responses Above 50.0%
for Academics & Assessment
14

10
9

12

9

12

8

10

6
5
5
4
3
2
2
1

Number of Questions

Number of Questions

7

8
6
4

3

2

0
YES

0

Strongly AgreeStrongly Agree
Weak
YES
NO
Agreement

Response Strength

NO

Participant Response for
Academics & Assessment
Indicators

The number of answers above a 50.0% participant YES response was 75.0% (12/16),
the number of answers above a 50.0% participant NO response was 18.8% (3/16).
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Figure H 3

Number of Students

Student Responses to Academic & Assessment Questions

15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

Q6

Q7

Q8

Q9

Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16

Academics & Assessment Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Do you believe the school addresses student’s academic needs?
Q2 Are your marks better at the correctional school than they were in the community school?
Q3 Are you gaining credits at the correctional school?
Q4 Do you think you would get more credits in a semester at the correctional chool than the regular
school?
Q5 Are you told what you will be learning?
Q6 Do you know how you will be marked before the assignment or test?
Q7 Are you taught in a language you can understand?
Q8 Are the assignments or tests in a language you can understand?
Q9 Do you have input into how the teacher marks you?
Q10 Do you choose to use Indigenous based ways of expressing yourself for assessment? For
example storytelling, group or art based assessment?
Q11 Are various forms of assessment (assignments or tests) used in the classroom to show your
knowledge?
Q12 Do you think that the teacher allows you to demonstrate what you know through ways that you
choose?
Q13 Do you believe the teachers want you to succeed?
Q14 Can you make connections between traditional knowledge learned from
parents/Elders/family and what you are learning in the class?
Q15 Is the classroom work challenging enough for you?
Q16 Are assessments or tests done on a schedule (i.e. Fridays; when teacher has finished the unit)?
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There were three questions that required students to respond from a list, with
students identifying as many indicators from the list as they felt were present. With
respect to indicating ways that the school assesses students, conversations (73.3%; n =
11), tests (73.3%; n = 11), and portfolios (66.7%; n = 10) were the only ways
identified by students with a strong affirmation to their presence. Items with a weak
agreement ranged from n = 1 to n = 9 and included work samples (60.0%; n = 9),
observation (53.3%; n = 8), projects (53.3%; n = 8), demonstrations (46.7%; n = 7),
drawing (46.7%; n = 7), and self- assessment (40.0%; n = 6). The other assessments
on the list were only seen/done by some students, presentations (20.0%; n = 3), peerassessment (13.3%; n = 2) and storytelling (6.7%; n = 1). This information is
represented in Figure H 4.

Figure H 4

Number of Students

Student Response Strength to Assessment Types

16
14
12
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6
4
2
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11
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Identified Area of Student Assessment
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6
2
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Figure H 5
Method of Assessment Response Strength as
Reported by Students
With respect to the

16

category(s) of assessment the

15

14

school has implemented there was
12

indicators. Students could choose

10

as many of the methods as they felt
necessary. Data reports a strong
response among students that
performance (60.0%; n = 9) is
present with a weak agreement that

Number of Students

a weak response to all of the

8

9
7
6

6
4

3

2

authentic (46.7%; n = 7) and
holistic (40.0%; n = 6) methods of

0

assessment was present. Three (3),
or 20.0% of participants believe
that none of the categories are
present (Figure H 5).

Identified Methods of Assessment in the
Classroom
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With respect to the six (6) choices of how feedback is given, students could
again choose as many methods as they perceived as being present. Verbal feedback
had a very strong affirmation (86.7%; n = 13), with written (53.3%; n = 8), checklist
(33.3%; n = 5), self-feedback (20.0%; n = 3), demonstrations (20.0%; n = 3); and peer
feedback (6.7%; n = 1) with a weak response (Figure H6).

Figure H 6

Number of Students

Strength in Response by Students to Feedback Types

16
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Feedback Types
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Figure H 7 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the presence
or absence of any one type of indicator. Of the nine (9) strongly agreed to YES
responses two (2) had a culture focus and three (3) had an academic focus.
Of the three (3) strongly agreed to NO responses one (1) had a culture focus and one
(1) had an academic focus.

Figure H 7

Number of Questions

Strength of Response and Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for the
Area of Interest: Academics &Assessment as Reported by Students

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

8

4

3

3

2
1

1

1

1

Culture-Based

1

Academic-Based

Culture vs. Academic
Strongly Agree YES

Above 50% YES

Strongy Agree NO

Above 50% NO

Total Questions

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
The data show a trend in this category in that there are only nine (9) of the 24
questions (37.5%) that participants strongly agree upon, less than 50.0% of the questions
agreed to. Seven (7) of the possible 24 questions (29.2%) has a strongly agreed upon
YES response, with only one (1) being unanimous. Compared with two (2) of the 24
answers (8.3%) to which student’s strongly disagree to the presence of an item.
Fourteen of the 24 questions (58.3%) had a weak participant agreement/disagreement
and one (1) question with an equal response (46.7%–46.7%) as one (1) participant did
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not respond. This question was—“Are you given the opportunity to share your cultural
experiences?”
What is important to note is that though only a single question had a strong
YES response, a full one half (50.0%) of the questions (12/24) had a YES response
above 50.0%, with under one third (29.2%) (7/24) of the questions with a NO response
above 50.0%, six (6) of these being a strong response. This information is represented
in Figures H 8–H 10.

Figure H 8

Figure H 9

Strength of Student Agreement for
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/
Accommodation

Number of Responses Above 50% for
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/
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Curriculum/Accommodations
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Figure H 10

Number of Students

Student Responses to Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculem/Accommodation Questions

15
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Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24

Strategies/Pedagogy/Currriculum/Accommodation Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Do you see First Nations, Métis, or Inuit culture represented in the school?
Q2 Do you feel that your culture is represented in the lessons that are being taught?
Q3 Do you see Indigenous perspectives taught in the classroom?
Q4 Are authentic learning experiences provided to you based on your cultural background?
Q5 Are you given the opportunity to share your cultural experiences?
Q6 Are there Indigenous resources (posters, art work, guest speakers, artifacts, books, media) in
the classroom?
Q7 Are books about Indigenous peoples and/or written by Indigenous peoples used in the
classroom?
Q8 Do you have input on how and what you learn (based on prior learning, personal interest or prior
assessment)?
Q9 Does learning have meaning to you based on global and cultural perspectives?
Q10 Is your learning meaningful to you based on both your needs and culture?
Q11 Are classroom resources relevant?
Q12 Are classroom resources current?
Q13 Are classroom resources accessible?
Q14 Are classroom resources inclusive (culture, academic level, special needs, gender)?
Q15 Do you see Indigenous values and interests reflected in the lessons?
Q16 Can you put what you are learning to use?
Q17 Do you feel connected to what you are learning?
Q18 Is the classroom academically challenging?
Q19 Are Elders part of the classroom experience?
Q20 Does the school teach an Indigenous Studies course?
Q21 Are you involved in exploring real world issues related to Indigenous issues?
Q22 Are you involved in exploring real world issues related to Global issues?
Q23 Can you identify Indigenous culture in the learning activities in the classroom?
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Q24 Do you need extra support (IEP, Kurzweil, etc…) in school if identified?

Four questions asked for a follow-up response to students indicating NO to the
original question. To the question Do you see Indigenous perspectives taught in the
classroom?” there was a strong NO affirmation at 66.7% (n = 10) with a strong YES
affirmation at 80.0% (8/10) to the follow-up question “Do you want Indigenous
perspectives taught in the lessons?” To the question “Are books about Indigenous
peoples and/or written about Indigenous peoples used in the classroom?” 46.7% (n =
7) of the participants indicated NO, and 100% (7/7) of these students indicated they
would like books about/written by Indigenous peoples. To the question “Does the
school teach an Indigenous studies course?” 40.0% (n = 6) of the participants
responded NO, with only 50.0% (3/6) of these students responded YES to the follow
up question “Would you take it if it were offered?” And to the question—“Do you
need extra support (IEP, Kurzweil, etc…) in school if identified?” 33.3% (n = 5)
responded YES. To the follow-up question “If yes to the above question, are you
getting the support?” 40.0% (2/5) responding YES with 20.0% (1/5) responding NO
and 40.0% (2/5) not responding.

Figure H 11 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the presence
or absence of any one type of indicator. There is an imbalance of strongly agreed to
YES responses with six (6) of the seven (7) falling in an academic focus, one (1) in the
culture focus. Of the strongly agreed to NO responses both (2) had a culture focus.

437
Figure H 11
Strength of Response and Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for the
Area of Interest: Strategeies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations as Reported by
Students
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Culture vs. Academic
Strongly Agree YES

Above 50% YES

Strongly Agree NO

Above 50% NO

Total Questions

Cultural Preferences & Student Voice
This section has 21 questions; however, ten questions ask for follow-up. All
questions require a YES/NO response. Nine (9) questions asked for a follow-up to a
NO answer with the tenth (10) asking two (2) follow-up questions to a YES answer.
Of the 21 questions (not including follow-up questions) the number of questions
strongly agreed YES was 28.6% (6/21) to which one (1) were unanimous. This was
double those questions that were strongly agreed NO (3/21 or 14.3%).
The results for questions above 50.0% YES or NO show 47.6% (10/21), or
about half of the questions as above 50.0% YES, and 38.1% (8/21) with a NO
response above 50.0% of responses. There were three (3) questions (14.3%) that had
an equal response (46.7%–46.7%) as one (1) student for each of the questions did not
respond. This information is represented in Figures H 12–H14.
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Figure H 12
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Figure H 14
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Cultural Preference & Student Voice Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Are you involved in giving input into what is taught in the classroom?
Q2 Are you involved in decision making?
Q3 Are you involved in the learning process?
Q4 Are Circles used in the classroom?
Q5 Is group talk used in the classroom?
Q6 Is reflection used in the classroom?
Q7 Is story-telling used in the classroom?
Q8 Are you given time to think/reflect before answering questions?
Q9 Are you given the opportunity to learn through listening?
Q10 Do you experience hands-on learning in the class?
Q11 Do you experience learning through observation and imitation (watching then copying what
is shown)?
Q12 Are you given the opportunity to stop and start activities as you work toward completion of
the activity?
Q13 Are you asked to learn through independent learning courses (booklets)?
Q14 Are you given the opportunity to discuss your learning style (hands-on, visual, listener,
environmental…) with other students or teacher(s)?
Q15 Do tools such as text and media represent the Indigenous voice?
Q16 Is the classroom culturally sensitive?
Q17 Do you have access to multiple learning experiences (independent, group projects, field trips,
guest speakers, Elders in the classroom)?
Q18 Are local perspectives included in the learning experience so that you can make connections
to what you are learning?
Q19 In the classroom are you allowed to make choices based on cultural preferences?
Q20 In the classroom are you allowed to make choices based on learning preferences?
Q21 In the classroom are you allowed to make choices based on resources you may use (i.e. choice of
text/books)?
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With respect to the follow-up questions, only the respondents that answered
with a certain response were recorded. All of the follow-up questions (questions
below) asked students that indicated a focus or item was not present to indicate
whether they wished that focus/item to be present, except for one (1) question which
asked students to respond twice to a YES answer. It asked if students wished more, or
less of the independent learning courses (booklets). All but one (1) of the students
(93.3%; n = 14) answered YES to “Are you asked to learn through independent
leaning courses?” For the two (2) follow-up questions related to YES responses
71.4% (n = 10) wanted more independent learning courses (booklets). Of all
respondents, 21.4% (n = 3) responded YES to wanting less independent courses.
For the nine (9) follow-up questions related to at least one (1) NO response
there was one (1) which was responded with a unanimously YES response “Are you
given time to think/reflect before answering questions?” therefore there was no followup to this question. Of the eight (8) remaining questions, only four (4) had responses
above 50.0% to a NO response to the question “Are circles used in the classroom?”
86.7% (n = 13) responded NO, to which 15.4% (2/13) responded YES to the follow-up
question “Do you want Circles to be used in the classroom?”, to the question “Is group
talk used in the classroom?” n = 10 (66.7%) responded NO to which only 20% (2/10)
responded YES to the follow-up “Do you want group talk used in the classroom?”, to
the question “Is reflection used in the classroom?” n = 9 (60.0%) responded NO to
which 11.1% (1/9) responded YES to the follow-up question “Do you want reflection
be used in the classroom?”, to the question “Is story telling used in the classroom?”
66.7% (n = 10) responded NO, to which 30.0% (3/10) responded YES to the follow-up
question “Do you want story telling used in the classroom?” Of the remaining three
(3) questions, the YES responses were above 50.0%. To the question “Do you
experience hands-on learning in the class?” 40.0% (n = 6) responded NO with 83.3%
(5/6) responding YES to the follow up question “Would you like to learn through
hands-on activities?”, to the question “Are you given the opportunity to learn through
listening?” 20.0% (n = 3) responded NO with 66.7% (2/3) responding YES to the
follow up question “Would you like to be able to learn through listening?”, and to the
question “Do you experience learning through observation and imitation (watching
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then copying what is shown)?” 46.7% (n = 7) responded NO, to which 42.9% (3/7)
responded YES to the follow-up question Would you like to learn through observation
and imitation?’ This last question had an evenly split YES/NO response (n = 7:n = 7).

Figure H 15 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any equal response toward the
presence or absence of any one type of indicator. Of the six (6) strongly agreed to YES
responses three (3) had a culture focus and three (3) had an academic focus. Of the
three (3) strongly agreed to NO responses all three (3) had a culture focus.

Figure H 15
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Public Confidence
The questions related to public confidence have a high degree of focus on
culture and how the student participants perceive the school responds to youth of
Indigenous backgrounds; simply put, do the students have confidence in the school
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meeting their cultural needs? There were three types of questions in this section,
straight YES/NO questions of which there were 18; one (1) question asking students to
identify from a list; and one (1) question to which the students could not only identify
from a list but add to the list.
Of the 18 questions eleven, or 61.1% were strongly agreed upon YES, two (2)
questions, or 11.1% had a strong NO consensus. Five (5), or 27.8% of the questions
had weak agreement on the question statement.
The numbers reflected a stronger affirmation for a presence (YES) over
absence (NO) when you compare the number of questions above a 50.0% response.
Fourteen of the 18 (77.8%) questions reflected a YES, and three (3) of the 18 (16.7%)
a NO response which is almost one fifth of the YES responses, with one (1) question
with responses below 50% YES (n = 4) and NO (n = 7). This information is
represented in Figures H 16–H 18.
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Figure H 18
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Public Confidence Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Do you feel connected in the classroom (familiarity, and safe, caring environment)?
Q2 Is your cultural identity seen in the classroom?
Q3 Do you think you are doing better academically in the correctional school than you did in the
regular school?
Q4 Are your emotional and behavioral needs met in the correctional school (compared to the regular
school)?
Q5 Are your cultural needs represented in what is happening in the classroom?
Q6 Are you being assessed the way you want to be assessed?
Q7 Are you being taught and assessed in the language of your choice?
Q8 Is the classroom environment inclusive reflecting your strengths, needs and learning preferences
(i.e. individual vs. group, learning styles, etc)?
Q9 Is culture, knowledge, traditions, activities and values of Indigenous culture respected in the
classroom?
Q10 Are you given the opportunity to discuss your success with teachers?
Q11 Are you given the opportunity to make suggestions on how you can be successful?
Q12 Do you want to be taught using Indigenous knowledge as a way to learn?
Q13 Do you believe the teacher/school has high expectations for your learning?
Q14 Does the school check materials for cultural one sidedness that does not reflect the
Indigenous viewpoint?
Q15 Is the focus of instruction based on any of the following (social, mental health, cultural, academic
need)?
Q16 Does the school celebrate success?
Q17 Are Indigenous culture days celebrated at the school?
Q18 Are parents/community involved in the education of Indigenous students?
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With respect to students identifying if social, mental health, cultural or
academic needs are a focus of instruction, academic and social needs were strongly
agreed upon with academic the highest at 80.0% (n = 12) and social at 66.7% (n = 10)
with mental health at 60.0% (n = 9) and cultural at 53.3% (n = 8) having a weak
agreement. All of the areas had affirmative responses above 50.0% (Figure H 19).
With respect to celebrating success there was a relatively low response to the
indicators from the 15 participants with only five (5) participants (33.3%) responded
to this question. Of the five (5) participants, rewards was reported by n = 2 (13.3%),
and incentives, movies, and good job reported at n = 1 each (6.7%).

Figure H 19
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Figure H 20 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the presence
or absence of any one type of indicator. In this section there was an almost even split
of questions between culture (8) and academic (9). Of the ten strongly agreed to YES
responses three (3) had a culture focus and seven (7) had an academic focus. Of the
two (2) strongly agreed to NO responses all had a culture focus.

Figure H 20
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Health & Well-Being
There were 18 questions in this section, with two (2) of the questions asking
for additional information to which the students could pick from a list as well as add to
this list. Ten of the 18 questions (55.6%) have students strongly agree to a YES
response. The data shows only two (2) questions (11.1%) with a strong agreement to a
NO response.
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A similar picture emerges when considering responses above 50.0% but with a
wider margin between YES and NO responses. Fifteen of the 18 questions (83.3%)
had responses above 50.0% YES, and three (3) of the 18 questions (16.7%) with
responses above 50.0% NO. This information is represented in Figures H 21–H 23.

Figure H 21
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Figure H 23
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Health & Well-Being Questions
YES

NO

Q1 At this moment in time do you think the school has your best interests at heart?
Q2 At this moment in time do you believe you are an important part of the classroom?
Q3 At this point in time are you happy learning in the correctional school?
Q4 At the present time are you learning the way you want to in the correctional school?
Q5 Do you want to be taught by Indigenous teachers?
Q6 At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting your social needs as you want them to be?
Q7 At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting your health needs as you want them to be?
Q8 At this point in time is the learning atmosphere meeting your mental health needs as you want them
to be met?
Q9 At the present time are you able to explore your personal interests in the classroom?
Q10 At this point in time do you feel safe in the classroom?
Q11 During your present time at the correctional school do you feel there is any racism present in the
classroom?
Q12 Are the 7 Grandfather Teachings referred to in the classroom?
Q13 Is a team approach, such as teachers, correctional staff, parents/guardians, Indigenous community
members, used to assess your needs (academics, mental health, Indigenous culture)?
Q14 Is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional) approach to teaching used in the classroom?
Q15 Does the correctional school have a climate of trust?
Q16 At this point in time is the classroom a safe, healthy learning environment?
Q17 Are you given the opportunity to self-direct and problem-solve school or behavior issues?
Q18 At this point in time does a teacher in the school know you by name and know what your interests
are?
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With respect to the question “Do you want to be taught by Indigenous
teachers?” the response was 60.0% (n = 9) YES, and 33.3% (n = 5) NO neither a
strong agreement. When the n = 9 students that responded YES were asked to identify
why they would want to be taught by Indigenous teachers, n = 8 (88.9%) identified
Indigenous knowledge, n = 7 (77.8%) identified language (other than English), n = 7
(77.8%) identified comfort, n = 6 (66.7%) identified they understand me better, and n
= 1 (11.1%) identified feeling connected, as to why. Eight (8) of the fifteen student
participants (53.3%) chose multiple answers.
When students were asked if a team approach was used to assess their needs
and to choose who, from an extensive list to which they could also add, were involved
in a team approach to teaching only 40.0% (n = 6) of the students responded as YES;
however, only n = 4 of these students responded to identifying who was involved.
Four (4) students (66.7%) identifying the teacher, n = 3 (50.0%) identified transitional
staff, n = 1 (16.7%) identified PO Officer and Principal (same participant identified
both).

Figure H 24 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the presence
or absence of any one type of indicator. Of the ten strongly agreed to YES responses
all 10 had an academic focus. Of the two (2) strongly agreed to NO responses one (1)
had a culture focus and one (1) an academic focus.
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Figure H 24
Strength of Response and Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for the
Area of Interest: Health & Well-Being as Reported by Students
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Correctional Institution
In this section students were asked about the effect of the institution on their
ability to learn. There are a number of questions to which a NO response may be seen
as a positive. For example “Does the structure of the institution (rules, regulations)
effect how well you do in school?”, if the answer is NO then students perceive that
this part of their lives which is restrictive and out of their control is not affecting their
potential success.
There were six (6) questions with one (1) additional question asking for a
follow-up to a YES response. Four (4) of the questions involve the influence of the
institution on learning, two (2) of these, if reported as a NO response will be seen as a
positive, the other two (2) could be interpreted either as a positive or negative
depending on the participant’s interpretation. Of the two (2) questions to which a NO
response could be interpreted as a positive or negative “Does the schedule of the
school revolve around the schedule of the institution?” was strongly agreed to as YES
(80.0%; n = 12), and “Does the structure of the institution effect how well students do
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in school?” had a week agreement at 60.0% (n = 9) NO. Of the two (2) questions to
which a NO response is seen as a positive both questions was agreed to as NO (so a
positive)—“Do the security routines of the institution interfere with learning?”
(73.3%; n = 11) had a strong response, and “Are students interrupted in their learning
due to the institution's schedule?” (53.3%; n = 8) with a weak response.
The remaining two (2) questions to which a YES response indicated a positive,
“Are you allowed to interact with other offenders while in the school?” had a strong
YES agreement at 80.0% (n = 12) and “Are you allowed access to the internet while in
school?” was reported with a weak agreement to YES at 53.3% (n = 8) (Figure H 25).

Figure H 25
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Q1 Does the structure of the institution (rules, regulations) effect how well you do in school?
Q2 Does the schedule of the school revolve around the schedule of the institution?
Q3 Are you interrupted in your learning due to the institution's schedule?
Q4 Are you allowed to interact with other offenders while in the school?
Q5 Are you allowed access to the internet while in school?
Q6 Do the security routines of the institution interfere with your learning?
Q7 Are you having issues with your behavior in the classroom?
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When students were asked to compare their interaction with teachers in the
correctional school and the regular school, 46.7% (n = 7) indicated that it was same,
33.3% (n = 5) indicated that it was better, 13.3% (n = 2) indicated worse, and 6.7% (n
= 1) reported not knowing.
When asked to indicate if they were having issues in the classroom 20.0% (n =
3) of the students indicated they are having issues in the classroom indicating that the
concern was anger issues (n = 1) and depends on the school climate (n = 1). Only one
(1) participant responded to this follow up question, the others did not respond (Figure
H 28).
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Teacher Participants–Cumulative For All Locations

TEACHER–Cumulative

Quantitative

DATA–from Questionnaire
With the participant population of n = 11 it was determined that a response of n
= 8 or greater (72.7%–100%) reflected a strong level of affirmative response or
consensus. This level is reflected in the data for the six areas of interest.
In some areas of interest there are questions that asked for a follow-up to a
YES or NO answer. When analyzing the follow-up response, only the respondents
that answered with a certain response were recorded, the percentage response to the
follow-up is a marker for those respondents only e.g. If 4 participants answered NO to
the original question and 2 participants answered NO to the follow-up question the
percentage to the follow up would be 50.0% (2 of 4).

Academics & Assessment
There was a relatively high number of questions at 78.6% (11/14) that elicited
a strong level of teacher response to YES and included seven (7) questions which were
unanimous and one (1) question with a unanimous responses at 10 of 11 respondents
as one (1) participant did not respond. This is in contrast to a very low number of
questions at 7.1% (1/14) with a strong level of teacher response to NO. The one (1)
question—“Do students self-advocate for using Aboriginal based ways of expressing
themselves for assessment?”—with a strong affirmation to NO response did not have a
unanimous response at 72.7% (n = 8).
There was one (1) question—“Is assessment done on a scheduled basis?”—to
which there was a response below 50.0% for both YES (36.4%; n = 4) and NO (9.1%;
n = 1) responses where n = 6 teachers did not respond. No questions (0.0%) had a
response of 50.0%–50.0%.
When considering responses above 50.0% either YES or NO there is a wide
margin between responses. Twelve of the 14 questions (85.7%) had responses above
50.0% YES, and one (1) of the 14 questions (7.1%) with responses above 50.0% NO.
The number of answers above a 50.0% participant YES response was 85.7% (12/14),
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the number of answers above a 50.0% participant NO response was 7.1% (1/14). This
information is represented in Figures H 29–H 31.
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Figure H 31
Teacher Responses to Academic & Assessment Questions
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Academis & Assessment Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Do you believe the school addresses student’s academic needs?
Q2 Are students increasing their credit count at the correctional School?
Q3 Do student know why they are learning?
Q4 Do students know how they will be assessed before the assessment?
Q5 Is what students are learning articulated in a language they can understand?
Q6 Is assessment articulated to the student in a language they can understand?
Q7 Do students have input into how they are assessed?
Q8 Do students self-advocate for using Aboriginal based ways of expressing themselves for
assessment?
Q9 Are various forms of assessment used in the classroom?
Q10 Do you think that the classroom allows students to demonstrate what they know through ways of
their choosing?
Q11 Do you believe the teachers want students to succeed?
Q12 Are students given the opportunity to make connections between prior learning from
parents/Elders/family and what they are learning in the classroom?
Q13 Is the classroom environment academically challenging?
Q14 Is assessment done on a scheduled basis?
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There were three (3) questions that required teachers to respond from a list,
teachers could indicate as many as they felt were present. With respect to indicating
ways that the school assesses students, of the 12 items available, conversations was
the only item identified by 100.0% (n = 11) of the teachers. Ten (10) of the 11
(90.9%) of the teachers identified demonstrations, and observation; nine (9) of the 11
(81.1%) identified presentations, projects, and tests; eight (8) of the 11 (72.7%)
identified work samples, drawings, and self-assessment. The numbers drop drastically
to four (4) of the 11 (36.4%) identifying story-telling and portfolios, with the
remaining item, peer-assessment, identified by three (3) of the 11 (27.3%) teachers.
Not observed by any teacher (0.0%) were success criteria, learning goals, and rubrics
(Figure H 32).
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Figure H 33
Method of Assessment Response Strength as Indicated by
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to holistic (Figure H 33).

With respect to the six (6) choices of how feedback is given—verbal feedback
was unanimous (100%; n = 11), 81.8% (n = 9) identified written, 54.5% (n = 6)
identified demonstration, 36.4% (n = 4) identifying self-feedback and peer-feedback,
18.2% (n = 2) identified checklist, 9.1% (n = 1) identifying rewards, and 9.1% (n = 1)
identifying peer-mentor (Figure H 34).
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Figure H 34
Strength in Response by Teachers to Feedback Types
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Figure H 35 indicates the imbalance of responses to culture and academic
focused questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the
presence or absence of any one type of indicator. Of the nine (9) strongly agreed to
YES responses three (3) had a culture focus and six (6) had an academic focus.
The only strongly agreed to NO responses one (1) had a culture focus.
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Figure H 35
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Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
The data shows a weak trend in this category with the number of questions
answered at a strong level of response to YES as only 64.0% (16/25). The questions
that were strongly agreed to with a YES response included five (5) that were
unanimous and two (2) unanimous at 10 of 11 participants responding with one (1) not
responding. There was also a very low number of questions 1/25 (4.0%) answered
with a strong level of teacher response to NO. The question with a strong level of
teacher agreement (85.7%; n = 6) to NO was “Are Elders used in the classroom?” It is
important to note that 18 of the 25 questions had at least one (1) participant not
responding.
One (1) question (4.0%) was equally reported (45.5%; n = 5 : 45.5%; n = 5)—“Does
the school teach an Aboriginal Studies course?”
A moderate percentage of questions were identified with a weak teacher
response at 28.0% (7/25).
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When considering responses above 50.0% there is a very wide margin between
YES and NO responses. Twenty-three of the 25 questions (92.0%) had responses
above 50.0% YES, and one (1) of the 25 (4.0%) with responses above 50.0% NO.
This information is represented in Figures H 36–H 38.
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Figure H 38

Number of Teachers

Teacher Responses to Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodation Questions
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Strategies/Pedagogy/Currriculum/Accommodation Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Does the school acknowledge First Nations, Métis, or Inuit culture?
Q2 Is Aboriginal culture represented in the information that is being taught?
Q3 Are Aboriginal perspectives taught in the classroom?
Q4 Is authentic learning experiences provided based on cultural background?
Q5 Is there an opportunity for students to share their experiences with respect to their culture?
Q6 Are there Aboriginal resources (wall resources, guest speakers, artifacts, books, media) in the
classroom?
Q7 Are books about Aboriginals and/or written by Aboriginals used in the classroom?
Q8 Are students provided a choice of how and what they learn based on prior learning, personal
interest or prior assessment?
Q9 Is learning relevant and based on global and cultural perspectives?
Q10 Is learning meaningful and based on student needs and culture?
Q11 Are resources relevant?
Q12 Are resources current?
Q13 Are resources accessible?
Q14 Are resources inclusive (culture, academic level, special needs, gender)?
Q15 Are Aboriginal resources from the Ministry of Education and your Board of Education used
as reference tools?
Q16 Are student’s values and interests reflected in the lessons?
Q17 Do you believe students see relevance in what they are learning?
Q18 Can students feel connected to what they are learning?
Q19 Are classes academically challenging?
Q20 Are Elders used in the classroom?
Q21 Does the school teach an Aboriginal Studies course?
Q22 Are students involved in exploring real world issues related to Aboriginal issues?
Q23 Are students involved in exploring real world issues related to Global issues?
Q24 Can students identify their culture in the learning activities in the classroom?
Q25 Do students receive extra support (IEP, Kurzweil, etc…) in school if identified?
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Four (4) questions asked for a follow-up response, three (3) of these asked a
follow-up question to NO responses, the fourth question asked teachers to choose and
add to a list if the response was YES. To the question “Are Aboriginal perspectives
taught in the classroom?” 27.3% (n = 3) responded NO, of these 33.3% (13) responded
YES, 33.3% (1/3) NO, and 33.3% (1/3) did not respond to the question “Do you think
an Aboriginal perspective is appropriate to be taught in the lesson?” To the question
“Are books about Aboriginal peoples and/or written about Indigenous peoples used in
the classroom?”—27.3% (n = 3) of the teachers responded NO. Of these three (3)
participants 66.6% (2/3) responded YES and 33.3% (1/3) responded NO to the
question “Do you want books about Aboriginals and/or written by Aboriginals used as
a teaching tool in the classroom?” To the question “Does the school teach an
Aboriginal studies course?” 45.5% (n = 5) of the teachers responded NO. Response to
the follow-up question “Do you believe that Aboriginal students want it to be
offered?” saw 80.0% (4/5) of the teachers responding YES, and 20.0% (1/5) respond
NO.
To the question “Do students receive extra support (IEP, Kurzweil, etc…) in
school if identified? If yes to above question list supports provided”, 100.0% (n = 11)
of the participants responded YES. Of the n = 11 teachers, 45.5% (n = 5) identifying
Individual Education Program recommendations, 36.4% (n = 4) identifying scribe,
27.3% (n = 3) identifying Kurzweil, 18.2% (n = 2) identifying educational assistant
support, 18.2% (n = 2) identifying computer, 18.2% (n = 2) identifying verbatim
reading, 9.1% (n = 1) identifying extra time, 9.1% (n = 1) identifying selective
lessons, 9.1% (n = 1) identified WIAT testing, and 9.1% (n = 1) identifying text to
speech–speech to text. This information is represented in Figure H 39.
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Figure H 39
Prevalence of Supports Provided to Students as Perceived by Teachers
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Figure H 40 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions. There is a balance of strongly agreed to YES responses with seven (7) of
the fifteen (15) falling in a culture focus, and nine (9) in an academic focus. Of the
strongly agreed to NO responses the only one (1) had a culture focus.
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Figure H 40
Strength of Response and Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for the
Area of Interest: Strategeies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations as Reported by
Teachers
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Cultural Preferences & Student Voice
This section has 21 questions; however, a number of questions (10) ask for
follow-up. All questions require a YES/NO response. Nine (9) questions asked for a
follow-up to a NO answer with the tenth asking two (2) follow-up questions to a YES
answer. Of the 21 questions (not including follow-up questions) there was a slightly
higher than equal response (61.9%; 13/21) of strongly agreed to questions with a YES
response to which four (4) were unanimous, and one (1) question unanimous at 10 of
11 participants who responded as one (1) participant did not respond. There was a
minimal number of questions (4.8%; 1/21) with a strongly agreed to NO response.
All other questions (7/21; 33.3%) had a weak level of teacher response to
either YES or NO with most of the responses as YES rather than NO.
Nineteen of the 21 questions (90.5%) had a greater than 50% response for
YES, with only one (1) question (4.8%) about 50% response for NO. This
information is represented in Figures H 41–H 43.
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Figure H 41

Figure H 42

Strength of Teacher Agreement for Cultural
Preference & Student Voice
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Figure H 43
Teacher Responses to Cultural Prefernce & Student Voice Questions
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Cultural Preference & Student Voice Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Are students involved in giving input into what is taught in the classroom?
Q2 Are students involved in decision making?
Q3 Are students involved in the learning process?
Q4 Are Circles used in the classroom?
Q5 Is group talk used in the classroom?
Q6 Is reflection used in the classroom?
Q7 Is story-telling used in the classroom?
Q8 Are students given time to think and ponder before answering questions?
Q9 Are students given the opportunity to learn through listening?
Q10 Do students experience hands-on learning in the class?
Q11 Are students given the opportunity to experience learning through observation and imitation
(watching then copying what is shown)?
Q12 Are students given the opportunity to stop and start activities at their choosing as they work
toward completion of the activity?
Q13 Are students asked to learn through independent learning (i.e. ILC courses)?
Q14 Are students given the opportunity to discuss their learning style (hands-on, visual, listener,
environmental…) with classmates or teachers?
Q15 Do tools such as text and media represent the Aboriginal voice?
Q16 Is the classroom culturally sensitive?
Q17 Do students have access to multiple learning experiences (independent, group projects, field trips,
guest speakers, Elders in the classroom)?
Q18 Are personal local perspectives part of the learning experience so that relevant links can be
made to what students are learning?
Q19 In the classroom are students allowed to make choices based on cultural preferences?
Q20 In the classroom are students allowed to make choices based on learning preferences?
Q21 In the classroom are students allowed to make choices based on resources they may use (i.e.
choice of text/books)?

467
With respect to the follow-up questions, only the respondents that answered
with a certain response were recorded. As noted above, all of the follow-up questions
asked teachers that indicated if a focus or item was not present to indicate whether
they wished that focus/item to be present, except for one (1) question which asked
teachers to respond twice to a YES answer. It asked if teachers wished more, or less
of the independent learning courses (booklets). There were only three (3) follow-up
questions generated from at least one (1) NO response as the others were unanimously
YES or being absent of NO responses from those that responded. To the question “Are
circles used in the classroom?” ten (10) (90.9%) of the teachers responded NO. Of
these, 40.0% (4/10) answered YES and 40.0% (4/10) answered NO to the follow-up
question “Should circles be used in the classroom?” To the question “Is group talk
used in the classroom?” 18.2% (n = 2) responded NO with only one (1) teacher
(50.0%; n = 1) responding NO to the follow-up question “Should group talk used in
the classroom?” To the question “Is story-telling used in the classroom?” only 9.1%
(n = 1) responded NO to which they replied YES to the follow-up question “Should
story-telling be used in the classroom?”
For the follow-up questions related to YES responses to “Are students asked
to learn through independent learning (i.e. ILC courses)?” 81.8% (n = 9) answered
YES. Of these 44.4% (4/9) responded YES with 44.4% (4/9) responding NO to the
follow-up question “Would you like more independent learning courses?” with 14.3%
(1/9) not responding. To the follow-up question “Would you like less independent
learning courses?” 22.2% (2/9) responded YES and 55.6% (5/9) responded NO.

Figure H 44 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any equal responses toward the
presence or absence of any one type of indicator. Of the 13 strongly agreed to YES
responses 10 had a culture focus and three (3) had an academic focus. The only
strongly agreed to NO response had a cultural focus.
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Figure H 44

Strength of Response and Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for the
Area of Interest: Cultural Preference & Student Voice as Reported by Teachers
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Public Confidence
The questions related to public confidence have a high degree of focus on
culture and how the school responds to youth of Indigenous background. There were
three (3) types of questions in this section, straight YES/NO questions to which there
were 17, one (1) question asking teachers to identify from a list, and two (2) questions
that asked the teachers to add to the list if they responded YES.
Of the 17 questions 13, or 76.5%, were identified with a strong teacher
agreement to YES. Five (5) of these questions (38.5%) were unanimous and one (1)
was unanimous for 10 of 11 respondents as one (1) participant did not respond. No
questions indicated a strong teacher agreement to a NO response.
None of the questions had a 50.0%–50.0% response but one (1) question had
responses below 50% for either YES or NO “Are parents/community involved in the
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education of Aboriginal students?” However, three (3) questions have a weak teacher
response as identified by the teachers’ reporting.
Sixteen of the seventeen questions had responses above 50% for YES, and
none above 50% NO. This information is represented in Figures H 45–H 47.

Figure H 45

Figure H 46

Strength of Teacher Agreement for Public
Confidence

Number of Responses Above 50.0%
for Public Confidence

18
14

16

13

16
14

Number of Questions

Number of Questions

12
10
8
6
4
4

12
10
8
6
4
2

2
0

0

0
Strongly
Strongly
Weak
Equal
Agreed YES Agree NO Agreement Response

Response Strength

0
0
YES

NO

Participant Response for
Public Confidence
Indicators

470
Figure H 47
Teacher Responses to Public Confidence Questions
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Public Confidence Questions
YES

NO

Q1 Do you feel students are connected in the classroom (familiarity, and safe, caring environment)?
Q2 Is the classroom able to relate to the Aboriginal student’s cultural identity?
Q3 Do you believe students are doing better academically than they did in the regular school?
Q4 Do you believe students are learning better emotionally and behaviorally in the correctional school
than in the regular school?
Q5 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s cultural needs?
Q6 Is the classroom meeting the student’s assessment needs?
Q7 Is the classroom meeting the student’s language needs?
Q8 Is the classroom environment inclusive and does it reflect individual student strengths, needs and
learning preferences (i.e. individual vs. group, learning styles, etc)?
Q9 Does the classroom respect the culture, knowledge, traditions, activities and values of the
Aboriginal culture?
Q10 Are students given the opportunity to discuss their success with teachers?
Q11 Are students given the opportunity to make suggestions on how they can be successful?
Q12 Do you believe students want to be taught using Aboriginal knowledge as a way to learn?
Q13 Do you believe the teacher/school has high expectations for student learning?
Q14 Does the school vet materials for discrepancies/one sidedness (i.e. Eurocentric based)?
Q15 Does the school celebrate success?
Q16 Are Aboriginal culture days celebrated at the school?
Q17 Are parents/community involved in the education of Aboriginal students?
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Figure H 48
Instructional Focus as Perceived by Teachers
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= 7) response (Figure H 48).

With respect to celebrating success 90.9% (n = 10) of the teachers responded
YES, a high level of affirmation. Only two (2) of the items (20.0%) on the list had no
respondents, of the remaining eight (8) (80.0%) none had a unanimous response. Five
(n =5) teachers (50.0%) identified graduation luncheons/ceremonies, 30.0% (n = 3)
identified in class rewards, 20.0% (n = 2) identified presentation of student work,
20.0% (n = 2) identified hands on the wall (display), 20.0% (n = 2) identified
ceremonies (cultural & non-cultural), 10.0% (n = 1) identified give prizes/movies
upon credit completion, 10.0% (n = 1) identified BBQ, and 10.0% (n = 1) identified
praise.
Only 36.4% (n = 4) of the teachers responded YES to parents/community
being involved in Aboriginal student education (n = 5 teachers responded NO, n = 2
did not respond). The teacher respondents identified the following involvement:
50.0% (n = 2) identified parents invited to special events, 25% (n = 1) identified
parent invited to take part, 25% (n = 1) identified First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
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Community Leaders, 25% (n = 1) identified Drummers, Singers, Artists, 25% (n = 1)
identified Elders, and 25% (n = 1) identified depends on vetting and events. Four (4)
of the five (5) that responded did so once, the fifth had two (2) responses (Community
Leaders, and Drummers, Singers, Artists).
Figure H 49 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the presence
or absence of any one type of indicator. In this section there was an almost even split
of questions between culture (8) and academic (9). Of the 13 strongly agreed to YES
responses four (4) had a culture focus and nine (9) had an academic focus. There were
no strongly agreed to NO responses.

Figure H 49
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Health & Well-Being
There were 18 questions in this section, with two (2) of the questions asking
for additional information to which the teachers could pick from a list as well as add to
this list. A significant number of questions at 88.9% (16/18) had a strong agreement
from teachers responding YES. Six (6) of these questions were unanimous with two
(2) others unanimous having 10 of 11 respond YES with one (1) participant not
responding to each question. There were no questions (0.0%) with a strongly agreed
teacher response to NO.
There is one (1) question with an equal response of 45.5%–45.5% response—
‘Do you feel there is any racism present in the classroom?’, as well as no responses
below 50% for either YES or NO.
An identical picture emerges when considering responses above 50.0% YES as
all of the responses had a strong affirmation. The lone refuting response was above
50.0% NO. This information is represented in Figures H 50–H 52.

474
Figure H 50

Figure H 51
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Figure H 52
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Health & Well-Being Questions
YES
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Q1 Do you think the school has the Aboriginal student’s best interests at heart?
Q2 Do students believe they are an important part of the classroom?
Q3 Do you believe students are happy learning in the correctional school?
Q4 Do you believe students are learning the way they want to in the correctional school?
Q5 Do you believe Aboriginal students want to be taught by Aboriginal teachers?
Q6 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s social needs?
Q7 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s health needs?
Q8 Is the learning atmosphere meeting student’s mental health needs?
Q9 Are students able to pursue their personal interests in the classroom?
Q10 Do students feel safe in the classroom?
Q11 Do you feel there is any racism present in the classroom?
Q12 Are the 7 Grandfather Teachings referred to in the classroom?
Q13 Is a team approach used to assess student needs (academics, mental health, culture)?
Q14 Is a holistic (spiritual, mental, physical, emotional) approach to teaching used in the classroom?
Q15 Does the school typically establish a climate of trust?
Q16 Is the classroom a safe, healthy learning environment?
Q17 Are students given the opportunity to self-direct and problem-solve school or behavior issues?
Q18 Do teachers know students by name and know who they are ‘as a person’?

To the question “Do you believe Aboriginal students want to be taught by
Aboriginal teachers?” 18.9% (n = 2) of the teachers responded YES. As a follow up
as to why? both (100%; n = 2) answered they understand me better, 50% (n = 1)
answered Indigenous knowledge, 50% (n = 1) answered comfort.
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Nine (9) of the 11 or 81.8% of teachers indicated that a team approach was
evident in the facility. When teachers were asked to choose who, if any, were
involved in a team approach to teaching six (6) of the nine (9) responded as follows:
66.7% (n = 6) teacher, 44.4% (n = 4) youth services officer/CO, 44.4% (n = 4)
Administration/Supervisor, 33.3% (n = 3) social worker, 22.2% (n = 2) Nurses/Health
Care, 22.2% (n = 2) Facility Staff, 22.2% (n = 2) Case Worker, and 22.2% (n = 2)
Cultural Integration Lead. The remaining professionals had only one respondent for
each, and given that there were at least two teachers per facility I am not sure how
accurate the reporting is. All six (6) teachers responded more than once.
Figure H 53 indicates the balance of responses to culture and academic focused
questions with the purpose to identify if there are any imbalances toward the presence
or absence of any one type of indicator. Of the 16 strongly agreed to YES responses
one (1) had a culture focus and 15 had an academic focus. There were no strongly
agreed to NO responses.

Figure H 53
Strength of Response and Difference Between Culture and Academic Questions for the
Area of Interest: Health & Well-Being as Reported by Teachers
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Correctional Institution
In this section teachers were asked about the effect of the institution on their
ability to teach. There are a number of questions to which a NO response may be seen
as a positive. For example ‘Does the structure of the institution (rules, regulations)
effect how well students do in school?, if the answer is NO then teachers perceive that
this part of student’s lives, which is restrictive yet out of their control, is not effecting
students’ potential success.
There were six (6) questions with one (1) additional question asking for a
follow-up to a YES response. Four (4) of the questions involve the influence of the
institution on learning, two (2) of these, if reported as a NO response will be seen as a
positive, the other two (2) could be interpreted either as a positive or negative
depending on the participant’s interpretation. Of the two (2) questions to which a NO
response could be interpreted as a positive or negative “Does the schedule of the
school revolve around the schedule of the institution?” was weakly agreed to as YES
(63.6%; n = 7), and “Does the structure of the institution effect how well students do
in school?” was weakly agreed to as YES at 54.5% (n = 6). Of the two (2) questions
to which a NO response is seen as a positive, one (1) question was strongly agreed to
as NO (so a positive)—“Do the security routines of the institution interfere with
learning?” (81.8%; n = 9) the other “Are students interrupted in their learning due to
the institution's schedule?” (81.8%; n = 9) was strongly agree to as YES, so a negative
influence.
Of the remaining two (2) questions the first was strongly agreed to as YES—
“Are students allowed to interact with other offenders while in the school?” at 90.9%
(n = 10), the second “Are students allowed access to the internet while in school?”
showed a weak agreement to YES at 63.6% (n = 7). This information is represented in
Figure H 54.
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Figure H 54
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Q1 Does the structure of the institution effect how well students do in school?
Q2 Does the schedule of the school revolve around the schedule of the institution?
Q3 Are students interrupted in their learning due to the institution's schedule?
Q4 Are students allowed to interact with other offenders while in the school?
Q5 Are students allowed access to the internet while in school?
Q6 Do the security routines of the institution interfere with learning?
Q7 Are you having issues with student behavior in the classroom?
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Figure H 55

Figure H 56
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Appendix I
Students & Teachers Comparison of Areas of Interest Between Youth
Correctional Center Locations
Student Participants
When looking at Figures I 1–I 5 there are seven students at Location A, five at
Location B, and three at Location C that are reflected in the data comparing student
affirmation within each area of interest.

Figure I 1
Comparison of Student Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Academics & Assessment
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Figure I 2
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Figure I 4
Comparison of Student Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Public Confidence
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Figure I 5
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Figures I 6 compare strong YES and figure I 7 strong NO affirmation for each
area of interest by location.

Figure I 6
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A&A – Academics & Assessment
S/P/C/A – Strategies, Pedagogy, Curriculum, Accommodations
CP&SV – Cultural Preference & Student Voice
PC – Public Confidence
H&W – Health & Well-Being

It is evident that locations B and C have the strongest student perception for
items within all areas of interest as being present. The sole area that this is not true is
for cultural preference and student voice which saw locations A and B as being of
closer agreement. In all areas of interest locations B and C reported 50.0% or higher
of the questions as a strong YES. In academics and assessment all locations reported
a 50.0% or higher strong YES affirmation. What is not seen in this data is the
comparison between cultural and academic questions; however, given the data in
Figure 4.51 it is evident that academics question have more strength in the data in
Figure 4.52. This leads me to believe that the disproportionate number of academic
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questions found in academics and assessment were a constant for being present across
all locations, which is not surprising given the program’s focus is on academic
achievement. In the following sections any location discrepancy will be commented
on as to its influence on the data.

Figure I 7

Number of Questions

Location Comparison of Questions With a Strong NO Affirmation in Each Area of
Interest as Reported by Students
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S/P/C/A – Strategies, Pedagogy, Curriculum, Accommodations
CP&SV – Cultural Preference & Student Voice
PC – Public Confidence
H&W – Health & Well-Being

Location A had three areas of interest with the most strong NO responses.
There appears to be a consistency in academics and assessment, public confidence,
and health & well-being with all locations reporting similar results. Location B
reported a high number of strong NO responses to items in cultural preference and
student voice.
The picture that Figures 4.52 and 4.53 present is that Location C is perceived by the
students as having the most fulsome correctional academic program as it relates to all
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areas of interest with cultural preference and student voice being the weakest area.
Location A is perceived as having the weakest program with
strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/ accommodations and health & well-being as the
areas of interest with the most affirmative NO responses. What can’t be seen in this
data but is evident from the individual data is that Location A was relatively balanced
in its strong YES and strong NO for both culture and academic questions.

Teacher Participants
When looking at the following figures I 8–I 12 there are two teachers at
Location A, two at Location B, and seven at Location C that are reflected in the data
comparing teacher affirmation within each area of interest.

Figure I 8
Comparison of Teacher Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Assessment & Accommodations
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Figure I 9
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Comparison of Teacher Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/
Accommodations
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Figure I 10
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Comparison of Teacher Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Cultural Preference & Student Voice
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Figure I 11
Comparison of Teacher Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Public Confidence
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Figure I 12
Comparison of Teacher Affirmation to Questions Between Correctional Education
Program Locations for the Area of Interest: Health & Well-Being
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Figure I 13
Location Comparison of Questions With a Strong YES Affirmation in Each Area of
Interest as Reported by Teachers
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In four of the areas of interest teachers have a high level of agreement across
all locations. The two areas with some disparity are strategies/pedagogy/curriculum/
accommodations, and cultural preference & student voice to which Location C has
lower levels of strong YES affirmation than the other locations, but the data is a bit
misrepresented. Although there were only 11 questions with a high YES affirmation,
there were 18 of the 25 questions with a response above 50.0% YES. This
information reflects that there is the presence of more than the strongly identified
questions, at least the presence in some classrooms. It should be pointed out that
Location C has the highest number of teaches in the study at 63.7% of the total.
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Figures I 14 compare strong YES and figure I 15 strong NO affirmation for
each area of interest by location.

Figure I 14
Location Comparison of Questions With a Strong NO Affirmation in Each Area of
Interest as Reported by Teachers
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All locations and all areas of interest had very few questions that were
perceived as absent with a high NO affirmation, this would include both culture and
academic. The data from both Figure 4.56 & 4.57 identify that from a teacher
perspective all areas of interest are seen as having a strong presence as a vast majority
of questions have had a strong YES response. The disparity between student and
teacher data is evident with the individual questions identified previously.
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Appendix J
Student & Teacher Cumulative Data for All Locations—Interview
Student Participants—Cumulative For All Locations
Demographic Characteristics–from interviews
Student Experience:


Of the 15 student participants, eight students (53.3%) have been, over time,
attending a correctional education program for a maximum time period
between one and four months, four students (26.6%) between one and three
years, and the remaining three (20.0%) over four years. Seven of the 15
student participants (46.6%) have been incarcerated for a cumulative length
between one and five years



7/15 (46.6%) of the students had not been in school for any length of time, two
of these students (13.3% of the 7) dropped out of school in elementary school,
the remaining five (33.3%) who attended secondary school achieved minimal
credits



3/15 (20.0%) of the students mentioned they liked or thought their community
school was easy; two students (13.3%) identified stress or adjustment issues in
their community school



1 student (6.7%) attended a special education class



10 of the 15 (66.7%) students report that the correctional education program is
OK/good or easy



4/15 (26.6%) reporting that they are getting work done and/or gaining credits



2 students (13.3%) reported using booklets in class [booklets refer to
Independent Learning Courses (ILC) materials which are separated into 4 units
of 5 lessons with guiding questions throughout and lesson questions at the end]



1 student (6.7%) said that “from [their] perspective, they appreciate [their] as
a First Nations person” referring to the teaching staff
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5/15 students (33.3%) reported being able to learn by watching, having more
structure, not being rushed in completing work, and getting help from teachers



10 of the 15 students (66.%7) enjoyed more than one (1) subject— e.g. math,
art, science, outdoor activities/gym, English



3/15 (20.0%) like technology courses; 3/15 (20.0%) like science; 3/15 (20.0%)
like outdoor activities; 2/15 (13.3%) like hands-on

Student Academic Needs:


Student responses to how they learn best varied: listening 4/15 (26.6%); handson 7/15 (46.7%); visually 5/15 (33.3%); no response 1/15, 6.7%)



4 of 15 students (26.7%) identified working independently/will ask for help if
needed



Several identified multiple answers 6/15 (40.0%)



3/15 (28.6%) identify music as a motivator; 3/15 (20.0%) identified if the work
was interesting or have not done before; 3/15 identified (20.0%) identified
more of a deeper personal motivator



3/15 (20.0%) were focused on academics, “finish school”, “learn to read
better”, “trying to get as much information so can go to work when released”

Practices Used to Accommodate Indigenous Students:


5/15 (33.3%) students believe that there are no practices to accommodate
Indigenous students; 2/15 (13.3%) believe the teacher decides what to do; 1/15
(6.7%) indicate student voice is accepted



5/15 (33.3%) believe teachers ‘respect Indigenous students’ and ‘acknowledge
Indigenous culture’



Two students (13.3%) indicated they are not interested in or don’t relate to
Indigenous cultures
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Culturally Responsive Teaching:


8/15 (53.3%) believe teachers do not teach with culture in mind, or there is no
focus. Students report there is no Indigenous content in the learning material,
no choice of learning, assessment or strategies—“no native things to read or
write about”, “none, just school work”, “conversations don’t happen” (e.g.
residential schools), “not much happens except in science”



5/15 (33.3%) indicate CRT is present—“a lot of Aboriginal stuff, beading,
moccasins”, “look at things from two viewpoints”, “7 Grandfather Teachings”,
“talk about skinning, fishing”



3/15 (20.0%) indicate that academics is what is focused on



1/15 (6.7%) “want more structure based on Aboriginal youth”; 1/15 (6.7%) are
not interested in CRT

CRT and Student Success/Well-being/Behavior/Climate:


7/15 (46.7%) indicated there is no effect on student success. One of the
students (6.7%) responded that the lack of CRT does not affect student success.
They believe that they ”would be more interested in school if there was more
culture”



3/15 (20.0%) indicated that it’s OK, or what is present is good



3/15 (20.0%) indicated that it does not matter, it’s OK without it, or not sure
that it would make a difference



6/15 (40.0%) responded that student well-being is not affected or it is fine
without it.



2/15 (13.3%) identified that CRT made them feel good, or has learned more
about culture



2/15 (13.3%) indicated that CRT does not influence well-being



Only three of the 15 (20.0%) students (all from the same facility) responded to
CRT effect on behavior and all of these students indicated that the lack of CRT
had no affect
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Four of the 15 (26.7%) students (all from Location A) responded to CRT’s
effect on school climate, all indicated that there was no effect

Effect of Rules and Regulations on Academics/Social Success/Teachers Ability to
Teach:


10/15 (66.7%) students replied that there was no effect on academics due to
facility rules and regulations



2/15 (13.3%) reported that academics are affected by rules and regulations
(safety/security, consequences for behavior)



Only 5/15 (33.3%) students responded to rules and regulations effect on social
success, all reporting that there is no effect



With respect to facility rules and regulations and their effect on the ability of
the teachers to teach 3/15 (20.0%) said there was no effect; 2/15 (13.3%) noted
it helps teachers; 2/15 (13.3%) noted there is an effect

Student’s Definition of Success:


7/15 (46.7%) indicated getting credits, diploma, or finishing school



4/15 (26.7%) identified making school count, work completion



3/15 (20.0%) identified future goals such as getting a job, going to college or
university



2/15 (13.3%) indicated being proud of work or excited about school



1/15 (6.7%) indicated they only work toward gaining points toward level 4 and
just doing time



Some students had multiple responses 7/15 (46.7%)
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Teacher Participants—Cumulative For All Locations
Demographic Characteristics–from interviews
Teacher Experience:


As an educator: All teachers have over 10 years’ experience; 7/11 (63.6%)
have over 20 years’ experience



Working in a correctional education setting: 2/11 (18.2%) have a year or less;
5/11 (45.5%) have 1–5 years; 3/15 (27.3%) have 6–20 years’ experience; 1/11
(9.1%) has over 20 years



Views on the regular system—2/11 (18.2%) note less individual support; 2/11
(18.2%) note there is more extra-curricular; 2/11 (18.2%) note the regular
school is more about achievement and marks



Experiences noted in the correction education program are viewed differently
by each teacher. 5/11 (45.5%) indicate smaller class sizes, “no large classes of
30”; 4/11 (36.4%) note 1:1 attention to students; 4/11 (36.4%) indicate that it is
easier to accommodate student needs (IEP, focusses); 2/11 (18.2%) note low
achievement levels of students; 2/11 (18.2%) note “education is not the first
priority of students”; 3/11 (27.3%) indicate more freedom with curriculum,
freedom of timelines, more manageable; 2/11 (18.2%) note restrictions due to
safety and rules

Exposure to Ministry of Education and Indigenous Education Documents:


9/11 (81.8%) responded to the question. 7/11 (63.3%) (77.8% of those that
responded) had no exposure to documents as initiated by the board of
education.



2/11 (18.2%) have had exposure previous to the placement at the correctional
education program



4/11 (36.4%) indicate the only Indigenous education learning/exposure by
teacher is self-directed or from PD at school board



3/11 (27.3%) indicate here is no professional development (PD) from board
(no $, little orientation)
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4/11 (36.4%) indicated they have had exposure to Indigenous focused PD from
board



3/11 (27.3%) indicate they have had no exposure to board Indigenous resource
teacher or facility Indigenous liaison person; 3/11 (27.3%) indicate they have
had exposure to Indigenous liaison person from facility



2/11 (18.2%) note they are actively involved in PD with Indigenous focus

Student Academic Needs:


4/11 (36.4%) noted the lack of basic reading and writing; 6/11 (54.5%) identify
poor math skills



3/11 (27.3%) note basic academic issues (most at the junior level)



4/11 (36.4%) note students have had poor attendance historically in community
school



2/11 (18.2%) note students have low credit count



5/11 (45.5%) noted there are other influences such as basic skills, FASD,
mental health, social problems

How Students Learn Best:


2/11 (18.2%) note visual



2/11 (18.2%) note hands-on



2/11 (18.2%) note experiential learning/real world



2/11 (18.2%) note independent work



2/11 (18.2%) note Indigenous content



4/11 (36.4%) of the teachers had multiple answers

Practices Used to Accommodate Indigenous Students:


9/11 (81.8%) identify incorporating some type of Indigenous practice (history,
7 Grandfather Teachings, Indigenous figures, Indigenous role models,
Indigenous content, dream catchers, making teaching relevant)



3/11 (27.3%) indicate using 7 Grandfather Teachings (2 at Location C)
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4/11 (36.4%) identify pedagogical accommodations such as a quiet space, safe
environment, positive feedback, the concept of space, chunking



3/11 (27.3%) incorporate student voice, home community

Culturally Responsive Teaching


4/11 (36.4%) respond that there is very little Indigenous content—“scraping
the surface”, “could be more”, “room for improvement”



5/11 (45.5%) report being supportive of CRT and that they are participating in
CRT



5/11 (45.5%) report using the Indigenous advisor at the facility



1/11 (9.1%) report that the teacher needs to look for the content; 1/11 (9.1%)
report that it is hard to find an Indigenous language teacher; 1/11 (9.1%) note
that some content (history) is not well received and students challenge the
teacher

CRT and Student Success, Well-being, Behavior, School Climate, and Behavior:


3/11 (27.3%) of teachers note that absence or presence of culturally responsive
teaching does not make a difference, students not interested, or only positive
when focused on student’s community



4/11 (36.4%) note that CRT has a positive effect; 1/11 (9.1%) responded that
they could still teach numeracy and literacy without CRT but need to show an
interest in the culture



2/11 (18.2%) note that students do not talk about Native things, that CRT is
difficult in areas such as EQAO assessments, and if students are from different
geographical areas



1/11 (9.1%) noted that non-Indigenous students get offended if only teach
native stuff



1/11 (9.1%) believe that students will get credits due to the environment, not
CRT



There is no consensus related to well-being. Only 8/11 (62.7%) responded,
and of these there was no consistency. No teachers had more than one varying
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response to the question; 1/11 (9.1%) feel that self-esteem important; 1/11
(9.1%) feel that a safe environment is important; 1/11 (9.1%) feel that some
students find it hard to relate (to their Indigenous culture); 1/11 (9.1%) feel
students struggle when from non-traditional communities; 1/11 (9.1%) find
students take pride in re-connecting to the community; 1/11 (9.1%) do not feel
students have same caring and compassion as the teachers


2/11 (18.2%) believe CRT has a positive effect on behavior (more responsive,
more communication, attentiveness)



1/11 (9.1%) find culture can be reintroduced in facility; 1/11 (9.1%) believe
students challenge the school when it brings in cultural content



4/11 (36.4%) fell climate is positively affected by CRT



1/11 (9.1%) report all students get exposure to CRT; 1/11 (9.1%) feel that
some non-natives hate it

Effect of Rules and Regulations on Academics, Student Social Success, and Teacher’s
Ability to Teach:


2/11 (18.2%) report students attend classes “must go to school”, “almost
perfect attendance”



5/11 (45.5%) report interference with teaching abilities (canceled Elders,
restricted activities, restricted access to outside items for teaching, no outside
access, no sports teams



2/11 (18.2%) feel appointments interfere with academics



2/11 (18.2%) report routine good for students—time, meals, sleep



1/11 (9.1%) feel students are dealing with psychological and emotional issues



2/11 (18.2%) report rules and regulations effect academics, helps students with
a holistic approach



2/11 (18.2%) feel rules and regulations are good for students socially as there
is an expectation of good behavior and privileges can be attained



5/11 (45.5%) feel there is no effect on teacher’s ability to teach

498


4/11 (36.4%) feel the security routines interfere with teaching “security risks”,
“limit hands-on”, “more awareness and surveillance”, “security important”,
“bureaucracy in place”



4/11 (36.4%) report that interruptions interfere with ability to teach



1/11 (9.1%) indicated that “a lot of protocols can hurt infusion of cultural
content”

Teachers Definition of Success:


8/11 (72.7%) feel social-emotional success; healthier mind, body, and spirit;
progress in life is success; better humans and society



7/11 (63.3%) focussing on credit accumulation



5/11 (45.5%) report a sense of accomplishment/improvement



2/11 (18.2%) report attendance



4/11 (36.4%) indicate establishing rapport, gaining trust, personal connection,
independent work
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Appendix K
Research Observations Checklist and Field Notes
LOCATION A

Checklist

The information gathered in this section was gathered from two (2) visits and
integrated into one (1) document. The visits were separated by a time which allows
the researcher to include all information that may have been missed during each
correctional school visit. Only items seen are identified, a non-identification is not an
indication of an absence, only that it was not identified by the researcher.
O = Present

X = Absent

Academics & Assessment
Х
Ο

Teaching done in language students understand
Assessment in language students understand

Varied assessments types visible
Ο
demonstrations
Ο
Х
work samples
Ο
drawing
Ο
other
Varied assessment methods visible
Х
performance
Ο
Ο
Learning Goals
Ο
Success Criteria
Feedback
Х
written
Ο
smartboard

Ο

presentations Ο
observations Ο

authentic

Ο

holistic

verbal

Ο

checklist

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
Ο
Ο

projects
Ο
conversations Ο

Teachers acknowledge Indigenous culture
Indigenous culture present in teaching

tests
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Indigenous resources visible
Х
on wall
Ο
books
Ο
text
Ο
media
Ο
artifacts
Ο
Learning relevant based on global and cultural need (effecting Indigenous
persons)
Ο
Learning meaningful based on student need and culture
(personal and cultural identity)
Ο
Real world issues related to Indigenous population
Х
Culture present in learning activities
Ο
Students receive extra support (Kurzweil/speech to text/modifications/scribe)
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
Ο
Х
Ο

Student involved in giving input into what is taught
Students involved in decision making
Circles used

Learning strategies used
Х
stop and go Ο
Ο
group talk
Ο
Х
Ο
Ο
Ο
Ο

reflection
listening

Ο
Ο

time to think
observation & imitation

ILC courses
Multiple learning experiences
Local perspectives
Students can make choices based on learning preference
Students choose resources

Public Confidence
Ο
Ο
Х
Х
Ο
Ο
Ο

Students behave as if classroom is safe and caring
Classroom related to cultural identity
Student’s academic needs met
Classroom is inclusive
Classroom and institution reflect Indigenous knowledge, traditions & values
Students discuss success with teachers
Celebration of success (verbal/walls)
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Health & Well-being
Ο
Ο
Ο
Х
X
Ο
Ο
Х

Students feel positive in the classroom
Personal interests explored in classroom
Team approach to student learning/needs
Climate of trust (free speech/interactions in classroom)
Classroom appears safe and healthy learning environment
student-student
student-teacher
Teacher knows student’s name

Correctional Institution
Ο
Х
Х
Ο
Ο

Institutional routine interferes with classroom activities
School schedule dictated by institution
Students interact with each other
Internet access
Student behavior issues observed
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LOCATION A

Field Notes

All information gathered for this section of data was obtained from two (2)
visits to the correctional facility school. Each visit garnered information as the visits
were some time apart. This gives a richer array of data as there were two (2)
snapshots to which the researcher could observe areas of interest. This correctional
facility has two (2) separate classroom that are not integrated therefore the data is a
collective of the two (2) classrooms as it is a reflection on the correctional school(s) as
a collective. The data will not differentiate the separate classrooms as this may reflect
on individual teaching approaches which is not a focus of the research.
Data Gathered From Classroom Observation and Wall Walk
Academics & Assessment
It is evident from talking to both students and teachers that students are being
successful in their pursuit of credit accumulation. Some students are completing
their educational career by graduating through the work done at the correctional
education facility. Some students are completing grade 9 and 10 equivalency
courses as they have not been in school for an extended period of time. Many of the
students are completing judicial obligations and are only at the correctional facility
for a short period of time, very dissimilar to a traditional educational institution.
The majority of assessment is done through culminating exercises at the completion
of the units within the independent learning courses.
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
Students are completing the majority of their credits through independent learning
courses which are a series of units typically comprised of lessons totalling 20.
Students do the assigned tasks within the lesson and complete the lesson and unit
assessments. From conversation and observation there appears to be little Socratic
teaching or focus on a student’s traditional Individual Education Plan (IEP);
however, teachers will assist students when needed and lessons will be modified to
accommodate student’s needs. It is difficult for the teachers to follow a program
such as an IEP for the students as the students Ontario Student Record (OSR) may
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not arrive at the local board of education in a timely manner, or the education
authority which is responsible for the students education in their home community
has not forwarded the students’ academic information in a timely manner as
indicated by teacher. Teacher are making contact with educational organizations
and taking information from students as to what courses the students need to be
assigned in order to meet the student’s academic goals. During the time I spent at
the facility there was little evidence of classroom instruction, but this was due
mostly to timing of the school year and lack of student participation. There was no
evidence of materials based on or focused on Indigenous culture, either for student
use or for teaching purposes.
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
Students were involved in activities such as learning to play guitar and social
activities. The only observed cultural events were mentioned by both students and
teachers as happening through the Indigenous officer when they were available.
There is a wigwam and other cultural objects on the correctional facility grounds but
these are not used by the school. Being that the teachers have only their lived
experiences with Indigenous cultures and little training through the board of
education related to Indigenous cultures and students, I got the impression the
teachers were not comfortable infusing Indigenous cultural activities into the school
due to respect to the students in not wanting to disrespect any activity. Students had
a voice in what they were doing in the classroom on the visits I observed, but this
mostly centered on how much work was done in a session, and what was available
during the student’s free time, or reward time after doing school work.
Public Confidence
The majority of students were pleased with the educational experience they were
receiving at the correctional education facility. Their relationship with the teachers
was not commented on but there appeared to be a respect given toward the teaching
staff. Students were happy to work toward getting credits and some were keen to
finish and move on, speaking of college. Only two student mentioned the lack of
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Indigenous resources and content, one articulated their need for more Indigenous
content.

Health & Well-being
Teaching staff had different views on students, and the educational program, which
may have come from both their academic histories in the correctional education
facility as well as regular educational institutions, as well as their own lived
experiences with Indigenous populations. One teacher compared the regular and
correctional education programs at depth. The teachers believed that students health
and well-being is positive as their lives, though they are incarcerated, have more
structure, have a healthier lifestyle (meals, sleep), and area accomplishing
educational goals, even if it is improving their reading and numeracy levels.
Students appeared to be happy with the educational program, but some were
unhappy with their circumstances with the lack of freedom. Many students had a
high self-esteem in regards to their educational success, most of these students had
spent a lengthy time in this or another correctional education program to have some
consistency and success.
Correctional Institution
Facility security ensured that there was a correctional staff in each classroom when
students were present. School schedule was dictated by institutional schedule
(meals, recreation). There was a correctional staff present inside the classroom
where the segregated students were interviewed, but were in the line of sight (not
hearing) when students were interviewed in the interview room or the day room
(two locations used depending on the time of day).
No internet access.
No outside community members present.
Students may access the area outside the main building when staff dictated. None
seen during my visit.
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LOCATION B

Checklist

The information gathered in this section was gathered from two (2) visits and
integrated into one (1) document. The visits were separated by a time which allows
the researcher to include all information that may have been missed during each
correctional school visit. Only items seen are identified, a non-identification is not an
indication of an absence, only that it was not identified by the researcher.
O = Present

X = Absent

Academics & Assessment
Х
Х

Teaching done in language students understand
Assessment in language students understand

Varied assessments types visible
Ο
demonstrations
Х
Х
work samples
Х
drawing
Ο
other
Varied assessment methods visible
Х
performance
Х
Ο
Learning Goals
Ο
Success Criteria
Feedback
Х
written
Ο
smartboard

Х

presentations Ο
observations Х

authentic

Ο

holistic

verbal

Ο

checklist

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
Х
Х

projects
Х
conversations Х

Teachers acknowledge Indigenous culture
Indigenous culture present in teaching

tests
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Indigenous resources visible
Х
on wall
Х
books
Х
text
Х
media
Х
artifacts
Х
Learning relevant based on global and cultural need (effecting Indigenous
persons)
Х
Learning meaningful based on student need and culture
(personal and cultural identity)
Х
Real world issues related to Indigenous population
Х
Culture present in learning activities
Ο
Students receive extra support (Kurzweil/speech to text/modifications/scribe)
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
Ο
Х
Ο

Student involved in giving input into what is taught
Students involved in decision making
Circles used

Learning strategies used
Х
stop and go Ο
reflection
Х
time to think
Ο
group talk
Х
listening
Ο
observation & imitation
Х
ILC courses
Х
Multiple learning experiences
Х
Local perspectives
Ο
Students can make choices based on learning preference
Ο
Students choose resources
Public Confidence
Х
Х
Х
Х
Х
Ο
Х

Students behave as if classroom is safe and caring
Classroom related to cultural identity
Student’s academic needs met
Classroom is inclusive
Classroom and institution reflect Indigenous knowledge, traditions & values
Students discuss success with teachers
Celebration of success (verbal/walls)
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Health & Well-being
Х
Х
Х
Х
X
Х
Х
Х

Students feel positive in the classroom
Personal interests explored in classroom
Team approach to student learning/needs
Climate of trust (free speech/interactions in classroom)
Classroom appears safe and healthy learning environment
student-student
student-teacher
Teacher knows student’s name

Correctional Institution
Ο
Х
Х
Х
Ο

Institutional routine interferes with classroom activities
School schedule dictated by institution
Students interact with each other
Internet access
Student behavior issues observed
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LOCATION B

Field Notes

All information gathered for this section of data was obtained from two (2)
visits to the correctional facility school. Each visit garnered information as the visits
were some time apart. This gives a richer array of data as there were two (2)
snapshots to which the researcher could observe areas of interest.
Data Gathered From Classroom Observation and Wall Walk
Academics & Assessment
Students were achieving credits and appreciated the Indigenous and individual focus
that the teachers were able to give them. Students were completing their
coursework for graduation. Teachers were helping a student apply for university.
Assessment, according to students was individualized. Teachers did not work in
isolation but had each other as well as correctional institution staff present in the
room and occasionally working with students. Student projects were based on need
and ability as seen in the student work.
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
The teachers at this correctional education school coordinated their efforts with the
students, with students having access to the teachers for specific subjects as well as
when the teachers’ team taught. Each teacher had their own curriculum focus areas
but collaborated their efforts as well for some subjects. Though there were a
number of students in a similar course, each student worked doing their own task at
their individual level or skill and ability. Some subjects were full group
participation, others were based on student need to achieve a specific course. Most
teaching that was observed was done similar to a regular classroom setting but in
small groups. There was no independent learning course work happening while I
was observing. One student was learning a high level university course with a
blended learning model with teacher support and independent learning.
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
It was evident that the teachers and students had a great deal of communication,
with student needs the focus of the teacher attention. Both student and teacher
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flowed through the activity as it was happening with teacher direction but student
input. There was Indigenous artifacts presenting the classroom, students working
on Indigenous themed projects where teachers built in the curriculum based on the
students activity. Assessment was based on observation, and artifact, there was no
written assessment visible at the time of the observation but that is not to say that it
is not present. The 7 Grandfather Teachings are visible and students and staff both
mention that they are woven into the day and the lessons when appropriate.
Public Confidence
Students, except one who was not attending school due to disciplinary concerns,
were pleased with what was happening in the classroom. Those students that were
attending exhibited a positive mindset and sense of accomplishment. Students often
talked about their successes in the school. When I sked about Indigenous content
the students were very open with regards to what was present and what they were
doing with Indigenous themes. During one activity both students and teachers
participated equally. The tone of the school was positive.
Health & Well-being
Generally, students exhibited a positive sense of well-being related to the school and
their accomplishments and the type of school they were doing e.g., with Indigenous
content. Students and teachers were willing and open to talking in the classroom
and there was a sense that both teachers and students were working together. In the
school setting students were able to work in groups of two and there was a sense
from the students that they could succeed. From conversations with students it was
evident that some of them struggled academically in their community school as well
as socially.

Correctional Institution
Facility had one unit. Student schedule dictated by institutional schedule for meals,
recreation and security routines. Two classrooms where teachers co-taught
depending on subject and number of students. Students were allowed to have
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contact with each other in the classroom, but one student confined to cell due to
issues with teacher.
Correctional staff present during class time. During gym class correctional staff,
teachers and students all participated.
Indigenous room available with many artifacts that are used by the Indigenous
resource worker. Artifacts on the walls of the facility. Indigenous based meals
created by the facility during ceremonial celebrations.
Students searched before and after interviews.
Interviews conducted in the interview room with correctional staff present outside
door.
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LOCATION C

Checklist

The information gathered in this section was gathered from two (2) visits and
integrated into one (1) document. The visits were separated by a time which allows
the researcher to include all information that may have been missed during each
correctional school visit. Only items seen are identified, a non-identification is not an
indication of an absence, only that it was not identified by the researcher.
O = Present

X = Absent

Academics & Assessment
Х
Х

Teaching done in language students understand
Assessment in language students understand

Varied assessments types visible
Х
demonstrations
Х
Х
work samples
Х
drawing
Ο
other
Varied assessment methods visible
Х
performance
Х
Ο
Learning Goals
Ο
Success Criteria
Feedback
Х
written
Х
smartboard

Х

presentations Х
observations Х

authentic

Ο

holistic

verbal

Ο

checklist

Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
Х
Х

projects
Х
conversations Х

Teachers acknowledge Indigenous culture
Indigenous culture present in teaching

tests
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Indigenous resources visible
Х
on wall
Х
books
Х
text
Ο
media
Х
artifacts
Х
Learning relevant based on global and cultural need (effecting Indigenous
persons)
Ο
Learning meaningful based on student need and culture
(personal and cultural identity)
Х
Real world issues related to Indigenous population
Х
Culture present in learning activities
Х
Students receive extra support (Kurzweil/speech to text/modifications/scribe)
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
Х
Ο
Ο

Student involved in giving input into what is taught
Students involved in decision making
Circles used

Learning strategies used
Х
stop and go Ο
reflection
Ο
time to think
Ο
group talk
Х
listening
Х
observation & imitation
Х
ILC courses
Х
Multiple learning experiences
Х
Local perspectives
Ο
Students can make choices based on learning preference
Ο
Students choose resources
Public Confidence
Х
Х
Х
Х
Х
Ο
Х

Students behave as if classroom is safe and caring
Classroom related to cultural identity
Student’s academic needs met
Classroom is inclusive
Classroom and institution reflect Indigenous knowledge, traditions & values
Students discuss success with teachers
Celebration of success (verbal/walls)
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Health & Well-being
Х
Х
Ο
Х

Students feel positive in the classroom
Personal interests explored in classroom
Team approach to student learning/needs
Climate of trust (free speech/interactions in classroom)

Classroom appears safe and healthy learning environment
Х
student-student
Х
student-teacher
Х
Teacher knows student’s name
Correctional Institution
Ο
Х
Х
Х
Ο

Institutional routine interferes with classroom activities
School schedule dictated by institution
Students interact with each other
Internet access
Student behavior issues observed
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LOCATION C

Field Notes

All information gathered for this section of data was obtained from two (2)
visits to the correctional facility school. Each visit garnered information as the visits
were some time apart. This gives a richer array of data as there were two (2)
snapshots to which the researcher could observe areas of interest.
Data Gathered From Classroom Observation and Wall Walk
Academics & Assessment
There were a number of classroom to which each had a teacher. Each teacher taught
in a specific subject area and students would pass between classes depending on the
subjects they were engaged in. The school functioned similarly to a school in a
regular school system with periods and bells. Students were taking both
compulsory and elective subjects, mostly as the single student in the classroom as
there were few students of compulsory school age incarcerated at the time of the
research. Students were being successful gaining credits and there was a mix
between in-class teaching and independent learning courses, depending on the
subject matter and availability of resources (some resources were forbidden in the
institution e.g., chemicals for science). Some classes had formal assessment
practices such as test, other more informal such as completion of coursework and
students demonstrating knowledge in differentiated formats.
Strategies/Pedagogy/Curriculum/Accommodations
In compulsory courses teachers tended to teach in a more Socratic, standard format;
however, this depended on the course as some opportunities and resources were
restricted due to correctional facility rules and regulations. Due to the minimal class
sizes, typically one, students were given individual attention if needed. Some
students expected to be left alone to work independently unless then needed
assistance, and other, due to their lower cognitive level or lack of educational
experience needed more 1:1 support, and for a longer period of time. Students
worked on courses necessary to complete their requirements toward their Ontario
Secondary School Graduation Diploma based on their level of competency (locally
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developed, college, university). Due to the fact that many student’s local
communities were distant, student’s OSR files would not arrive at a timely manner
so teachers would rely on communication with other board of education or
education authorities in order to start students on courses. It was evident when
observing student–teacher interaction in [all] classrooms with only one student that
the student’s needs were accommodated.
Cultural Preference & Student Voice
Evident in the hallways of the school and the majority of classrooms were
Indigenous artifacts as well as student work and displays based on Indigenous
content. Most of the Indigenous content was outside the classroom, in the hallways
of the school and correctional facility itself. Students and teachers alike commented
on the Indigenous worker and how they involved students in a number of activities
after school hours and, on occasion, during school hours, to which a number of
teachers reported attending. Students did not comment on any presence or lack of
Indigenous content in the school or lessons unless prompted in the interview.
Students were less communicative in the classroom with me than the teachers. The
amount of inclusion of Indigenous artifacts and inclusion in lessons may have been
by teacher choice as there seemed to be no consistence with respect to the amount of
inclusion. The 7 Grandfather Teachings were displayed in numerous ways in the
school hallway.
Public Confidence
Students spoke highly of the school and their success. They also commented that
they knew which teachers cared about Indigenous content. A number of students
mentioned that they are more successful at the correctional education school than at
their own community schools. Students were engaged in their learning and
commented about their success.
Health & Well-being
Teachers felt safe in the school environment, particularly due to the correctional
facility rules and regulations. Students communicated with their peers between
classes as well as in class if there was more than one student. All students seemed
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confident in their abilities to gain credits and do well in school. One teacher
commented on a number of occasions that they would like to access the community
for student activities and they felt that students needed this social activity but could
not access due to facility rules and regulations and student incarceration conditions.
Student work in a number of classes were displayed in the school hallways, antibullying display and equity, inclusion and diversity displays were evident.
Correctional Institution
Large facility with large number of classrooms. Correctional staff present outside of
classrooms. Correctional staff present in interview room but at a distance so
confidentiality ensured.
School schedule centered on the correctional schedule.
Students allowed to interact in the classrooms. Restrictions of equipment in
classrooms due to security. Many references to Indigenous culture in correctional
facility as well as school.
No access for students to community was mentioned by staff.
Students escorted between classrooms, dining hall, and residential area by
correctional staff.
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Appendix L
School Effectiveness Framework Components, Indicators, and Evidence
Assessment for, as and of Learning
Indicator 1.1 Assessment is connected to the curriculum, collaboratively developed by
educators and used to inform next steps in learning and instruction.
At the school:
 Meaningful tasks, activities and experiences are designed to build on students’
diverse perspectives, knowledge and experiences–assess the depth of new
learning in order to identify next step
In the classroom:
 Educators and students co-construct success criteria in relation to authentic and
relevant performance tasks
 Multiple and varied opportunities are provided for students to demonstrate,
communicate and refine their learning.
Indicator 1.2 A variety of relevant and meaningful assessment data is used by students
and educators to continuously monitor learning, to inform instruction and to
determine next steps.
At the school:
 Student achievement data are collected (e.g., through observation, work
samples, conversations, assessment tasks) and disaggregated at critical
checkpoints in the learning each term/semester/year to monitor progress
toward school targets and in order to determine next steps to assure continuous
improvement in student achievement.
 Student assessments and achievement data inform the focus of professional
learning and provide insight to its impact on student learning.
In the classroom:
 A variety of assessment strategies and tools that meet the needs of all students
are used to improve learning and inform instructional decisions (e.g.,
observations, demonstrations and presentations, projects, work samples,
conversations, portfolios of student work).
 Student achievement information is collected through common assessment.
Students:
 Advocate for what they need as learners.
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Indicator 1.3 Students and educators build a common understanding of what students
are learning by identifying, sharing and clarifying the learning goals and success
criteria.
At the school:
 Shared understanding of assessment for, as and of learning is built.
In the classroom:




Learning goals and success criteria identify the intended student learning,
based on the knowledge, skills, concepts and processes from the Ontario
curriculum, including the achievement charts.
During the learning, students and teachers co-construct the success criteria
linked to learning goals.
Learning goals and success criteria are expressed in language that is
meaningful to students.

Indicator 1.4 During learning, timely, ongoing, descriptive feedback about student
progress is provided, based on student actions and co-constructed success criteria.
At the school:
 Ongoing, descriptive feedback is collaboratively analyzed to provide
information about student learning and to identify next steps.
 Student assessment and evaluation practices are collaboratively reviewed in
order to identify and address any potential systemic bias.
 Processes and practices are in place to recognize and celebrate student
progress.
In the classroom:
 Timely, explicit and constructive feedback related to the success criteria is
descriptive rather than evaluative and extends thinking.
 Student learning and progress is clarified throughout the learning process (e.g.,
through interviews, conferences and learning conversations with small groups,
pairs and/or individual students).
 Opportunities for students to provide quality feedback to classmates, educators
and themselves are planned and occur.
Students:
 Provide accurate, constructive and descriptive feedback to themselves, their
classmates, and educators in relation to the predetermined success criteria.
Indicator 1.5 Students are explicitly taught and regularly use self-assessment skills to
monitor, improve and communicate their learning, within the context of the Ontario
curriculum and/or Individual Education Plan (IEP).
At the school:
 Self-assessment is used throughout the school as a skill connected to higher
order processes such as metacognition and self-regulation.
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In the classroom:


Using co-constructed success criteria, opportunities are planned for students to
practise self and peer assessment.

Indicator 1.6 Assessment of learning provides relevant and meaningful evidence to
evaluate the quality of student achievement at or near the end of a cycle of learning
and to determine next steps.
At the school:
 A fair and equitable assessment and evaluation policy is in place, is clearly
articulated and shared with staff, students, parents and the community.
In the classroom:
 A range of evidence for the assessment of learning is collected through
observations, conversations and student products.
Students:
 Choose, where possible, how they demonstrate their learning for the purposes
of assessment of learning.
Indicator 1.7 Ongoing communication about learning is in place to allow students,
educators and parents to monitor and support student learning.
At the school:
 Parents are engaged through ongoing communication and dialogue to support a
positive learning environment at home and at school.
In the classroom:
 Students and parents are involved in an ongoing communication process
regarding student learning, through a variety of strategies (e.g., portfolio
discussions, student-led conferences, IEP meetings, conferences with
educators).
Students:
 Identify and communicate their learning preferences, individual strengths and
areas for further improvement.
 Participate in meetings regarding their learning and progress (e.g., student-led
conferences, IEP meetings, conferences with educators).
School and Classroom Leadership
Indicator 2.1 Collaborative instructional leadership builds capacity to strengthen and
enhance teaching and learning
At the school:
 Professional learning priorities are based on needs that emerge from the
analysis of student work and are aligned with the goals in the SIP.
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Parents are engaged through ongoing communication and dialogue to support a
positive learning environment at home and at school.
In the classroom:
 Student achievement data are used to identify and plan for instruction that
continuously moves students from current levels of achievement to applying
new knowledge and skills independently.
Indicator 2.2 Processes and practices are designed to deepen understanding of the
curriculum and refine instruction to improve student learning and achievement.
At the school:
 Professional learning is continuous and responsive to student learning needs,
identified by a wide range of data and informed by ministry policy, resource
documents and board guidelines.
 Access to expertise and professional learning resources is provided in response
to the range of student needs.
 System resources are accessed to support professional learning.
 Structures, processes and practices that have been collaboratively established at
the school and school community are used to determine day-to-day decisionmaking, based on student needs e.g., pyramid of interventions/tiered approach.
In the classroom:
 Input from students on the effectiveness of instructional approaches is used to
address next steps.
 Professional learning supports the growth of a wide repertoire of evidencebased instructional strategies and their appropriate use.
Indicator 2.3 Organizational structures are coherent, flexible and respond to the
needs of students.
At the school:
 The allocation of human and other resources is responsive to changing student
needs.
In the classroom:
 The learning environment is both intellectually challenging and
developmentally appropriate for all students and is organized to optimize
teaching and learning.
Students:
 Advocate for conditions that support their learning.
Indicator 2.5 Staff, students, parents and school community promote and sustain
student well-being and positive student behavior in a safe, accepting, inclusive and
healthy learning environment.
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At the school:
 Safe and Accepting Schools Teams develop and update strategies to maintain
and improve the school climate e.g., bullying prevention and intervention
plans.
 The tenets of equity and diversity are embedded in the school culture.
In the classroom:
 Classroom practice reflects safe, accepting, inclusive, caring, respectful and
healthy learning environments.
 The learning environment supports the diversity of learners.
Students:
 Report incidents of discrimination, harassment, bullying and injustice and
contribute to solutions.
Student Engagement
Indicator 3.1 The teaching and learning environment is inclusive, promotes the
intellectual engagement of all students and reflects individual student strengths, needs,
learning preferences and cultural perspectives.
At the school:
 Equity, inclusivity and diversity practices reflect board and Ministry policy.
 Instruction is differentiated and curriculum materials, digital tools, human and
a range of other resources are provided to support student strengths and needs.
In the classroom:
 Ongoing feedback between and among students and teachers enables students
to refine both thinking and products.
 The teaching and learning environment enables students to reach ambitious
goals.
 Student input is actively and regularly sought with regard to curriculum
delivery and program needs.
Students:
 See themselves, their values, culture and interests reflected in their learning
environment.
 Voice their program needs.
Indicator 3.2 Students’ stated priorities that reflect the diversity, needs and interests of
the student population are embedded in School Improvement Plans (SIPs).
At the school:
 Student voice that reflects the diversity of the student population is actively
and regularly sought to inform school climate, instruction and program needs.
 Challenges and barriers to student participation are identified and resolutions
sought.
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In the classroom:
 Educators and students collaborate to create a positive learning environment in
the classroom and school that maximizes engagement, achievement and wellbeing.
 Students’ cultures, perspectives, interests and achievements are reflected in
their learning environment.
Students:
 Represent their own voice and the voice of others when advocating for
conditions that support their learning.
Indicator 3.3 Students are partners in dialogue and discussions to inform programs
and activities in the classroom and school that represent the diversity, needs and
interests of the student population.
In the classroom:
 A positive learning environment is established to support student engagement
and belonging.
 Classroom activities are created collaboratively and reflect the diverse needs
and interests of students.
Indicator 3.4 Students demonstrate a wide range of transferable skills, such as
teamwork, advocacy, leadership and global citizenship.
In the classroom:
 Creative, innovative and diverse perspectives are encouraged and nurtured.
 Positive peer, teacher, school and community relationships are evident and
fostered through intentional strategies and activities.
 Authentic learning experiences that incorporate a variety of diverse and
innovative perspectives foster a sense of responsibility and action-oriented
responses to global issues.
Curriculum, Teaching, and Learning
Indicator 4.1 A culture of high expectations supports the belief that all students can
learn, progress and achieve.
At the school:
 Student achievement is celebrated in an inclusive way throughout the school.
 Professional learning, grounded in evidence-based practice and research,
focuses on continuous improvement of teaching and learning.
In the classroom:
 Multiple and varied opportunities are provided for students to demonstrate
learning.
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Ongoing monitoring and moderation of student work informs instruction to
ensure that each student learns, progresses and achieves stated goals.
Students:
 Demonstrate and apply their learning in a variety of contexts and forms.
Indicator 4.2 A clear emphasis on high levels of achievement in literacy and numeracy
is evident throughout the school.
At the school:


Instructional practices are strategically used to meet the diverse learning needs
of students.

Indicator 4.3 Teaching and learning in the 21st Century is collaborative, innovative
and creative within a global context.
At the school:
 A global perspective is developed and presented across content areas through
inquiry based co-learning.
 Effective pedagogy is supported by diverse technologies.
In the classroom:
 A personal and local perspective is cultivated so that each student can make
relevant links to the curriculum.
Students:
 Have access to and select appropriate technologies based on the task.
 Use technologies to construct knowledge and document their learning.
Indicator 4.4 Learning is deepened through authentic, relevant and meaningful
student inquiry.
In the classroom:
 Students are engaged in exploring real-world situations/issues and solving
authentic problems.
 Self and peer assessment opportunities are used to establish a culture of
inquiry.
Indicator 4.5 Instruction and assessment are differentiated in response to student
strengths, needs and prior learning.
In the classroom:
 Choices are provided based on prior assessment of student learning, interests
and/or learning preferences.
 Students whose culture/first language differs from the culture/language of
instruction are intentionally supported in order to be able to access the intended
learning.
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Students:
 Make choices (e.g., assignment, resources, learning center task) based on their
readiness, interests and learning preferences.
 Have opportunities to identify their learning preferences and/or environment
(e.g., individually, in a quiet location away from others, in an active area of the
room, as part of a group).
Indicator 4.6 Resources for students are relevant, current, accessible, inclusive and
monitored for bias.
At the school:
 Resources that reflect diverse backgrounds, languages and cultures are
available to support all areas of learning in the Ontario curriculum and student
needs (e.g., digital tools and resources, graphic novels, manipulatives).
 Assistive technologies support the engagement of students.
 A process is in place to review student learning materials.
In the classroom:
 Authentic learning experiences and assessments incorporate contemporary
tools and resources to maximize learning in context.
 Students are supported in recognizing and deconstructing biases in resources.
Students:
 Explore, make connections to the world and apply their learning, using
resources that reflect diverse backgrounds, languages and cultures.
 Recognize and deconstruct biases.
Indicator 4.7 Timely and tiered interventions, supported by a team approach, respond
to individual student learning needs and well-being.
At the school:
 Educators are aware of the diverse community supports involved in assisting
students and can facilitate appropriate access to those services (e.g., settlement
workers, mental health agencies, public health units).
Students:
 Reflect on their needs and advocate for appropriate interventions.
Home, School, and Community Partnerships
Indicator 6.2 Students, parents and community members are engaged and welcomed,
as respected and valued partners in student learning.
At the school:
 Communication with parents is ongoing and timely.
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A process is in place to welcome and support new families to the school
community.
 The cultural and linguistic diversity of the school and community is recognized
and respected.
In the classroom:


The classroom environment is inviting for and respectful of students, parents
and community members.

Students:
 See themselves as valued members of the school community and take pride in
representing their school.
 Identify how their culture is reflected in the learning opportunities in the
classroom and school.
 Interact positively with peers, parents and community members.
Indicator 6.4 Learning opportunities, resources and supports are provided to help
parents support student learning and have productive parent–teacher–student
conversations.
At the school:
 A variety of forums and supports are available at the school and in the
community (e.g., curriculum evenings, workshops, guest speakers) to deepen
parents’ understanding of the teaching, learning and assessment processes.
In the classroom:
 Parents are enabled to participate fully in parent/teacher conferences (e.g.,
translators, babysitting, scheduling).
Students:
 Make connections between the learning at home and the learning at school.
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Appendix M
Facility Dynamics and Data Collection Report
Due to the limited exposure by the researcher to the students, the dynamics of
the facility (security, etc.) and the human resources that were able to be provided by
the facility for supervision, member checks of the interview questions for the students
was conducted immediately after the interviews to ensure clarity and accuracy.
Teacher interviews were conducted, transcribed and e-mailed to the teacher for
member checks. Any changes were noted in the returned e-mail. The teacher
questionnaire was done in a variety of ways since access to teachers and time frames
were difficult to keep consistent. Teachers were either given the questionnaire face-toface then interviews conducted after the laps of a day, or they were mailed, or e-mailed
to the teacher and returned, e-mailed and picked up by the researcher at a later date.
All interviews and questionnaires were separated by at least a day to decrease the
possibility of memory influencing the response.
FACILITY A
Facility Dynamics
A secure custody student could only comment on the experiences within the
secure unit classroom, and the same for the open unit students.
Classroom structures - The secure classroom was limited in its resources, visuals,
artifacts, and size. The only artifacts were a map of the world and a large mural with
Indigenous content. The open custody classroom had more artifacts than the secure
classroom but these artifacts were limited to educational resources, and none were
cultural based. Due to the winter break and summer break (this was the only time the
researcher could access the facility) no student-teacher interaction was observed. No
computers or SmartBoards are present in the facility.
Data Collection
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All student and teacher interviews were conducted in a secure room. During
student participation a youth officer was in attendance outside the room but was in
close proximity that they may have been able to hear student responses.
First student visit December 29 & 30, 2016
Youth workers were present at each questionnaire and interview session in the
closed unit. Closed facility students completed the questionnaire in the unit school,
the open custody students completed questionnaire in the unit day room.
At the time there were two students in the secure unit, and five students in the
open unit. Only one student on the secure unit qualified. On meeting the student, the
student, youth staff and researcher completed a puzzle as a way to establish a
relationship. When completing the questionnaire, which was read to them, the student
became fatigued but completed the questionnaire. Some questions (meaning) and
vocabulary needed to be explained to the students. Two of the five students in the
open unit agreed to participation. Of the other three students, two were not of age, and
one was at the facility less than one month. Both participating students were very shy,
and only agreed to participate if I read the questions to them as a group. Neither
students could see the other’s response. Some questions (meaning) and vocabulary
needed to be explained to the students. Two minor breaks were needed in order for the
students to complete the questionnaire. One of the students did not immediately return
after the first break but returned shortly after. At the second break the missed
questions were completed by this student.
Second student visit July 15 & 16, 2017
Of the three students in secure custody only two qualified and only one
volunteered to participate. This student (Dakota–A) had the information and consent
sheet read to them, as well as the questionnaire which they completed. In open
custody only three students qualify, and all volunteered to participate. One student has
not attended any school since grade five, another had graduated while in custody.
Youth offenders were present in the vicinity of the researcher and participant for the
questionnaire completion but could not hear the conversation.
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First teacher visit Nov 26, 2015
The two teachers were sent the information form, consent form, and
questionnaire in the mail. This was at the request of the teachers as it was more
convenient for them as their time was limited. Since each teacher taught in a separate
unit of the YCC their perspective spoke to the classroom that they specifically were
assigned. Interviews took place in the interview room for privacy. Each teacher had
taught in the regular school system and had various experiences in teaching and
subjects. Questionnaires were returned to me via mail in a pre-addressed envelope.
FACILITY B
Facility Dynamics
Unit Structure – This YCC is closed custody only. There are two classrooms
in the facility with a teacher for each classroom. Within the facility there are
numerous cultural reference on the walls, either through posters, artifacts, or paintings.
Classroom Structure – The classrooms had a number of Indigenous artifacts in
the classroom including posters with Indigenous content, paintings of animals related
to the 7 Grandfather Teachings, posters on learning and education, a depiction of the
medicine wheel, celebration and acknowledgment of student work including student
generated posters on the 7 Grandfather Teachings with teacher added Ojibwa names to
identify the 7 Grandfather Teaching traits, Aboriginal Education Equal Rights Poster,
(Indigenous) self-image and pride posters, educational anchor charts (paragraph
structure, narrative paragraph structure), student projects included working with
leather.
During the classroom observation teachers were seen working with students in
a 1:1 capacity as well as students working independently. There were only two (2)
students in the classroom during the first observation and three students at the time of
the second observation. There was a lot of teacher interaction with students, and some
youth officer interaction as well in an educational capacity. In this facility youth
officers are posted in the classroom at all times and the number of staff is determined
by student behavior. Students participate in current events daily as well as scheduled
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physical activity to which the teachers, students, and youth staff participate. The
classroom integrates activities of an Indigenous cultural nature with the assistance of
the facility cultural staff, which include smudging. Computers are available for
student use, including internet which is heavily monitored. A SmartBoard is used in
the main classroom. Students access a greater degree of Indigenous cultural activities
outside the classroom hours. The facility has a culturalroom which runs activities that
the facility initiate such as cultural circles, drumming, smudging, a grandfather drum,
and medicine wheel activities.
Data Collection
All student and teacher interviews were conducted in a secure room. During
student participation a youth officer was in attendance outside the room and could not
hear student responses.
First student visit February 16 & 17, 2017
At the time of this visit there were four students residing in the YCC, one
student was not attending school due to behavior, one student was under age for the
research and two students volunteered to participate. The first student is 21 years of
age and had obtained their remaining credits to graduate while in custody. This
student will be attending college in the fall (accepted offer). This student read and
completed the questionnaire without any assistance. During the interview this student
was very articulate with answers and initiated conversation with the researcher about
their personal experience with cultural identity. They had attended more than one
facility while in custody and was able to articulate their experience in both facilities to
the researcher which were recorded separately as such.
The second student volunteer is 17 years old and most of their education has
been within a correctional education program. Both the information sheet & consent
form, and the questionnaire were read to the student who completed the questionnaire
themselves. This student has been in custody since the age of 12 and has had exposure
to numerous teachers. In the interview this student was not very communicative.
Second student visit July 12 & 13, 2017
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The YCC has had some behavior issues before this data collection but all
students are attending summer school. At this time there are seven offenders in the
facility, all self-identified as First Nation, Métis or Inuit. Of the seven, three students
qualify and all three agreed to participate. Student Charlie–B was very talkative and
had been homeless before being incarcerated. Student Drew–B was not talkative and
stated that they had learning issues while in school. Student Lee–B was talkative, had
just turned 18 years of age, and had been in and out of custody a number of times in
the last six months. This student indicates that they get angry quickly and got kicked
out of the correctional education program classroom, as they do not get along with one
of the teachers. Student Lee–B reported being removed from the reserve and moved to
a larger town, and once being kicked out of the local school never returned.
Teacher visit Feb 16, 2017
Teachers were mailed the questionnaire before the meeting at the YCC as the
teacher’s time was limited and there needed to be a time difference between the
questionnaire and the interview. The two teachers had various experiences in the
regular school system as well as teachable subjects. Each teacher has had limited
exposure to teaching in a correctional education program. Interviews were conducted
in the secure interview room.
FACILITY C
Facility Dynamics
Unit structure - This YCC is closed custody only. There are multiple
classrooms in the facility with a teacher for each classroom. Within the facility there
are numerous cultural and educational references on the walls.
Classroom structures – Since there are multiple classrooms and multiple
teachers the school can provide multiple course offerings and multiple levels. The
majority of courses are taught in an environment to which the student to teacher ratio
is 1:1 or 1:2. Classrooms (except the gym) displayed multiple examples of student
work and the hallways displayed educational reference such as an author board,
promotion of reading board, science board, information on growth mindset, equity and
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inclusion, and International Women’s Day. Cultural references on the hallway walls
included diversity, health and wellness, educational practice posters with Indigenous
content, posters of Indigenous authors and of the 7 Grandfather Teachings. Some of
the classrooms had technology such as computers and all classrooms had a
SmartBoard. There was a considerable lack of Indigenous material visible in the
classrooms
Data Collection
All student and teacher interviews were conducted in a secure room. During
student participation a youth officer was in attendance inside the room but was not in
close proximity, however they may have been able to hear student responses.
First student visit March 9 & 10, 2017
At the time of this visit there were five (5) students at the YCC, only three
qualified from the criteria. Student Adrian–C read and completed the information and
consent form, as well as the questionnaire without researcher assistance except to
clarify a few questions on vocabulary (circles, cultural perspective, cultural
preferences).

Student Jamie–C was very articulate and talkative, home community

not where the facility was located, and 17 years of age. This student asked why there
were so many cultural based questions to which I explained the significance of the
research questions. Student Cory–C self-identified as Métis, however with discussions
with the teaching staff, there is some concern as to the legitimacy of the Métis status.
Since students self-identify this is difficult to confirm.
Second student visit May 26 & 27, 2017
Student Dallas-C was the only student available who would qualify for
participation in the research with respect to two identifiers (Indigenous, length of time
at facility). This student is 19 years of age and has graduated from school and
completing his sentence. It was determined that since this student was not following
the curriculum, nor being evaluated that their data would not be part of the data set.
First teacher visit March 9 & 10, 2017
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During the first YCC visit six teachers were teaching, of the six, five teachers
volunteered to participate. Of these five, one teacher had been sent the questionnaire
ahead of the visit as contact had been previously made. Of the other teachers, they had
volunteered on the day of the visit. All interviews were conducted in a private setting
over the course of the school day.
Second teacher visit May 26, 2017
Two teachers were unavailable in the first visit but had agreed to volunteer.
Interviews were conducted first as this was the only time that the teachers were
available, and since school was not in session on a weekend, the teachers were given
the questionnaire to complete and return in a self-addressed envelope. Teachers were
instructed to not collaborate in completing the questionnaire. During the interview
teacher 6–C was not talkative and needed prompting with some of the questions in the
interview. Teacher 7–C was very talkative and had insight into the local community
and community schools.

