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Some Mennonite churches are rightly engaged in reckoning with 
their complicity in colonialism, racism, the Doctrine of Discovery, 
the dispossession of Indigenous lands, and the attempted erasure of 
Indigenous cultural and spiritual identities through Indian residen-
tial schools and other institutions. Some Mennonite churches are 
recognizing that the kind of work they need to do in order to truly 
participate in mutual, just, and reconciled relationships with Indig-
enous peoples must include acts of truth-telling, repentance and 
apology, spiritual covenants with Indigenous communities, repara-
tions, and land back. This complicated and difficult work has no sim-
ple template or checklist. It needs to happen in denominations, in-
stitutions, local congregations, and at the personal level.1 This paper 
cautions that the manner of carrying out this important and neces-
sary work must not perpetuate white supremacy within churches or 
privilege particular ethnicities as “truly” Mennonite. While an “eth-
nic Mennonite” identity (a term I discuss below) may be helpful in 
terms of tying some people to their family histories and certain 
forms of complicity, it should not be considered theologically as an 
identity to be maintained. My focus is on Mennonite churches. This 
does not suggest that those who identify as Mennonite, in cultural or 
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family terms but not in connection with a Mennonite church, do not 
have their own work to do. Rather, I want to highlight the particular 
dangers for Mennonite churches in how this work is done and to sig-
nal the need to be more intentional about Mennonite identity as a 
faith identity. 

My starting point is the settlement of Mennonite immigrants 
from imperial Russia to southern Manitoba in the 1870s on lands 
delineated in Treaty 1. This treaty and others, framed by European 
concepts of land ownership intent on extinguishing Indigenous sov-
ereignty, did not honour Indigenous intentions of stewardship and 
land sharing. Treaties to eliminate Indigenous peoples were colonial 
strategies that continue to do great harm. My maternal ancestors 
were part of the group that settled in the West Reserve—with names 
like Gerbrandt, Heinrichs, Neufeld, and Penner. This is my history 
and also a present reality. Though I do not currently live on Treaty 
1 territory, I continue to benefit from the material prosperity of 
these lands as well as the cultural and religious capital it facilitated 
for my ancestors, present-day Mennonite communities, and 
churches. The Russian Mennonite migrants of the 1870s understood 
themselves as a community defined primarily by distinctive faith 
commitments. After all, one motivating factor for leaving Russia 
was the religiously rooted concern about changing rules on exemp-
tion from military service as well as related questions about their 
place within the Russian social and political order. Furthermore, 
Mennonites were a recognizably distinct ethnic, cultural, and lin-
guistic group2 with complex family ties and a desire for more farm-
land in order to sustain thriving families and communities.  

In a case study, Reina Neufeldt examines the 1870s settlements 
and how Mennonites in Canada became “implicated subjects.” Men-
nonites were not the architects of British settler colonialism but did 
participate in a system that sought to eliminate Indigenous pres-
ence. While not at the top of the social structure with the British in 
Canada, Mennonite agricultural productivity and skin colour pre-
sented a path for these Mennonites to ascend within the settler-state 
hierarchy privileging those who were “white.”3 Community struc-
tures, sustained by civic as well as religious leadership within Men-
nonite settlements, contributed to their economic and social suc-
cess.4 

Neufeldt’s article makes a strong case for the nuance of the term 
“implicated subjects” and its applicability to early white Mennonite 
settlers in Canada. I defer to her description of how this happened 
while I explore the question of who these implicated subjects are. 
That is, who are Mennonites as implicated subjects? In her paper, 
Neufeldt refers to Russian Mennonites as “an ethnoreligious group,” 
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who “arrive[d] and settle[d] en masse on a dedicated immigrant re-
serve area,” and came to be regarded as a “model minority for the 
settler state.” (I will refer to this group and their descendants as 
“ethnic Mennonites”5—a term that typically includes those of 
Dutch/Russian or Swiss/German origin in various waves of settle-
ment. While this term is theologically problematic, it helpfully sig-
nals that such persons may be recognized as “Mennonite” simply 
because of familial and cultural connections rather than faith com-
mitments.) Neufeldt notes that only recently have Mennonites 
raised critical questions about their settler-colonial history. This is 
evidenced in the recent decision of Mennonite Church Canada to 
formally repudiate the Doctrine of Discovery.6 

There is a subtle but significant difference between the commu-
nity that settled the dispossessed land, described in ethnoreligious 
terms perpetuated primarily by birth and family, and a contempo-
rary religious entity, Mennonite Church Canada. Mennonite Church 
Canada is not the simple and direct successor of the 1870s immi-
grant group (and Neufeldt does not suggest they are). Some people 
have Mennonite ancestry and benefitted from settlement, but do not 
want affiliation with Mennonite churches—often for very under-
standable reasons. On the other hand, some members of Mennonite 
churches have no ancestral connection to these settlements or eth-
nicities. It is significant that a denominational entity such as Men-
nonite Church Canada is structured in ways that facilitate collective 
speech and collective action much more easily and effectively than 
for those Mennonites who hold a purely ethnic identity. 

There is an ongoing tension between Mennonite identity in eth-
nic/cultural terms (entry by birth) and Mennonites as a church (en-
try by faith and baptism).7 However, there can be some uneasy slip-
page between how the term “Mennonite” is used to refer to these 
groups. All settlers in Canada, including Mennonites by ancestry, 
church affiliation, or both (which describes my situation) are 
obliged to face complicity in settler colonialism and engage in re-
dress and reconciliation. However, in this undertaking, I point out 
that naming complicities of Mennonite communities partly defined 
in familial and ethnic terms must not further privilege, even if inad-
vertently, the white Russian or Swiss/German Mennonites within 
the Mennonite church.  

I acknowledge three important issues that are beyond the scope 
of this paper. First, some Mennonites, however defined, deny there 
were historical wrongs committed and/or deny that people in the 
present bear some responsibility for this past. A very different pa-
per would be needed to address those claims. Second, some people 
are Mennonite and Indigenous—these are not exclusive identities.8 



132 Journal of Mennonite Studies 

This paper will refer to Mennonite churches in Canada as over-
whelmingly settler churches, though I recognize the dangers of eras-
ure potentially conveyed by this definition. Third, my focus on par-
ticular “Mennonite” responsibility is not intended to detract from 
the responsibility that the Crown and all settler Canadians, includ-
ing settler Mennonites, have as Canadians with respect to past and 
present injustices. 

I am not proposing a resolution to the ethnic-religious tensions 
within Mennonite communities per se. Rather, I am arguing that for 
the sake of justice and reconciliation to which all churches are 
called, Mennonite churches ought to be especially attentive to ways 
that their reflection on the history of Mennonite settlement in Can-
ada can function to reassert white supremacy9 in these churches 
even in the process of pursuing reconciliation. 

My congregation, Stirling Avenue Mennonite Church in Kitche-
ner, Ontario, is currently deciding whether to enter into a spiritual 
covenant with Six Nations of the Grand River regarding the church 
property.10 On one particular Sunday in this process, members were 
invited to tell personal and family stories of Mennonite settlement 
in the region.11 Some could talk about family histories that extended 
back nearly two hundred years. It was interesting to learn about 
these personal histories, about whose ancestors settled in which 
township, how they cleared the land, what kinds of farming they did, 
and how they survived and thrived in harsh conditions. Many were 
eager to share, tell their family stories, and point out historical con-
nections to other families in the church. During this discussion I de-
tected several underlying dynamics. Congregants seemed to know a 
lot about their family histories of settlement in the region and took 
pride in their pioneering spirit. At the same time, there was recog-
nition that the reason these stories were being told was to reckon 
with a problematic history of the dispossession of Indigenous lands, 
although most were unclear about how this process unfolded.12 Some 
confessed that their family stories were silent about whose land they 
settled on and what their presence meant for Indigenous people. 
This sharing of family histories provided concrete ties to settler co-
lonialism and signalled an openness to learn more about a sup-
pressed history.  

Yet, the conversation remained an overwhelmingly “ethnic Men-
nonite” one. Mennonites of European descent were at the centre and 
their stories were the ones offered as the church’s collective narra-
tive. This narrative, formerly only celebrated, now required inter-
rogation for the sake of reconciliation. If “Mennonite settlement” 
occurred in family units with distinctive cultural/ethnic character-
istics, then the conversation about what one Mennonite 
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congregation ought to do in response can be bound up with norma-
tive conceptions of Mennonites as defined by particular ethnicity 
and history. Those church members who are also settlers, but whose 
ancestors were not ethnic Russian or Swiss/German Mennonites, 
were not active in this conversation. They listened and learned from 
the “ethnic Mennonites.” And while they may not all be complicit in 
the same way, their silence reinforces a view of who is “truly Men-
nonite” and, therefore, who defines who Mennonites are and what 
Mennonites ought to do in response. 

Settler colonialism did not end with settlement. Some subsequent 
mechanisms of white supremacy, such as Indigenous residential 
schools and culturally insensitive forms of mission, were under-
taken more directly by Mennonite churches and organizations sup-
ported by these churches. Mennonite churches are therefore the col-
lective agents which must speak to their responsibility for these ac-
tions. However, the initial settlement of land in Waterloo Region two 
hundred years ago was undertaken at a time when ethnicity, familial 
ties, and church identity were intricately bound up in one another. 
How can that history be reckoned with in ways that resist and undo 
that binding? My cautionary advice should not be taken as an excuse 
to pause that necessary work. But I maintain that telling the truth 
about the past and reflecting on how histories and lands relate to 
present Mennonite identities are aspects of the repair work that 
needs to be done. 

The dispossession of Indigenous lands, whether in Waterloo Re-
gion where I currently live or in southern Manitoba which reflects 
part of my own family’s story, presents a challenge to Mennonite 
identity in at least two ways. The first relates to Mennonite excep-
tionalism, a dynamic with several dimensions. Exceptionalism re-
fers to a self-identity as special because of the perceived truth of 
Mennonite convictions and/or history of suffering for those convic-
tions. This may manifest in the belief that Mennonites are not sus-
ceptible to the violence that is taken to be characteristic of the 
“world” from which we have sought separation. In particular, the 
use of violence by nation-states and the alignment of many Christian 
traditions with the armed forces of nation-states has traditionally 
been viewed by Mennonites as inimical to the biblical principle of 
nonresistance. This can locate violence outside of the (Mennonite) 
church that explicitly seeks separation from the overt violence of 
armed forces. Many Mennonites have understood themselves to be 
the people of peace—nonresistant objectors to military service, and 
more recently, active agents for peace and justice. This is rooted in 
a (contested) belief that Anabaptism best captures the essence of 
the early church and of a discipleship following the example of 
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Jesus. Unfortunately, at times Mennonites have taken this aspira-
tional self-identity to be a description of their reality. Mennonite ex-
ceptionalism has inhibited recognition of various forms of violence 
within the community,13 but also externally.14 It is manifested in the 
kind of settler colonial violence upon which Mennonites negotiated 
for and received land and special privileges from state authorities. 
Exceptionalism can also claim persecution and martyrdom, par-
tially because of commitments to nonresistance with respect to state 
violence, as proof of Mennonite faithfulness. According to this form 
of exceptionalism, such faithful suffering on account of rejecting vi-
olence assumes that Mennonites cannot also be perpetrators of vio-
lence.15  

The Mennonite “peace witness” has never been static; it has al-
ways been contextual and evolving.16 The move towards activism 
and justice increasingly demands acknowledgement of how Men-
nonites have been implicated as active agents of violence. It is a sig-
nificant development that some Mennonites, Mennonite churches, 
and Mennonite institutions have begun to recognize these failures 
and have taken steps (even if tentative) to seek more just and mutual 
relationships with Indigenous peoples.17 Good intentions alone will 
not ensure that further harm is not done in the process. 

The second challenge emerges from this growing commitment 
within Mennonite churches and church-related institutions to ad-
dress settler colonialism.18 If, among other things, the credibility of 
Mennonite witness calls for a truthful reckoning of Mennonite com-
plicity in the dispossession of Treaty 1 territory, this may further 
centre particular aspects of Mennonite history and its primary ac-
tors—white Russian Mennonites and their descendants—as the key 
to a more just Mennonite future. If “redemption” or at least rehabil-
itation of Mennonite self-identity is tied to this process of acknowl-
edgement, then the stories, attitudes, and actions of some Mennon-
ites—those already most often recognized internally and externally 
as “real Mennonites”—will be regarded as more important than oth-
ers. 

This is a problem for a reason that I will identify in primarily 
theological terms. Inspired by the vision in Acts 2 of people of many 
languages and nations coming together in mutual understanding 
and transformation, the vision of ethnically diverse Mennonite 
churches has been embraced at local, regional, national, and global 
levels. Globally, white Mennonites are in a minority.19 In Canada, a 
vision of becoming an “intercultural church” is endorsed by several 
denominational entities.20 As defined by Safwat Marzouk, an inter-
cultural church is one which “fosters a just diversity, integrates dif-
ferent cultural articulations of faith and worship, and embodies in 
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the world an alternative to the politics of assimilation and segrega-
tion.”21 Mennonite Church Eastern Canada’s Intercultural Mission 
Minister Fanosie Legesse notes that persons and groups are often 
drawn by the Anabaptist commitment to peace. However, newcom-
ers can also show long-time Mennonites their “blind spots” in rec-
onciliation with Indigenous people.22  

In his recent doctoral dissertation, Hyung Jin Kim Sun criticizes 
how the privileging of the “‘foundational’ ethnicities” of the Men-
nonite church in Canada fosters a system in which those not part of 
such groups can never be fully Mennonite. At best, they may be 
“perpetual ‘guests’ of the ‘hosts,’” and are often the targets of more 
pernicious forms of ethnocentrism and racism. This inhibits true in-
terculturality.23 There are many subtle and not-so-subtle ways that 
white ethnic Mennonites perpetuate their privilege in Mennonite 
churches. These include discourses about Mennonite last names, 
foods, jokes, songs,24 and rituals of genealogical definition such as 
the “Mennonite game.”25 Church and institutional leadership are 
still dominated by ethnic Mennonites and this reinforces public per-
ception of who is a Mennonite. Even at the conference on Indige-
nous-Mennonite encounters at which a version of this paper was 
presented,26 Mennonite identity was frequently claimed in terms of 
ancestry rather than faith affiliation. With respect to the church, the 
challenge for myself and Mennonites like me is to unlearn the prac-
tices of ancestral and ethnic privilege and white supremacy that re-
inforce my centrality in the Mennonite community, while at the 
same time fully recognizing the problematic legacy of settler colo-
nialism. 

Many Canadians instinctively think of historic responsibility as 
transmitted genealogically. Even those who say “I’m not responsible 
for what my ancestors did” are reinforcing that assumption pre-
cisely by denying responsibility at the point where it is assumed that 
such transmission may lie. With respect to Mennonite settlements 
on Treaty 1 territory, the benefits of land and material, cultural, and 
racial capital were indeed transmitted primarily along family lines. 
There is not only church complicity but also familial, cultural com-
plicity—much of it occurring simultaneously. It is not that ancestry 
and culture, including community that might be formed and recog-
nized in terms of ethnicity, are not relevant. These may be essential 
for understanding the mechanisms by which certain privileges were 
granted and are maintained. But as we seek to understand “ethnic 
Mennonite” mechanisms of privilege in terms of land, it is also nec-
essary to resist their power to structure the identity and, therefore, 
dominate the future actions of Mennonite churches. 
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The church has a particular way of understanding its continuity 
over time. For theological reasons, this is not defined by ancestry. 
In my writing on church apologies for historical wrongs, I argue that 
the doctrine of the communion of saints linking Christians across 
space, time, and even death is especially relevant for understanding 
the coherence and integrity by which the church in the present may 
repent for the actions of the church in the past. Archbishop Michael 
Peers, primate of the Anglican Church of Canada, apologized in 1993 
for running Anglican residential schools. When he said “We failed 
you” to survivors and their families, he spoke on behalf of an eccle-
sial “we” that extended through time.27 Entry into this communion 
is not by birth or blood but by faith and baptism. Its continuity over 
time is theologically grounded in the sacramentally mediated con-
nections with its living head, Jesus Christ.28 No one is born a Chris-
tian. Even churches that practice infant baptism do so on the basis 
of faith—on the faith of the community and the parents rather than 
the one baptized.29 

The fact that the church is constituted as a body over time by the 
communion of saints, and not by ancestry, was poignantly illustrated 
at the 2009 Mennonite World Conference (MWC) assembly in Para-
guay during an act of reconciliation between Lutherans and Men-
nonites. Leaders from these two traditions embraced—Lutheran 
World Federation General Secretary Ishmael Noko and MWC Pres-
ident Danisa Ndlovu, both of whom were from Zimbabwe. Neither 
had an ancestral connection to the sixteenth-century European his-
tory of persecution acknowledged at the conference. Yet, because of 
their baptism and leadership roles, each was authorized by their 
church to speak unambiguously on its behalf to a history which had 
become “their history.”30 This also challenges me to reflect on how 
the history of Anabaptist-Mennonite churches in Zimbabwe be-
comes my history as well. 

I must clarify an implication that I am not drawing from this in-
cident. The embrace of two leaders of Zimbabwean descent in the 
name of reconciliation for a sixteenth-century history might suggest 
that those European “origins” represent the core or the essence of 
Anabaptism to which “others” are gradually grafted on over time or 
by mission, migration, or marriage. The embrace at the MWC as-
sembly may even suggest that Ndlovu’s Mennonite identity has in-
tegrity because he is explicitly relating himself to the history of Eu-
ropean persecution which is the story of his spiritual forbears (but 
not his ancestral ones). However, the significance of the sixteenth 
century must be found not in family lines but in the embodied con-
victions of communities of faith articulating a vision centred on Je-
sus Christ where all are welcomed and many have joined. This 
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European history can be important and necessary to reckon with, 
but without perpetually allowing the centre to define the whole.  

Anabaptism, and the Mennonite church groups which emerged 
historically, ought to be understood as a reforming movement for 
the sake of the one church and not as the foundation for contempo-
rary denominations or ethnic groups. This is a theological (not soci-
ological) argument and not even a strictly historical one. Regardless 
of what early Anabaptist reformers understood themselves to be do-
ing, for the sake of the vision of ecclesial unity in John 21:17 and 
Ephesians 4:1–6, “Mennonite” identity should always be a provi-
sional and temporary identity, for the sake of the reform and faith-
fulness of the whole church.31 Faithfulness, for Mennonite churches 
in Canada, demands wrestling with complicity in past and ongoing 
injustices of the Western colonial project and its oppression of In-
digenous people. Mennonite ethnic identity may be a helpful instru-
ment in connecting some to their family histories (of settler coloni-
alism) and even fostering accountability for that past. However, it 
should not be considered theologically as an identity to be main-
tained. Even as a distinctive faith tradition, “Mennonite” is not an 
ultimate identity but one which may temporarily serve as a way of 
indicating specific forms of Christian faithfulness. 

Elaine Enns and Ched Myers’s Healing Haunted Histories is a 
rich resource for the settler work of decolonization. Enns reflects 
deeply on her own Russian Mennonite family history. Their three-
fold framework of Landlines, Bloodlines, and Songlines speaks pow-
erfully and prophetically to someone like me who has a similar story 
and to the paradox of focusing on white Mennonite settlers in the 
process of trying to de-centre Mennonite white settlers. The Land-
line trajectory considers the “where” of decolonization. The Blood-
line trajectory considers the “who,” including how intergenerational 
traumas shape identity. The Songline trajectory refers to those sto-
ries, convictions, and hopes that form and animate a faith commu-
nity. Songlines draw on “the traditions of faith and Spirit that ani-
mated resilience and redemptive practices in our ancestry . . . and 
that help us work for justice and healing today.”32 I am concerned 
that this last category, to the extent that it presents a normative vi-
sion of church, may be overly determined here by the concept of 
ancestry and cultural practices of the dominant group. Given the 
overwhelming whiteness of Mennonite churches in Canada and the 
privilege accorded to “ethnic Mennonites,” even drawing on the 
“cultural practices . . . that sustain and transform individuals and 
communities”33 risks centring particular cultures within churches 
at the expense of a truly intercultural church. To be sure, they do 
acknowledge the ambiguity of this dimension of the Songline 
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trajectory, noting that “for settlers, Songlines often stand in tension 
with inherited Landlines and Bloodlines, especially as they call us 
to defect from our family, race, class, and gender socialization.”34 
Within the framework Enns and Myers propose, my plea is that, as 
Canadian Mennonite church communities support the Bloodline and 
Landline work that needs to happen, it not detract from the 
churches’ more basic identity as Songline communities defined by 
Christian faith moving to embody a truly intercultural ecclesiology. 

Yes, privilege tied to familial inheritance of resources and eth-
nic/cultural identities have indeed come into the church and this is 
a complex history that must be faced. While I am not rejecting the 
idea that some responsibility does accrue from ancestry, I am argu-
ing that churches ought to be very careful with how they account for 
this and to what extent it constitutes the identity of the church. Fur-
thermore, as Enns and Myers acknowledge elsewhere, traditions of 
faith are not only positive resources for justice but embodied com-
munities of justice, as well as injustice. And this brings me back to 
the concern of my paper: that we not insert problematic assumptions 
about ancestry, family, and thus “whiteness” (in this case) into our 
understanding of the essence of church, lest it fail to serve as a crit-
ical resource for calling us towards justice.  

There is value in statements that churches, in their ability to 
speak and act collectively, make about the past, including apologies 
and commitments to the future. The collection Be It Resolved: Ana-
baptists & Partner Coalitions Advocate for Indigenous Justice is ec-
clesiologically significant because it makes clear that there is a tra-
dition of such statements which already bind church entities in par-
ticular ways. It calls them to live out these commitments. While such 
statements are never sufficient, they can be valuable in terms of set-
ting an overall direction, educating members, acknowledging suf-
fering, affirming moral norms, and fostering public accountability. 

Such statements should speak truthfully about the past, naming 
the wrongs done and the collective entities responsible while recog-
nizing that their primary value and purpose is to mobilize action in 
the present and future. Indeed, the present and future often require 
a deep reckoning with the past. But this reckoning is done by moral 
agents with capacities to think about the meaning of the past in the 
present rather than in a vacuum. I believe listening to the testimony 
of Indigenous persons is at the centre of this process. The challenge, 
for the oppressor group, is not to engage with presuppositions of 
what will be said or what needs to happen next. The moral task be-
fore churches is to be communities engaged in listening and re-
sponding. The churches that are best positioned to take just actions 
are, I would argue, those who recognize a call to embody a deep 
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intercultural diversity and to resist white supremacy. For Mennon-
ite churches in Canada, this entails de-centring ethnic Mennonites. 

Political philosopher Janna Thompson writes about how collec-
tives such as churches or nations ought to understand their respon-
sibility for past injustices. She proposes that such responsibility be 
conceived in terms of how collectives might be “morally reliable in-
tergenerational institutions.”35 A collective such as a church can be 
a moral agent through its decisions, statements, and actions. A 
church wants future members to be guided in positive ways by its 
decisions, programs, institutions and, indeed, by its very identity 
into the future. Mennonite churches believe there is something 
about their specific embodiment of the Christian faith that is worth 
commending to others across time and space. This process creates 
obligations over time. Responsibility for the past moral failures of 
communities is a corollary of being such a collective moral agent 
over time. Recognition thereof may also reveal that such moral fail-
ures are, in fact, ongoing. If we want future generations to benefit 
from these communities and identities, we make commitments fu-
ture generations are expected to honour. It follows that we must also 
reckon with the obligations and responsibilities incurred by these 
communities in the past. At first, this implies a subtle shift of per-
spective from past actions to present identity. Thus, how Mennonite 
churches think about the past ought to be oriented by the conditions 
under which a church that pledges to repudiate the Doctrine of Dis-
covery (as Mennonite Church Canada did in 2016)36 can act on the 
implications of that statement ten or one hundred years into the fu-
ture. 

A wide range of histories must be understood as Mennonite his-
tories alongside a range of complicities for settler colonialism and 
obligations. Though Thompson is not writing from a theological per-
spective, her proposal calls on Mennonite churches to be more ex-
plicit in thinking about their pasts from the perspective of present 
identity and commitments. Aspiring to be an intercultural church, 
current members bear a wider diversity of histories that relate, in 
complicated ways, to the broader Indigenous-settler dynamic in a 
colonial state such as Canada. This includes persons of colour and 
recent immigrants and/or refugees, as well as settlers.37  

The twofold task I am proposing for white ethnic Mennonites—
to acknowledge and reckon with a specific history of dispossession 
of land while not making that work simply identical with the repar-
ative work to which the churches are called—will be difficult to nav-
igate. I do not want to justify any “whataboutism” by which a group 
seeks to minimize their responsibility by pointing to the complicities 
of others. Mennonite churches should not be excused of their 
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complicity in settler colonialism just because, ideally at least, these 
churches are intercultural spaces in which people with a wide range 
of histories are members. The legacy of my ancestors’ settlement on 
Treaty 1 territory is part of this history and includes the way Men-
nonite exceptionalism provided theological justification. I reiterate 
this to emphasize that this past and present complicity should not be 
minimized. The dispossession of the land is absolutely crucial to the 
history that must be acknowledged. But to the extent that such dis-
possession enabled Russian Mennonites to later become assimilated 
as “white” churches, seeking to reckon with this history in the pre-
sent must do so in ways that undermine rather than reinforce the 
hegemony of whiteness. There is an obligation to think about this 
past, not as a kind of benign (white) Mennonite past, but as a past 
that calls into question the very premise of what Mennonite identity 
ought to be.  

Ultimately, it not that important theologically to specify what is 
“Mennonite,” given its provisionality as a religious identity in ser-
vice of a more basic Christian identity. But if churches are to be 
agents that truly acknowledge complicity, seek to make redress, and 
bear witness to just relationships, then an intercultural ecclesiology 
is imperative. Mennonite churches are called to bear witness to Je-
sus and to Jesus’s way of peace and justice, not to the privileged, 
ethnic identities which have been at their centre. The Mennonite 
tradition may have specific resources to offer here but it also has 
ways of deluding itself about its failures. Indeed, as primarily white 
settler Mennonite churches take reparative actions, they must con-
tinue to be critically self-reflective about how these actions and the 
self-identification of the collective entities that undertake them may 
reinforce problematic white supremacy and ethnocentrism. 
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