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NOTES OR POINTS TO BRING OUT DURING QUESTIONS

- The point about fairness with respect to enfranchisement

- Self-Government is NOT a th'ird order of government in Canada but
a separate government.

- If the Bill is simply to deal with Canada's own embarrassment, our
recommendations will be disregarded, If the intent js to restore
al'l our rights then the Bi'l'l must reflect this, as it falls far
short of restoring rights.

- If t$e groups who are being heard in the Committee Hearing is
any indication of intent, 'it would appear that the government is
bow'ing to the wea'lthy bands in Canada - the oil rich bands - at
the expense of all other Indian people. The concern of persons
being able to collect a payout as the Chairman mentioned in a
Press release earlier on March J5, this concern can be dealt with

ir by enfranchisement being deleted altogether and the opting out
clause. If these two areas are;'deleted, then it stands to reason
that payout is not longer a concern.

Opting Out imp'lies that it's undesirable to be Indian and it is
also absoiute'ly unnecessary if the princip'le of being of the blood
appiies, then concern about non-Indians collecting is also no
longer a concern. How can a few rich Indians decide for all
Aborignal Peoples who has rights?

- H6rdxilxxxxttxuxxx*ili{x,{xi(!{{xxxililx{iliffiilxxxxt(x
- { only note Mulroney's statement on emancipation (economic) of

the Aborig'inal Peop'le. I am not familiar with the details to put
any notes. Someone who knbws will have to fill this in verba'I1y.

- Individual and Collective Rights are equa'l in balance. One cannot
exist without the other re: traditionally.

- If the Bill passes and there are still Non-Status, then the burden
is upon us to render a case agafnst Canada.

- I.le are speaking about the rights of our people which the Bill should
address whr'ch is separate from the process. The process must then be
a one which'decolonizes. You cannot have a right recognized and then
define an assimilation process to implement that right. Recognize
the rights first, define the process according to the rights recognized.

Th'is is not a women's issue. It is an Indfan issue.

- trle cannot be given Self-Government. hle already have the right which
Canada may or rnay not recognize. He believe Canada shsuld.

- Census - hire Indians

Out of 579 Bands, only 1 took positive steps to recognize all their
members.
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Introducti on

Mr. Chairman, Honorable Members of the Standing Committee,

we are here on behalf of the members of the United Native Nations 0r-
ganization of British columbia. As advocates of our Nationhood, the
Sovereignty of our People, the Self-Determination of our Governing

Institutionsr ouF Aboriginal Tit'le and Rights, we reviewed BiII C-31

from this perspective. Throughout our presentation, positions res-
pecting Bili C-31 are complemented by an equivaient development with-
in our Aboriginal Nations.

We.have a concern in how your political 'institutions deal

with the Membership issue. It is genera.lly recognized that the Fed-

eral Government created this painful and exacting process infringing
on our rights through its deve'lopment of the Indian Act. We object
to the processes of comecting this situation where our peop'le are

required to bare their souls in a politica'l forum for the sake of
cleaning up what past Governments have done. It is a humiliating and

painful exercise, to say the least, when our people must bring out
the emot'ional impact of our experiences for you to understand our
point of view. These experiences are personal and not for pubf ic
consumption. At the same time, we recognize a need to bridge the gap

of misunderstandings created by two differing philosophies deve'loped

over time on two separate Continents. Our coffinon phi'losophy among

the Aborigina'l Nations and the Democratic Ideals which emerged out of
Europe in the 19th century are the subject of this paper in relation
to Bill C-31 and the Ind'ian Act.

Our h'i ghest I aw i s res pect

Nation's right to self-determ'i nat'i on

therefore, presenti ng our ph j I osophy

for the sacredness of our trad'i ti ons

Nations. To show the common thread

tending to all Abori ginal Nations 'i n

and consent. I,rIe recognize each

and non- i nterference. l,.le are,
in general terms out of respect

and those of other Aboriginal
of our val ues and phi J osophy ex-

Canada, we are us i ng tradi t'i onal
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evidence which was presented to the Parliamentary Sub-Committee on

Indian Self-Government during its Hearings. Out of some 3,000 pages

of evidence, our Aboriginal Nations expressed a common philosophy

from which each formed their systems and processes

for governing and developing their relations with one another. Our

values survive to this day and is re-emerging in greater strength as

we recognize the need to separate ourselves from the Cojonialism ex-

acted on us. hle cannot help but grow and learn. l,le see this re-
emergence gaining in momentum as our young people continue to dis-
cover their roots and take strength from its source.

Soverei gnty:

We begin with our Sovereignty wh'ich comes from the Creator.

The land, we call the Great Islandr now called North America. People

are Nat j ons and /or Tri bes , pl aced i n thei r temi tori es to
care for and protect 'it. Under their jurisdiction is their respect-

ive Homelands. Our first relationship, therefore, is a sovereign

relationship which each Aborigina'l Nation has with the Creator in the

form of an obligation to care for and protect our respective lands

under our jurisdiction. No man-made laws can overide or interfere
in this relationship. To fulfill our ob]igation, the Creator gave

us laws to protect us, which are rights and responsibilities that
govern all our relations, and maintain our ident'it'ies. He also gave

us Spiritual laws reflected through our languages, traditions and

cultures that promote living in harmony with Nature and Al'l Mankind.

For lack of a better word, and there is no common "Indian" word, we

can term this an "Aboriginal" philosophy which is neither Democratic

or Socialist in intent. Just as the African Nations have a philoso-
phy ca'l1ed "Ujamma", so we have ours

In our rev'iew of European history, we found sovereignty to
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have a different meaning which changed over time to its present def-
inition in International Law where Nat'ions are sovereign. This term

formerly held the meanings of Papal supremacy over worldly matters,
and the rule of Kings and Queens over their "subjects". The modern

definition evo'lved out of the formation of Democratic Inst'itutions
in the rise"of Nation-States and International Law which allows al'l
Nations to respect each other's Sovereign Jurisdiction 'in their res-
pecti ve temi tori es whose peopl e share a comron l anguage, re1 igi on,

and I aws.

Our Lands:

' Our lands belong to the Creator, we be'long to our Lands.

There is no separation. This re'lationship under'l'ies our modern ex-

pression of Aboriginal Title. This is why our peopie continue to
take the position that our Aboriginal Title cannot be bought, sold,
traded on extinguished, but rather, must be recognized. Again, 'in

sur historrical review of European democratic institutions and phil-
osophy, the idea of Title has a different meaning of "ownership" of
the land by Goyernments and individuals. The International, Nation-

State and individual interpretatjon of Tit1e is an,r"owned territory"
or a "private ownership" of property.

Co- Exi s tence:

To live in harrnony with Nature and ATI Mankind, we embrace

the value of sharing. Respect for one another's territory and sov-

ereign relationship developed re'lations in which Nations shared in
one another's cultures and traditions. From our philosophy, our

Govern'ing Institutions emerged and were identified. I^lithin our soc-

ieties, our Nat'ions paid Nature's'laws the highest respect. l^Je view

Natural Law as inviolate and supreme - not to be tampered with. Our

Nations, therefore, designed our laws to flow with Nature in wh'ich
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we view ourselves as part of the cycie of'life, not separate from it.
Within our Great Island, no Nation's laws were superior to another.
The Natural Law is above al'l Nations' 'laws and all Nations are regard-
ed as equa1. Our Nations related to one another through respect,
friendship and peace. hle :lived side by side. This sharing can best

be described in modern terms as "Co-ex'istence". Co-existence impiies
harmony and is the spirit by which our ancestors moved towards devel-
oping a relationship with those who arrived from Europe.

Evidence of our Nations' efforts exist today. 0n both the

East and l,,lest Coast, there is an understanding of an original compact

which out'lined a co-existing relationship. This compact is signified
with the Crown in R'ight of Eng'land through the Roya'l Proclamation of
1763, the Gus-Wen-Tah or Two-Row Wampum Belt of the Haudeno sau no nee

Confederacy and the present flag of British Columbia. As our Fore-

fathers have done, so our Aboriginal Nations today continue to seek a

co-existing relationship with Canada.

Sel f-Government:

Our Governments encompassed the wholeness of life itself.
llle did not perceive a separation of the spiritual frsm the physi'ca'I.

In flow'ing with the Cycles of Nature, our governing institutions cel-
ebrated all aspects of the Universe with thanksgiving and respect.
lrle view the plants, animals, fish, sun, moon, sky, stars, mountains,

waters and all living beings as our relations. The Earth'is our

Mother. Our spiritual, emotional, physical, economic, po]itical and

soc'ia'l syslems inter-related through our governing institutions where

giving and recognition of our citizens on an ind'ividual basis kept us

and our Nations strong as a collective body. Democratic Institut'ions,
'long ago, separated the Church from the State and this is a major

difference in the two Governing systems.



l^lithin a Nation, and, Nation-to-Nation, we had no concept

of majoritylminority rule in our decision-making process. Nations

were regarded as "equa'l" regardless of size or population. Our dec-

isions evolved through a process of "consensus" in which time was not
a factor but dealing with the issue was. Our Elders guided the de'li-
berations as our people spoke from their hearts. There was no inter-
ference when someone spoke and since our trad'itions are oral, we

learned to listen with our hearts. In Democratic Institutions, the

majority/minority rule prevails with Roberts' Rules of 0rder guiding

the deliberations. A balance of poweris maf ntained by separate as-
pects to the Governing institutions of: Parliarnent, Executive and

Judlciary functions. Our balance of power derives fr:om the ba1ance

of nature in which we know she wi]l exact retribution in direct ratio
to the violations comnitted. We respect this balance.

Sel f-Determi nation: The Doctri ne of Consent

In our Nation-to-Natjon relations, the fundamentai princi-
p1e by which relations developed and develop today is the princip'le
of consent. The right of each Nation, family, clan and individuals
to give or withhold consent is fundamental to deve'loping our relations
within and outside our Nations. The only time problems arose was when

the law of respect and consent was vio'lated. In a Nation, there are

individuals gifted with powers which no government of any Nation, clan

or famiiy cou'ld dictate. These powers are purely the doma'in of the

individual who holds them and respect is accorded. Sharing ensured

citizens would benefit when required. It is natura'!, therefore, for
us to adopt the modern expression of our right of Consent termed

"self-determination" recognized in Internationa'l Iaw and by Nations

around the world. In.seeking consent, the value of sharing ensured

the practise of "equality" for our citizens in benefitt'ing of the

Nation's resources and each others' abilities and gifts. Our Nations

ratified their agreements, based on consent, through many forms as

?
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traditions and customs were shared and ceremonies finalized agreements.

One of the princip'les which gained European Nation-states a

right to colonize Non-Christian lands was consent. The significant
document to embody this principle of consent between our Nations and a

European Nation-State was the Roya'l Proclamation of 7763, proclaimed

by King George lII of England. The Two-Row Wampum Belt and British
Columbia flag ref'lect this principle as well. These represent agree-

ment to a co-existing relationship with the Crown in right of England

through a process of consent. The relationship intended, was one of a

paral1,e1 reiationsh'ip in which our laws and government would be for
our people, and, Engjand's'laws and government would be for her people.

0n this basis, England concluded Treaty w'ith several Aboriginal Nations

for the sharing of temitory. The principles of peace, friendship and

respect would be the bond between the two. Further, England had to
obtain the Consent of each Aboriginal Nation to settle in their lands.

Rel ati ons w'ith Canada

The British North America Act, 1867:

When King George Iii proc'laimed the Royal Proc'lamation in
1763, the King in Eng'land had the force to make law and not Parliament.

The British North America Act, on the other hand, was passed by the

English Parliament in 1867 as it had gained the power to make laws by

this time. In Indian/Canada relations, this is where the process of
consent began to be ignored. Section 91(2a) of the BNA Act, 1867, did

not receive the consent of the Aboriginal Nat'ions nor were any consult-
ed on its terms. The arangement was strictly between the Colonies in
the East and England. Canada's obligation was to administer England's

obligations to the Aboriginal Nat'ions. Canada continued to conclude

Treaties with several Aboriginai Nations in the name of a Queen who

had no power or force of law. Our Nations had no way of knowing. Our
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Nat'ions continued to believe they were developing relations with the

Queen in right of England. As a result, Canada's Agents were looked

upon as Agents of the Crown and not of the Canad'ian Government. l,.le,

therefore, view the Constitutional Process entrenched in Sect'ion 37

of the Canada Act, 1982, as the first time Aborjginal Nations are

deve'lop'ing a polit'ical relationship with Canada.

Canada's Trust 0b1 igation:

When Canada agreed to adm'inister England's obligations to
the Aboriginal Nations through Section 91,(24) of the BNA Act, 1867,

th'is created a Trust Relationship between the Aboriginal Nations and

Canada, Under International Law, a Trust obligation is intended to
promote the realization of the right of self-determination for those

to whom a Trust obligation is owed. In the Indian/Canada relations
which fo]lowed, Canada has used this Trust as a means to assimi'late
the Aboriginai Peop'le of Canada. Assimilation denies the right of
self-determination and is a tool,of Colonialism which has been con-

demned by the United Nations Covenant on Decolonization'in ALL ITS

F0RMS. Further, the Un'ited Nations Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights to which Canada is a signatory states in Articles 1 and 3:

i. "AlI people have the right of self-determ'ination.
By virtue of that right they free'ly determ'ine
their political status and freely pursue their
economic, social and cultural development."

3. "The States Parties in the present Covenant, in-
cl udi ng those hav'i ng respons i bi 1 i ty for the
administration of Non-Self-Governing and Trust
Territories, shall promote the realization of the
right of self-determination, and shall respect
that right, 'in conformity with the provisions of
the Charter of the Un'ited Nations."

Canada has a duty under the Trust 0b'ligation to decolonize which

leads to self-detevmination of our Nations - Not assimilation.
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l^le concur with the Assembly of First Nat'ions that B'il1 C-31

can be the first small but significant step towards Decolonization
and is transitional in this regard. }.le Sdy, however, by not moving

the whole way towards the total recognition of A'll People of Aborigi-
nal Ancestry as having equa'l rights and status, the present government

wi'l 'l conti nue a col oni al practi se whi ch can st'i I I be corrected by

amendment if we have been led to comectly believe that deco'lonization
is the intent of this new government.

The Canada Act, 1982:

The Const'ituti onal Process :

l^Ie s'imp'ly state, the 'legi s'lati on of Bi 1 I C-31 shoul d not

overtake the identification and definition of Aboriginal Rights and

T'it]e in the Section 37 Process but should, in f,act, complement it.
Our participation in this legislative process shou'ld not be viewed as

our preference for the recognition of our fundamental rights as Abori-
ginal Peoples over entrenchment in the Constitution. The Canada Act

must embody the right of each Aboriginal Nation to consent to its terms

The Equal i ty Cl ause: Secti on 15 ( 1 )

Bi'11 C-31 is proposed to remove discriminatory sections of
the Indian Act before Section 15 (1) & (2) of the Charter of Rights

and Freedoms come into force. In doing so, Bill C-31 has created a

discrimination against ansther class of people, namely our chi'ldren.
Section 15 (i) is not oniy meant to protect citizens against discrim-
ination based on race, national or ethnic orrigin, colour, relig'ion,
mental or physicai disability but it also prevents d'iscrimination
based on age. l^le submit that this Bill will continue to violate the

Equa'lity Clause of the Charter if our children are not provided equal

status and access in Bill C-31's amendments to the Indian Act. hle

feel either Section 15(1) appfies equally or it does not.
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We recognize, in this process, the Cornmittee Members have concerns in
the limitations'imposed by legis'lating but not wanting to dictate to
Aborig'ina'l Governments. This can be avoided if the Standing Committee

and Parliament are prepared to embody those features which our peop'le

desire and not what Par'liament believes we shouJd be governed by. Our

people, at all ieve'ls, have gone to great pains to attempt to inform
you - let it not be for noth'ing. No person would come before you

without good reason. The needs of our people back home are profound

enough without our making a meaningless trip. This rejection of the
principle of Parliament dictating to our peop'le re'lates to Ant'i-colon-
ialism and not necessarily to denying rights to those entitled to it
as their Birthright.

The Indian Act

l,.Ie now come to the infamous "Indian Act", a brainchi'ld of
the co1onial regime in its infancy. Since Aborig'inal Nations did not
know assimilation processes and techniques were being practised on the
Irish some 800 years ago,. they could not foresee its devastating con-

sequences for the future. As colonialism progressed, the genocide and

cruel ti es i nf 1 i cted on co'loni zed peopl es by those rNati ons pneferri ng

"conquest" to "consent" found their people back home protest'ing their
practises. Consequentjy, and in Canada, assimilat'ion was viewed as an

alternative to outright killing the Indian. This process of gradual'ly

getting the Indian to cease to be Indian and become "white" is a major

feature of the Indian Act. Canada's Par'liament has used this Act as a

colonial mechanism to weaken Aboriginal Nations and this feature is
still very much evident. No Indian Act from 1868 to 1951 has carried
the consent of Aborigina'l Nations to its terms.

There are three major features of the Ind'ian Act which have

a direct bearing on Bill C-31. Notwithstanding a1'l of the Indian Act

is repugnant, two of these features were intended to divide us and the

\-*
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third was to be control'led by Government fndirectly. One feature is
the discriminatory sections of the Indian Acts, 1868-1951. The second

feature was its creation of "reserve" Jands which in no way reflect
the traditional tribal territories of Aborig'inai Nations. These two

features have created a false division and impression of who we are.
In the first instance, the discriminatory sections created many class-
es of "Indiansr' - 17 at 'last count. The second feature created the
division of 0n- and 0ff-Reserve "Indians". The third feature with
respect to 0n-Reserve was the creation of Band Counci'ls through which

the Government indirect'ly controlled the Indian people on-reserve.
Early on, Band Counci'ls were used as a means of undermining our Gov-

erning lnstitutions which were outlawed by L927. Despite this, our
Institut'ions continued to practise, albeit secret'ly, and did not dis-
appear as the Indian Agents had hoped.

Based on the knowledge of the intent of these features of
the Indian Act to eradicate Ab.original structures, we recognize the
process of deco'lonization will take some time until a true "Indian
Government" emerges based on modern realities combined with strength
of our bel'iefs. We have no doubt Self-Government can be achieved with
dignity. In the meantime, the structures of the Band Counci'ls are
necessary to prevent colonialism turning to chaos as long as Band

Councils are moving in the direction of decolonization in respect of
the rights of All Aborigina'l Peoples equa11y. Under the General List
proposal of Bill C-31, jt allows the Government and Band Councils to
be more liberal with the General List than with the Band L'ist. This

is not a good proposition for re-instatement and we intend to show
'later in our position on registration, how the General List leads to
termination of our rights

Vo] untary/Invoi untary Enfranchi sement :

Since the Indian Act was developed without the consent of
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Aboriginal Nations, a majority of our people were not aware of its
ex'istence or of its content. l^Ie question the wisdom of inserting in
Bill C-31 any reference to Voluntary Enfranchisement based on our a-

wareness of how Compulsory Enfranchisement came about.

In 191.8, Duncan Scott, Superintendent-General of indian
Affairs, reported only 65 families had enfranchised between Confeder-

ation and i918. He fel,t this number inadequate, blaming some of the

requ'irements imposed by the Indian Act for the failure to achieve more.

These requirements were described to the House of Commons by Prime

Minister Meighen in his introduction of an amendment to simplify the
procedure and facil itate enfranchisement.

"There is nothing obf igatory on the Superintendent-
General. The Indian must not only be willing to sur-
render his interests and receive his share of the
capitai funds, but he must make appf ication to be
enfranchised; he must have ceased to follow the Indian
mode of I'ife, and, most important of all, he must sat-
isfy the Superintendent-General'that he is self-
supporting and fit to be enfranchised. Similar prov-
ision was made in the Act heretoforei: but it was
hedEed around by the restraint:. that before an Indi.an
could have the privilege of establishing his rights to
enfranchisement, he had to be a landed Ind'ian. That
'is to say, he had to be in possession of a share of
the 'landed estate of the band...This prov'ision 'is to
remove that restraint.!'

An unsigned memorandum in the Ind'ian Affairs' records reveal some of
the features of the 1918 amendment. It allowed the Department to en-

franchise any indian on appiication, even one without'land on a

reserve, providing he was w'i1'ling to accept his share of the funds of
the Band and to give up any Title tothe'lands on the reserve. Fear

of carving up or losing their reserves altogether had led many bands

to refuse the'ir consent to enfranchisement. Since the Band's consent

continued to be a hindrance, this obstacle was a major factorin the
' introduction of compulsory enfranchisement two years later. The
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"It has been stated that the franchise provided for
under this Bil'l is a compulsory franchise, and I have
been asked the question whether that is so. I have
been asked that question in the hope, apparently,
that I would endeavour to concea'l the fact, but it ,is
a compulsory system, and I hope the corunittee wil'l
support it. "

He a'lso used the issue of jobs for those who worked in nearby towns

who cbuld not enfranchise to move near their work because of band re-
fusal of consent. Further, many women, who could not feed their
children on the reserve, left with the man for the sake of the children

Among the 1880 Common's Debates, a Member of Parliament was

quoted as saying: "Some 57 persons, including children, out of the

90,000 Indians of the Dominion, have been enfranchised. At this rate,
5 persons every two years, it would take 36,000 years to enfranchise

the Indi an popu'l ati on of Canada. "

Ir'
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proposed amendment became Section 122A when the Indian Act amendment

Bil'l of 1918 was passed. That year, Scott proposed compulsory enfran-
ch'isement of the Indian soldiers which he saw as their reward. I.le had

a similar gentleman 'in B.C., named Trutch, who fe'lt European c'iviliza-
tion was enough compensation for the taking of our lands.

t\
\

In h'is annual report of i9'19, Scott again ra'ised the issue

of compu'lsory enfranchisement having \n mind those Ind'ians who were

self-supporting and living as members of the general conamunity but

who, nevertheless, refused enfranchiserh\nt or whose band denied con-
\

sent. He also wanted to shorten the timb of the enfranchisement

procedure from six years to a maximum of ltwo years. Appearing before

a Special Conmittee of the House, Scott left no doubt of his intention.

Scott conf i ded to Comm'i s s i oner Sel
'i n a 1etter: "there seems to be a goo{C deal

I s of the Un i ted States

0f tim'i di ty regardi ng en-

Agai n, J "4. Robb, Memberfranchising an Indian without his consent."
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for Chateauguay-Huntington asked whether the Indians throughout the
provinces had expressed any des'ire to become enfranchised. 1^l.A. Boys

of Simcoe-South, who had chaired the Conrnittee, replied that the maj-
ority of the Indians who had appeared before the Cormittee were not
in favour of compu'lsory enfranchisement.

Some Members of the House agreed with the Indians. New

leader of the Opposition, MacKenzie King, read into the record the
statement prepared by the A11ied Tribes of Sritish Co'lumbia put be-

fore the Speciai Conunittee. The A'llied Tribes expressed concern that
the provision for compu'lsory enfranch'isement would break up tribes
and their reserves and prevent them from pursuing their Aboriginal
Rights Claim. They pointed out that the Superintendent-General could

"forcibly separate from the Tribes by enfranchisemeht any indian who

takes an independent stand or is active against the autocratic decrees

of the Indian Department or its agents." They were disturbed that the
Bill did not provide for consultation with them or for a method of ob-
taining their consent.

The Allied Tribes were not far wrong. Scott confided in a

memorandum to Meighen: "It would also check the intrigues of smart
Indians on the reseryes, who are forming organizations to foster these
aborig'inal feelings, and to thwart the efforts and policy of the De-

partment." He gave F.0. Lofts of the Six Nations as an example: "Such

a man should be enfranchised." Loft and his League of lndians of
Canada opposed compulsory enfranchisement,'as did the Six Nations

Council, other lndian groups and individua'ls who made their views known.

Members argued to include certain professionals in the pro-
visions on compulsory enfranchisernent. MacKenzie King continued to
defend his pos'ition: "hle are not objecting in the least to permitting
Ind'ians to be enfranchised, 'if they wish to be...What we are objecting
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to is a policy of coercion - compel'ling men to be enfranchised against
their wil1." He saw this as a fundamental right of the Indians who

shou'ld have been thoroughly represented in their v'iews before passage

of the Bi'll .

Ironically, Scott was given authority to appoint a Board of
two members of the Department and a member of the relevant band "to
make enquiry and report as to&e fitness of any Indian or Indians to
be enfranchised." Today, this Standing Conmittee has recommendations

before it to establish a Commission for those "voluntaryrr or rr'involun-

tarily" enfranchised Indians to be considered for re-instatement.
*

"Voluntary" imp'lies "consent". Clearly, neither individuals
nor Band Councils were prepared to g'ive it. Due to this, the Depart-

ment and Government remedied this with "compulsory" enfranchisement.

We further suUnit, Indian reasons for enfranchising were based on human

needs and NOT NECESSARILY as a "po'l'itical acc.omodation" or adoption

of Canada's systems. Consent must be free and based on the principle
of self-deternrination. To simply get pressure off your back is not

consent. t^le believe those who "voluntarily" enfranchised did so free-
1y because they wanted to and are not likely to seek reinstatement.

With respect to Bill C-31., we see no reason or necessity for
confusing the issue of reinstatement. Any reference to "voluntaryrr
enfranchisement regarding the past should be removed from Bill C-31.

Following this, we see no need for any mechanism which w'ill define who

is- Indian or who belongs to a Nation or "Band". l^le do see a process

guaranteed by Legislation for irnplementing reinstatement. 0n "volun-
tary" enfranchisement for the future, we do not believe any citizen of
Aborigina1 Nations should 'lose the Birthright of the National identity
of their Nation. The rights which flow from this should be equal to
all of our rights. InIe view the 1ike1y event of "voluntary" enfranch-

* See Addendum "A" rei The Br.own Boqli
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isement in the
for those desi

be required to

Registration:

future as one which accomodates a "dua'I" citizenship
ring this change. At no time should any of our citizens
give up their Birthright.

The General Li st

l^le recognize the realistic concerns of Band Councils with
respect to Membership in a Band, at this time, when resources are al-
ready stretched to their limits. lde do not view this as a reason for
denying the God-given Birthright of any cittzen, in hislher territory,
to be denied an opportunity to find his/her way back to their cornmuni-

ty in total as time and resources al]ow. Our Birthright is not for
sale. If l.ack of money and resources are the reasons for creation of
a General List, then we view this as a "subt'le" means of implementing
!'B'lood Quantum" as a way to deny Bands further resources, and citizens
their rights. 1,{e are talking here about the restoration of Ancestra'l

Rights to a11 persons of "lndian" Ancestry who identify as such. The

Genera'l List does not facilitate this process but'leads instead to a

"termination" of our rights rather than self-determination. The Pro-

cess for neinstatement and Band Membership must be a decolonizing
process 'leading to self-determination of each individual. Families

should not be wholeheartedly enfranchised through the General List.

l,lith respect, to registratioh, the fo]'lowing 2 diagrams i'l-
lustrate the process proposed by Bi'll C-31. Diagram 1: A & B show

the heredi tary :l 'ines i n a tradi ti onal system of maryi age. Di agram 2,

which is based on an actual case, is based on a family in which a1l

generations are full-bloods but whose father was trapping at the time

of registration and was missed/omitted from the Registry. B'i1l C-31

has no provisions for this consideration. If full-bloods can be den-

ied rights by B'i11 C-31, all those who are not full-bloods but entit-
led to status will be terminated even qu'icker as wr'll those of m'ixed

marriages in the future. This is not selrf-determination.
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FATHER
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MARRIAGE WITHIN A NATION

Y CLAN

MOTHER

(FB )

MARR IAGE BETWEIN T1^'O T I RST NAT IONS

D IAGRAM 1-A

FB = FULL-BL00D

D IAGRAM 1- B

*CH ILDREN ( F

*Depending on Descent-line of the Nation on Matrilinea'l or
Patrilinea'l Descent, the children wou'ld be under one or the

other and become a member of that C'lan.

/
/

/
/
B)

NATION A

FATHER

( rn 1

NATION B

MOTHTR

,/(FB)

\TILDREN(FB /

*Dependent on both Nations' lines of descent, children would

be under either Nation A or B of Parent's C'lan or citizens
of both Nat'ions.

Diagrams 1-A and 1-B are traditional forms of mariage.
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MARR IAGE U$DER IH E I ND IAN ACT , J 951 :

( Based on an Actual Case ) - 1985

*UNDER B ILL C-31

D IAGRAM 2
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Non-Status
*UNDER C-31
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Non-Status -
*UNDER C-31
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*UNDER C-31
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LIST

Non-Status
*UNDER C-31

NOTH I NG

Al I Generati ons are Ful I -Bl oods . In 2 Generati ors ,

will have no Status under the present Indjan Act nor

Both I ead to termi nati on of thei r Ri ghts 
"

H I LDREN
(rB)

thi

'i n

s Fami ly

Bi I I C-31
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t.le submit, there should be no "Categories" of Aborig'inal
People as this leads to "termination" of "status".

Keeping in mind, concerns of Band Councils, those who oppose

Band Councils determining Membership in a Band, categories of;"Indians"
created by BiIl C-31, and the dilemma of the Standing Committee to re-
solve this conf'lict, we propose the following alternative to a General

List being aware of the "floodgate" concerns as well.

l.Ie propose a registration list which ref'lects al1 Aboriginal
Peoples' fvlembership 'in their Nation that r:ecognizes their Birthright in
their respective Hofie1ands. ile believe this list will permit Band Coun-

ct'ls and the newly registered members to plan a proper and orderly pro-

cess to ahsorb those regt'stered citizens, who wish to return to their
conrnuniti:es, as the Band Councils are able and capable.

ble fa'fl to understand the concern of the "floodgate" approach

wten we Iook at Canada's enorTnous land base. Th{s discussion encourages

the yl'er that Canada ts Iike some small Island tn which land and resources

are limt'ted. Bil'lions of dollars have been accrued from the resource

bases of our traditrlonal Trrlbal Terri.tories for the profit of a few.

Bet)tg the second i.argest country in the wor1d, with a very small popula-

tton., we ftnd this narrow view incredible to believe. l^le see no apparent

reason why the Iand base of the Reserves could not be "enlarEed" or "new'

vtllages" and "Bands" created for those on a Nation-Regr'stration List
who so choose. New ViIlages should be guaranteed by Legislation and not
suhJect to Poltcy tn the ltkely'event a new "scott" emerges in the Depart-

ment. hle say this ru-tthout prejudrlce to the Abor tginal Title of our Trad-

ttiona'l Terrttortes.

Recogntzt'ng our Traditional Tri.bal Territories as lands bur-
dened by Abortgfnal Tttle, we qualify that the "enlarged" Iand base of
the reserves and/or "new vi.ilages" iand hases as burdene.d by Aboriginal
Ti'tle and must he so legtslated beyond the reaches cont. pg. 17

(r



I (ll'
{r

ii
ll
i
I

\

. ..t7

of the Provincial Governments. The "Trust" Obligation owed by Canada

to our Aboriginal Nations and the Protection this affords would ex-
tend these "new vi11ages" beyond the reaches of the Provincial Gov-

ernments. These "new vi'l1ages" and "new bands" would continue to be

a part of identffying and defin'ing Aboriginal R'ights in the Constitu-
tional Process.

In Diagram 2, each Generati.on of "Indian" parents produced

"full-bloods", yet were terminated by the Second Generation. l,Ie cat-
egorica'lly state that we agree with Band Councils defining Membership

provided this is done by "people of the blood" and not by the Indian

Act since this leads to termination of our children's rights. l,rle

rei terate, 'if fu'l I -b'loods cannot gai n rei nstatement accordi ng to
Bill C-31, what hope do the rest have of being secure'in their rights?

Bi I I C-31

Many attempts have been made to resolve the issue of mem-

bership by concerned citizens of Canada, Members of its Governing In-
stitutions andn most especially, by the Aboriginal Peoples of Canada.

The litany of past u,rongs is enormous. }.Ie view the "Membership" issue

as Canadian Government-designed, to erode our Aboriginal Title and our

Rights which flow from that. The Canadian Public rarely distinguishes
between c'lasses of Indian people. Canadians do not ask what c'lass of
Indian we are. This distinction is, by and 1arge, promoted by the

Government of Canada through its politicai institutions which demand

it 'lega1'ly, po]itical ly, adm'inistratively, social ly and financial1y.
It is therefore entirely encumbent on the Political Governing Institu-
tions of this Land to correct this injustice in a fair manner.

In our generation of leadership, and, those of Canada, who

make the laws, we hope this'issue will be resolved once and for all.
lde say th'is in apprec'iation of the quality of Debate in the House of
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Commons on Second Reading of Bill C-31. Clearly, many of you sitting
here today understand what needs to be done. The spirit in which we

study your systems is with the hope of developing co-operation as we

proceed to work withr'n your systems as best we can. At the same time,
we will never stop str"ivi.ng for the proper recognition of our Aborigi-
nal Ttltle and Rights to take our natural place and exercise our rights
and responstbiltties through Sel f-determination.

The Debate i'ndtcates to us a new spir it of genuine

concern on the part of th.e Members of the House and the Minister of
Iddtan Affairs for the Decolonizr'ng of our Peoples and aIl that this
encempasses. Se encourage each one of you to continue in this spirit
as we are encouraged to continue strtvi.ng. llle must al'l recognize, we

are bui.ldtng a future for your children and ours to continue to live
i.n peace and frie.ndshr'p. That r's our goal. t,Ie also seek the stabil-
izing of our Famtltles and Nations to he whole and healthy in their
growth and development.

In your work towards the recognition of our people as

Aboriginal Peop'[e wtth distinct identtties, philosophy, institutions,
yalues, my of life and goalsr we dsk that you not let this diminish
your vi'ew of us as human berlngs. t{e are not perfect nor should we be

expected to be. In your Charter of Rights and Freedoms, you have

embodl-ted an Equal'ity Clause because you have recognized the imperfect-
i:ons of Canadian Soctety and hope to a'llev'iate some of the inequities
created by thts system. As your strive toward your ldeals of Demo-

cracy which came from the thoughts of ordinary men and women f ike you

anrl L so our people seek to amend the tnequities among ourselves in
a peacefui way.

It has been stated many ttmes, Bill C-31 is only a

transtttln to SeIf-Government and the Constitutional entrenchment of
our Rltghts. Thts should not give ri'se to accepting it as is. The Bill
wt'lI not be perfect nor so'lye every situation which arises. But we are
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confident and believe that it can alleviate a major thorn in all our
sides through improved amendments. The vfews we take and recommend-
ations we have made here are reasonable arguments for this Committee
to make further amendments since it is unlikely to be dealt with again
tn the near future. The potential of BilI c-3I to engage your govern-
ffient and our leaders in a meaningful process for change is a positive
one. Shou'ld the potentt.al of the Br'lI be fu]ft]Ied, we and our peopie
can Iook forward to a better future with confidence. Thank you.
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ADDENDUM IIAI]

"The Brown Book of Indian Affairs"

"The Brown Book" of Indian Affairs refers to a

promoti onal scheme for Indi an Affai rs ' Empl oyees

some 15 years ago and possible existing further
back than that. r Thi s "Book" refers to the

number of Indian people the Indian Affairs'
Empl oyees were abl e to "enfranchtse" and based

on numbers, these Ernpl oyees recei ved promoti ons

wi thi n the Department.

$le :Br€ unable to bring forth
accounted this to us st'nce he

oath of sec!'ecy with respect

Government.

the wi tness who
aTs sworn to an

to his job in the

I'le make mention of this testimony wi th respect

to quest'tl'ons rai'sed 0n Vol untayy / Invol untary

fnfranchrlsement. Ve'l untary CIr n0t, the Dept.

intended to "enfranchise" all Indian people.

*****************
'.

Futth:er, in J975, when the rtjnion of Br"itish
Celumbia Indian, Chiefs (Status), were

con ternp'l a ti ng j o'i'n i ng forces wi th the B, C.

Assoctation of Non*status Indians (-B,C.A. N" S. I. ),
the U"B*C.LC. were told their funds would be

cut off. -Thj's is CIn l"ecord in 1975

*****************



ADDTNDUM IIBII

FUNDING - LACK OF RTSOURCTS TO NON-STATUS

In addition, to the lack of consultation, the lack of
resources availed to us regarding our future (Bill C-3I) in
comparison to the Status Groups, we are further penalized by our

lack of accessibi'lity to funding sources such as: Secretary of
State, Canadi'an Employment & Inmigration Comrnission, Department of
Indian Affairs. He cannot fit the criteria of these sources

whi'ch call for a community base, with an infrastructure that is
afforded the Bands by the Department of Indtan Affairs. Since

tlte don't have a land and resource base to draw from, we are in a

"Chi'cken and Egg'I situat:'on

l{ith the Government-inflicted burdens of the constant
prqcess of Revisions to the Indian Act - In additton, to our

mandate of addresstng our eyery day problems, we are being cutback

tn Secretary of State funds (Core) when the funding should reflect
our addtttonal workload.

t{e could ctte s'eyeral inequali,ties such as the

$1.2 nillton Indian Act Revtsion Funds whtch none of the Non:status
grouPs were able to access, hut, the message 'r's clear that the

GoyetrnmEnt has h'een rlnstrumental in allowtng this lmbalance to

continue. The underlying reason is always money.

l{e sqggest our funding problems and the treafinent given

Non-Status Indl'ans tn the lack of consultati'on will continue if
thts SiJi l's passed rtn rlts present form. r
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II

THE INDIAN ACT - PROTTCTION VTRSUS RTSTRICTION

The purpose of tre Trust 0b1

Peoples against the encroachment of out

Aboriginal Affairs,

In saying thi s, the Indian

out" J ands & resourcss , our peopJ e, CIur

rl'g hts. Thi s i nc.[ udes protection aga i n

fiovernments.
i

In th rs spi.rt t, the Act shoul d be

Abot"i"g t na 1 Feopl es a nd not one which re stri cts
cf Ahortg i.nal Peopl es.

DTFINING CITIZENSI{ IP IN OUR NATIONS

-MEMBERSTIIP CODES

Lookt'ng at the Act as one for Protectton, the defining of
cttizenshtp only applies to those that join our Nations that are not

of our B1ood. This co*rlnctdes w'r:th Canada's latls on Citizenship in
whtkh aI'l people b'srn r'n Canada are regarded as Canadian Citizens by

ri:gnt of Btrth. and those who come from qther countries must meet the
ctttzenshtp code of Canada to he consi'dered for "Canadi'an Status""

tte matntatn only God/Great Spirit dec'[ded we were Indian

and trho ts a htgher pol'ter to say ue can't be Indian. This was decided

when we were horn. hfe were born Indian and we wi'II dte Indian.

The fiembership Code dtscussed shou'ld only apply to those

1,,

ti
t'
'1r

1

'igati on

side Ca
t,,,

Act sho

Se I f-Go

st encr

is to protect Aboriginal
nadi an i nterference i n
i
t\

\
uI\ be an Act to Protect

\
verrknents and a.I l ov our\

oachments by Provi ncial
l\

i\i\.\
i\
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one of Protection of the

the Affairs and Rtghts



ADDTNDUM 'I DII

URBAN SOVTRNUTNTS TOR ABORIG I }IAL PTOPL ES

For those Aboriginal Peoples who choose not to return to
their communtties and yet are entitled to all their Aboriginal Rights,
there must be "Urban" Aboriginal Governments which would serve the
needs of AI'l Aborigilnal Peoples living in an Urban Centre.

Since we are still developing our ideas and thoughts on'
th'is aspect, vle have not presented information outlining in detail
what this wouid entatl.

Ne would, however, be prepar:ed to answer questions in
general, ttf the Conrntlttee llembers so wish.

LEGAL AMTNDMTNTS TO BILL C-3]

Due to shortness of time in preparing our Brief, we have

not had the time to prepare prloposed Legal Amendments for the

Cormittee's cons'i:deratton. I{e are prepared to forward these in writing
to the Comntttee at a later date to be considered part of our Brief of
today.

He wtl 1 state .that lve support the 1 I recorrnendations of
the NattveAlliance of Quebec tn their Brief to thi's Committee earlier.



Native Alliance of Quebec's l1 recommendations which

The United Native Nations supports.

The l.tirrists in hj.s press conference, clgarly stated h-i-s openness

to reasonable reconnendations for changes. I^Ie take the l&ncr:rab1e gentlenen

at h-is vord and nrake the folloraring reccnnendaticnrs:

1. Wttereas other rraticns with abrigilal peoples harrc recognized
t}e need, for a wrprehensirre review of sjrnilar sj-tr:ations (IlS,

l'{ormay, Nelr Zealanl) and

' Whereas, it, is our contention that the federal governnent is
resiPonsible for aIL aboriginal peoplesr. \^/e recomcind that ttre
&:dian Act be orzerhauled jrl its entj-rety alrrl h replaced by a
proDer Irxlian Code.

2. Wlereas the lrdian Act liri1l be in force tlrtil replaced by a new

Ast (s) and could tlrerefore be challenged,
lde reconnend that al] Indian peoples (i.e. status, non-statr:s,
!,letis) be ful1 pa::Licipants in a ccnplete orrerhaul of the Indian
Ast,. With tite understanAing that, ro court aftion will be rrrde:talcen
rcrtil t}e ner'r legislation is in place.

3. Wtereas tJ:e pr:::qiples and. paraneters of se-LJ-Eoverrurent, harre

rot yet rnattrred one,

!,ihereas the FIC process has desonstrated that botil go\ierrurents

and aboriginal peoples need rpre tjnE to lrcrk on nodels of self-
go\errrrent to folloir and, to decide tkre *ctent of povers of these
go\Errurents,

!{e reconner:d that the goverrnent req:rrsider its plans to give
bands gtiasi-jud.icial por,rers as one isolated elensrt of self-



goverment

4. WLrereas $rany cqrstitr:ents on reserx/es are not convinced that
barxi. cotmcils are the ulthate rrchicles of self go\ErnnEnt, and

Wlrereas BiIl C-52 never cane abouL, and

Wtereas other forns or styles of self-gorcrnnerrt for lEtis arxi

non-status lrulj.ans, off resenre statr:s Irrdj-ans and Inuit are

not ftiLLy developed, and

Whereas selflrorrernnent is a eucial issue jJr the FT,trC process.

!{e reconnerul that proposed asEnfunts to t}e Irrdian Act relates
tg self-gorrernuent and be in harnony wi*l curent diversitlz and-
qeatiulty in developing npdels of self-pr.zerrurent.

5. Whereas parlianenta4z conrnittees are. seen as slznpathetic towards

fertj-le wcrk on self-gurernnent arui

Wlrereas civjL ser$ents who hatre had great input, into present

cltar4es jrr the Act, arrd
' Wtrereas a parliarentary concnittee could., to a gtreater e>rtent,

ensure a fuIL anri public debate on self-govanxrent, and

Wlereas selfjorernm-nt is a process of . rethinkixg relationships
btneen aboriginal pecples ar:d governnent as lieJ-l as relationsklps
ht:raeen aboriglnal peoples,

!.ie reccnnend. that the goverffrert publicly state that arr1, changes

made to tbe Indian Act are rerely part of an onqaixg ggocesa

and that the governnent put i:rto place effective ron-itoring i-r1s-

_tn:nent-s.
6. Whrereas t}e proposed anerrdnents do not requiJe tlle jnzolvnent

of the nesr, SI arrl present non-status Indians and l4etjS, Errd

9{lrereas the AE-!I in its presentation dld not prec}:de the inraclv-
nent of llS lrdj-ans and Met5-s,

lfe reccrrsrend that the der.elognent of these'nernberbtrip or citizenship
codes tai€ prace with the firIL par:ticipation of these affected
peoples.

Thev, t}le Am{, clajrn t}rey do not want a bunch of pecple wtp are
arbitrariJy nade Indians flodlng tleir reserrres. Hr^r scon we forget!
Theg themselves were arbitrari'ly made Tnriian-s hrv tbe sane Indian

:Act. !,iith the changes, the gorrernnent has errtered ti:e irer^y sticlqr
field of "ptre race" Iarars even if they are glossed orrer witJ: argrrEnts



of "status". Eiese are e>ftrere1y qr:estionable derreloprents for wh-ich

tlere are no precedents within Canadian Society. Ehere may b legal
argRrrents as to \^,trether ttre Canadian Charter of Rit'nts and Freedons

or Internatiou-I Correnants will condenrr this Ast,. Ibe,ever, the creation
of nrrre jnter-natr:re discrlmi:ration, as rnell as cl-everly disgrised
general forrm of d.iscrinrination are un{anadian anri abhorrent to
us aIL.

i{ren BjLl C-31 ensures that the consequences of pasL discrimination
are borne LV the victjrns of that discrimination, sonethSng is rcry
w?rcng.

i,Jhen gilf C-31 ensutres that SI on reser:ves are left to provi.de

for a lrcssib1e jnflux of new nembers w:Lthorxt a garantee of firrding
and resorrrces, saretlr"ing is verlr hrrong.

When Bill C-31 ensrres tlat nerr SIrs tltat apply for band nernbership

are subje*ed to a rernbership prrcedrre based on village justice,
son$hing is rcry wrong.

7. Wkereas tl're -di,.1.trting of blood"r "pux€ race 1aw" aryect of
Bi.II C-31 is d,j-sgracefu1., racist and un-Canadian, and
!,itereas parents trfio registered as new Sf under BiIl C-31

should harre the sar,re transfer of rights as existing SI,
l,[e reccnnend tlrat nerr ST be given the right to trqpsfq- -€talu5_
to thejJ descendants, subjest to fle l,atter re-affirnring
srch at tle age of najoriQr-

8. !{hereas many of the anEnCed, priovisicn:s are r:nclear ar:d. u:Ce-
fined, and

Whereas M[{SI inirclvenent jrr t}re draftjJlg process was rninj-rnal,

I,tre reccnarend a fuIL debate before the stand,i-rq ccmrlittee
with the t:rtderstandlng that charrges can still be made.

9. Wt..""" collective rights and jnd.ividual rights are being
taeighted i.n tle balance, and

WLrereas collesLive rights can be confused with the arbitrarl,
oercise of porer,
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hle rffi tlut shou-Id quasi-juCicial
be acconpanied by proper gruarantees for

pc,hBrs given to bands

inCiviCual rights,

tirre nr-Lqht.
--

10 " l,Ihereas there is
consequences of
I,ihereas tlere i-s

in order to distingujsh belleen collecLirre_riqht ald collec:-

only sriJrirnal recogxsition of the eccncraic

shiftSng NSI to SI , anC

nq reccgnillon of tlrc eccncrilLc needs cf
off rese:rre SI, t'4etJ.s and ltSl.
Wlereas l,:r the Uiited States Ure practice is to ercLend reser-
rration progralrs and ssrrices to off rese:rrati-on non-contiguous

zones, aJld

Whereas many rrative people 1irrc in the peripheral of resenes,
We reccnnend consi.deration of an octension oland nore_qui-
lab1e access to prograrns and ser:zices torcff resenie ee,ople

; tJre sreation ot-srrch if lackir:g.
lL. Whereas ttre l'finister oplicitly sr-.tted thris Bill was nct

bejng rrushed through and that all reascnable contribr:tions
for inpmzenent rrould be serjor:sly consideredr
!.Ie reccnnend, f-hat tle t"tinister extend the consultation pro-
cess, no{, only on Bill C-31 buE on the entjre Indian Act
atai that the !,tinister also ?nsure i.rL :onsultation arui partil
cipation of agiorral anrd loca-I ron _registered (MMI) q:lE&s.

iJt this-ntPcess'.



ADDENDUM '1E"

QUALITY OF DEBATE IN THE HOUSE ON SECOND READING

Honorable David Crombie - "the amount of ignorance which exists about
ct to these definitions is striking."

- "what greater
amogance of assumi ng the ri ght to tel l
cul ture sild trad i tion who 'r's and who i s
and who can and who cannot live on their

- "DecoJonization is not a pa'r'nless process.ll

HOn0rable Keith Peller - "the Indian people had no part to play at ail
@dtanConfederation.Theyweieexc]uded'They
did not have the smallest voice in the terms of the British North funer-
ica Act of 1867. Yet that same Act, tn Section 91(24), assumhd legis-
Iattve authort)ty wifi respect to Indians and'lands reserved for Indians
to the Federal Government. The Federal Government used that section of
the Constituttlon to erode Indlan Governments. },Iell, in fact to do away
wtth them. In its place the Government imposed upon Indian Nations a
co'loni.al regtme, and then through the Indian Act of 1876 the Government
consolt'dated rlts Iegl'slative control over the Indian people. Under the
Indian Act tradttional Indtan govermnents were done away with and re-
placed with something known as Band Councils. This was not an invention
of Indtan people at alI. It was not r'ndigenous government but an imposed
form of gwernment. . "

o "the Indian Act is, t'n fact, totalitarian."

- "I{e wr'll do it?(recognize our right to Self-
Goyernmentl. hle wtll do it by recognizing in our Constitution, the
nelt Constttuti:on of Canada, thei.r abortginal right to govern themselves.
NhQn we do that, then the entire Indian Act, not just Section '12: I (b)
or the enfranchtsement provistons but the entire Indian Act, then
becomes unconstitutional .

- "}{e have created heartbreak and misery through
our intolerable meddl ttng and tinkerrlng. "

ilonorabl€ Ji.m ffianly - "By removing status and band
ied a non-Indian, that section

robhed these tvomen 0f thei r bl"rthright" It robbed
hel ong to thef r- own peopl e and the ri.ght to 1 i ye i n
they had grown u p , to 'i nherl't property I ef t to them
eyen to be burted tn ancestra1 graveyards.

intrusion can there be than the
another peopl e of another
not a member of their community
own I ands?"

membershi ps from
of the Indi an Act

them of the right to
the cormTtu n f ty where
by thei r parents and
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cont. Addendum "E"

Honorable Jirl$n]y - "If, on the other hand, people who are reinstated
ffitheirreserVeandhavedecenthousing,thenthe
entire reinstatement program is a cruel hoax.rr

- ulf we recognized the legitimate needs of the
Indian people, it wou'ld turn to our 'long-term economic advantage.r'

- "but I am concerned that the Bill does not speci-
fically require that band membership provisions shou'ld conform to the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.,,

Right Honorable Joe Clark - "To many Canadian Indians, the principle
at stake was not the equality of Indian women but the automony of

, Indtan bands." (This r's not a women's issue but an Indian rights issue)-our note
i\
I \ - "Indeed, while discrimination against
i\,*o*.n is an unhappy characteristic of many societies" the co]onialI itreatment of the' Iitdian peop'le is a particular Canadian injustice."
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Honorable Sheila F'itr+to.ne - "This
i s bu t an attempt

to the wor,,e I bu t

at assimi I ati ng

- oI cannot support his restoration of status
not to their chiidren."

di crimi natory pi ece of I eg i sl at'i on
our Indians 'i nts the "white" society."


