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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Numerous scholars have argued that sport is a vessel through which to Received 24 October 2024
enforce settler-colonial domination; however, sport can also represent Accepted 13 August 2025
a domain in which to support Indigenous-settler reconciliation. KEYWORDS
Nevertheless, differing understandings of reconciliation, particularly Sport; reconciliation;
within diverse global contexts, can lead to ambiguity in its definition Indigenous; settler; scoping
and application. Therefore, as part of a broader project on sport for review

reconciliation (SFR), we conducted a scoping review to examine the

ways in which the term SFR is used in the academic literature. Through

the scoping review process, we screened 2201 articles by title and abstract

and conducted a full-text screening of 181 articles. Only four articles met

our inclusion criteria. While scoping reviews typically focus on findings, we

seek to centre the process itself, emphasising reflexivity and flexibility, two

aspects often promoted yet rarely presented and made visible in practice.

In response to this gap, we examine the tensions we experienced regard-

ing the implications of exclusion, which were amplified by our under-

standing of colonialism. We argue that engaging in reflexivity can (re)

conceptualise exclusion criteria, shifting from the binary of inclusion and

exclusion to a critical investigation of what something is not.

Subsequently, we propose a sixth step to Arksey and O’Malley (2005)

scoping review methodology, ‘implications of excluded articles and reflex-

ive insights’. We recommend this step be completed before the optional

consultation stage. By centring reflexivity and flexibility, we offer

a nuanced (re)conceptualisation of both SFR scholarship and the use of

scoping reviews, particularly in research shaped by and grounded in

colonial logics.

Numerous scholars have argued that sport serves as a vehicle for enforcing settler-colonial domina-
tion; however, sport can also represent a domain in which to support Indigenous-settler reconcilia-
tion (e.g. Cardenas 2016; Gasser and Levinsen 2004; Hoglund and Sundberg 2008; Paraschak and
Thompson 2014). The term sport for reconciliation (SFR) has become increasingly popular in the
global grey literature (e.g. Cardenas 2012; Forde et al. 2023; Johnson 2023; Kozier 2021) to explore
connections between sport and reconciliation. Yet, we acknowledge that using these terms together
can be a point of contention. Historically, sport has been used as a tool of assimilation and has
continued to serve as a reproduction of settler-colonial domination through power structures and
social systems that oppress and marginalise Indigenous Peoples (e.g. Forsyth 2013; Te Hiwi and
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Forsyth 2017). For example, within the context of what is now known as Canada, the TRC (2015)
report emphasised the integral role that sport had in the Indian Residential School system' and the
ways that lasting colonial power structures continue to shape many present sport contexts.
Conversely, sport has been a place for Indigenous Peoples to enact resistance (e.g. Essa et al. 2022;
Forsyth and Wamsley 2007; Osmond 2019). Therefore, the notion of sport for reconciliation, as it has
been referred to, must recognise and critically interrogate such underlying dynamics. Despite the
growing use of this term, we were unaware of a specific definition of SFR in academic contexts.

As part of a broader project on SFR by scholars from Canada, Australia, and Aotearoa New
Zealand, we began a scoping review with the purpose of exploring how SFR is used in academic
literature. A primary characteristic of a scoping review is that its use allows for a broad overview of
a topic (Moher, Stewart, and Shekelle 2015; Peterson et al. 2017; Pham et al. 2014). Supported by
publications from scholars such as Arksey and O'Malley (2005), Levac, Colquhoun, and O'Brien (2010),
and Colquhoun et al. (2014), the process of a scoping review has been defined as an iterative,
sequential process. As such, we began this work expecting that it would be relatively straightfor-
ward. Yet, the deeper we dove into the literature, the more complexity we recognised in the process
regarding the implications of excluding texts. These tensions included navigating the conceptual
ambiguity of the term reconciliation, our understandings of colonial legacies, and the potential
erasure of Indigenous perspectives.?

Some have asserted that scoping reviewers should integrate reflexivity (Berger 2015; Charron and
Singh 2022; Thomas et al., 2020), a ‘deconstructive exercise for locating the intersections of author,
other, text, and world’ (Macbeth 2001, 35), and flexibility (Gottlieb et al. 2021; Peters et al. 2021).
However, advice related to how to demonstrate these aspects of a scoping review and the insights
that might be generated as a result are largely absent from the literature. In making typically invisible
decisions visible in this paper, we hold ourselves accountable for the decisions we made throughout
the process and thus the final product.

As such, our purpose in this paper is twofold: 1) We, one Indigenous and four non-Indigenous
scholars, present the scoping review methodology and our results from a scoping review of peer-
reviewed SFR literature; 2) Drawing on Thomas et al. (2020) suggestion that researchers engage with
the allowed flexibility to adapt the scoping review methodology as needed, we document our
experiences of engaging in critical reflexivity, which is often promoted yet rarely rendered visible in
scoping reviews. We demonstrate how our reflexive engagement (re)orients underlying power
dynamics (especially in settler-colonial contexts) and informs the (re)conceptualisation of exclusion
criteria from being the opposite of inclusion to instead being the critical investigation of what
something is not. Consequently, we suggest implementing an optional sixth step, which we have
termed implications of excluded articles and reflexive insights. This sixth step can occur before the
optional, now seventh, step of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) scoping review methodology. By
centring reflexivity and methodological flexibility, we offer a nuanced (re)conceptualisation for the
academic study of SFR and the application of scoping reviews, particularly in research shaped by
power relations, specifically in contexts based on colonial logics.

Methodology: scoping review

According to Arksey and O'Malley (2005), the purpose of a scoping review is to identify the literature
on a specific topic and then to explore the ‘extent, range, and nature of the research activity’ (p. 21).
As such, unlike systematic reviews, a scoping review involves a broad review of research. Moser and
Korstjens (2023) advocated for the use of scoping reviews as exemplar processes of qualitative
synthesis. Complementing this perspective, Munn et al. (2018) identified a scoping review as
a valuable methodology for clarifying the definition(s) and conceptualisation(s) of key term(s).
However, there are tensions about the use of scoping reviews (see Khalil et al. 2020, 2021;
Peterson et al. 2017). Following structured (most often Western) research procedures can prevent
researchers from deep engagement with cultural perspectives and the subject matter (Chambers



QUALITATIVE RESEARCH IN SPORT, EXERCISE AND HEALTH e 3

et al. 2018). As such, some may be tempted to discard the scoping review, viewing it as
a fundamentally flawed colonial tool. Rather than rejecting the scoping review outright, we believe
there is much to be gleaned from making visible the ways we can engage reflexively and flexibly to
enable the usefulness and value of this methodology.

In place of outright rejecting the methodology, our approach was informed by Hutcheon'’s (1989)
idea of complicitous critique. Essentially, to critique something, we must use language that is
complicit with the thing we seek to critique (in this case, the scoping review). That is, we need to
take up the very terms that we wish to undermine, which is what we do in this scoping review on
SFR. (Author Four, an Indigenous academic, shared with the team that sometimes, rather than simply
rejecting to work within a box because it is problematic, we need to risk feeling uncomfortable and get
inside the box, take everything out of the box, and make all the contents visible. Only then can we
understand and rearrange the structure and/or contents of the box, and in the end maybe it is no longer
a box.) Indigenous scholars and others can utilise (and have utilised) scoping reviews in productive
ways that challenge the dominant foundations of knowledge by questioning the process and the
meaning of the language and steps used throughout them (e.g. Chambers et al. 2018).

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) outlined five iterative steps for conducting a scoping review: identify-
ing the research question, identifying relevant studies, selecting studies, charting the data, and
collating, summarising, and reporting the results. They further suggested a sixth and optional step of
consulting with stakeholders and experts in the field of study to validate findings and gather
additional insights. This six-step process is ‘not linear ... requiring researchers to engage with each
stage reflexively and, where necessary, repeat steps to ensure that the literature is covered’ com-
prehensively (Arksey and O’Malley 2005, 22). While numerous authors have provided insight into and
clarification of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) framework Colquhoun et al. 2014; Levac, Colquhoun, and
O’Brien (2010), Arksey and O'Malley’s (2005) framework is typically used in scoping reviews. As such,
we outline below how we followed their process. However, as we progressed through these steps,
we came to recognise the importance of Thomas et al. (2020) argument that researchers should be
open to adapting the scoping review methodology to incorporate additional steps as necessary. In
line with this, we introduce an additional optional step, which we present in the discussion section of
this paper. Importantly, we provide insights into how reflexivity informed all steps, thereby rendering
visible the often invisible choices that occur throughout the scoping review process.

Step 1: identifying the research question

For Arksey and O’Malley (2005), the first step of the scoping review process requires a clear definition
of the research question(s). Subsequently, for our SFR scoping review, we began by creating the
following three questions to guide our investigation into the ways in which SFR is used in the
literature:

Question 1 - What academic literature is available regarding the term SFR?
Question 2 - How is the term SFR being defined by scholars?
Question 3 - In what contexts is the term SFR being used by scholars?

The philosophical foundations of scoping reviewers influence the ways in which literature is
collected, analysed, and interpreted (Munn et al. 2018; Thomas et al. 2020). Subsequently, at this
stage, we began to explore how our positionalities might influence the research process (McGuire-
Adams 2019). Moreso, as predominantly settler scholars, it became imperative for us to unpack our
awareness of settler colonial logics made implicit in our lived realities (Sykes 2014). Importantly, we
needed to explore our understanding of the term reconciliation and its applications. The Indigenous
scholar in our group prompted us to reflect on conversations®> which locate oneself (ko wai au - who
am 1?) as rooted in whakapapa (genealogy, lineage, descent), links to whenua (land), maunga
(mountains), awa (bodies of water), tipuna (ancestors), waka (canoes which one’s ancestors arrived
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on), and whdnau (family — past, present, and future). (Author Four shared, “When | understand ko wai
au, | understand better where | stand and therefore what my responsibilities and obligations to my
tipuna are, to my people, and as an Indigenous scholar. The question | ask myself is, how will | be
engaging in ways that honour Indigenous ways of knowing and being, and Indigenous aspirations?).
Author One identifies as a cis-gender woman of Canadian, Scandinavian, and broadly European
ancestry. Author Two identifiesa white queer person of Irish and British ancestry, socialized as a
woman, who experiences disability. The third author identifies as a cis-gender, heterosexual woman
of English and Welsh ancestry. The fourth author identifies as a dual ethnicity, heterosexual, cis-
gender scholar of Maori, English, and Scottish descent. Her Maori roots come from the Taranaki
region of Aotearoa’s North Island (Te lka-a-Maui), Ngati Rahiri subtribe (hapa), and Te Atiawa tribe
(iwi). The fifth author identifies as a cis-gender, female, first-generation Canadian of Vietnamese
refugees. The intersections of our identities created a rich blend of understandings (Sykes 2014) that
informed and deepened our conversations and collective insights, subsequently guiding our deci-
sions in this scoping review process.

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) emphasised that the ‘whole point of scoping the field is to be as
comprehensive as possible in identifying primary studies (published and unpublished) and reviews
suitable for answering the central research question’ (p. 23). While this methodological imperative
remains foundational, we followed scholars such as Tynan and Bishop (2023) and Phillips-Beck et al.
(2024), who argued that reviews of literature do not simply start with literature but, instead, with the
investigation of the researchers’ understanding of people, places, and knowledge, which is what
makes reflexivity so important.

Reflexivity is defined as a process wherein the researcher acknowledges power dynamics and
demonstrates an explicit self-awareness about one’s presence in the research and undertakes
a critical self-examination of how their personal, professional, cultural, and theoretical background
may influence the research process and outcomes (Finlay 2002). As Maori scholar Linda L. T. Smith
(2021) so eloquently stated,

Researchers are in receipt of privileged information. They may interpret it within an overt theoretical framework,
but also in terms of a covert ideological framework. They have the power to distort, to make invisible, to overlook
and to draw conclusions, based not on factual data, but on assumptions, hidden value judgements, and often
downright misunderstandings. They have the potential to extend knowledge or to perpetuate ignorance.
(p. 190)

Of importance for us as researchers working with SFR and Indigenous Peoples is the notion of
epistemic reflexivity (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992), as it requires us to examine our position within
the production of knowledges (McGuire-Adams 2019). However, even more than this, reflexivity is
relational. It is more than understanding how the researcher might influence the research, or not
work in tokenistic ways, rather it is understanding how one is in relationship with everything
involved in the research and behaving in a manner whereby relationship responsibilities are upheld.
As the Indigenous member of the group pointed out, reflexivity requires some different things from
her compared to non-Indigenous colleagues because of her relationship responsibilities. As identi-
fied by L. Smith (2021) and further discussed in relation to physical cultures by scholars such as Hill
and Dao (2020), Indigenous researchers may be fully insiders (working with their own people),
outsiders within, or partial insiders (due to working with Indigenous communities other than their
own, their education, or their position as a researcher). It is also important for our Indigenous
colleagues to not speak on behalf of all Indigenous people, to be a good ancestor, to not compro-
mise her identity (Martin and Mirraboopa 2003), and to be working towards a transformative agenda
(G. Martin and Mirraboopa 2003; G. H. Smith 1997)".

We began this review with a keen awareness of the complex understandings surrounding the
term reconciliation. It is used in various contexts (Chapman 2009), ranging from post-conflict justice
(Dwyer 1999) to pedagogy (Ahluwalia 2012), political theory (Ross 2004), religion (Lewis 2013), and
environmental governance (McGregor 2018). However, there is no consensus on a single, unified
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definition. This lack of clarity reflects the complex and contested nature of how reconciliation is
understood and enacted.

As authors, we write from within these tensions, not outside of them. Specifically, as
researchers, we ‘cannot avoid the personal connections we have to our research’ (Hill and Dao
2020, 531). Four of five authors are currently residing in what is now known as Canada and one
in Aotearoa, New Zealand, both settler-colonial states (i.e. lands where colonisers ‘come to stay’
[Veracini 2013, p. 313]). Resultantly, our understandings of reconciliation have been shaped by
the academic texts, media discourse, and lived experiences within these contexts. Recent events,
such as calls by Manitoba Premier Wab Kinew to search Winnipeg landfills for the remains of
missing Indigenous women, and nationwide protests to uphold Te Tiriti o Waitangi in Aotearoa,
New Zealand, have reaffirmed for us the continued relevance and gravity of colonial harm.
Authors One and Two discussed at length their feelings of heaviness related to the optimistic
rhetoric of reconciliation and the material realities of systemic violence as bombs drop on
schools and hospitals in Gaza and human remains are exhumed from unmarked graves at the
sites of Indian Residential Schools in Canada. Additionally, we acknowledge that sport and
academic studies of sport are deeply implicated within colonialism” (Chen 2021, 745). As such,
engagement in this scoping review process was not a neutral mapping exercise but rather
required critical reflection on the complexities of working with the term ‘reconciliation’, informed
by our lived experiences and ethical responsibilities as qualitative researchers.

Step 2: search strategy: identifying relevant studies

To solidify the search strategy, Authors One and Two enlisted the expertise and support of Author
Five, an academic librarian. We met with the third and fifth authors, and together, we reached an
agreement on our inclusion criteria and developed a search strategy (McGowan et al. 2016). Our
inclusion criteria were peer-reviewed journal articles that used the term reconciliation and its
variations within a sporting context and within a settler-colonial context. The leading search terms
comprise various words related to sport and sporting events and the term reconciliation and its
derivatives (e.g. reconcile, reconciled, reconciliatory). We were deliberate in our choice of search
terms, specifically in relation to searches about Indigenous Peoples. There is no global Indigenous
filter for searching databases. Moreover, we acknowledged that tackling global Indigenous terms
would likely result in missed articles and a lack of comprehensiveness. While there is an Indigenous
filter for database searches within Canadian contexts, we questioned its comprehensiveness and
authority (we assumed it was created by non-Indigenous Peoples but could not confirm this suspicion).
We were not focused only on the Canadian context. As such, and based on our academic librarian co-
author’s advice, we elected not to apply any search criteria for Indigeneity and, rather, screened for
relevant articles in the full-text screening. We did not impose restrictions on the research methodol-
ogy, whether it was qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods, nor did we limit the language used
in the paper or the publication date.

We ran the search on 28 August 2023, in SPORTDiscus (EBSCOhost), PsycInfo (Ovid), Sociological
Abstracts (ProQuest), Web of Science Core Collection, and Scopus. We then imported 2853 studies
into Covidence software for screening, with 602 duplicates identified and removed automatically by
the software and an additional 50 duplicates identified manually. Authors One and Two began title
and abstract screening with 2201 documents.

Throughout the project, we extensively discussed the inclusion and exclusion criteria. We
expended great effort to integrate reflexivity regarding our subjectivities as scholars and the socio-
political implications of our choices. (Author Two shared with the group, “I read an Instagram post my
friend shared detailing the latest atrocity committed by the Israeli government. A story sharing the
bravery and endurance of the Palestinian people followed. | put down my phone and opened my laptop
to screen an article about a Sport for Development (SFD) program in Israel, ‘bringing together’ Israeli and
Palestinian people. | struggle to include this article, but | question what it would mean to exclude it.
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Truthfully, | feel uneasy keeping it or removing it; both options feel reductive, as though it would mean
excluding perspectives that could be in conversation with one another and, in practice, the parties
involved often come from diverse communities who have built solidarity with one another for genera-
tions as a way to navigate the complexity of our global context.) Authors One and Two continued to
struggle throughout the screening process to determine what was and what was not SFR.

We grappled with the realisation that the term reconciliation has gained significant traction in
political, academic, and social contexts. In light of this, our socio-political sensibilities drove us to
question if the outcomes of attempts at reconciliatory actions could, in fact, be defined by ‘the
coloniser’. Subsequently, as researchers, we were challenged with the idea that organising data
based on what constitutes reconciliation may serve to reflect a colonial practice in itself, as it
imposes external definitions on a complex and culturally specific process. In a traditional scoping
review, we would present our final decisions and report both the strengths and limitations of the
approach. In our present study, however, doing so would have failed to represent the complexity
of the decisions and the reflexivity that influenced them. Thus, we sought to make the invisible
visible and continued with the scoping review process, engaging more deeply with our own
positionalities.

Step 3: study selection

Of the 2201 documents we screened for title and abstract, 181 met our criteria for full-text screening
(see Figure 1). We removed non-peer-reviewed documents, items that did not pertain to sport, and
those that did not pertain to settler-colonial contexts. We found ourselves amending our original
exclusion criteria each time we encountered another topic or type of study situated in the ‘grey area’
between our understandings of what was and what was not SFR.

Eight months into the project and numerous screening attempts later, we found ourselves (re)
orienting our full-text review strategy, ultimately completing the full-text screening based solely on
the appearance of the phrase sport for reconciliation within the documents. This way, we would
remain focused on the topic of interest, SFR, and, in our view, minimise the number of critical yet
peripheral discussions that could arise and potentially derail the screening process due to the
ambiguity of definitions. However, we recognised the limitations of a purely semantic strategy, as
it risked excluding conceptually relevant work.

To account for these nuances, we utilised Covidence's tagging feature to record articles that
we deemed adjacent to SFR and to organise (our interpretation of) the subject matter of the
articles. Guided by ongoing discussions and group consensus, we amassed the following seven
tags: racism in sport, sport for development (SFD), sport for development and peace (SDP),
international relations, conflict resolution, Football 4 Peace, and reconciliation in sport. With
this strategy, we aimed to continue capturing studies specific to SFR while creating a broader
map of related concepts and published literature. For example, we deliberated about Davidson,
Scherer, and Kafara (2022) discussion of Indigenous public art, survivance, and settler reconci-
liation at Edmonton’s Rogers Place. We did not include it based on our understanding of it as
reconciliation within a physical sporting space, rather than the physical act of sport. Similarly,
we tagged but excluded studies on peacebuilding in post-conflict societies (Krasnigi and
Krasnigi 2019), a study on sport interventions in divided societies (Sugden 2010),a published
discussion on the relationship between sporting events and ethnic reconciliation (Schulenkorf
2010), and an article about ‘Football 4 Peace’ involving football programming with Israeli and
Palestinian participants (Sugden 2008). These articles pushed us to think more critically about
the conceptual boundaries of SFR. Resultantly, we added another tag, ‘sport as a colonial tool’,
to distinguish between efforts that reinforced colonial structures and those that identified as
actively challenging them.

Despite adding the eighth tag, we still found ourselves overwhelmed and, at times, unmotivated
to continue. It felt as though the screening process was laden with critical choices with which we
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Can't access (n=5)

Not English (n = 4)
abstract only (n = 1)
Peace-building (n = 2)
Couldn't locate (n =9)
Racism in sport (n = 5)
Identity building (n = 2)

A4

Studies included in review (n = 4)

Included studies ongoing (n = 0)
Studies awaiting classification (n = 0)

Figure 1. PRISMA reporting items. PRISMA flowchart of the review from inception to August 22, 2023.

were often uncomfortable. Each decision we made represented manifestations of our ideologies and
subjectivities as non-neutral acts with socio-political implications. For example, we questioned
whether labelling certain initiatives as reconciliation might inadvertently reinforce settler-colonial
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power dynamics. The non-Indigenous co-authors became increasingly aware of the ethical weight of
our positionalities as we made judgements about what counted as reconciliation.

Step 4: charting the data

Authors One and Two independently charted the data by extracting and organising essential
information from the four selected articles, facilitating the subsequent analysis and synthesis of
the findings. We remained attentive to how our positions as settler scholars influenced our inter-
pretations. We recorded the objectives, geographic locations, study types, and sport contexts in
which reconciliatory concepts were used, including the historical involvement of Indigenous Peoples
in sport, interpretations of reconciliation, and any ambiguities surrounding the term’s definition. We
documented whether a specific definition of SFR was offered (and, if so, who was referenced as
providing the conceptualisation). Cognisant of the risk of inadvertently reproducing colonial narra-
tives through a decontextualised or superficial synthesis, we also documented how the SFR initia-
tives were framed and what outcomes their organisers sought to achieve. By unpacking the articles
through multiple factors, we were prompted to explore the complex layers within the concept of SFR
more deeply, particularly by interrogating how reconciliation is mobilised, by whom, and for what
purposes within the literature.

Step 5: collating, summarizing, and reporting

Of the 181 documents for which we conducted full-text screening, four journal articles (Forde et al.
2023; Holmes, Giles, and Hayhurst 2024; Johanis-Bell, Giles, and Hapeta 2023; Rajwani, Giles, and
Forde 2022) met all criteria for inclusion. The term SFR was used overtly in less than 2% of the full-text
materials screened. While we noted that the term reconciliation and its derivatives were used to
describe elements of sport contexts and programming, only the authors of the four articles men-
tioned above used the specific phrase ‘SFR’. At this stage of the project, we grappled with the
question of whether we should continue with the scoping review process or ultimately abandon it.
Despite feeling disheartened by the limited number of final articles, we noted that the PRISMA
Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR; Tricco et al. 2018) does not specify a minimum number
of final articles that must be included in studies. Furthermore, doing so would discount all the work
completed and knowledge gained in reaching this point; thus, we decided to continue and began to
realise that perhaps what was of interest was not just what we learned about SFR but also what we
learned about scoping reviews in terms of reflexivity and flexibility.

We returned to our original three research questions: What literature is available regarding SFR?
How is the term SFR being defined? In what contexts is the term SFR being used? We used these
questions to organise our results section.

Sport for reconciliation: definition(s) and context

Of the four articles that met our inclusion criteria, three studies were situated within a Canadian
context, while the fourth pertained to Australia. Each article was published in a different sport-
related journal (Journal of Sport for Development; Sociology of Sport Journal; Sport in Society; and
International Review for the Sociology of Sport). The authors of the four articles cited different
sources to inform their definitions and understandings of reconciliation within SFR, reflecting our
previously noted inconsistencies and debates in the literature. The authors of two of the studies
(Forde et al. 2023; Rajwani, Giles, and Forde 2022) explicitly discussed the challenges of defining
reconciliation, while all four grounded their definitions in the existing literature and national
reconciliation frameworks. For instance, the three studies based in Canada (Forde et al, 2023;
Holmes, Giles, and Hayhurst 2024; Rajwani, Giles, and Forde 2022) referred to the TRC (2015). In
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contrast, the fourth study (Johanis-Bell, Giles, and Hapeta 2023) cited Reconciliation Australia
(2021).

In three of the included papers (Forde et al., 2023; Johanis-Bell, Giles, and Hapeta 2023; Rajwani,
Giles, and Forde 2022), the authors cited the same article written by Hoglund and Sundberg (2008) to
conceptualise their understanding of reconciliation within a sport context. Interestingly, Hoéglund
and Sundberg (2008) utilised the term ‘reconciliation through sport’, rather than SFR, a nuance which
resulted in the removal of the publication from our included articles for this study. This decision
prompted discomfort for us. We began to question the rigidity of excluding potentially foundational
work based solely on semantic differences, particularly given the contested definition of reconcilia-
tion. This marked a turning point in our reflexive engagement with the scoping review process.

The authors of all four articles also emphasised the complexity of facilitating SFR initiatives. They
identified numerous variables as impediments to SFR initiatives, including funding, governmental
and/or organisational policies, programming availability and type, discourse, provisional guidelines,
and community and individual barriers to participation and inclusion. Furthermore, all four articles
contained references to inclusion, equity, diversity, and Indigeneity, while three (Forde et al., 2023;
Holmes, Giles, and Hayhurst 2024; Rajwani, Giles, and Forde 2022) included references to Indigenous
self-determination. In all four studies, the authors emphasised the importance of establishing and/or
strengthening meaningful relationships with Indigenous Peoples and organisations for effective SFR
programming.

While conducting step five of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) framework, which calls for presenting
‘an overview of all [emphasis added] material reviewed’ (p. 27), we became increasingly conflicted.
Although we had charted and subsequently presented the four included articles, the fifth step
neglected to mention the presentation of an overview of the 177 excluded articles that we had full-
text screened, many of which shaped our understanding of SFR. We felt strongly that something was
missing from summarising and reporting our ‘results’ and that reporting only the final inclusions
risked erasing valuable conceptual contributions and adjacent literature. This tension highlights
a limitation in the traditional scoping review methodology, particularly in work related to reconcilia-
tion and Indigenous engagement, where knowledge is often situated outside of conventional
academic framings.

It was at this point that we decided Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) approach to scoping reviews was
limiting our ability to convey our learnings effectively, and we began to envision what our ideal
approach to a scoping review would look like. We thus embraced the often cited, but rarely
demonstrated, flexibility of the scoping review and, informed by our positionalities and reflexivity,
decided to examine our decisions regarding our inclusion and exclusion criteria more fully.

Inclusion vs exclusion and (struggling with) nuance

While Arksey and O’Malley (2005) stated that scoping reviews present an overview of all material
reviewed, we found that that was not usually the case. Instead, authors typically focus only on the
material that meets the inclusion criteria. As such, the excluded material is typically not included, and
the contribution it makes to the authors’ understandings of the included studies is rendered invisible
(and, in our case, relegated to our Google Drive scrapyard). Hence, we advocate for researchers to (re)
conceptualise exclusion criteria from being the opposite of inclusion to instead being a critical
investigation into relationships between the available literature. Throughout this work, we used the
phrase ‘sport for reconciliation”; however, within the 181 articles we screened during the full-text
review, we read studies describing sport and reconciliation, reconciliation in sport, reconciliation
through sport, and sport as reconciliation, among others. The authors of some of the excluded
literature used the term reconciliation and its variants to describe sport outcomes for development,
peacebuilding, and social cohesion-focused programs. Due to the important cultural contexts of SFR
programming, we felt the variability in the language employed may represent an important facet of
conceptualisation. As we critically evaluated our positionalities, questions, and understandings of
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these complexities, we deepened our understanding of the relationships of sport not only for, but
also in, through, and as reconciliation, development, peacebuilding, and social cohesion.

Flexibility in the scoping reviews: an additional step
Step six: implications of excluded articles and reflexive insights

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) proposed the potential utility of a sixth and optional step of the scoping
review process: a consultation exercise. While we do not intend to devalue the importance of this
practice, we advocate that researchers consider implementing another step that should occur before
the optional, now seventh step, of consultation, which explicitly addresses reflexivity and the
implications of exclusion.

During the reporting stage of our investigation into the ways in which SFR is used in the
literature, we identified a gap in the presentation of our process. We agree that the current
scoping review framework effectively presents an overview of what something is. Moreover, we
understand that the current framework is intended to prompt researchers to reflexively and
iteratively engage with the notion of what something is not (possibly without even recognising it);
however, we argue that the current scoping review framework falls short in creating a space for
researchers to unpack and present this critical investigation. Exploring what something is not
serves to delineate the boundaries of key terms, their definitions, and implications, which we
found to only be possible by navigating the relationships between all reviewed articles (for
example, our exploration of reconciliation, what it is and what it is not, was a cornerstone for the
completion of this work). As such, we advocate for a new sixth step, which we call implications of
excluded articles and reflexive insights, in the scoping review process whereby researchers explore
the relationships (or lack thereof) within and between the included and excluded (yet adjacent)
literature and to consider how author positionality and reflexivity shaped such decisions
explicitly.

By incorporating this step, researchers can offer a more detailed account of their engage-
ment with the review process. Below, we outline practices to illustrate its application. First, and
consistent with the suggestion of Thomas et al. (2020), researchers should include in the text
their communication, resulting in the inclusion of their reflexive insights (documenting their
thoughts, biases, and decision-making processes regarding inclusion and exclusion criteria and
capturing any shifts in perspective and moments of uncertainty or clarity). Additionally, they
should identify relevant excluded articles (identify key adjacent literature that was excluded from
the study along with a nuanced rationale for their exclusion), as well as analyse the relationships
between the excluded and included literature (explore the relevance to the included articles, how
the excluded articles may contribute to the understanding of the research question(s), thematic
connections between the excluded and included studies, and potential insights gained from the
excluded literature and how they inform the overall narrative of the review). Continuing this
reflection, researchers should then consider the influence of the excluded articles on the
review process itself (reflect on how the excluded literature impacts the conclusions drawn in
the review).

Ultimately, we suggest that these activities re-emphasise the scoping review’s interpretive nature
and (re)frame exclusion not solely as a technical boundary but as a reflexive space for clarifying
meaning or investigating what something is not. In doing so, we acknowledge that every inclusion
and exclusion decision is shaped by broader social, political, and historical contexts and carries
tangible and intangible implications (e.g. excluding particular ideas or people, reinforcing particular
ideologies). Exploring implications of excluded articles and reflexive insights may be especially
relevant for qualitative researchers, as its use encourages more profound reflection on how social
and epistemological positionality can influence both decision-making and the interpretation of
literature.
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By emphasising the importance of an examination of what is and is not, we do not
encourage static, binary categorisations but instead emphasise the importance of clarifying
the decision-making process by creating space for examining tensions (and the maybes) and
acknowledging the research that informed the current understandings of both reconciliation
and sport within the literature. It is not enough to simply employ a particular term for
inclusion (i.e. reconciliation or sport) without considering its broader implications, meanings,
and impacts. Instead, we advocate that scholars must actively and critically engage in
reflexivity during the review and screening process, ultimately generating nuanced insight
into the current literature, taken-for-granted assumptions, and the progression of the field of
interest.

SFR: implications of excluded articles and reflexive insights: a worked example

During the full-text screening of articles, we identified various concepts that did not reference SFR
but seemed inextricably linked with reconciliation and sport. Interestingly, it was in exploring the
relationships (or lack thereof) between the available literature, such as navigating the tensions of
differentiating between SFR, SFD, and SDP and reflexively unpacking colonial power(s), that we
learned the most.

Excluding SFD and SDP

We recognised that SFR (what it is) has been powerfully influenced by SFD and SDP (what it’s not)
literature. The authors of the four articles that met our inclusion criteria primarily referenced SFD
papers to support their conceptualisation of SFR. Subsequently, we found it pertinent to explore the
relationships between all the reviewed (yet ultimately excluded) articles to solidify our understand-
ings of SFR. The authors of many of the 177 excluded studies examined SFD within diverse
geopolitical contexts, including North and South Korea, Northern Ireland and the Republic of
Ireland, South Africa, and Israel and Palestine. This issue prompted us to further reflexively engage
with our beliefs and understandings (Phillips-Beck et al. 2024) of the historical and current geopo-
litical contexts (late 2023 to early-2025), how these factors influenced our understandings of the
literature, and how such critical reflection might add depth to our generated insight.

At times, we experienced discomfort as we excluded articles that described initiatives that aligned
(in our opinion) with reconciliatory outcomes but did not explicitly use the term ‘SFR’. Subsequently,
relying on semantics (of English nomenclature) might marginalise Indigenous Peoples’ expressions
of reconciliation that do not conform to academic or settler-defined categories. In many of the
articles we screened, the authors discussed sport programs and employed the term reconciliation as
a synonym for social cohesion and national unity. However, we felt it necessary to acknowledge the
role SDP initiatives could play in conversations regarding sport and conflict resolution, a concept that
shares similar elements with reconciliation. This might suggest that SFR, SFD, and SDP scholars are
connected yet inharmonious.

Specifically, as we engaged with the literature, it was unclear how or why these terms and
concepts were overtly distinguished (We surmised that SFD focuses on growth, SDP focuses on social
cohesion, and SFR focuses on healing divisions and fostering understandings; however, remained
conflicted as not to undermine, or misinterpret, the intentions of SFD and SDP programmes. This struggle
ultimately guided our decision to limit our inclusion criteria to the overt application of 'SFR’ in fear of
misunderstanding and labelling SFD or SDP initiatives as SFR). This decision was not taken lightly. We
questioned whether these boundaries were shaped more by academic convention than by
Indigenous Peoples’ priorities or practices. Further, we wondered whether our choices served to
promote the binary and structured thinking we have been trained to operate within in Western
academia.
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Perhaps SFR is more akin to a subtype of SFD programming? Or do these concepts have
a reciprocal relationship? Is SFR conceptualised on distinct values or possibly uniquely oriented
towards Indigenous self-determination? Regardless of the type and extent of the relationship, we
believe that clarifying the distinction, if any, between SFR, SFD, and SDP could provide numerous
potential benefits.

Excluding colonial tensions

Despite pervasive attitudes to the contrary, research and sport are not neutral, and they cannot be
separated from the complex contexts of everyday life. Furthermore, because colonial tensions can
arise in research contexts, researchers using different definitions and conceptualisations of reconci-
liation might unintentionally reinforce colonial hegemony. Notably, we encountered various articles
in which the authors identified programmes that claimed to build peace or centre reconciliation but,
in our view, reconstructed many colonial and paternalistic patterns. For example, the authors of
a Football 4 Peace article neglected to acknowledge Israel and Palestine as being within a settler-
colonial context (Sugden 2008).

Based on our attempts to act in solidarity with Indigenous Peoples, or in the case of Author Four,
who is Indigenous, to be a good ancestor, we questioned the use of varied understandings and
applications of settler colonialism and reconciliation as they can serve to call out the historical
injustices faced by Indigenous Peoples and reduce complex issues to mere acts of community or
national bonding. This approach could subsequently legitimise colonial narratives over addressing
systemic inequalities and power imbalances, undermining the movement towards Indigenous self-
determination.

In particular, given the colonial history of SFD programs (Hayhurst and Giles 2013; Seiler and
Chepyator-Thomson 2023), clarifying the distinction between SFR and SFD may prompt critical reflec-
tion into colonial and assimilative participation models. Within settler-colonial contexts, reconciliation
is rooted in acknowledging the historical imbalance of colonial power and its influence (Regan 2010)
(and a context we, again, as one Indigenous and four non-Indigenous scholars struggled with throughout
the duration of the scoping review. We repeatedly questioned how we could name reconciliation without
perpetuating colonial harm and whether our presentation of the literature was serving to uphold the very
systems we were aiming to critique). Following this, the implementation of SFD and SFR programs
underscores various facets of power, including structural power dynamics. These dynamics can
encompass the allocation of resources, symbolic authority, and the influence of truth-telling and
narrative construction. For example, in the context of what is now known as Canada, the implementa-
tion of European activities (i.e. soccer/football) in and with Indigenous communities could be reminis-
cent of processes of assimilation through sport practices such as Indian Sport Days (Downey and
Neylan 2015) and physical education programs at residential schools (Forsyth 2013) if reconciliatory
beliefs and actions are not adopted and applied. The authors of the Yellowhead Institute Action
Accountability Special Report (Jewell and Mosby 2022) suggested that much of the reconciliatory action
currently occurring within the nation has ‘focused on symbols and not structures’ (p. 6). As such, further
distinguishing between SFR programs can foster critical reflection on colonial participation models and
highlight the need for genuine reconciliation that addresses historical power imbalances, rather than
merely focusing on symbolic actions (we argue the same for SDP and SFD).

In our present review, we sought to identify how SFR is used in the literature and clarify its
definition; however, fully understanding what SFR is requires a critical evaluation of adjacent scholar-
ship (instead, what SFR is not). For example, we explored understandings and applications of SDP and
SFD in settler-colonial contexts. We often found ourselves returning to questions about our inter-
pretive authority (specifically, who has the right to define reconciliation and from whose perspective
the term should be understood). We discussed the risk of creating a review that might inadvertently
oversimplify or neglect the diverse and complex experiences of Indigenous Peoples, especially those
perspectives that may not align with dominant academic discourses. These reflections, and those like
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them, support the necessity for researchers using the scoping review methodology to apply
flexibility and reflexivity as a continuous responsibility.

Conclusion

In this paper, we have demonstrated the ways in which we engaged with flexibility and reflexivity
within the scoping review process in which we investigated how

SFR s used in the literature. Specifically, we located four published English-language peer-reviewed
articles that met our final inclusion criteria for using the phrase SFR. Through the scoping review
process, we read studies that, to us, described applying both sport and reconciliation (e.g. SFR, SDP,
SFD) that could not be captured in our research-based solely on semantics. As we engaged with the
literature, it was unclear how or why these terms and concepts were distinguished from one another,
except by terminology. More specifically, we reflected on the temporality of these associated research
fields (i.e. what exists as a foundation for subsequent literature) and whether one concept informed the
other. Subsequently, we have argued for the (re)conceptualisation of scoping review exclusion criteria
as not simply the opposite of inclusion but instead as an active investigation into what something is not.
Moreover, we have advocated that researchers can implement this investigation, informed by their
reflexive process, by engaging in an additional step, which we have called implications of excluded
articles and reflexive insights. Ultimately, we conclude this work by extending an invitation to members
of our communities to contribute their unique perspectives to our ongoing SFR dialogue.

Notes

1. The Canadian Indian Residential School system is described as an institution of cultural genocide for the ways in
which colonial actors (e.g. RCMP and Church representatives) removed Indigenous children from their parents’
care and banned their cultural practices (TRC 2015).

2. We took inspiration from Trainor and Bundon’s (2021) paper in which they shared their experiences in the roles
of student and supervisor as they engaged with reflexive thematic analysis and Thomas et al. (2020) reflection on
their experience of ‘pitfalls’ experienced during the completion of a scoping review.

3. Maori orthography presented.

Acknowledgements

We thank Peter Farrell, Ml (University of Ottawa) for the peer review of the MEDLINE search strategy. We also thank the
two colleagues who had previously attempted to undertake a similar review aimed at defining SFR. While their work
was not completed, they offered their preliminary results and paved the way for this investigation. Finally, we thank the
reviewers of this manuscript for their insightful and constructive comments.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council [435-2020-0792]; Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council of Canada [435-2020-0792].

Notes on contributors

Britta Peterson is a fourth-year PhD candidate in the School of Human Kinetics at the University of Ottawa, Canada. She
is a certified therapeutic recreation specialist (CTRS) with the National Council for Therapeutic Recreation Certification
(NCTRC) and has experience working in community and health care settings in both frontline and management
positions.



14 e B. PETERSON ET AL.

Meredith K. Wing (she/they) is a second-year MA student in Human Kinetics at the University of Ottawa, Canada. She has
a background in adapted physical activity and is passionate about disability justice. Meredith will continue to develop as
a scholar and engage with reconciliation and disability justice as a PhD student at the University of Ottawa.

Audrey R. Giles is a Full Professor in the School of Human Kinetics at the University of Ottawa, Canada. An applied
cultural anthropologist, she uses participatory approaches to examine the intersections of gender, culture, and place as
they relate to sport and injury prevention. She has conducted much of her research with Indigenous peoples in the
Arctic and Sub-Arctic.

Rochelle Stewart-Withers is of Ngati Rahiri Hapa o Te Atiawa descent from the Taranaki region in Aotearoa New
Zealand. She is a Professor and Head of Programme for the Institute of Development Studies in the School of People,
Environment and Planning at Te Kunenga Ki Pirehuroa Massey University, Aotearoa New Zealand. Broadly, her research
critically explores the potential of sport as a means for improving economic and social outcomes in the Global South
and for Indigenous Peoples, especially at the community and household level.

Valentina Ly is a Research Librarian at the University of Ottawa, Canada, with a Master of Library and Information
Science from the University of Alberta. Her area of focus is health sciences and knowledge synthesis.

ORCID

Britta Peterson http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4274-6233

Meredith Wing http://orcid.org/0009-0007-4456-3314

Audrey R. Giles http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1396-0628

Rochelle Stewart-Withers http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7452-0293
Valentina Ly http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3014-4342

References

Ahluwalia, D. P. S. 2012. Reconciliation and Pedagogy. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/978020311898.

Arksey, H., and L. O’'Malley. 2005. “Scoping Studies: Towards a Methodological Framework.” International Journal of
Social Research Methodology 8 (1): 19-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616.

Berger, R. 2015. “Now | See It, Now | Don't: Researcher’s Position and Reflexivity in Qualitative Research.” Qualitative
Research 15 (2): 219-234. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794112468475.

Bourdieu, P., and L. J. D. Wacquant. 1992. An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology. Polity Press.

Cérdenas, A. 2012. “Working Paper Series: Sport, Conflict and Reconciliation.” Liverpool Hope University. https://
deportedesarrolloypaz.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/cardenas-liverpool.pdf.

Cérdenas, A. 2016. “Sport and Peacebuilding in Divided Societies: A Case Study on Colombia and Northern Ireland.”
Peace & Conflict Studies 23 (2): 4. https://doi.org/10.46743/1082-7307/2016.1321.

Chambers, L. A, R. Jackson, C. Worthington, C. L. Wilson, W. Tharao, N. R. Greenspan, R. Masching, et al. 2018.
“Decolonizing Scoping Review Methodologies for Literature With, for, and by Indigenous Peoples and the African
Diaspora: Dialoguing With the Tensions.” The Qualitative Health Research 28 (2): 175-188. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1049732317743237.

Chapman, A. R. 2009. “Approaches to Studying Reconciliation.” In Assessing the Impact of Transitional Justice: Challenges
Form Empirical Research, edited by H. Van der Merwe, V. Baxter, and A. R. Chapman, 143-172. United States Institute
of Peace.

Charron, C., and S. Singh. 2022. “Is Bracketing Realistic Without Reflexivity?: A Conversation Between Doctoral Students.”
Reflections: Narratives of Professional Helping 28 (3): 101-117.

Chen, C. 2021. “(Un)Making the International Student a Settler of Colour: A Decolonising Autoethnography.” Qualitative
Research in Sport, Exercise & Health 13 (5): 743-762. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1850513.

Colquhoun, H. L, D. Levac, K. K. O'Brien, S. Straus, A. C. Tricco, L. Perrier, M. Kastner, and D. Moher. 2014. “Scoping
Reviews: Time for Clarity in Definition, Methods, and Reporting.” Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 67 (12): 1291-1294.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.013.

Davidson, J., J. Scherer, and R. Kafara. 2022. “Alex Janvier’s Iron Foot Place: Indigenous Public Art, Survivance, and Settler
Reconciliation in Edmonton’s Rogers Place.” Journal of Canadian Studies 56 (3): 468-494. https://doi.org/10.3138/jcs-
2021-0017.

Downey, A., and S. Neylan. 2015. “Raven Plays Ball: Situating “Indian Sports Days” Within Indigenous and Colonial Spaces
in Twentieth-Century Coastal British Columbia.” Canadian Journal of History 50 (3): 442-468. https://doi.org/10.3138/
CJH.ACH.50.3.003.

Dwyer, S. 1999. “Reconciliation for Realists.” Ethics & International Affairs 13 (1): 81-98. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-
7093.1999.tb00328.x.


https://doi.org/10.4324/978020311898
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794112468475
https://deportedesarrolloypaz.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/cardenas-liverpool.pdf
https://deportedesarrolloypaz.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/cardenas-liverpool.pdf
https://doi.org/10.46743/1082-7307/2016.1321
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732317743237
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732317743237
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1850513
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.013
https://doi.org/10.3138/jcs-2021-0017
https://doi.org/10.3138/jcs-2021-0017
https://doi.org/10.3138/CJH.ACH.50.3.003
https://doi.org/10.3138/CJH.ACH.50.3.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7093.1999.tb00328.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7093.1999.tb00328.x

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH IN SPORT, EXERCISE AND HEALTH 15

Essa, M., A. Arellano, S. Stuart, and S. Sheps. 2022. “Sport for Indigenous Resurgence: Toward a Critical Settler-Colonial
Reflection.” International Review for the Sociology of Sport 57 (2): 292-312. https://doi.org/10.1177/
10126902211005681.

Finlay, L. 2002. “Negotiating the Swamp: The Opportunity and Challenge of Reflexivity in Research Practice.” Qualitative
Research 2 (2): 209-230. https://doi.org/10.1177/146879410200200205.

Forde, S., A. R. Giles, J. Nachman, T. Fabian, A. Giancarlo, L. M. Hayhurst, S. Rynne, and D. A. Henhawk. 2023.
“Conceptualizing Sport for Reconciliation within Settler Colonial States.” Journal of Sport for Development 11 (1):
1-6. https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2024.15.1.14484.

Forsyth, J. 2013. “Bodies of Meaning: Sports and Games at Canadian Residential Schools.” In Aboriginal Peoples and Sport
in Canada: Historical Foundations and Contemporary Issues, edited by J. Forsyth and A. Giles, 15-34. UBC Press.

Forsyth, J., and K. B. Wamsley. 2007. ““Native to Native ... we'll Recapture Our Spirits”: The World Indigenous Nations
Games and North American Indigenous Games as Cultural Resistance.” The International Journal of the History of Sport
23 (2): 294-314. https://doi.org/10.1080/09523360500478315.

Gasser, P. K., and A. Levinsen. 2004. “Breaking Post-War Ice: Open Fun Football Schools in Bosnia and Herzegovina.”
Sport in Society 7 (3): 457-472. https://doi.org/10.1080/1743043042000291730.

Gottlieb, M., M. R. C. Haas, M. Daniel, and T. M. Chan. 2021. “The Scoping Review: A Flexible, Inclusive, and Iterative
Approach to Knowledge Synthesis.” AEM Education and Training 5 (3): e10609-n/a. https://doi.org/10.1002/aet2.
10609.

Hayhurst, L. M., and A. Giles. 2013. “Private and Moral Authority, Self-Determination, and the Domestic Transfer
Objective: Foundations for Understanding Sport for Development and Peace in Aboriginal Communities in
Canada.” Sociology of Sport Journal 30 (4): 504-519. https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.30.4.504.

Hill, T., and M. Dao. 2020. “Personal Pasts Become Academic Presents: Engaging Reflexivity and Considering Dual
Insider/Outsider Roles in Physical Cultural Fieldwork.” Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise & Health 13 (3): 521-535.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1731576.

Hoglund, K., and R. Sundberg. 2008. “Reconciliation Through Sports?: The Case of South Africa.” Third World Quarterly
29 (4): 805-818. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590802052920.

Holmes, A., A. R. Giles, and L. Hayhurst. 2024. “| Keep Forgetting Them’: Lacrosse, Indigenous Women and Girls and
Reconciliation in Canada.” International Review for the Sociology of Sport 59 (1): 3-21. https://doi.org/10.1177/
10126902231172922.

Hutcheon, L. 1989. The Politics of Postmodernism. Routledge.

Jewell, E., and I. Mosby. 2022. “A 2022 Status Update.” In Calls to Action Accountability: A 2022 Update on Reconciliation,
edited by E. Jewell and I. Mosby, 6-15. Yellowhead Institute.

Johanis-Bell, L., A. R. Giles, and J. Hapeta. 2023. “Reconciliation Within the National Rugby League: Where Art and Sport
Intersect.” Sport in Society 26 (9): 1549-1566. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2023.2170229.

Johnson, M. 2023. Living Skies Indigenous Basketball League Leading the Way in Saskatchewan, Canada Basketball. June 1.
https://www.basketball.ca/news/living-skies-indigenous-basketball-league-leading-the-way-in-saskatchewan.

Khalil, H., M. Bennett, C. Godfrey, P. McInerney, Z. Munn, and M. Peters. 2020. “Evaluation of the JBI Scoping Reviews
Methodology by Current Users.” International Journal of Evidence-Based Healthcare 18 (1): 95-100. https://doi.org/10.
1097/XEB.0000000000000202.

Khalil, H., M. D. Peters, A. C. Tricco, D. Pollock, L. Alexander, P. McInerney, C. M. Godfrey, and Z. Munn. 2021. “Conducting
High Quality Scoping Reviews-Challenges and Solutions.” Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 130:156-160. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2020.10.009.

Kozier, G. 2021. Sport for Development: Re-Storying Sport for Development, UM News. February 4. https://news.umani
toba.ca/sport-for-reconciliation-re-storying-sport-for-development/.

Krasniqi, S., and B. Krasnigi. 2019. “Sport and Peacebuilding in Post-Conflict Societies: The Role of Open Fun Football
Schools in Kosovo.” Journal of Aggression, Conflict and Peace Research 11 (3): 145-157. https://doi.org/10.1108/JACPR-
07-2018-0369.

Levac, D., H. Colguhoun, and K. K. O'Brien. 2010. “Scoping Studies.” Advancing the Methodology Implementation Science
5 (1): 69-69. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69.

Lewis, T. A. 2013. “Religion, Reconciliation, and Modern Society: The Shifting Conclusions of Hegel's Lectures on the
Philosophy of Religion.” The Harvard Theological Review 106 (1): 37-60. https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0017816012000338.

Macbeth, D. 2001. “On “Reflexivity” in Qualitative Research: Two Readings, and a Third.” Qualitative Inquiry 7 (1): 35-68.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780040100700103.

Martin, K., and B. Mirraboopa. 2003. “Ways of Knowing, Being and Doing: A Theoretical Framework and Methods for
Indigenous and Indigenist Re Search.” Journal of Australian Studies 27 (76): 203-214. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14443050309387838.

McGowan, J., M. Sampson, D. M. Salzwedel, E. Cogo, V. Foerster, and C. Lefebvre. 2016. “PRESS Peer Review of Electronic
Search Strategies: 2015 Guideline Statement.” Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 75:40-46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclinepi.2016.01.021.

McGregor, D. 2018. “Reconciliation and Environmental Justice.” Journal of Global Ethics 14 (2): 222-231. https://doi.org/
10.1080/17449626.2018.1507005.


https://doi.org/10.1177/10126902211005681
https://doi.org/10.1177/10126902211005681
https://doi.org/10.1177/146879410200200205
https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2024.15.1.14484
https://doi.org/10.1080/09523360500478315
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743043042000291730
https://doi.org/10.1002/aet2.10609
https://doi.org/10.1002/aet2.10609
https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.30.4.504
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1731576
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1731576
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590802052920
https://doi.org/10.1177/10126902231172922
https://doi.org/10.1177/10126902231172922
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2023.2170229
https://www.basketball.ca/news/living-skies-indigenous-basketball-league-leading-the-way-in-saskatchewan
https://doi.org/10.1097/XEB.0000000000000202
https://doi.org/10.1097/XEB.0000000000000202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2020.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2020.10.009
https://news.umanitoba.ca/sport-for-reconciliation-re-storying-sport-for-development/
https://news.umanitoba.ca/sport-for-reconciliation-re-storying-sport-for-development/
https://doi.org/10.1108/JACPR-07-2018-0369
https://doi.org/10.1108/JACPR-07-2018-0369
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816012000338
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780040100700103
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780040100700103
https://doi.org/10.1080/14443050309387838
https://doi.org/10.1080/14443050309387838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449626.2018.1507005
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449626.2018.1507005

16 e B. PETERSON ET AL.

McGuire-Adams, T. D. 2019. “Paradigm Shifting: Centering Indigenous Research Methodologies, an Anishinaabe
Perspective.” Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise & Health 12 (1): 34-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.
1662474.

Moher, D., L. Stewart, and P. Shekelle. 2015. “All in the Family: Systematic Reviews, Rapid Reviews, Scoping Reviews,
Realist Reviews, and More.” Systematic Reviews 4 (1): 183-183. https://doi.org/10.1186/5s13643-015-0163-7.

Moser, A., and I. Korstjens. 2023. “Practical Guidance to Qualitative Research: Qualitative Evidence Synthesis for
Emerging Themes in Primary Care Research: Scoping Review, Meta-Ethnography and Rapid Realist Review.” The
European Journal of General Practice 29 (1): 2274467-2274467. https://doi.org/10.1080/13814788.2023.2274467.

Munn, Z., M. D. J. Peters, C. Stern, C. Tufanaru, A. McArthur, and E. Aromataris. 2018. “Systematic Review or Scoping
Review? Guidance for Authors When Choosing Between a Systematic or Scoping Review Approach. BMC.” Medical
Research Methodology 18 (1): 143-143. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x.

Osmond, G. 2019. “Decolonizing Dialogues: Sport, Resistance, and Australian Aboriginal Settlements.” Journal of Sport
History 46 (2): 288-301. https://doi.org/10.5406/jsporthistory.46.2.0288.

Paraschak, V., and K. Thompson. 2014. “Finding Strength(s): Insights on Aboriginal Physical Cultural Practices in Canada.”
Sport in Society 17 (8): 1046-1060. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.838353.

Peters, M. D. J., C. Marnie, H. Colquhoun, C. M. Garritty, S. Hempel, T. Horsley, E. V. Langlois, et al. 2021. “Scoping Reviews:
Reinforcing and Advancing the Methodology and Application.” Systematic Reviews 10 (1): 263-263. https://doi.org/
10.1186/513643-021-01821-3.

Peterson, J., P. F. Pearce, L. A. Ferguson, and C. A. Langford. 2017. “Understanding Scoping Reviews: Definition, Purpose,
and Process.” Journal of the American Association of Nurse Practitioners 29 (1): 12-16. https://doi.org/10.1002/2327-
6924.12380.

Pham, M. T., A. Raji¢, J. D. Greig, J. M. Sargeant, A. Papadopoulos, and S. A. McEwen. 2014. “A Scoping Review of Scoping
Reviews: Advancing the Approach and Enhancing the Consistency.” Research Synthesis Methods 5 (4): 371-385.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1123.

Phillips-Beck, W., B. L. J. Bukich, K. Thiessen, J. G. Lavoie, A. Schultz, J. Sanguins, G. Beck, et al. 2024. “An
Indigenous-Informed Scoping Review Study Methodology: Advancing the Science of Scoping Reviews.” Systematic
Reviews 13 (1): 181-13. https://doi.org/10.1186/513643-024-02586-1.

Rajwani, Y., A. R. Giles, and S. Forde. 2022. “Canadian National Sport Organizations’ Responses to the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission: Calls to Action and Settler Silence.” Sociology of Sport Journal 39 (2): 205-215. https://
doi.org/10.1123/ssj.2020-0144.

Reconciliation Australia. 2021. What Is Reconciliation? https://www.reconciliation.org.au/reconciliation/what-is-
reconciliation/.

Regan, P. 2010. Unsettling the Settler Within: Indian Residential Schools, Truth Telling, and Reconciliation in Canada. UBC
Press.

Ross, M. H. 2004. “Ritual and the Politics of Reconciliation.” In From Conflict Resolution to Reconciliation, edited by Y. Bar-
Siman-Tov, 197-224. Oxford University Press.

Schulenkorf, N. 2010. “Sport Events and Ethnic Reconciliation: Attempting to Create Social Change Between Sinhalese,
Tamil and Muslim Sportspeople in War-Torn Sri Lanka.” International Review for the Sociology of Sport 45 (3): 273-294.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690210366789.

Seiler, S., and J. R. Chepyator-Thomson. 2023. “Decolonizing Sport for Development Through Integration of Indigenous
Knowledge and Pedagogy.” Journal of Sport for Development 11 (1).

Smith, G. H. 1997. “Kaupapa Maori: Theory and Praxis’, Ph.D. Thesis. The International Research Institute for Maori and
Indigenous Education, University of Auckland.

Smith, L. T. 2021. Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples. 2nd ed. Zed Books.

Smith, L. T. 2021. Decolonizing methodologies : Research and Indigenous Peoples. Zed Books. https://ebookcentral.
proquest.com/lib/ottawa/detail.action?docID=6605401.

Sugden, J. 2008. “Anyone for Football for Peace? The Challenges of Using Sport in the Service of Co-Existence in Israel 1.”
Soccer and Society 9 (3): 405-415. https://doi.org/10.1080/14660970802009023.

Sugden, J. 2010. “Critical Left-Realism and Sport Interventions in Divided Societies.” International Review for the
Sociology of Sport 45 (3): 258-272. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690210374525.

Sykes, H. 2014. “Un-Settling Sex: Researcher Self-Reflexivity, Queer Theory and Settler Colonial Studies.” Qualitative
Research in Sport, Exercise & Health 6 (4): 583-595. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2014.893899.

Te Hiwi, B., and J. Forsyth. 2017. ““A Rink at This School Is Almost as Essential as a Classroom”: Hockey and Discipline at
Pelican Lake Indian Residential School, 1945-1951."” Canadian Journal of History 52 (1): 80-108. https://doi.org/10.
3138/cjh.ach.52.1.04.

Thomas, A., S. Lubarsky, L. Varpio, S. J. Durning, and M. E. Young. 2020. “Scoping Reviews in Health Professions
Education: Challenges, Considerations and Lessons Learned About Epistemology and Methodology.” Advances in
Health Sciences Education: Theory and Practice 25 (4): 989-1002. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-019-09932-2.

Trainor, L. R,, and A. Bundon. 2021. “Developing the Craft: Reflexive Accounts of Doing Reflexive Thematic Analysis.”
Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise & Health 13 (5): 705-726. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1840423.


https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1662474
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1662474
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-015-0163-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13814788.2023.2274467
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x
https://doi.org/10.5406/jsporthistory.46.2.0288
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.838353
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01821-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01821-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12380
https://doi.org/10.1002/2327-6924.12380
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1123
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1123
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-024-02586-1
https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.2020-0144
https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.2020-0144
https://www.reconciliation.org.au/reconciliation/what-is-reconciliation/
https://www.reconciliation.org.au/reconciliation/what-is-reconciliation/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690210366789
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690210366789
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/ottawa/detail.action?docID=6605401
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/ottawa/detail.action?docID=6605401
https://doi.org/10.1080/14660970802009023
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690210374525
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2014.893899
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjh.ach.52.1.04
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjh.ach.52.1.04
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-019-09932-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2020.1840423

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH IN SPORT, EXERCISE AND HEALTH 17

TRC (Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada). 2015. Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada: Calls to
Action. https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/indigenous-people/aboriginal-

peoples-documents/calls_to_action_english2.pdf.

Tricco, A. C,, E. Lillie, W. Zarin, K. K. O'Brien, H. Colquhoun, D. Levac, D. Moher, et al. 2018. “PRISMA Extension for Scoping
Reviews (prisma-Scr): Checklist and Explanation.” Annals of Internal Medicine 169 (7): 467-473. https://doi.org/10.
7326/M18-0850.

Tynan, L., and M. Bishop. 2023. “Decolonizing the Literature Review: A Relational Approach.” Qualitative Inquiry 29 (3-4):
498-508. https://doi.org/10.1177/10778004221101594.

Veracini, L. 2013. “Settler Colonialism: Career of a Concept.” The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 41 (2):

313-333. https://doi.org/10.1080/03086534.2013.768099.


https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/indigenous-people/aboriginal-peoples-documents/calls_to_action_english2.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/indigenous-people/aboriginal-peoples-documents/calls_to_action_english2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850
https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778004221101594
https://doi.org/10.1080/03086534.2013.768099

	Abstract
	Methodology: scoping review
	Step 1: identifying the research question
	Step 2: search strategy: identifying relevant studies<?A3B2 show [CSF char="202F"]?> <?A3B2 show [/CSF]?>
	Step 3: study selection<?A3B2 show [CSF char="202F"]?> <?A3B2 show [/CSF]?>
	Step 4: charting the data
	Step 5: collating, summarizing, and reporting
	Sport for reconciliation: definition(s) and context
	Inclusion vs exclusion and (struggling with) nuance<?A3B2 show [CSF char="202F"]?> <?A3B2 show [/CSF]?>

	Flexibility in the scoping reviews: an additional step
	Step six: implications of excluded articles and reflexive insights

	SFR: implications of excluded articles and reflexive insights: a worked example
	Excluding SFD and SDP
	Excluding colonial tensions

	Conclusion
	Notes
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References

