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Abstract

| began my PhD studies in 2005 knowing | wanted to study concepts of Indigenous
governance and self-determination. | knew my journey would not be easy; we live after
all in harsh colonial times. The Indian Act is still in effect and by its very nature
subjugates and oppresses Indigenous governance and empowerment. In abiding by an
indigenous Research methodology, | was able to come to understand and begin to
document what it takes to be self-determining and shed light on true indigenous

governing principles while living under a colonial regime.

Abiding by an Indigenous Research methodology meant | had to “live” my research, tell
my story from a decolonized mind, body and spirit, learn from St6:/6 epistemologies and
above all make sure my research could lend its voice to change and Indigenous
empowerment. My research therefore is as much about my journey in decolonization
and empowerment as it is about understanding Indigenous governing principles. My
journey was guided by the teachings of Xexa:/s and therefore is inextricably linked to
Sté:10 territory, ontology and epistemology. Behind the colonial barricade, | discovered
Sté:16 governing principles provided within our cultural teachings and transformations
throughout our territory that speak to the power of place, the importance of women, the
laws of our ancestors and the title to territory embedded within our sxwoxwiyam and

ancestral names.

it is now 2012 and the timing is right to begin to change, to transform colonial relations of
Indigenous disempowerment, disease and disconnection. The time is right to return to
our teachings of Xexa:Is and our governing principle of “all our relations.”

Keywords: Indigenous Governance; Self-Determination; Sté:/6 epistemology;

Indigenous Research Methodology; De-colonization; Indigenous
Empowerment
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Glossary of Halq’eméylem Terms and Ancestral Names

Halq’eméylem Terms
Athelets, anglicised as Aitchelitz — Ts’elxwéyeqw.

CELANEN, SENCOZFEN for WSANEC (Sannich) laws and teachings which form the
basis for governance ({fesalag (Tom Sampson) see also Claxton 2008:52).

cexwte’n, a Hun’qumi’num term for a ceremony, a gift to be used in a certain way at
certain times to help the people (8¢’'lacton as cited in Jenness 1955:71).

Ch’iyaqtel, direct translation is “fish weir’ is name of Ts’elxwéyeqw village anglicised as
Tzeachten.

Halg’eméylem, dialect of Halkomelem spoken by the upriver St6./6, from Matsqui to Yale
— this actual term is associated with Leq’4:mel now known as Nicomen Island near
Deroche — was a place “where lots of people used to gather” (Galloway 2009:223).

Hul'qumi’num, the island dialect of Halkomelem spoken from Malahat to Nanoose.
Hun’qumi’num, the downriver dialect of Halkomelem spoken from Katzie to Musqueam.

Kluh Ch ihl ihs ehm, a dialect of the Nooksack language spoken by the Ts’elxwéyeqw
(Carlson 2010:120).

Kwelxa:Ixw, Kwél, Mount Baker.

Lets’emot, one kind (Galloway, 2009:210); also often used for “to be of one heart and
one mind” a term used to describe a St6:/6 Siya:m’s ability to get all people working
together toward a common goal/vision; also Lets'emét lets’e th'a:la.

Lets’6:Imexw, different tribe, different people, strangers (Galloway 2009:1437).
Lets’6:mexw, different person, stranger (Galloway 2009:210).

Lexexéq, anglicised as Luckakuck Creek.

Lexwsa:q, Nooksack People.

Lexws'i:ts’el, person who is always lazy (Galloway 2009:1440).

Lhéchelesem, Nooksack language.

Lhewa:Imel, the river that flowed from Chilliwack Lake to Sumas Lake — meaning of
name is “left its course” as this river did on several occasions.

Mestiyexw, person (Galloway 2009:1439).
Méxweya, belly-button (Galloway 2009:1101).
Milha, smilha, a spirit-dance, a winter-dance (Galloway 2009:1560).
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NE,HIMET, SENCO¥EN for “mine to protect” and is the oldest form of land tenure,
includes all the resources and responsibilities that come with one’s ancestral name
(flesalag Tom Sampson 02-08-2011:3-4). See also Claxton (2008:56) who describes
NE,HIMET as family history and teachings which included things the family owned
and rights to certain locations.

O:wqw'elmexw or O:.wkw'elmexw, a tribe of people/several tribes (Galloway 2009:1437).
Oyé:Iwethet, be totally independent, doing the best one can (Galloway 2009:1104).

Pta:kwem, Braken Fern, shoots are fiddle heads, inside of the stems can be ground into
flour (Coqualeetza 1981).

Pelo:1hxw, Pilalt.

Qogolaxel, “Watery Eaves” — longhouse and settlement of Wililég the 5 and the
Ts’elxwéyeqw — built around 1800 (Carlson 2010:125).

Q’6xel, Round Fish — would come up the Sumas River and the old Chilliwack River — by
the thousands — shiny silver and green on top (Bob Joe as cited in Wells 1987:117).

gwemchd:ls, Cranberries that grew in St6:/6 territory (Coqualeetza 1981).
Qweqwe’opelhp, anglisiced as KwawKwawpilt — Ts’elxwéyeqw village.
Qw'esits, trout (Bob Joe as cited in Wells1987:116).

Qw'eyilex, dance of spirit dancer (Galloway 2009:1560).

Qwi:qwélstom, is the Halq’'eméylem word that best describes justice according to a
Sto:16 worldview, has to do with speaking, teaching, restoring balance and harmony.
We don’t name programs so | was chosen along with elder Siyamlalexw (Joe Alec)
to carry the name for the St6:/6 people.

Qw'é:ItI'el, Kwantlen people — downriver dialect of Halkomelem.
Qwo:lqwel, speaking to a lot of people/at a gathering (Galloway 2009:1557).

Sema:th, one of the seven upriver St6:/6 Tribes — in English is Sumas or sometimes
referred to as Kilgard — this tribe was home to Xéyteleq a great warrior; current name
carrier is Ray Silver Sr. a highly respected Siydélexwe (Elder).

Semela:lh, plural — high class people (Galloway 2009:1440); worthy people, people who
know their history and where they are from.

SENCOTEN, 1 of the 5 dialects spoken by WSANEC (Saanich) People — main language
used by {lesalaqg (Tom Sampson).

s’ep’d:s, non-dancers, non-painted people (Galloway 2009:1560).
Shxwha:y, anglicised as Skway — Ts’elxwéyeqw.

Shxwlam, a healer usually with special spiritual power to assist with the healing, can be
man or woman.
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Shxweli, Naxaxalhts'i asked Yoémalot (Rosaleen George) what this is: she put her hand
on her chest and she said “Shxweli is inside us here.” And she put her hand in front
of her and she said “Shxweli is in your parents.” She raised her hand higher and said
“and then your grandparents, your great-grandparents, it’s in your great great
grandparents. It’s in the rocks, it's in the trees, it's in the grass, it's in the ground.
Shxweli is everywhere (McHalsie 2007:104).

Shxwtelis te syewalelh, “where the past ancestors came from” (Galloway 2009:1042).
Shxwexwé:s, Thunderbird — the bird of Xexa:/s.

Sia:teleq, the family member in charge of looking after family fishing site, person knew
who all relatives were up and down river (Rosaleen George as cited in McHalsie
2007:97).

Si:le, Grandparent the Si:le Grandmother and te Si:le for Grandfather.

Siya:ye, word used to describe a loved one, although not able to identify direct blood or
ancestral tie.

Siya:m, respected leader (singular).

Siya:m, respected leaders (plural).

Siydlexwe, an Elder, old person — plural is Si:ydlexwe.
Si:yolexwe, Elders.

Siyelyélexwa, Elders (many collective).

Siyolexwaélh, deceased Elders.

Skwiiyéth, pitiful person, helpless person, person unable to do anything for him/herself
(Galloway 2009:1440) often translated into English as “slave” but neither an entirely
appropriate nor accurate word for this term.

Skwo:wech, sturgeon — Bob Joe (as cited in Wells 1987:117).
Slhilhexes, the painted people, dancers (Galloway 2009:1560).

Smela:lh, high class person, respected person (Galloway 2009:1440); plural is
Semela:lh; means worthy person as in person knows his/her history and where s/he
is from Smilha’awitxw winter dance building (Galloway 2009:1560).

Sq'ewqéyl, anglicised as Skowkale — Ts’elxwéyeqw.
Sqwélqwel, personal family stories used to teach.
Sth’6:qwi, salmon.

Sts’a’i:les, anglicised as Chehalis — means beating heart.
Sqayéx, Mink (Boas uses K-a'iq).

Sqémél, pit house.
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S’6lh Téméxw, an encompassing term used to describe “Our World” that incorporates all
life found therein, includes past, present and future, includes territory, spiritual realm
and all our relations.

S'téxem, word Old Pierre used to describe some of 8¢’{scten’s people who were so
stupid he made them serfs (Suttles 1955:12); today used to describe “worthless
people” ones who do not know their history or where they come from.

Sto:16, river.
Sté:méx, Warrior/War Leader.
Stit-sés or Stitesos, low class person (Galloway 2009:626).

sts’eléxwem, experienced spirit dancer (Galloway 2009:1560). Also from Rena Peter
“‘power we call it” (Rena Peter) — experienced dancer from root ts'é/éxw “go into
quieter water” (see Gardner dissertation 2002:201).

Stswelt, “that's the Douglas people” (Yomalot as cited in Gardner 2002:279).

S’d:met, be always lazy, stupid, be a good for nothing (Galloway 2009:1582).
Swi:lhcha, a tribe at head of Cultus Lake, now often referred to as the “forgotten tribe”.
Swiwe, oolichans (Bob Joe as cited in Wells 1987:116).

Swogw’elh, a handwoven blanket, made from mountain goat wool which is rare and
difficult to get, is therefore a status symbol; the family crest or family story is woven
into the swdgqw’elh which then tells a story.

Sxa:sls, the ones who keep track of everything - “keepers and communicators of sacred
histories” (Carlson 2010:62).

Sxd6chagel, the main Ts’elxwéyeqw Village located on the northern shore of Chilliwack
Lake.

Sxwolexwiyam, ‘ancient people over a hundred years old’- ‘they can't move, just lay
there in the pithouse, they take liquids, in spring the family digs out the roof to get
them out into the sun” (Galloway 2009:1015).

Sxwoyeha:la, anglicised as Squiala — Ts’e/xwéyeqgw.

Sxwé:yxwela, village where Wililéq the 5™ and his sister die and are buried — was not
made into a “reserve”.

Sxwsiya:m, “prominent family leaders who owned and controlled” family resources
(Carlson 2010:48).

Sxela:wixw, village at Pelolhtxw with smoke house that had painted house-post — they
scattered that tribe after they had a fight (Albert Louie b. 1884 as cited in Wells
1987:159).

Sxexo:mes, gifts from the creator; gifts from our ancestors.
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Sxwoxwiyam, ancient stories of importance to the St6:/6, include transformations
performed by Xexa:ls and speak to “teachings,” and St6:/6 laws.

Sxwd:yxwey, Mask Ceremony — an ancient beginning of time sxexo:mes belonging to
certain St4:/6 families; although masks are carried by men who also perform the
dance, the songs and the very masks themselves belong to the female members of

the family who decide which men will carry the masks.

Sxwsiya:m, “recognised owners” of valuable sites (Carlson 2010:123).
Syesyewalelh, all one’s ancestors.

Syewa:l, ancestors.

Syuwa:lelh, “words of your ancestors” (Galloway 2009:1042).

Syawél, one’s spirit song (Bob Joe as cited in Wells 1987:119).

Tel Swayel, Sky born people.

Téméxw, earth, ground, land, the earth, the world (Galloway 2009:1342).
Théathem:als, Ts’elxwéyeqw village where Wililéq the 5" was born.
the Si:le, Grandmother.

th'éxth’ex, Stinging Nettle, or St4:/6 spinach (Coqualeetza 1981).
Th'ewali, anglicised as Soowhalie.

Toémiyeqw, great great great great grandparent or great great great great grandchild who
also happens to be the 7" generation.

Tomiyeqw, great great great great grandparent or great great great great grandchild who
also happens to be the 7" generation.

Ts'éqw’, be overcome with pleasurable feelings after eating great salmon or a great
meal (Galloway 2009:1234).

Ts’elxwéyeqw, Chilliwack Indian people (Galloway 2009:1437).

Xa:ls, the youngest of the Xexa:/s siblings — Agnes Kelly as told to Sonny McHalsie (see
Carlson 2007:156).

Xepa:y, a St6:16 man who was transformed by Xexa:/s into the cedar tree (Carlson with
Sonny McHalsie 1998:8).

Xexa:ls, the four offspring of Red Headed Woodpecker and Black Bear who travelled
S’6lh Téméxw making the world right.

Xéyles, means “sidehill” — an early 7s’elxwéyeqw settlement.

Xeéyixelemés, one of the two rocks of Lady Franklin rock (Galloway 2009:1339).

Xawsad:lh, new dancer.
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Xwélmexw, “us” so to speak - people who are the same.

Xwelmexwawixw, longhouse, plank house, smokehouse (for spirit dancing) (Galloway
2009:1560).

Xwelitem, White person, translated into English literally as starving person (Galloway
2009:925).

Xwexwo:stel, mountain shaped like a Thunderbird (Shxwexwd:s) across the Fraser river
from Q’6w (the “howl”) mountain.

Xwoqw'é:ls, Wild potato — camas and wapato (Coqualeetza 1981).
Yeqwyeqwi:ws, proper Halq’eméylem spelling for Yakweakwioose — means “burnt out”.

Yéqwelhtax, southern Kwakiutl people from Cape Mudge who raided (Galloway
2009:1438).

Yewa.l, first (Galloway 2009:1240).

Ancestral Names
Eyteleq, Darwin Douglas Jr.

Hielamacha, (1810-1867) — was Chief of Cheam in 1863 when baptised by Roman
Catholics at St. Marys. His father was chief when Simon Fraser arrived. He was
father to Chief Alexsis (Sru-ets-lan-ough) (Pilalt Chiefs unpublished paper on file with
Cheam Band by Gordon Mohs June 2000).

Hiyolemtel, Clarence Pennier (Grand Chief).

Koyale, Harry Stewart “it means Peacemaker, he was a leader of five reserves, the
people gave him that name. He was called to different reserves to settle disputes”
(Koyalemot, Mary Stewart as cited in Steléomethet (Ethel Gardner 2002:167).

Koyalemot, female version of late Harry Stewart, carried by Mary Stewart his great
granddaughter (Stelémethet (Ethel Gardner) 2002:167).

kwata’'sia, male version is kwate’s, Mrs. E.L. - Mrs. Edmond Lorenzetto — Duff informant
(1972:9) - Mrs. Lorenzetto a few years younger than Edmond (who was about 55
years old during Duff's work of summer of 1949 and 1950 when Duff spent total of 9
weeks in field) was also a good informant on some subjects, especially on the
attitudes of people of high rank. Her father (Chief Pierre of Hope) had come from
what had for generations beenregarded as the highest-ranking family of the Hope
area. Her mother was from a high-ranking Langley family ; her maternal grandmother
had come from Lummi. She is aware that despite her parents teaching of an attitude
of outward humility, she still receives from others the deference and respect due her
high social position (Duff 1972:9). Her name from father’s side of family is kwata’sia
- the name belonged to her grandfather’s sister, a surviving sister of this owner
passed it to Mrs. E.L. from her death bed but according to Duff the meaning of the
name had been lost (1972:77).
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Lho:kw'elaléxw, Siyolexwalh Dan Milo.

Naxaxalhts’i, Albert (Sonny) McHalsie — name is from his paternal grandfather Antoine
who was a grizzly bear hunter (McHalsie 2007:83).

B¢’lactan, Old Pierre — spelled Thelhatsstan in Carlson 2010:135.
Q’'um Q’'um Xiiem, Dr. Jo-Ann Archibald.

Qwatiseltel, Chief Louie — of Yeqwyeqwi:ws — dictionary says late 1800s early 1900s
(Galloway 2009:1033) — but this is actually Albert Louie’s (born 1884) dad is
Qwatiseltel — Albert Louie’s (born 1884) grandfather was T’ixwelatsa (Wells
1987:156).

Qw'oselwet, sister to James and Fred Wealick, married to Jack Uslick and mother to
Harry Uslick (Albert Louie as cited in Wells 1987:163).

Selthelmetheqw, Peter Denis Peters (McHalsie 2007:83).

si¢’'miya, most highly respected name of the Hope area — during Duff — name was held
by Chief Pierre of Hope's uncle — he passed without naming successor, the family
met and one of Pierre’s cousins claimed it and Pierre in “his modesty assented” (Duff
1972:77).

Si:le Qwet’6selwet, Siyolexwalh Nancy Phillips.

Siyamatel, old Michell, Albert Louie’s (b.1884) Uncle “that’'s another kind of high name.
All these names I've given you, they are for high people that throw things away in
early days. That's the ones had a lot of money. They'd give someone a gun and
blankets, and everything” (Albert Louie as cited in Wells 1987:163).

Siya:mia, late Herman Peters, late Denise S. Peters Naxaxalhts'i thinks he was number
3, the original Siya:mia was from l.yem (McHalsie 2007:92).

Siyamlalexw, Siyélexwe Joe Alec.
Siyamiyatéliyot, Siydlexwe Elizabeth Phillips.
Siya:mteleq, Charles (Corky) Douglas.

Siyémches, Julius Malloways ancestral name (Richard Malloways Dad) — Frank
Malloway is current name carrier (Albert Louie as cited in Wells 1987:163).

Siyolia, June Quipp (nee Douglas) from Cheam Band.
Skwelselem, earth born — first leader of the Kwantlen people (Carlson 2010:86).

Sru-ets-lan-ough, (1843-1888) Chief Alexsis of Cheam from 1867-1888, son of
Hielamacha, baptised Dec 4 1863.

Stelémethet, Dr. Ethel Gardner.
Swaneset

Syexwaltn, Dominic Charlie born 1885, half brother to August Jack Khahtsahiano.
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T'a:ts’, Pelélhtxw - brother to Teméxwetel - T'a:ts’ who got his power from the raven.The
raven could jump from canoe to canoe, that is what he would do when warrioring
with my grandfather. Means when you bbq a fish on three sticks and put it on the fire
they call that T'a:ts’ (as told to Wells in 1965 by Albert Louie b. 1884, see Wells
1987:159).

Teméxwetel, Peldlhtxw chief living at Chilliwack Landing (as told to Wells in 1965 by
Albert Louie b. 1884 see Wells 1987:159). He was a warrior, a fighter who had his
power from “the dirt” (Téméxw) who got his power from thunder. He had a brother
named T’4:ts’ who got his power from the raven. The raven could jump from canoe to
canoe, that is what he would do when warrioring with my grandfather. Means when
you bbq a fish on three sticks and put it on the fire they call that T'a:ts’.

T'émq’ethelmot, Jade Victor, first generation name carrier.

Th’esemia, Daughter of Xéyteleq, Matriarch of S’ema:th, current name carrier is Wendy
Ritchie (nee Point and granddaughter of Dan Milo).

Th'elachiyatel, Siyolexwalh Ritchie Malloway Sr.

Thelhatsstan, Old Pierre (born approximately 1860) (spelling used by Carlson
2010:135).

Ts’ats’elexwoét, Siyolexwalh Elizabeth Herrling.
Tseloydthelwet, Siyolexwélh Shirley Julian Norris.
Tsimalanoxw, Cheam - Ernie Victor.

ftesalag, Tom Sampson (SENCOTEN).

T'xwelatse, First Ancestor of the Ts'elxwéyeqw, current name carrier is Herb Joe and
Simon Roberts).

Xéyteleq, a great warrior from S'ema:th , current name carrier is Ray Silver Sr.
Xwelixweltel, Steven Point.

Xwelixwiya, Rena Peter (nee Point) — her mother is the hereditary carrier and is from
Sumas, married Roy and moved to Skowkale — see Gardner dissertation 2002:199).

Xwelxwé:yleq, Siyolexwalh Bob Joe.
Yexwéylem, Siyolexwalh Vincent Malloway.

Yomalot, Siyolexwalh Rosaleen George.

XXi



Chapter 1.

“It Is Good to Remember the
Teachings of Our Ancestors”

Introduction

Indigenous empowerment is one of the most exciting movements of this century.
Having survived centuries of exploitation, brutal acts of violence, and the denigrating and
dehumanizing effects of colonialism perpetrated under the guise of pursuing modernity,
advancement and civilization, Indigenous peoples are reclaiming our responsibilities and
rightful places. For centuries Indigenous people have been denied basic fundamental
human rights such as freedom, voice, participation in goverhing structures and access to
meaningful livelihoods. Yet these fundamental basic human freedoms are often heralded
as the cornerstone of humane, just and civilized societies. That Indigenous peoples have
been denied basic fundamental human rights calls into question the civility, the justice

and the humanity of nation-states built upon the colonial process.

It is estimated that over 90% of Indigenous people died as a result of contact with
Europeans and colonial policies of ethnic cleansing and genocide.’ Add to this the
annihilation of water, trees, fish, animals and even clean air to breathe and it is easy to
see that life as we know it — founded upon the genocide of millions, the theft of land and
exploitation of natural resources — is not sustainable. As | write this, Indigenous peoples
continue to suffer horrendous atrocities at the hands of foreign powers that have invaded

their homelands. These atrocities are often “legalized” by colonial governments

' Itis difficult to obtain accurate population figures for North, South and Central America prior
to contact because of what is at stake. From those without a colonial claim, it is estimated
that there were between 90 and 112 million people living in the Americas, making it more
densely populated than Europe prior to 1491 (see Mann 2006:104).



determined to access at any and all costs land, water, and resources to be exploited and
depleted. The colonial rape of the earth continues today in full force with little or no

consideration for the health and well-being of future generations.

The entire impact and devastation upon Indigenous peoples is still to be
recorded, let alone understood; the brutality of the colonial process has been denied and
kept from the general population. It remains largely unknown and has yet to be fully
written let alone acknowledged. The writing of this history is important work. That the
truth be told is crucial to the future and to our ability to develop respectful relations with
the settler society. The “truth-telling” of decolonizing and liberating discourses is vital and
requires full participation from Indigenous peoples. The telling of our stories is a part of

Indigenous empowerment.

Indigenous peoples are beginning to wake up from our colonial-induced slumber
and amnesia; we are beginning to reclaim our rightful places within our societies and are
once again remembering the teachings of our ancestors which tell us with no uncertainty
how best to live on this earth. Our Elders are urging us to “wake up’? and take our
rightful places within our Indigenous nations; to remember who we are and why we are
here; to not look to settler societies and settler authority to do this for us; to take the
longest journey ever, the one from our mind to our heart; and to remember our teachings

and all our relations.

Indigenous empowerment as a movement has existed since contact but with
varying strength. At contact we were much stronger than what we see today. The effects
of disease and colonial policies of residential school, reserves, and the /ndian Act, which
severely limits and regulates our ability to participate in any type of meaningful
livelihood, have taken their toll. Yet surviving colonization is testament to how strong
Indigenous peoples really are; | think others who are not meaningfully connected to
territory would not have survived. Even while dealing with these atrocities directed at our
person, at our spirit, and having to watch, often helplessly, as our precious relatives such
as the water, trees, mountains, and salmon are being exploited and depleted, we

continued to resist and defend ourselves, not once giving up.

2 See for example Rose Auger as cited in Voyageur 2000.



Indigenous empowerment can take many forms, it can be about revitalizing
culture and Indigenous languages, it can be about reclaiming territory and all my
relations, it can be about living life in a good way, it can be about building meaningful
places of learning, and about acquiring an education in one’s chosen field of study. It is
also about leadership and the ways in which leadership is practiced within any given

society; it is in many ways about governance and self-determination.

The Indigenous empowerment movement is one | am proud to be a part of and it
is my intention that my doctoral research contribute to this movement in a “good way.”
My dissertation is different. It follows a path barely visible. It is just as much about me as
it is the St6:16, as | have come to see how they are inseparable. While the actual
“research” portion of my PhD program took place over the last six years, this dissertation
is a culmination of a lifetime of events and experiences. As such this journey has been
just as much about my own personal empowerment as it is about the collective
movement of Indigenous self-determination and good governance. In fact, | attribute my
perseverance in completing this doctoral program against what often seemed like all
odds to the survival skills | acquired while living on some of B.C.s most destitute and

desperate “Indian reserves.”

You Can Take the Girl Off the “Rez” but...

As a little girl | spent my childhood living back and forth between two entirely
different worlds; one was the world of White middle class foster homes, and | mean no
disrespect to these well-intentioned homes, but it was unbearable. In these homes |
suffered terribly. Sure | had food, rode in a car, had a bathtub and other amenities, but |

% |usethisterm as a pure creation of the colonial process as it is more often than not in
complete contradiction to the ways in which Indigenous peoples lived prior to being confined
to “reserves” and denied access to our territory, resources and way of life which had
sustained us for thousands of years.



was completely miserable ALL the time. | was not living. | did as | was told each day. |

had no self-agency, no motivation, no desires, no wants, no me.*

My other world was living on several different reserves in B.C., most of which
were destitute and stricken with poverty. Here | thrived, as bizarre as this seems, and |
remember living. Sure we didn’t always eat three squares a day, had no means of
transportation other than our feet, but at least | was living. | got myself up each and
every day, and every day | wanted, meaning | asked for things. | acted upon my
environment with purpose. And it is within these environments of destitution that |
actually had the audacity to dream of becoming a doctor to help myself out of these
terrible living conditions and to help my people (even though at this time | had no clue

who “my people” were exactly).

| recall one reserve in particular. It has since seen much improvement, but when |
lived there as a child it was accessible only via a dirt road, and was two hours away from
a hospital and police services. | lived in a shack (literally) with my mom (who is White) °
and two of my sisters. We cooked on a wood stove, used candles and lanterns for night
reading, and hand-washed our clothes in the creek. Our house was heated by a single
wood stove; in the winter we dressed while still in bed to avoid freezing to death. We did
our business in an outhouse in which one could sit and look across the creek and watch
grizzly bears romping around in the meadow. There was no television or phone let alone
cell phones or computers. To this day | still have a great appreciation for toilets that
flush, and doing laundry in an electric washer and dryer can hardly be considered a

chore.

During what is now referred to as the “60s scoop,” thousands of Indigenous children were
removed from their homes to be placed predominately in White homes. | share my personal
experience of this and do not speak for other victims of this scoop who may have
experienced it differently.

It was not easy living with a White mother on these “Indian reserves” and still today many
White mothers of First Nations children are not treated with the respect they deserve for
raising our future Indigenous generations. | say this because there is the option for White
mothers to raise their children off reserve and even assimilate their children into white
society. However my experience has been with white mothers choosing to raise their children
on-reserve despite the hostility they often face because they want their children to live in an
Indigenous culture(s).



Living on these reserves had an enormous impact upon me and without these
experiences | honestly do not think | would have graduated, let alone be completing a
doctoral degree. If | was raised solely among White middle class people | would have felt
lost my whole life, | would have remained dead inside, which is the feeling (or lack
thereof) | had every time | was placed in these foreign homes. Like a puppet without a
puppet master, completely lifeless and still, coming alive only when returned to my family

on the “rez.”

| am sure many would attribute my academic success to my time spent with the
White middle class families and not with my time spent living, yes in poverty, but with
people to whom | could relate. But to succeed academically one needs self-motivation
and self-motivation requires a sense of “self,” something | completely lacked while
placed in homes that knew nothing about me. Motivation, especially for Indigenous
people, requires a sense of belonging. My sense of “self” is inextricably linked to my
sense of “others like me.” As the UBUNTU of Africa (Xhosa culture) say, “| am because

we are.”

This research journey is thus just as much about my own personal empowerment
as it is about collective Indigenous governance and independence. It may seem odd and
even out of place that | share some of my personal story within my academic study, but |
have learned that this is what gives my research credibility. It is not easy, but has
become easier as | become more familiar with Indigenous research methodologies and
the reasons we do what we do. The location of self within one's research is important for
many reasons and | discuss these in my methodology chapter. For me, the location of
self within my research has been life-altering in many ways as | have had to “live” my

research every step of the way.

And the Journey Begins...

My father Bob Hall Sr. followed in the footsteps of both his father and his
grandfather by spending the majority of his adult life fighting for and protecting “Indian



rights.” He was a tremendous presence in the Red Power® movement and as a result
was arrested on more than one occasion. It was during one of these arrests that my
siblings and | were removed to be placed in foster care. This made an indelible imprint
upon me that made me acutely aware that there are things worth fighting for that are
larger than “me.”” As a result of this imprint | never resented my father for the time |
spent in foster care, and have always been proud of the things he stood up for, which
often came at great personal expense. Later on as a young adult, | became intrigued
with concepts of sovereignty, self-government, autonomy and more recently self-
determination, after coming across two life-altering books | found in the basement of his
house: Harold Cardinal’s (1969) Unjust Society and In the Spirit of Crazy Horse by Peter
Matthiessen (1983). Once | began my undergraduate work | also came across a chapter
of The Fourth World: An Indian Reality, published by George Manuel in 1974. |
remember not being able to put these books down; as | read them all kinds of thoughts
and feelings were being stirred within me. | could not explain it then, but | knew what |

was learning was going to change me forever.

These books and the concepts and reality found within them were not at that time
a part of mainstream western academia. During this time First Nation study courses
were few and far between and tended to be of the “how to” variety, taught from within a
colonial framework that justified the colonial relationship of Indigenous displacement,
disempowerment and inferiority. One could take courses to learn how to make a drum or
a button blanket, and even learn these skills from a non-Indigenous person, or learn how
we were decimated by disease and contributed to the demise of the buffalo. But it was

®  Red Power was an Indian Rights group that began in the 1960s and worked closely with its
American counterpart, the American Indian Movement or A.1.M as it came to be known. Red
Power was known for its use of direct action and if necessary violence in asserting rights and
title to various buildings, lands, resources and even children. For example, my father along
with others from Red Power entered a Residential School on Vancouver Island while armed
with guns and demanded the return of the children that were being held there.

7 | realize this can be misinterpreted to mean that | came to see myself as less important, when
in fact it actually had the opposite effect in that | came to see my “Indian” (term we used back
then) identity as something that was extremely important. | also need to be clear that | am not
in any way suggesting my father necessarily put fighting for our rights before his children, if
that is even possible. While in Red Power, he had a plan in place for our care in the event
(which.was likely) he would be arrested. Sadly, due to unforeseeable circumstances this plan
fell apart while he was incarcerated and unable to do anything about it. As a result my
brother, my sister and | were placed into foster care.



virtually impossible to learn about concepts such as Indigenous sovereignty,

independence, strength and empowerment from an Indigenous worldview, let alone
about anti-colonial, anti-racist ideologies. But | was determined to learn more about
relevant Indigenous content and | especially wanted to learn it from people who had

experienced it.

The period from the late 1960s to the late 1990s was very much an awakening
period for Indigenous peoples across the country. It was a direct result of what is now
referred to as the infamous White Paper of 1969, which sought to repeal the Indian Act
and accomplish the policy of assimilation in one major swoop. For the first time during
the colonial era, Indigenous peoples from across the country united and spoke out
strongly against it. The message was loud and clear: maintaining our unique Indigenous
identity was extremely important to us, so important we would rather be subject to
Canada’s most oppressive legislation than lose our unique identity as Indigenous
peoples.® Trudeau’s White Paper did accomplish a very important feat, and that was to

wake the Indigenous peoples up from our colonial slumber.

Learning about Canada’s colonial regime from an Indigenous perspective is not

easy, but is necessary if we are to move forward in a good way.

Canada’s Colonial Regime

Under Canada’s colonial regime all Canadians suffer, but none more than the
Indigenous peoples. Canada’s colonial legislation and policy regarding Indigenous
peoples has failed miserably, to put it politely. But bluntness is in order: Canada’s policy
and treatment of Indigenous peoples is an atrocity and a crime against humanity
(MacDonald 2007:1001). Canada’s colonial policies are nothing short of government-
sanctioned attempts at cultural genocide (which include any and all forms of
assimilation) of Indigenous peoples and the “legalized” theft of our land and resources
(including our children) (see for example Alfred 2005; Bennett, Blackstock and De La

I have always been anti-Indian Act, even before reading it, and when | learned about
Trudeau’s White Paper which would have abolished it, | was confused as to why we would
fight to keep it. Thank you to my father, Bob Hall Sr., a lifelong political activist and leader
who helped me understand.



Ronde 2005; Deloria 1999; Harris 2001; LaDuke 2005; Simpson 2008; Valandra 2006;
Waziyatawin 2008).

Although Canada is ranked by the United Nations as a first world country with
one of the highest standards of living for its citizens, its ranking of seventh would drop to
48" if based on the social and economic well-being of the Indigenous population (Helin
2006:103). A 1996 study found that when the United Nations Human Development Index
was applied to First Nations living on reserve they would rank 79" and 80" while
Canadians were ranked number one (Bennett, Blackstock and De LaRonde 2005:7).
Seventy percent of Indigenous students are still being pushed out of the high school
education system (SSCAP 2003 as cited in McPherson 2004:5); Indigenous people
experience an unemployment rate higher than the national average; and over 50% of
Indigenous families live below the poverty line (RCAP 1996:93). Indigenous life includes
excessive levels of violence, drug and alcohol addictions, disease and poverty. Colonial
governments continue to apprehend Indigenous children at an alarming rate and
continue to place them primarily in white homes.® This level of human suffering is firmly
rooted in Canada’s colonial regime and is nothing short of government sanctioned

oppression.

Colonial Governments’ Responses

The colonial governments’ responses are pitiful and painful, none of which have
shown any improvement since the dismal 1969 White Paper. The governments’
responses continue to result in either further colonial harm and/or solidifying colonial
relations of Indigenous disempowerment and assumed Crown sovereignty. Such
responses are less than satisfactory and more often than not put forward without
meaningful input from Indigenous peoples. Such responses are either all words with no
action or action that serves only to entrench colonial relations and assumed Crown
jurisdiction. For example, the former Federal government’s action plan regarding

Indigenous peoples states:

° According to United Nations definition this is a form of cultural genocide (see Article 2 of the
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide adopted by UN
resolution December 9 1948, signed by Canada November 28 1949)
(http:/ftreaties.un.org/pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=IV-
1&chapter=48&lang=en).



For thousands of years before this country was founded, they enjoyed
their own forms of government. Diverse, vibrant Aboriginal nations had
ways of life rooted in fundamental values concerning their relationships to
the Creator, the environment, and each other, in the role of Elders as the
living memory of their ancestors, and in their responsibilities as
custodians of the lands, waters and resources of their homelands...The
Government of Canada recognizes that policies that sought to assimilate
Aboriginal people, women and men, were not the way to build a strong
country. (Federal government 1997 Gathering Strength:
Canada’s Aboriginal Action Plan as cited in Dalton 2005:16)

However, a colonial government that refuses to decolonize can only make
statements that protect and entrench a colonial regime. Canada’s failure to make
decolonization an official policy and its initial refusal to sign the 2007 United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples supports this claim. While the Federal
government eventually endorsed the Declaration in 2010, it continues to hide behind the
so-called “Blue Water” thesis to avoid officially decolonizing (see Chapter 2).

In 2008 the Prime Minister of Canada issued a formal statement of apology to

residential school survivors:

Mr. Speaker, | stand before you today to offer an apology to former
students of Indian residential schools. The treatment of children in Indian
residential schools is a sad chapter in our history.

Two primary objectives of the residential schools system were to remove
and isolate children from the influence of their homes, families, traditions
and cultures, and to assimilate them into the dominant culture.

These objectives were based on the assumption aboriginal cultures and
spiritual beliefs were inferior and unequal. Indeed, some sought, as it was
infamously said, "to kill the Indian in the child."

Today, we recognize that this policy of assimilation was wrong, has
caused great harm, and has no place in our country. "

Yet the federal government has done next to nothing to meaningfully and
sincerely right these colonial wrongs.""' The Prime Minister could very well have gone on

' hitp://www.cbc.ca/canada/story/2008/06/11/pm-statement. html Retrieved October 11, 2008.



to say, “Now that we have officially apologized, onward with our colonial regime free of
guilt and responsibility.” In fact, on September 25 2009 at a G20 news conference in
Pittsburgh, Harper went on to deny Canada’s colonial history, barely a year after
apologizing for it, with his statement, “we [Canada] have no history of colonialism.”'? To
add insult to injury the provincial government under Gordon Campbel! tried to force
recognition of Crown title to Indigenous lands and resources via the proposed
Recognition and Reconciliation Act."® Thankfully, the majority of Indigenous peoples are

not fooled by these overused and outdated tricks. ™

“Self-Government” and Treaties: More Red Herrings

In 1982 under section 35 of Canada’s Constitution Act existing Aboriginal rights
were recognized and affirmed. In 1995 the Federal government issued its policy on
Inherent Rights which outlined authorities available under self-government agreements
and in response to the 440 recommendations of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal
Peoples (RCAP), the Federal government issued its 1998 Policy on Gathering Strength
(Irlbacher-Fox 2009:32). In 2000 the Supreme Court of British Columbia found that
Aboriginal self-government rights are constitutionally protected and have not been
extinguished. In September of 2007 the United Nations adopted the Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples, which affirmed Indigenous peoples’ right to be self-
determining and self-governing under articles 3 and 4. The right, therefore, of Aboriginal
peoples to be self-governing is firmly protected by legislation both domestically and

internationally.

" For an understanding of the complex issues regarding Canada’s abysmal response to the
autrocities of residential school see Regan 2010.

http://www.vancouversun.com/life/Prime%20minister%20needs%20apologize %20
colonialism%20 denial%20Native%20groups/2051980/story.html ’

Arthur Manuel http://www straight.com/article-241616/beware-reconciliation-act - retrieved -
July 24 2009.

For an interesting and insightful explanation of why this Act failed see Mandell (2009).

> See Campbell v. British Columbia [2000) paras. 135,137 and 180 as cited in Morellato
(2008).
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Yet over a twenty-five year period, fewer than twenty self-governing agreements
have been negotiated across Canada.'® Three of these are municipal forms of
government (Cree-Naskapi 1984; Sechelt 1986; Westbank 2004). Thirteen are treaty
self-government agreements, of which 11 are in the Yukon. The slow pace of
establishing these types of agreements speaks volumes to the fact there may be
unresolved issues here. The most important is the inability to properly and satisfactorily
define what exactly “self-government” means to Indigenous peoples and how it is to be

realized.

In 2007, although the United Nations adopted the Declaration by an
overwhelming 144 yes votes, four countries voted no, of which Canada was one. The
other three — New Zealand, Australia and the United States — are also colonizing
countries who refused to recognize their illegitimate claim to territories and assumed
Crown authority, let alone the right of Indigenous peoples to live with dignity.'” The
Declaration took an unprecedented 22 years of consultation and development to be
approved by the Human Rights Council in 2006. Twenty-two years is an entire
generation; this is far too long to acknowledge that Indigenous peoples have the same

human rights as members of colonizing countries.

Although the BC Treaty Commission (BCTC) has been in operation since April
1993, in a fifteen year period and despite 1.5 billion dollars being spent, it managed to
finalize two small treaties. ' In fact, BCTC may be under so much pressure to justify this

'® " Nunavut (1993); Alberta Metis Settlements (1989); three delegated self-government
agreements (Cree-Naskapi (of Quebec) Act (1984), Sechelt Indian Band Self Government
Act (1986) and Westbank First Nation Self Government Act (2004) and 13 Treaty Self
Government agreements (11 Self governing agreements in the Yukon (1995 to 2006); the
Nisga’a Final Agreement (1998) and the Tlicho Agreement (2002).

7 Australia endorsed the declaration in April 2009, New Zealand in April 2010, Canada followed
suit in November 2010 and the United States in December 2010.

'®  The Tsawwassen treaty came into effect April 3, 2009; the Maa-Nulth treaty was given royal
assent on June 18, 2009 and came into effect April 1 2011. The Nisga'a treaty was signed in
1998 but began prior to BCTC being established. As of October 2008, of the 59 First Nations
currently engaged with the BC Treaty process, there are eight First Nations in Stage five of a
six stage process (http://www.bctreaty.net/files/updates.php). As of April 2012 there were 60
First Nations engaged with BCTC representing two-thirds of all First Nations in B.C. Two First
Nations are in Stage 6; six First Nations are in Stage Five; 44 in Stage 4; two in Stage 3 and
six in Stage 2 (http://www.bctreaty.net/files/updates.php, retrieved May 17 2012).
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huge expenditure it is now bypassing its own rules and guidelines and pushing treaties
through that call the integrity of the entire process into question. For example, BCTC is
about to finalize the Yale Treaty despite unresolved jurisdictional issues around the river
and the fact that this treaty will sign a significant portion of the canyon over to one small
group currently known as the Yale Band as it was established by Department of Indian
Affairs.' This is reminiscent of why colonial governments established “bands” in the first
place as the complexity of St6:/6 organization made colonial objectives of land theft and
assimilation difficult. The portion of the canyon currently being claimed within the Yale
treaty has been used by several different Coast Salish groups for at least several

hundred, if not thousands of years.

However, many argued that this process was flawed even before the Yale treaty
fiasco. The BCTC process, much like current self-governing agreements represents far
too many compromises on the part of the First Nations, while colonial governments
continue to gain. For example an August 2009 Lawyers’ Caucus Report cited some of
the main concerns and issues with the current provincial and federal treaty negotiation
mandates as:

1. Requiring a “modification and release”’®® model, where once a Treaty

is concluded, First Nations can only rely on the rights included in the
Treaty;

2. Unwillingness to negotiate a meaningful reconciliation between
Aboriginal title and Crown title, by limiting land offers to a range from
2% to 5% of a First Nations’ territory, and insisting that this “Treaty
Settlement Land” must be held as fee simple land rather than under
the constitutional status of s. 91(24) or s. 35;

3. Refusing to recognize First Nation ownership of foreshore and
submerged lands;

Refusing to negotiate with respect to private lands;

Refusing to include method, location and timing and other aspects of
Aboriginal harvesting rights in Treaty harvesting rights;

6. Forcing First Nations to accept that Crown-granted extraction
activities and tenures can limit Treaty harvesting rights without
having to meet requirements for justified infringements;

' More on this issue in Chapter 4 and self-determination in action.

% This can be read as the “extinguishment” requirement.
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7. Refusing to negotiate compensation for past infringements of
Aboriginal Title and Rights;

8. Refusing to recognize the implications of First Nations’ inherent
governance rights and laws, including insisting on a concurrent law
model which means that First Nations lose their constitutional
protection against the application of provincial laws, harvesting rights
are subjected to provincial regulations, and there is no exclusive First
Nations jurisdiction;

9. Excluding First Nations law making on their own lands in key areas
such as some aspects of mining regulation;

10. Unwillingness to negotiate secure revenue streams or economic
generating capacity in Treaties and insisting that taxation and other
fiscal matters be dealt with principally in non-constitutionally
protected side agreements;

11. Insisting that Canada be allowed to claw back transfer dollars if First
Nations generate their own sources of revenue beyond a certain

level.
(as cited in Mandell 2009:22-23)

Most Treaty mandates are out of line with Court decisions and the aspirations of First
Nations (Mandelil 2009:23). Even the Nisga’a treaty which was signed pre-BCTC was
inherently flawed, described as follows by renowned political scientist James Tully:

As far as | am aware, this is the first time in the history of Great Turtle
Island that an indigenous people, or at least 61 percent of its eligible
voters, has voluntarily surrendered their rights as indigenous peoples, not
to mention surrendering over 90 percent of their territory, and accepted
their status as a distinctive minority with group rights within Canada. This
appears to be the first success of strategies of extinguishment (release)
and incorporation by agreement. (as cited in Corntassel et. al. 2008:110)

Ultimately the BCTC process is not about Indigenous empowerment or
recognition, let alone protection of our Indigenous rights and title. It is about the
legalization of occupation and the theft of Indigenous lands and territories that will see
Indigenous title being surrendered to the Crown and vested in the province, as well as
establishing prdvincial and federal legal supremacy over Indigenous governments
(Alfred as cited in Alfred and Corntassel 2005:603).

To date neither the constitutionally protected right of self-government nor the
flawed treaty-making process has done anything of true significance to improve the
health, well-being and status of Indigenous peoples in Canada. Povinelli describes this

failure to be reflective of Fanon’s day whereby colonial powers will recognize the
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identities and collective rights of Indigenous peoples only if they do not interfere with
imperatives of capital and state (as cited in Coulthard 2008:196). Irlbacher-Fox (2009)
cites several authors who place “solutions” such as contemporary land claims, seif-
government agreements, and co-management within a paradigm of
indigenization/assimilation and therefore not surprisingly fail (p. 4). She elaborates
further on the ways in which the misidentification of the problem leads to policy
development that has continually failed to substantively address the issues.

Irlbacher-Fox describes this failure as a colonial phenomenon she calls “the
dysfunction of theodicy” whereby the focus is placed upon the failure(s) being a result of
Indigenous peoples’ own inabilities and incapability, as opposed to the real cause which
is oppressive colonial policies (2009:31). Therefore the policies (which are still
oppressive) developed to address these failures do nothing to challenge the colonial
relationship which is the root of the problem. Instead the policies and ensuing social
programs and project funding make the government look like the “benevolent helper’
and oh-so-generous in their willingness to step forward and assist Indians who are
incapable of advancing and adjusting to “modern” colonial society, even though this
failure on the part of First Nations is no fault of the governments (Irlbacher 2009).

Leading scholars such as Irlbacher-Fox call for an entire re-focus:

Is it Indigenous peoples who need to change? Or might something else
need to change? This book represents a different perspective on
change...namely that Aboriginal policy itself should change to provide a
far more effective route to improving the lives and life chances of
Indigenous peoples. This refocusing would result in changing oppressive
circumstances rather than requiring people to change to better cope with
oppressive circumstances. Change would substantively (rather than
symbolically) redress injustice and accommodate indigeneity instead of
requiring change of Indigenous peoples in terms of their cultures,
lifeways, and rights. (2009:1-2)

Irlbacher-Fox identifies two key assumptions which explain the failures of
Canada’s Aboriginal policies to date. One is the assumption that injustice is historical
(2009:34). Canada refuses to acknowledge current injustices and the fact that what they
are referring to as “historical” are in fact recent events that continue to adversely impact
present day Indigenous generations. Colonial harms and injustices are very
contemporary. Second is the assumption that indigeneity is historical. For example when

we refer to Indigenous knowledge we refer to it as “traditional” knowledge rather than as
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Dene knowledge for example (2009:34). This then leads to a notion of “Indians” being in
the past, and if Indians are something of the past, onward with our colonial regime (for
further discussion on the politics of identity and misrecognition see Alfred and Corntassel
2005; Coulthard 2008). As succinctly put by Irlbacher-Fox “the repair required is not so
much modernization of the colonial relationship as decolonization. To simply modernize
an unjust relationship creates a disabling environment...” (2009:34).

In fact the “modernization of an unjust relationship” aptly describes the failure

) 113

and sure-to-fail agreements being reached under the guise of Canada’s “recognition”

policy.

The “Politics of Recognition”

Over the last thirty years there has been some movement on the part of
Indigenous peoples to be recognized by the colonial governments as self-governing,
self-determining nations (Coulthard 2008). However a deconstruction of this recognition
movement has shown that the actions of the colonial governments in recognizing
Indigenous sovereignty really only amount to ways in which the assimilation policy is

hidden within a discourse of mutual recognition:

Indeed, one need not expend much effort at all to elicit the countless
ways in which the liberal discourse of recognition has been limited and
constrained by the state, politicians, corporations and the courts in ways
that pose no fundamental challenge to the colonial relationship.
(Coulthard 2008:195)

Drawing upon the work of Fanon, Coulthard shows that recognition endeavors
that do not challenge and disrupt the colonial relationship will actually work to “reproduce
the very configurations of colonial power that Indigenous Peoples’ demand for
recognition have historically sought to transcend” (2008:189). This issue is further

complicated as when struggle and conflict are not central features of decolonization:

...not only will the terms of recognition tend to remain the property of
those in power to grant to their inferiors in ways that they deem
appropriate, but also under these conditions, the Indigenous population
will often come to see the limited and structurally constrained terms of
recognition granted to them as their own. (Coulthard 2008:195)
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Whether or not the international recognition of self-determination in the UN
Declaration will fare any better than modern day “treaty” making, limited “self’-governing
agreements and recognition agreements that enforce the status quo is yet to be seen,

but | remain skeptical.

| prefer to try and move forward even though colonial governments seem to be
holding all the power and jurisdiction. What exactly is self-determination and is it even
achievable while living under a colonial regime? What does true Indigenous governance
— that is governance according to Indigenous values, traditions, customs, culture and
worldviews within a contemporary society so withered by colonialism -- look like? These
are the questions my dissertation will try and answer. Naturally | will not be looking to
colonial regimes for these answers, from the above and the results of my research
journey | see modern day “treaty” making and colonial notions of “self-government” as
nothing more than colonial tools designed to contribute to the politics of distraction.
While some of our best leaders are distracted by these colonial games, the colonial
government continues to appropriate, extract and in many cases deplete St6:/6 land and

resources.

Rather, | will be looking to my own St6:/6 culture and worldview for the answers
to my research questions. | know absolutely and unequivocally this is where the answers
lie. It has been within my personal identity as a St6:/6 woman that | have experienced
transformation and empowerment. In the spirit of Xexa./s and transformation, the
purpose of this study is not only to try and make sense of these chaotic colonial times,

but to also pave a path for change.

A Time for Change

Xexa:ls

In the beginning the world was not quite right. Animals and people
could speak to one another and change forms. The mountain goats
could shed their coats and assume human form. Humans, animals and
birds could all speak to each other. The world was not as we know it
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today and was very chaotic. Through the travels of Xexd:/s?! and their
powers to transform, the world was made as we know it today.??

The creation stories of Xexa:/s? along with their teachings are present
throughout S'6/h Téméxw;? there to guide, advise and teach the St6:/6 people. Xexa:ls
sxwoxwiyadm? speak to place, space, relationships and provide guidance on how things
can be done as everything is inter-connected and inter-related. Their applicability is
perhaps even greater today than ever before. As the St6:/6 move painfully through
processes of decolonization, identity reclamation and the building and re-building of a
Nation, attention to sxwoxwiyam can pave the way and provide much needed guidance

to avoid harmful mistakes and ensure the safety and well-being of future generations.

Sxwoxwiyam, therefore, are still relevant in contemporary times, perhaps even
more so. When | thought about the transformations provided through the work of Xexa:/s
when the world was not right, | came to realize if it could happen once could it not
happen again? We are still living in chaos, could Xexa:/s not set the world right a second

time? | conceptualize our current situation like this:

Today the world is still not right. The colonizing process has had a
devastating impact upon the people. People no longer care about the
animals, plants, trees, water, air and mother earth is viewed as
inherently rapable.?® Many Indigenous people no longer speak their
own language, or know where they belong and from whom they come.
Indigenous teachings and values are being ignored. The world today is
not as we knew it and is very chaotic. Through Xexa:/s and the power
of transformation the world will be returned to all my relations.

This framework of contemporary reality affirms that the transformational power of
Xexa:ls is still relevant; if they could transform our chaotic world thousands of years ago,

they can again.

21 Halg'eméylem translated into English as "Transformers”.

22 sté:16 oral tradition. See for example the St6:/6 Atlas edited by Keith Thor Carlson (2001:6).

2 Pronounced “hahells” (with the “a” sound ending in the back of the throat).

" Halq’emeéylem for Our World or Our Land. Pronounced “Sawth Tumuck”).

% QOral histories of the St6:16. Pronounced “shwox qwee am”.

% Aterm used by Andrea Smith (2008).
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Our sxwoxwiyam show that transformation is possible; Xexa:Is teaches us
valuable life lessons that are present among us and throughout our territory. These
teachings not only tell us life is in constant flux, they also provide an understanding of
time immemorial. Given the current colonial status of disempowerment, disease,
disconnection and alienation (Alfred 2005), the need to transform is crucial. Political,
social, economical, cultural and spiritual transformations are a must and in these

transformations colonial ideologies and relations will finally come to a long overdue end.

Such powerful transformations méy be met with resistance from both the
colonizers and the assimilated and/or disconnected Indigenous people. Change requires
courage. Some Canadians may even deem it unnecessary. After all, a life of
disempowerment, disease, disconnection and alienation is all we have ever known (this
includes non-Indigenous people who now call Canada home). Colonialism is tricky
business. For example, the majority of Canadians (mostly non-indigenous) are living well
in terms of employment and access to education, health services and housing. In fact
most Canadians are benefactors of the colonial regime. But these benefits are short
term; colonial security is a false and fragile sense of security maintained by short

sightedness.?’

Within Indigenous worldviews, the ability to transform and change is a
fundamental teaching. It is facilitated by a decision making process that is strongly
influenced by generational thinking. This means thinking of seven generations, including
ancestry (backward thinking) and future generations (forward thinking). Life is always in
motion and therefore forever changing. Change and transformation are fundamental
tenets of Indigenous worldviews. Therefore, the transformations needed to change a
colonial regime are not so impossible after all; tricky and difficult, perhaps, but not

impossible.

The more difficult question is how? My dissertation research begins the
exploration of how we can transform the current colonial regime by closely examining

the Sto:16 and our governing principles. | begin here for several reasons. First, not only

%7 For example, colonial security is based upon false and racist assumptions, a free market
economy which is inherently unsustainable, and short-sighted decision making that means
resources are being depleted.
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am | St6:16, | reside within St6:/6 territory and | am closely connected to my own Tribe
(the Ts'elxwéyeqw) as well as to a second St6:/6 Tribe through marriage (the Pelé:ihxw).
Such close and intimate relations and ties ensure | am in a decent position not only to
understand, but to also have access to pertinent and relevant information. | realize this
also puts me in a position of having to work twice as hard, as not only do | have to meet
the standards of my university for research conduct and content, | also have to meet my
own cultural protocols and responsibilities. | am willing to take on twice as much work as
| am that confident that the answers lie within my own culture and traditions.

Second, | already know without any doubt that the answers do not lie with the
people or governing structures that created the colonial problem in the first place! To
date their responses of a flawed and biased treaty making process, forced assimilation,
delegated “self-governing” agreements and hollow apologies have done nothing of true
significance for Indigenous well-being. In fact when we rely on colonial governments
and its policies and/or legislations to fix the “colonial” problem, the situation worsens for

Indigenous peoples:

Indigenous peoples remain on the margins of society: they are poorer,
less educated, die at a younger age, are much more likely to commit
suicide, and are generally in worse health than the rest of the population™.
(The Indigenous World 20086, International Working Group on
Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA), ECOSOC Consultative Status)

In relation to the continued forced removal of Indigenous children to be raised in

foreign homes,

Overall we estimate that there may be as many as three times more
Aboriginal children in the care of child welfare authorities now than were
placed in residential schools at the height of those operations in the
1940s. (Blackstock as cited in Blackstock and Trocme 2005:13)

But it isn't just the colonial governments’ failures that have led to me looking to my own
culture and traditions for answers. And although | am St6:/6 and have access to

pertinent information, these are not the only reasons either.

| “know” the answers lie within my St6:/6 culture, traditions and ways of knowing
because this type of “knowing” is based upon a relationship that is thousands of years

old. As such it is not a premise, it is a fact. | realize such a strong statement may leave
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me open to criticisms of nostalgia, being a traditionalist, a dinosaur, or even of cultural
bias and assumptions. These types of arguments are rooted in colonial thought and
eurocentrism. For example, when westerners preserve knowledge from previous
generations it is seen as brilliant and clever; yet when Indigenous peoples do it we often

are accused of not wanting to move into the 21st century.

The only difference is most St6:/6 ancient knowledge is still relevant and
necessary as it comes directly from the very land and environment we still live on.
Therefore, “following the ways of our ancestors” is actually a science, an art form and a
“way of knowing” that ensures survival. | also realize the importance of including what
my daughter calls the “updated version.” In other words as my daughter learns the ways
of her ancestry she will naturally “update” this information as did the generation before
her and the generations before that. | also realize that some things (as the Elders put it)
“cannot be changed” and | am confident that with a little thought we can distinguish

between the two and won'’t need a consultant to do so.

| am also confident about “knowing” where to look for answers for other reasons.
First, it does not take a genius let alone a consultant to see that the St6:/6, much like
Indigenous peoples worldwide, are different. Different from what? Different from all the
people who now call S'6/h Témeéxw home, but whose original ancestors are not from
here. In other words the St6:/6 are different from the non-Indigenous people currently
residing in our territory. That is not to say there are no similarities, or that by
acknowledging difference we are making value judgments. On some levels we are the
same: we all cry, hurt, laugh, and love; we are all humans after all. But our cultures
embedded within our worldviews are distinctly different and often times even
diametrically opposed. | believe there are answers within these differences, and that
these answers will guide us out of this colonial existence of disempowerment,

disconnection, alienation and disease (Alfred 2005).

Second, St6:/6 origin stories tell me we have lived in S'6/h Téméxw since time
immemorial (i.e., time out of memory) and that we have survived glaciers, floods,
famines and diseases. This ability to survive is not by chance; only a fool would think so.
Our ability to survive is due to our inalienable and ancient connection to S'6/h Téméxw.
This physical, mental, emotional and deeply and profoundly spiritual connection allowed
us to live and learn from our natural environment through observations and knowledge

that is passed from generation to generation and is thousands and thousands of years
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old. If our relationship with S'6/h Téméxw taught us how to survive glaciers, floods and

famines, might it not also teach us how to survive colonization?

In fact the placement of my research within the teachings of Xexa:/s is a true act
of self-government. | did not know this when | began my research journey six years ago.
But affirming and validating my relationship to S'6/h Téméxw is in and of itself an act of
self-government, and the belief and desire to transform individually and collectively is an
act of self-determination. | thought framing my research within the teachings of Xexa:/s
would ensure the legitimacy, reliability and validity of my research findings. | did not
expect it to result in being an example of the very thing | was researching; that is, | did
not expect it to provide me the opportunity to personally experience what true “self-

government” and true “self-determination” is all about.

Six years ago | was extremely disheartened by the current living conditions of my
people and what | perceived to be futile attempts by St6:/6 leaders to do anything about
it. Our contemporary and personal lives are filled with all the colonial trappings
experienced by Indigenous peoples the world over. Our daily lives are filled with
violence, poverty, disempowerment, disconnection, memory loss, alienation, low sense
of self and collective-worth, addictions, disease, anger, dissatisfaction, learned
helplessness and spiritual neglect and/or confusion, to name but a few real life outcomes
of the colonial process. | knew that to expect the very colonial governments who created
these outcomes to take responsibility and fix this deplorable situation would be an act of

“self-termination” in every sense of the word.

Rather, | knew the answers would lie within me; meaning within my cuiture and
traditions: “I am because we are.” When | look to S'é6/h Téméxw | see power of the
authentic kind. | see a sense of time that defies the Roman calendar and corporate

clock.

Through this dissertation | want to share my journey of self-government and self-
determination. This journey is very much like a canoe trip, it was often bumpy, uncertain,
scary and very humbling. But this journey was also empowering, fulfilling in every sense
of the word, respectful, sustaining, balanced and even at times peaceful. This journey
was guided by the teachings of sxwoxwiyam and fueled by the St6:/6 (i.e., the river of

rivers), lakes, creeks and mountains of S’6/h Téméxw.
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Journey Overview

In Chapter 2 my literature review includes both oral and written literature that has
helped to clarify and define terms such as self-government, self-determination,
sovereignty, autonomy, and independence from an Indigenous worldview. The written
literature is that which has been written from an Indigenous perspective and/or has been
written to empower Indigenous voices and ways of knowing. It includes the history of the
concept self-determination and its place within the United Nation’s Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous People. As well this chapter aims to eliminate confusion between

governing terms and to highlight differences between these concepts.

Most importantly this chapter suggests that Indigenous peoples begin to look
beyond the colonial definitions and limitations placed upon the concepts of self-
government, sovereignty and self-determination and to begin to dream a bigger dream.
By redefining and reclaiming governing terms and principles we can achieve true
independence and Indigenous empowerment, completely free of colonial definitions and

limitations.

To help dream a bigger dream | have included St6:/6 oral literature in the form of
sxwoxwiyam as important pieces of my literature review. Sxwoxwiyam are an oral form
of Sté:16 epistemology and include, for example, the travels of Xexa:ls, or Transformers
who traveled S'6/h Téméxw settings things right. The sxwoxwiyam of Xexa:Is
encapsulates the ontology of the St4:/16 people so is key to understanding my research
findings. This ontological understanding also brings life and authentic meaning to Sté:/6
oral traditions. The travels and sxwoxwiyam of Xexa:Is are like the Bible and the
Canadian Constitution rolled into one, so must be given careful and timely consideration.
My dissertation is grounded in sxwoxwiyam for what | hope are obvious reasons;

knowing how to learn from them is vital.

For my literature review on governance and self-determination | use the
sxwoxwiyam of Llilheqi,®® the woman who was transformed into a mountain so she could

forever watch over the St6:/16 people, the river, and one of our most precious

% Pronounced “Eeath La Kay” — with the “th” coming from both sides of back of the tongue
while front is on roof of mouth.
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sxexo:mes,”® the salmon. | also tell the sqwélgwel™® of the ancestor of the Th'ewa:li
people, whom | have named “Minnow Girl.”*' | use these oral histories as part of my
literature review because they highlight the place and the power of women and their

prominent role in both governance and survival.

Chapter 3 is dedicated to explaining and understanding an Indigenous research
methodology (IRM). As a “methodology” to be used within academe, IRM is relatively
new and may not be easy to understand. This chapter explains the characteristics and
guidelines for an IRM and defines Indigenous epistemologies and the ways in which an
IRM must honor and abide by Indigenous ways of knowing. Adhering to an IRM was a
challenge, requiring much more patience, time, thought and hard work than adhering to
other research methods would have. For example, as | “lived” my research | explored
ways in which | could achieve self-determination such as learning how to fish, make fish
head soup (the ultimate St6:/6 delicacy), sing (not that well mind you), speak and pray in
my own language, attend longhouse gatherings and reconnect with my St6:/6 identity
and territory. These accomplishments must be understood within the colonial context
that attempted to disconnect me and alienate me from my own culture and ways of
understanding the world. After enduring over a 100 years of harsh colonial impacts,
learning to fish, to sing, pray and speak in Halg'eméylem is a HUGE accomplishment
that unfortunately is not adequately reflected in the written portion of my PhD
requirements.

There were times | wished | had stuck to a qualitative research method as “living’
my research — that is “living” self-determination within the confines of colonization and
among its many evil outcomes — was at times heart-breaking. Not to mention darn right
scary. | won't forget the fear | felt while learning how to set a 60 foot net in a river | do
not know how to read, or my pitiful attempts to learn to sing “wordless” songs that

require spirit and heart. But it was only by abiding by an IRM that transformation was

% Pronounced “sha home is”.

®  pronounced “skwell qwell”.

3 At the time of writing | still do not know the name of this woman, that she has one is obvious

and that it will be reclaimed and brought back into people’s memories is an important part of
our reclamation and revival process. It is also indicative of the biases and ethnocentrism of
early ethnographers who often failed to record names of the St6:16 women.
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truly possible. It ensured a reclamation process was part of my methodology which

included the need to research and “use” my own culture and language.

Abiding by an IRM meant learning from St4:/16 ways of knowing and reclaiming
identity, space and place through the revitalization of the Halg’eméylem language. Both
of these requirements were extremely difficult to adhere to as identified in my research
challenges. The biggest challenge being of course the colonial process aimed at
eradicating St6:/10 ways of knowing and languages. The assauit on both our languages
and ways of knowing was brutal and thorough; to then learn from them was not easy. It
meant seeing through the bruises and sorting out what was real and what was the result

of colonial pressure and influence.

In Chapter 4 | frame my Indigenous research methodology within the concept of
weaving a swoqw’elh.*? A swéqw’elh is a hand woven blanket made of wool, preferably
mountain goat wool. A swogw’elh is a form of cultural property that belongs to the family
and not just the person wearing it. It is a symbol of both prestige and status among the
Sto.16; the designs woven into it tell the history, status and ancestry of the family. By
framing my research in terms of weaving a swoqw’elh kept me mindful of its importance
and to remember to keep it personal. It also reminds me that | am the designer, while
what | design is informed by the people around me and the knowledge | acquire, the end
result is ultimately something | and only | have designed. Any bumps, mistakes, missing

pieces are my sole responsibility.

| participated in many different experiences before | sat down to weave my
swogw’elh, meaning there were many experiences along the way that indirectly
influenced my swoqw'elh design and end result. The influence was in large part because
of the ways in which these experiences changed me, the weaver. A substantial portion
of this chapter, therefore is dedicated to sharing what | experienced as | practiced what
is referred to as red pedagogy or research conducted by putting ideas in motion. Putting
ideas in motion was also a way for me to fully experience the acquisition of knowledge
as this process was just as much about my physical, emotional and spiritual experiences

as it was about my thought processes. | became more and more holistically engaged as

2 Pronounced “swa qwith’.
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| went and found my ability to fully engage with what | was learning to become easier
and easier as | became more familiar with Indigenous knowledge acquisition. These
experiences were then influential in the way | designed my swéqw’elh, that is in how |

identified what is important.

Chapter 5 explores my journey in coming to understand who | am both
individually and collectively. This of course is only required of Indigenous peoples who
have suffered as a result of the colonial process that has worked to sever us from our
families and our territory. Decolonizing my “being” became very important work to my
dissertation before | could really begin to understand Indigenous empowerment, self-
government and self-determination. In this chapter | explain my personal experience of
decolonizing mentally, emotionally, physically and spiritually before | could really know
who | was and before | could truly understand self-determination. It explains why
decolonization is essential to Indigenous empowerment but is by no means the end
result. While we cannot have self-determination without first decolonizing, decolonization

by itself is by no means the equivalent to self-determination.

In Chapter 5, in an act of complete reclamation | explore my tribal identity as a
member of the Ts’elxwéyeqw tribe. By exploring the history of my tribe (or what | now
know to be O:wqw’elmexw), | came to understand myself better. For example | now
know where my warrior-spirit and affinity for mountains comes from. | also came to
understand the St6:/6 better and our complex system of organization. | came to see that
just as colonial society tries to conflate the diversity of Indigenous peoples across
Canada into one umbrella term — Aboriginal — that the diversity of the St6:/6 can aiso be
lost if we do not reclaim our tribal identities. While | have no idea what being “Aboriginal”
means, | do know what it means to be St6:/6. | came to understand the uniqueness of

the Ts’elxwéyeqw and our unique contributions to the St6:/6 as a “supra-tribal” identity.

In this chapter | trace my lineage to my Témiyeqw™ T’xwelétse® (great great
great great grandfather) who was a direct descendant of the first T’xwelatse. | share the

sxwoxwiyam T'xwelatse, who was the first ancestor to the Ts'e/lxwéyeqw people. | also

% Pronounced “Ta mee uck”.

¥ Pronounced “Took wha lattsa” with a pop after the T.
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share the sxwoxwiyam of Stone T'ixwelatsa one of my ancestors who was turned to
stone by Xexa:ls for mistreating his wife. Sharing this sxwoxwiyam not only teaches us
valuable lessons in how to live together in a good way, it also teaches us about the
importance of women and the role we play in the well-being of our people.

Chapter 6 is dedicated to the St6:/5, our territory and who we are as a collective
identity. My research acknowledges the fluidity and flexibility of the St6:/6 identity over
time, and yet how rigid and steadfast it has been in protecting territory and defining who
belongs and who does not. Exploring the St6:/6 as a collective identity has been a great
lesson in coming to understand cultural norms, laws, social organization, traditions,
customs and kinship ties deeply rooted in an ancient belief in place and belonging. This
chapter explores Sto:/6 origin stories of ancestors from the land on the other side of the
sky, the first people to this land, their travels and connections to the first animais, all of
which places the St6:/6 here from the beginning of time.

The exploration of St4:/6 identity also required a deconstruction process in order
to shed the colonial identities imposed upon us via the colonial process. This chapter
ends by looking at Ancestral names as title and deeds to the land and the resources. |
hope that it will encourage the St6:/6 to continue to re-centre our own laws (syuwa:lelh)®
in particular the importance of ancestral names. It will be revitalizing and empowering to
continue to learn what these “high names” mean, who carries them, and re-centre their

importance and responsibilities; in essence to “wake them up.”

In Chapter 7 | examine syuwa:lelh in relation to Sth'é:qwi (salmon) and
sxexo:mes (gifts from the creator). This part of my journey represented many challenges
as this “gift” has been almost entirely stolen in order to become an “industry.” It shares
our salmon origin stories and our syuwa:lelh which teach us how to care for and relate to
our relative, the salmon. By following our own laws in relation to our salmon, there was
plenty and the St6:/6 lived a good life. That is until colonial policy took over.

This chapter explores the history of conflict between the St6:/6 and the colonial
agencies responsible for Fisheries and Oceans. This historical look helps us understand
how a sacred ancestor and the responsibility we have toward it becomes a commodity to

% Pronounced “sa why uth”.
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be exploited and sold on the black market for below fair market value. It shows us clearly
how under the ancient St6:/6 values and beliefs there was more than enough salmon for
everyone and the St6:/16 were among the wealthiest Nations of its time, coveted and

raided upon by many.

In comparison, the infant Department of Fisheries and Ocean (DFO)
management regime has managed to jeopardize all the salmon runs after a mere 123
years with several runs already extinct. The St6./6 are now among the poorest of all
Indigenous peoples on this continent and in many ways are now complicit in the
annihilation of our salmon, one of our most precious sxexo:mes. This chapter explores
syuwa:lelh in relation to Sth'é:qwi as well as encouraging the St6:/6 to use our own
language in relation to the salmon, as the use of English only encourages us to distance

ourselves from our relatives and exploit for monetary gain.

In Chapter 8 | expose the futility of a rights-based argument in pursuit of self-
determination by exploring the dynamics that occur when we exercise what the Supreme
Court of Canada (SCC) refers to as “an Aboriginal right to fish,” which is supposedly
constitutionally protected. Yet when this “right” is exercised according to our own Sto./6
laws and customs, which are often in contradiction to colonial laws and regulations, we
are criminally charged. It is in this chapter that our diametrically opposed worldviews are
the most evident and the most detrimental. Where the St6:/6 see the salmon as a
relative and therefore have a responsibility to care for it, the colonizers see a
“commodity” and assign colonial “rights” to it in order to justify its commoditization and
exploitation. The history of St6:lo-settler relations with our ancestor (what settlers refer to

as the Salmon Industry) is highlighted.

These opposing worldviews have been highlighted through court cases that at
first glance appear to be victories but in many regards simply entrench a colonial
worldview. Such case analysis completed by several legal scholars is important work.*
However, | am not a legal scholar and therefore use this chapter to tell a story. | share
my observations and experiences with one court case | participated in during a segment
of my dissertation journey, Kelly v. Regina, file number 47476. Kelly is Kw'i:tsel Tatel,

% See for example Kent McNeil, Patricia Monture, Sakej Henderson, Louise Mandell and John
Borrows.
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her English name is Patricia E. Kelly. This story in its entirety is not mine alone to share;
what | do share are portions of my experiences with Kw'i:tsel Tatel, knowing that the full

story is hers and hers alone.

In July of 2004 Kw'i:tsel Tatel was charged with the “illegal possession of fish” in
contravention of the Federal Fisheries Act. This chapter will summarize two years of
court proceedings (June 2009 to June 2011), which are now entering their seventh year
and upon the writing of this dissertation was still being processed through the criminal
justice system. This summary will highlight the inability of a colonial court to deal
adequately let alone fairly with Kw'i:tsel Tatel’s relationship to salmon. It is during this
chapter that many may want to jump out of the canoe; | certainly wanted to. This was an
exhausting part of my research journey. It was very much like pulling against the current
for a very, very long time only to find that not only will we NEVER arrive at our

destination; we went the wrong way.

In Chapter 9 things begin to lighten and the journey begins to be less uncertain
and scary. First, | explore traditional leadership roles and qualities. | share the sqwélqwel
of another of my ancestors, Wililéq the 5th who to me exemplifies St6:/6 leadership
abilities and skills to show just how much power a good leader can have to effect change
and move people to a better place. | highlight the leadership skills of Wililéq the fifth in
this chapter and T'xwelatse’s leadership skills in Chapter 5, so to examine these skills
with an eye to determining if they are still applicable to contemporary times. | realize
these St6:16 Si:ya:m were leaders before we were colonized and subject to oppression
and subjugation, but perhaps some of their skills built up over centuries of relating to the

land could help us in contemporary colonial times.

In Chapter 10 | analyze contemporary St6:/6 leadership against a backdrop of
colonial impacts and challenges. Through my discussions with my dissertation teachers
and research conducted, | highlight five colonial impacts and four contemporary
challenges that present day leaders are contending with as they lead within the
boundaries of colonialism. The five colonial impacts are (1) the displacement and
dispossession of St6:10 the Si:le; (2) the division and “creation” of chiefs; (3) land
appropriation via maps and the creation of “reserves;” (4) residential school and (5) the
anti-potlatch laws. The four contemporary challenges are (1) dependency and
dysfunction caused by the /ndian Act and manifesting through acts of internal
colonialism; (2) undefined roles and responsibilities resulting in overload, confusion and
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in some cases diffusion of responsibility; (3) economic racism couched in a discourse of
poverty and (4) the diversity of the St4:/6 being conflated in two important areas: (i) the
conflation of multiple Siya:m roles into the singular and male-dominated role of chief and
i) tribal affiliations based upon intricate kinship ties and connection to territory being
conflated into “bands” run by “membership lists” based upon paternity and “status.”

With these impacts and challenges as a framework, | then analyze the realities of
contemporary leadership. These realities are shared with me via a series of interviews |
conducted with those | have come to refer to as my dissertation teachers.

Chapter 11 is dedicated to identifying forms of St6:/6 governance. | used what |
learned from both traditional and contemporary leaders, as well as teachings from
syuwa:lelh and sxwoxwiyam to begin a preliminary identification of truly St6:/16 governing
principles freed from colonial influences. To dream a bigger dream is highlighted when
the futility of a “state-based” argument for self-government is placed against the
complexity of Sté:/0 social organization. Nation states are the most simplistic form of
governance with little to no relevance for the St6:/6. This chapter reveals the complexity
of real St6:/6 governance which is complicated further by its intriguing yet effective use
of anarchistic qualities and heavy reliance upon spiritual qualities to ensure good

governance.

This chapter begins the exploration of syuwa:lelh, that is Sto:/6 laws and
Halg’eméylem concepts that teach us how to be in this world, how to relate to our
environment, to ourselves and to each other. Syuwa:lelh are ancient teachings that |
believe are more applicable today than ever before. They speak to place and respect,
they teach us how to survive and how to live in a good way. The laws and concepts
chosen for this chapter are the ones | think can guide St6:/6 governance and self-
determination the best. The chapter ends with a discussion on St6:/6 governing
structures found in our Xwelmexwawitxw (Longhouse) Gatherings and sacred
ceremonies. The St6:/0 have many sacred ceremonies that reify our governing

structures, for this chapter | use the Naming Ceremony as an example.

The final chapter metaphorically represent my Swdéqw’elh. In this chapter | tie all
my sxexo:mes into one symbolic representation of high status, a Swogqw'elh. It
symbolizes the beginning of my journey from s’'téxem (not knowing, low status) to
smela:lh (carrying knowledge and therefore of high status). Although my dissertation

journey will be over, my smel4:lh teachings are just beginning.
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Chapter 2.

Llilheqi and “The Power of Place”

There is much confusion around the terms self-government, self-determination
and sovereignty, which are often used interchangeably. This confusion is often fueled by
the current colonial relationship that serves to keep Indigenous peoples displaced and
disempowered. This displacement and disempowerment has been so firmly rooted
within contemporary Canadian socio-political structures that most, if not all, current
endeavors aimed at including Indigenous peoples within the decision making processes
and/or somehow affording Indigenous peoples some semblance of “self-governance” are
actually endeavors that further entrench Indigenous disempowerment, further the
colonial project and move us further away from who we are as the original people of this

land.

This literature review focuses on literature that assists with moving beyond the
colonial regime by clarifying what Indigenous governance looks like, how nations are
built (or in some cases re-built), and ways in which decolonizing processes can assist
with defining and realizing Indigenous governance. There are three areas of interest to
my research: (1) Indigenous sovereignty and governance, including the role of
Indigenous legal traditions and to some degree but to a much lesser extent, literature on
self-government (e.g., Alfred 1999, 2005; Borrows 2007, 2010; Henderson 2000;
Kennedy 2007; Monture 1995; Turner 2006; Yazzie 2005; (2) Aboriginal rights and title
by way of case analysis and treaty process (e.g., Borrows 1999; Henderson 2006;
Mandell 2009; McNeil 2004; Monture 1999; Pinikett 2006; Tennant 1990; Wilkins 2004);
and (3) International law, especially in relation to self-determination (e.g., Alfonso
Martinez 1999; Anaya 2004; Battiste and Henderson 2000; Dorough 2002; Henderson
2008; Trask 1995; Venne 1998). For my current research interests | have focused on
the first area and draw upon literature from the other two areas that speak to Indigenous

governance and self-determination.
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Indigenous literature is powerful in both its resistance against the colonial regime
and in its ability to acknowledge Indigenous governance. This literature is clearing a path
toward post colonial relations and self-determination for Indigenous people. For
example, Yazzie (2000, 2005), Kennedy (2007), Venne (1998), Alfonso Martinez (1999)
and Borrows (2010) clearly state that Indigenous peoples are here, have always been
here and have, despite the onslaught of colonial processes, maintained their connection
to Indigenous legal traditions. This literature displays the perseverance and strength of
Indigenous peoples in our fight to maintain independence even against all odds. Both
domestically and internationally, Indigenous peoples have been relentless in our quest

against colonization and asserting our nation(s) status.

Alfred (1999; 2005) and Monture (1995; 1999) discuss issues of sovereignty and
current colonial challenges at length. Both authors clearly resist the /ndian Act and
anything and everything that flows from it, viewing it as colonial legislation that
disempowers Indigenous people. For example, they challenge /ndian Act Chiefs to be
critical of where their power is derived and how easy it is to abuse this power. Even
more than this, they encourage individual Indigenous people to decolonize our minds,
body and spirit and to remember our Indigenous culture, teachings, ancestry and

connection to territory. They resist the colonial regime with both dignity and certainty.

Alfred (2005) purposefully discusses the colonial regime and the hold it has on
Onkwehonwe (original people). However, Alfred does more than simply challenge the
legitimacy of a colonial regime, he exposes the ways in which Indigenous peoples

themselves contribute to our continued disempowerment:

Consider the fultility of our present politics and the perversity of what | will
call “aboriginalism,” the ideology and identity of assimilation, in which
Onkwehonwe are manipulated by colonial myths into a submissive
position and are told that by emulating white people they can gain
acceptance and possibly even fulfillment within mainstream society. Many
Onkwehonwe today embrace the label of “aboriginal,” but this identity is a
legal and social construction of the state, and it is disciplined by racialized
violence and economic oppression to serve an agenda of silent
surrender. The acceptance of being aboriginal is as powerful an assault
on Onkwehonwe existences as any force of arms brought upon us by the
Settler society. The integrationist and unchallenging aboriginal vision is
designed to lead us to oblivion... (Alfred 2005:23)
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By exposing “aboriginalism” as the ideology of assimilation, Alfred exposes the ways in
which colonialism is tricky business and has the ability to shape-shift in order to continue
being oppressive. There are many Indigenous people who refer to themselves as
“Aboriginal” thinking, my experience has been, this is much more acceptable than the
term “Indian.” But how so? How is it really any different? | am sure many do not realize
that by referring to themselves as such they are contributing to our disesmpowerment. Do
we feel any more empowered now that the Department of Indian Affairs is now called the

Department of Aboriginal Affairs?

According to Alfred, the colonial regime has resulted in the disconnection,
dependence and dispossession of Onkwehonwe. Most Onkwehonwe remain complacent
and lazy, doing next to nothing to change our colonial existence: “Many people are
paralyzed by fear or idled by complacency and will sit passively and watch destruction
consume our people. But the words in this book are for those of us who prefer a
dangerous dignity to safe self-preservation” (2005:24).

In deconstructing Canada’s colonial regime and exposing Indigenous
complacency, Alfred draws from a series of texts and works on worldwide experiences of
colonization and decolonizing tactics as well as a series of interviews with Onkwehonwe.
He exposes the many ways in which Onkwehonwe have become aiders and abettors in
our own colonial misery, including the many and often subtle ways we continue to
assimilate and colonize ourselves socially, culturally, economically, politically, mentally,
emotionally and spiritually. In so doing we continue to deny our Onkwehonwe existence
and responsibilities. He demands transformation and calls for a Spiritual Revolution to

end our colonial existence.

Self-Government

Self-governing agreements seem to be more along the lines of “govern like us
(i.e., like a colonial government)” and we will “allow” you some semblance of self-
governing powers. Irlbacher-Fox makes the valid point that self-government is about the
authorities available for negotiation as identified by the Canadian state and thus self-
government is something that exists because Canada exists (2009:7). Her book Finding
Dahshaa exposes the ways in which “self-government negotiations marginalize and

exclude Indigenous peoples’ experiences and aspirations, to the point that agreements

32



reached do not represent a form of self-determination but rather another iteration of
colonization and forced dependence” (2009:5). To Mohawk Mother and Scholar Patricia
Monture, the goal of self-government is too much like admitting defeat; it is tantamount
to accepting Aboriginal misery and agreeing that the solution is to self-administer our
own poverty and oppression (1999). Destructive colonial relations are simply being
embedded by accepting self-government that is really only half the power, half the
authority to truly govern: “accepting such a limited form of governance continues into the
future the false belief of Aboriginal inferiority, and through such solutions the
confinement of Aboriginal nations continues” (Monture 1999:29).

Penikett's (2006) review of current self-governing agreements supports
Monture’s 1999 conclusion that self- governing agreements as currently being defined
are flawed, and serve to continue the confinement of Indigenous nations. Whether these
agreements are being negotiated as part of the land claims process, as with the Nisga'a,
Tsawwassen and the Yukon, or as municipal style agreements such as Westbank,
Seechelt and Cree-Naskapi, they are failing to bring true Indigenous governance to
these peoples. There are many reasons for this, one being the inability to agree on a
workable definition for self-government, while a second is the diversity found among and
often even within Indigenous nations. As noted by Pinikett “each First Nation approaches
governance negotiations with a view to meeting the specific needs of its community”
(2006:189). This issue alone could forever stagnate progress among the St4:/6 who are
comprised of up to fourteen different tribal affiliations, further complicated by the
development of up to at least 25 Indian Act “bands” who often view themselves as
individual “nations” each with its own specific community needs and varying levels of

capacity, land, and access to resources.

Part of the difficulty in achieving a workable definition of self-government is the
colonial governments’ failure to acknowiedge an Indigenous definition of what
governance entails. Rather colonial governments prefer to curtail the limits of self-
government so to keep Indigenous peoples forever dependent. For example, there were
three options being put forward for which even Myles Richardson, who was then head of
the treaty commission, did not have the answer. In 2003 Richardson outlined the

question as:

That is the crucial question for us, especially in B.C., where we have this
seemingly intractable difference over source of authority. Is it totally
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delegated, is it totally stand-alone, and what is the threshold in between
those that would enable good governance? Is it the Yukon example, is it
Sechelt, is it Nisga’'a or is it something else?

(as cited in Penikett 2006:191)

| am opting for the “something else” option. Not only because the others have failed to
bring good governance to its people, but because the something else lies within our
connection to territory, our responsibilities to S’6/h Téméxw and the teachings of our
ancestors. These imperative clauses have yet to be written into contemporary governing
agreements. Such an omission is not the fault of most First Nation governments. The
negotiating of contemporary self-governing agreements does not leave room for these
types of clauses that recognize and assert Indigenous independence. This is due in
large part because Canada controls the “rules of the game” and First Nation
governments are forced to the table at a distinct disadvantage compared to the colonial
government in terms of resources, infrastructure, money, staff and power (Irlbacher-Fox
2009:61).

This may also be why the second issue arising from contemporary self-governing
agreements are plaguing these nations — the issue of implementation. This issue goes
beyond simply financing implementation (Penikett 2006). However, this alone is of
course monumental as neither the federal nor provincial governments wants to finance
the implementation of these agreements. | think many would agree that while the
Federal government may be slightly more liable due to a longer relationship of
oppression and discrimination, that the provincial governments are now equally
responsible and were quick to contribute to the continued dependence of Indigenous
people. It is interesting to note that neither really want anything to do with financing all
the good work now needed to move Indigenous nations out of the trap of colonial
dependency; yet strong independent Indigenous nations could in turn assist in

strengthening Canada.

Self-Determination

The concept of self-determination seems much more promising in its ability to
challenge and transform current colonial relations. Until the passing of the United

Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples in 2007, the term self-
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determination was not as widely analyzed domestically and was often used
interchangeably for self-government. Over two decades, it seems to be garnering more
attention and thus more analytical scrutiny, and in its conceptualization is much broader
than self-government. Monture (1999) prefers the term self-determination as it better
encapsulates “the wealth of concepts and relationships” that are easily excluded in terms

such as self-government.

Irlbacher-Fox (2009) recommends that the concept of self-determination not be
confused with the limiting concept of self-government that in practice is almost entirely
dependent upon how it is defined by the colonial government with little to no input from
Indigenous governments. In contrast, visions of self-determination among Indigenous
peoples she has worked with so far exceed the limitations of self-government (2009:9).

Indigenous visions of self-determination:

Encompass natural resource management and economic capacities
gained through land claims; seek sectoral or other agreements with
governments and private industry; and have social, political,
psychological, and spiritual dimensions resulting from the importance
placed upon fostering Indigenous cultural identity, rights, and practices.
Indigenous peoples therefore combine what requires change, namely the
interference and control of government, and the negative consequences
of that, with a collective sense of self-realization originating in Indigenous
culture. (2009:9)

According to Anaya, self-government is one of five fundamental elements of self-
determination: (1) freedom from discrimination; (2) respect for cultural integrity; (3) social
welfare and development; (4) lands and natural resources; and (5) self-government
(Anaya 2004). Anaya’s definition thus extends the concept to a whole segment of
people overlooked by the international arena which is where the term gained popularity
after WW | and President Wilson “linked the principle of self-determination with Western
liberal democratic ideals and the aspirations of European nationalists” (2004:98). After
WW [l the United Nations passed its charter, which included “self-determination of
peoples” (Anaya 2004:99). The right of self-determination was also confirmed in 1966 by
Article 1 of both the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights provide for the inalienable right to self-

determination as follows:
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All peoples have the right to self-determination. By virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic,
social and cultural development.

It thus is seen within the international arena as a principie of the highest order (Anaya

2004:97), but not yet a rule of international law (Coulter as cited in Dalton 2005:5).

United Nations’ Liberating Discourse?

In fact self-determination was first enshrined in 1960 when the General Assembly
adopted the UN Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and
Peoples. In this document, the UN clearly condemns the act of colonialism and all its
manifestations. It was clearly stated by the General Assembly in its fifteenth session that
“the peoples of the world ardently desire the end of colonialism in all its manifestations
(emphasis added, Fifteenth Session 1514 (XV)) and was convinced that “all peoples
have an inalienable right to complete freedom, the exercise of their sovereignty and the
integrity of their national territory” (Fifteenth Session, 1514{XV}). As a result we see acts
of decolonization and the recognition of self-determination occurring in all the colonies of

Asia, Africa and Oceania (Henderson 2008:27).

That the right of self-determination and the end of colonialism are linked within
the discourse of the United Nations is promising. Despite, believe it or not, the fact that
Indigenous peoples were not recognized as having the right to self-determination during
these decolonizing efforts because we were viewed as “Indigenous populations” and not
“peoples” (Henderson 2008:27). Further complicating the matter was an earlier issue of
defining “non-self-governing territories” when in resolution 637 (VII) of 1952, the General

Assembily clearly recommended that:

States Members of the United Nations shall recognize and promote the
realization of the right of self-determination of the peoples of Non-Self-
Governing and Trust Territories who are under their administration and
that States Members of the UN shall uphold the principle of self-
determination of all peoples and nations.

(GA Resolution 637 (Vi) 16 December 1952 as cited in Roy 2001:13)

At this time Indigenous peoples were not included within the definition of “non-self-

governing” territories and therefore not granted the right to self-determination.
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As well the 1960 granting of independence and self-determination were being
applied to only those colonies that were geographically separated from the country
administering it (i.e., colonizing it). In these cases independence could be granted
without threatening territorial integrity as the colonizing country and those asserting
independence were not sharing territory. However in 1952 Belgium had put forward the

argument that:

would have ‘extended the concept of ‘Non-Self-Governing Territories’ to
include disenfranchised indigenous peoples living within the borders of
independent states, especially if the race, language, and culture of these
peoples differed from those of the dominant population.’

(Pomerance as cited in Roy 2001:14)

As noted by Roy, Belgium was attempting to bring back 23(b) of the League of Nations
Covenant “which bound members to ‘secure just treatment of the native inhabitants of
territories under their control” (Sureda as cited in Roy 2001:14). The argument used to
reject this proposal epitomizes the socially acceptable racist ideology used to promote

the act of colonization in the first place:

Quoting an article written by Belgium F. Van Langenhove, El-Ayouty
argues that the Afro-Asian block reminded delegates that the ‘sacred
trust’ Belgium spoke of implied paternal control; it was exercised by
“states which enjoy a superior civilization” in relation to “populations of
inferior civilization which they administer, whether these populations lie
within or without the frontiers of the state.”

(Van Langenhove as cited in Roy 2001:15)

The proposal by Belgium became known as the Belgium thesis and was ultimately
rejected by the United Nations in favor of what scholars would come to identify as the
“Salt Water” or “Blue Water” thesis (Roy 2001:13).

The “Salt Water” Thesis

It should come as no surprise that the rejection of the Belgium thesis in favor of
the Salt Water thesis was led by the Western countries still colonizing their Indigenous
populations (Roy 2001:15). These countries believe that self-determination and
independence apply to external colonies only, that is to colonies whose administering
power (colonizer) is geographically separated (for example by an ocean or sea) from

those asserting independence. Such a distinction does not call into question territorial
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integrity when those claiming self-determination are not sharing territory with the

colonizing power.

The fact that Canada was able to exempt itself via what would become known as
the Salt Water Thesis because it was not “geographically” separated from the peoples it
was colonizing, does not detract from the potentially liberating discourse within the
international arena. | believe this discourse will continue to expand and ultimately include
Indigenous peoples. For example the reasoning used back in 1952 to exclude
indigenous peoples from being recognized as “non-self-governing” territories is no
longer legally let alone morally and ethically acceptable.

Many debates and scholarly perusal must continue. For example, are Indigenous
peoples indeed “peoples” and therefore entitled to the right of self-determination? How
long will the Salt Water Thesis enable nation states such as Canada to continue to
colonize the Indigenous people? Do Indigenous peoples of Canada have not only a right
to internal self-determination, but a right to external self-determination? Do the
Indigenous peoples of Canada have a right to the restoration of our “territorial integrity”
that has been destroyed via colonial processes? Do Indigenous peoples have the right
to secession according to international law? These debates will continue and by their
very nature empower Indigenous peoples through the recognition of our “human” right to

freedom and independence.

Indigenous Peoples and Self-Determination

In the 1920s Deskaheh (Levi General) leader of the Haudenosaunee/Cayuga
and Maori leader W.T. Ratana sought to bring the treaty status of Indigenous nations to
the attention of the countries of the then League of Nations. In 1923 Deskaheh
petitioned to have the Haudenosaunee recognized as a member of the League of
Nations and the Maori petitioned for the same in 1925 (Henderson 2008:24). They were
denied as the then League classified (wrongly | and others would add) their petitions as
“‘domestic” and therefore outside of their competency (Henderson 2008:24). While this
effectively halted the Indigenous movement to be recognized as having some degree of
autonomy and independence, it did send the correct message and one that surely fueled
the efforts that resulted eighty years later in the passing of the Declaration on the Rights

of Indigenous Peoples.
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The 1923 Haudenosaunee petition is inspirational as it represents a sovereign
Indigenous nation actually “acting” sovereign. Due mostly to the direct intervention of
the British (Venne 1998:30) and a misguided belief that Indigenous issues fell under
domestic jurisdiction (Wilmer 1993 as cited in Venne 1998:56) the petition never made it
to the floor.” As stated by Venne (1998:30), the message was loud and clear; if an
Indigenous issue was brought to the table member states would take measures to
ensure it would not even have an opportunity to be addressed. In relation to
international law Indigenous peoples were to be treated as “objects” not “subjects”
(Venne1998:30). Nevertheless the petition will continue to inspire and remind us that we
as Indigenous people know we are sovereign and know we are subjects; the willful and

self-serving blindness of colonizing states does not change this fact.

Since at least the 1923 Haudenosaunee petition, Indigenous peoples have been
appealing to the international arena via the League of Nations and later the United
Nations, to have their grievances heard, past injustices corrected and their human rights
acknowledged and protected.* These appeals, like the Haudenosaunee petition have
been largely unsuccessful. That the international arena has continued to attempt to deny
the application of its covenants and instruments to Indigenous peoples does not mean
Indigenous people have stopped knocking on the door. The right to self-determination
for Indigenous peoples is no exception. As noted above, although the UN passed a
resolution for the speedy end to colonialism in 1960, within the Canadian context there
has been no end to colonialism, let alone a speedy end. It is fifty two years later and
Canada is still hiding behind the Salt Water Thesis. In 1949 Canada signed the United
Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, yet in
the province of British Columbia 52% of the children in the care of a foreign government

are Indigenous.

¥ The term “domestic dependent nations” was coined by the United States Chief Justice John
Marshall in 1831 (Martinez 1992:20).

% Indigenous nations have been grieving colonial injustices long before this, for example the
St6:16 have been urging England to take responsibility for several injustices via written
petitions and demonstrations since the mid-1800s when thousands and thousands of
Xwelitem entered our territory in search of gold.
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In 1982 the United Nations finally responded by establishing the Working Group
on Indigenous Populations. This group comprised five human rights experts from Africa,
Asia, Central and South America, Eastern Europe and the West. Dr. Erica-lrene Daes of
Greece was its chair (Battiste and Youngblood Henderson 2000:2). The purpose of the
group was to “review developments promoting and protecting the human rights and
fundamental freedoms of Indigenous peoples, giving special attention to the
development of new international agreements” (Battiste and Youngblood Henderson
2000:2).

Unlike other international mechanisms the Working Group actually sought and
obtained input from Indigenous peoples worldwide. This “first” for the United Nations
meant Indigenous peoples were finally being treated as “subjects” and not “objects” of
an international process with over 700 delegates participating over the eight year period
(Palys 2001). The journey that cuiminated with the draft Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples and its eventual passing in 2007 was long and arduous. As shared

by Battiste and Youngblood Henderson:

Our first talks at the working group in the summer of 1982 were as fragile
as clay pots. We had to learn to trust each other, but our experience did
not allow such trust. It was a time of listening. It was a time of
understanding our teachings and experiences. In all the languages of the
earth, we discussed our suffering and our dreams. Across countless
generations, we were comforted by the safety of Indigenous languages,
elders, and storytellers as they revealed Indigenous teachings. In different
languages, at greater length and with more details than we can ever hope
to grasp, these teachings gave form to an ecologically based vision of
humanity. (2000:3)

Article 3 of the now passed Declaration states:

Indigenous peoples have the right of self-determination, By virtue of that
right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their
economic, social and cultural development.

While it took over twenty years the Declaration was finalized and passed by the
United Nations in September of 2007 with 144 countries voting yes and four voting no:
Canada, United States, New Zealand and Australia. Not surprisingly these nation states
are the ones that continue to hide behind the “Salt Water” thesis, are continuing the

colonial project and therefore, recognize the right of self-determination for non-
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Indigenous peoples but still attempt to deny, or in Canada’s case limit, this right for

Indigenous peoples.

Indigenous Peoples?

The concept of self-determination is often linked to a rights-based discourse as in
all peoples having the right to be self-determining. The term “peoples” means it has been
interpreted as a collective right, one belonging to a “people” (Anaya 2004:100). Self-
determination is not just concerned with human beings and their autonomy, therefore,
but also with their desire to constitute and function within communities (Anaya
2004:100). This desire is aptly captured in a definition provided by Dalton (2005:2):

Aboriginal self-determination is the right of Aboriginal peoples to choose
how they live their shared lives and structure their communities based
upon their own norms, laws, and cultures. It includes the freedom and
equal human right to control one’s destiny, usually in the context of
communities.

All seems well enough except for one small problem: there came the debate
among nation-states as to whether or not Indigenous peoples constitute “peoples”
according to the international definition. Nation states did not want to view us as
“‘peoples” and thus entitled to self-determination so were insisting we were people
without the “s.” The Indigenous groups being consulted by the UN Working Group on
Indigenous Populations insisted we were and refused to compromise on such an
important distinction (Henderson 2008:53). The Working Group was told by State
representatives that they were being “impossible” for wanting such a high standard for
Indigenous people (Henderson 2008:53). While this must have been an extremely
frustrating debate for the Working Group,* the debate did help to increase awareness
“among the human rights communities of the tensions nation-states felt about

recognizing the human rights of Indigenous peoples” (Henderson 2008:53).

% Actually this may have been one of the more easier debates believe it or not, for insight into

some of the experiences of the working group in having the Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples passed see Henderson (2008).
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Self-Determination and Territorial Integrity

Another reason colonizing states are resistant to recognizing the right of
Indigenous Peoples to be self-determining is their concern that such a recognition may
threaten the territorial integrity of the state. For example, The United Nations Charter

states in Article 2 paragraph 4:

All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat
use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any
state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United
Nations.

From the point of view of sovereign Indigenous peoples, there are at least three issues
with this argument. First Canada has shown time and time again that when Indigenous
peoples assert our independence by way of protecting our territorial integrity, Canada
will in fact use brute force and violence against us including military force (for example
Oka in 1990, Gustafsen Lake in 1995, Ipperwash in 1995 and Burnt Church in 1999). In
fact the argument becomes circular and even a bit ridiculous as Canada has knowingly
threatened the territorial integrity of the First Peoples and is now asserting their right to

territorial integrity in order to deny Indigenous peoples the right to self-determination.

A second issue arises when we look at the concept of “territorial integrity” from
an Indigenous worldview which may take on an entirely different meaning from that of
current nation-states. For example a eurocentric view of the world considers people to
be separate from their environment and to exist independent of the natural world
(Battiste and Younglood Henderson 2000:23). It is only in this view of the world that one
could possibly be self-determining and simultaneously threaten the integrity of the
territory. Meaning if we threaten territorial integrity we will remain relatively unaffected
because we, as humans, exist independently from our {and. However, from an
indigenous perspective this is near impossible as an inherent characteristic of seif-
determination is the recognition and acknowledgement of our inter-dependent
relationship with S’6/h Téméxw. In fact, as far as | have come to understand my world,
there would seem to be a universal Indigenous belief that we are, first and foremost, the
care takers of this Earth, which dictates a certain inalienable relationship to our
respective territories. To somehow threaten the integrity of our territory would be in

direct contradiction to the practice of self-determination.
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“Integrity” therefore is something that exists within S'6/h Téméxw regardless of
me; | do not give my territory integrity, it is already there. It is up to me to respect it.
History firmly tells us that Indigenous Peoples have been and still are the caretakers of
their respective territories; the protection of territorial integrity has and always will be
foremost in the minds of Indigenous People (see for example the Western Shoshone
litigation cases to protect their territorial integrity; also the James Bay Cree litigation case
which it is argued did more to protect territorial integrity than the government of Canada
itself has done, Dorough 2002:47). From an Indigenous understanding, therefore,
perhaps territorial integrity could become something more than a “this is mine, you
cannot have it.” That is something more than simply defining boundaries to which we
may or may not respect depending on things such as the presence of oil or if the
peoples are Indigenous or not. Perhaps we have something to learn from the Indigenous
understanding that Peoples are intimately connected to their territories and by respecting

territorial integrity we can accept that we are literally dependent upon our ability to do so.

Self-Determination and Secession

A third issue is the eurocentric belief that the integrity of the territory is threatened
by the self-determination of Indigenous Peoples because self-determination could lead
to secession, i.e., Indigenous peoples could choose to formally withdraw from Canada.
First, | am not clear on when and how the St6:/6 joined the federation of Canada. | know
that we are the objects of federal legislation; legislation we did not design, develop or
implement. | know our territory has been falsely claimed by the province of British
Columbia and that this province joined federation in 1871.4° But the St6:/6 have never
formally extinguished our “title” to the land or our ancestral right to be self-determining.
How can we secede from something we never formally joined? The proper focus,
therefore becomes whether or not as autonomous nations, Indigenous peoples will

choose to join Canada or not.

According to United Nations discourse, secession is one option of three in
determining political status. The 1970 Declaration on Friendly Relations, identifies at

0" For a detailed historic account of how unjustly British Columbia was “settled” and “claimed”
by Xwelitem government officials and newcomers see Tennant 1990.
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minimum three different modes of political status that were also stated in the 1960
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples: “the
establishment of a sovereign and independent State, the free association or integration
with an independent State or the emergence into any other political status freely
determined by a people constitute modes of implementing the right to self-determination

by that people” (as cited in Leger 2002:5).

This situation is not much different from that found in certain parts of the world
such as Latin America, Asia, Africa and Oceania, where the Indigenous Peoples went on
to form independent postcolonial states. In these third world countries the Indigenous
people chose “separation” which was referred to as “independence” and not “secession”
as they had not consented to union with the metropolitan States to begin with (Lam
2002:18). As noted above, this could also apply to the St6:/6 who have never consented
to union with Canada. However, according to Lam (2002:19) most Indigenous peoples
are seeking, not independence, but a form of free association with the colonizing state
as guided by international law and society. In these cases an argument can be made
that those deciding against independence in favor of free association are not in fact
Indigenous peoples, but the descendants of the colonizers and assimilated Indigenous
people (Henderson 2008:27). For the St4:16 this is also a possible outcome.

Furthermore Dr. Erica-Irene Daes, the former chair of the Working Group on

Indigenous Populations has explained:

With few exceptions, indigenous peoples were never a part of State-
building. They did not have an opportunity to participate in designing the
modern constitutions of the States in which they live, or to share, in any
meaningful way, in national decision-making. In some countries they have
been excluded by law or by force, but in many countries...they have been
separated by language, poverty, misery, and the prejudices of their non-
indigenous neighbors. Whatever the reason, indigenous peoples in most
countries have never been, and are not now, full partners in the political
process and lack others’ ability to use democratic means to defend their
fundamental rights and freedoms. (as cited in Henderson 2008:fn 55)

The lack of participation by Indigenous nations in the formation of the Canadian state
was also noted by Roy (2001:61) during her extensive research for her Master’s thesis
titled Sovereignty and Decolonization: Realizing Indigenous Self-Determination at the
United Nations and in Canada. This coupled with the argument that Indigenous peoples
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are being denied our ability to exercise internal self-determination could result in

secession via the expression, or the right to external self-determination.

Upon ruling on the secession case of Quebec,*! the court made note of three
cases that could result in secession and be supported by international law (as cited in
Roy 2001:114). One case would be when internal self-determination is being denied,
although the court did not clearly lay out what this looks like or what would qualify (Roy
2001). Two other cases outlined by the Canadian court and as supported in international

law were:

The right to external self-determination, which entails the possibility of
choosing (or restoring) independence, has only been bestowed upon two
classes of peoples (those under colonial rule or foreign occupation),
based on the assumption that both classes make up entities that are
inherently distinct from the colonialist power and the occupant power and
that their ‘territorial integrity,” all but destroyed by the colonialist or
occupying power, should be fully restored.

(Cassese as cited in Roy 2001:114)

Thus the outcome of self-determination and the issue of secession is a complicated
matter and demands further exploration within the Canadian context. | would even
suggest this exploration cannot begin as long as Canada is hiding behind the Salt Water
thesis. Only when Canada and its Indigenous Peoples are full participants in the
decolonizing endeavors supported by the United Nations, can such issues be honestly

and thoroughly explored.

In the interim the practice of self-determination is not to be confused with the
practices regulating secession or threats to territorial integrity (Leger 2002:5). Within the
Indigenous Peoples and the right to self-determination debate, this distinction is
important. Colonizing states tend to fuse the two together and conveniently forget that
there is international law to which Indigenous Peoples would be required to adhere with
respect to relations between member states (for example the aforementioned
Declaration Concerning Friendly Relations). The right to self-determination, many would
agree, is not an absolute right without limitations (McCorquodale 1996 as cited in

*!" Reference re Secession of Quebec, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 217.
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Dorough 2002:44). As Dorough and most Indigenous thinkers would probably agree: “it
[self-determination] does not confer on any one people the right to deny other peoples
the same right on equal footing. It does not include any right to oppress other peoples”
(2002:46).

Sustainable Self-Determination

Corntassel (2008) offers solutions to these international and colonial arguments
by suggesting we not confine the definition of self-determination to the rights based
arena. He argues instead for sustainable self-determination (2008:107):

[A]s with the Nisga’a agreement, states tend to narrowly frame self-
determination by focusing on state political/legal recognition of indigenous
peoples as self-governing entities while diverting energies away from
more substantive discussions regarding the reclamation of indigenous
territories, livelihoods, natural resources, and the regeneration of
community languages and culturally based practices.

He realizes that self-determination defined within the rights-based discourse can only

take Indigenous peoples so far.

He also clarifies four ways in which self-determination as framed by states and
international organizations actually jeopardize the future of Indigenous communities
(Corntassel 2008:108):

1. Rights-based discourse compartmentalizes Indigenous powers of
self-determination by separating jurisdiction of lands and resources
from the political/legal recognition of limited Indigenous jurisdiction
within the confines of current colonial state authorities;

2. Rights discourse has enabled states to deny the identity of and in
some cases the very existence of Indigenous peoples residing within
their borders (for example referring to them instead as minority
groups, or races, or tribes);

3. The framing of rights within the political/legal arena has resulted in
the de-emphasizing of cultural responsibilities and relationships that
Indigenous peoples have with families and the natural world which
are crucial to well-being of future generations;

4. Rights based discourse has resulted in limitations being put on
decolonization and restoration processes (e.g., the Blue Water
Thesis).
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Corntassel is thus arguing we move beyond the limitations of framing seif-
determination within a rights discourse and instead opt for definitions that are
“economically, environmentally, and culturally viable and inextricably linked to
indigenous (sic) relationships to the natural world (2008:108). Framing self-
determination within parameters such as this would result in an expansion of the scope
of self-determination to what Corntassel refers to as a sustainable self-determination.

Sustainable self-determination would require the recognition of Indigenous
natural laws on Indigenous homelands and would therefore allow for the renewal
ceremonies that are so integral to the health and well-being of both Indigenous peoples
and our environments (Corntassel 2008:119). This in turn would lead to a significant
influence on the global political economy as local and regional Indigenous economies
are strengthened and rebuilt and are inherently sustainable by definition (p. 119).
Perhaps more important than the positive impact upon the global economy is that such
regional and local Indigenous economies also ensure that the self-determination process
begins with strengthening individuals, families and communities, which then means trade
networks and alliances with each other and neighboring Indigenous nations can be re-
established (p. 119).

Corntassel’s definition of sustainable self-determination also would ensure that
territorial integrity, from an Indigenous definition, is firmly protected. If Indigenous natural
laws are used to guide the ways in which we relate to each other, our environment, and
our natural resources then territory and our relationship to it is mainstream, not an after-
thought or disconnection. Embedded within Indigenous laws are values of respect,
moderation, inter-dependency, and individual autonomy that strengthen the wellbeing of

the collective, preserve ancestral teachings and protect future generations.

Alfred (2005:32) suggests the best place to start with self-determination is with
the “self.” He argues a large part of self-determination is in our individual ability to reject
the colonists’ power and control over us and to reject the colonialists’ definition of who
we are as Indigenous people, and encourages us to remember our ancestry, our cultural
teachings and our sacred relationship to our Indigenous territories. In so doing we will
find the strength to reject the colonists’ attempts at assimilation and become a part of the
spiritual revolution that is required to free our minds, hearts, and spirits of colonial

indoctrination.
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To begin with the self in terms of achieving self-determination does two things.
First it strengthens individual citizens of Indigenous nations and encourages us to be
and act independently. That is to be responsible for “self.” This is empowering as it
moves us away from being passive and acquiescent in our own colonization; it affords
us an opportunity to move away from being victimized and places us outside of the
oppressor's game of power and control. Second, empowered individuals means a
stronger collective movement that is fueled by qualities of purpose, truth, balance, health
and well-being. We can't build and rebuild Indigenous nations with people who are
angry, addicted, greedy and/or questing only for personal power and status. As guided
by Micmaw Elder and Legal Scholar Sakej:

We must understand that the genuine core of empowerment is human
responsibility and reconciliation. We must improve our people, ourselves,
and our consciences. We must re-imagine and remake our traditional
institutions and reconcile them with our vision of human rights.
(Henderson 2008:100)

Indigenous Governance and Nation-Building

Given Canada’s pervasive and intrusive colonial regime, identifying Indigenous
governance is not easy and is complicated further by the diversity found among the
Indigenous nations across Turtle Island. As Indigenous nations have been subjected to
colonial imposition for over five hundred years, identifying Indigenous governance calls
for an Indigenous movement in resurgence and reclamation that is guided by Indigenous
vision and ability to dream. Indigenous resurgence in turn requires what Alfred refers to
as “self-conscious traditionalism” which results in the “selective re-adoption of traditional
values” and principles that are the foundation for Indigenous governance (1999:81).
Without being self-reflective and conscious of our traditional values and philosophies we
run the risk of defining our governance in terms of colonial mentality and imperialism
(Alfred 1999).

In this movement of resurgence, it also becomes imperative that colonization not
be the only story of our lives: “[i]t must be recognized that colonialism is a narrative in
which the Settler's power is the fundamental reference and assumption, inherently
limiting Indigenous freedom and imposing a view of the world that is but an outcome or
perspective of that power” (Alfred and Corntassel 2005:601). To avoid replicating or
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becoming complacent with the colonial regime and furthering assimilating, it becomes
necessary to acknowledge that Indigenous governance is inextricably linked to
Indigenous philosophies and values. Indigenous governance therefore is about respect,
diversity, autonomy, balance and ultimately peaceful relationships that promote
sustainability and movement of life (Alfred 1999; Qwul’sih’'yah’'maht 2011; Simpson
2011). Its very foundation is steeped in a profound sense of spirituality and the utmost
respect and perseverance of individual autonomy (Simpson 2011). Result being,
Indigenous governance is non-hierarchical, non-authoritarian and non-coercive
(Simpson 2011).

Furthermore, abiding by Indigenous values and philosophies, will ensure our
Indigenous governance is able to empower our communities to address contemporary
realities. This will require an Indigenous resurgence that is facilitated by our ability and
willingness to embrace both community cohesion and solidarity with other Indigenous
nations (Alfred 1999). Alfred distinguishes between the two as follows:

Cohesion is the power that is created when a group of individuals come
together as one to form a community that is self-conscious and secure in
itself-when those people ‘cohere’ around a set of beliefs and institutions,
and gain fulfilment and strength in their association with one another.
Roles and responsibilities are clear, there is both a common good and an
agreed-upon process of dissent, and people protect and benefit from
each other. Those things that can divide are consciously rejected and
those that bring people together and make them stronger are consciously
embraced. This is unity-the prerequisite to peace and power in any
community. (1999:87)

Equally important, but different is the need for solidarity which Alfred describes as a
power that comes from “recognizing and respecting what all indigenous peoples have in
common: the struggle for self-determination” (1999:87). However, before we can show
solidarity with other Indigenous nations we must first have our own strong community
cohesion and identity (Alfred 1999:87).

Both community cohesion and strong identity can be achieved through
Indigenous governing principles, values and philosophies which in turn help build and

rebuild strong Indigenous nations based upon the following characteristics:

» Wholeness with diversity. Community members are secure in knowing who
and what they are; they have high levels of commitment to and solidarity with
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the group, but also tolerance for differences that emerge on issues that are not
central to the community’s identity.

» Shared culture. Community members know their traditions, and the values and
norms that form the basis of the society are clearly established and universally
accepted

« Communication. There is an open and extensive network of communication
among community members, and government institutions have clearly
established channels by which information is made available to the people.

* Respect and trust. People care about and cooperate with each other and the
government of the community, and they trust in one another’s integrity.

* Group maintenance. People take pride in their community and seek to remain
part of it; they collectively establish clear cultural boundaries and membership
criteria, and look to the community’s government to keep those boundaries
from eroding.

+ Participatory and consensus-based government. Community leaders are
responsive and accountable to the other members; they consult thoroughly
and extensively, and base all decisions on the principle of general consensus.

* Youth empowerment. The community is committed to mentoring and
educating its young people, involving them in all decision-making processes,
and respecting the unique challenges they face.

« Strong links to the outside world. The community has extensive positive social,
political, and economic relations with people in other communities, and its
leaders consistently seek to foster good relations and gain support among
other indigenous peoples and in the international community

(Alfred 1999:82)

Using self-conscious traditionalism to guide this process means nation building is

grounded upon Indigenous values and philosophies (i.e., Indigenous governance).

This will also act as a protective measure against complacency and cooptation,
and ensures Indigenous leaders remain “Indigenous” even while working “within” a
colonial regime. Alfred identifies Joan and Stewart Phillips (leaders in the organization
now known as the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs) as examples of Indigenous leaders who
continue to abide by Indigenous values despite several decades of working within, and
fighting against, the colonial regime. Joan attributes her ability to do so by following the
four sacred trusts: looking after the land, looking after the people, looking after the
spirituality, and looking after the culture (as cited in Alfred 2005:181). Stewart added the
need to have a clear mind, good heart and to be free of issues. He shared that both he
and Joan did healing work to clear up personal issues in order to be a good leader with

integrity and high moral character (as cited in Alfred 2005:182).
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Indigenous nation building calls for an Indigenous resurgence (Alfred 1999;
Coulthard 2008; Irlbacher-Fox 2009; Simpson 2011) and emergence (Simpson 2011)
neither of which are easy undertakings. In fact contention and dissention are called for
and necessary (Alfred 1999; Coulthard 2008; Simpson 2011). Luckily, our solidarity lies

in what all Indigenous nations want and fight for:

[T]o restore balance, justice and good health to our lands and our peoples
and to have good relations with settler governments and peoples based
on respect for our sovereignty, independence and jurisdiction over our
territories. This requires a disruption of the capitalist industrial complex
and the colonial gender system (and a multitude of other institutions and
systems) within settler nations by challenging the very foundation of the
nation-state and its relationships to the land and Indigenous nations.
(Simpson 2011:87)

Thus the success of Indigenous governance will depend largely upon our ability
to not equate good governance with state-based ideologies premised upon capitalism
and economic exploitation. With this in mind | turn now to the findings of the Harvard
Project which have been criticized as the project is based largely upon colonial

definitions of economy steeped in ideologies of capitalism and domination.

In the mid-1980s three scholars/researchers underwent a project to better
understand nation building within the Indigenous context. They began the Harvard
Project,*? which looked at American tribes and tried to determine why some tribes were
more economically successful despite having less land or natural resource base than
other tribes (Calliou 2005:53). As mentioned, this project has since been criticized as the
nation-building model it espouses is:

* Focused almost exclusively on a top down structure of political authority and

legitimacy

* Application of this model privileges a centralized band council model of
government

* The idea that culture matters is paid little more than lip service

It prioritizes cash flow to secure economic and political power rather than
revitalizing or regenerating cultural practices within communities

42 See http://www.hks.harvard.edu/hpaied/overview.htm for complete listing of findings and

publications on this American project.
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» The nation building model it proposes is virtually indistinguishable from other
state-building models in western and eastern Europe

+ Lastly and most importantly it stands in stark contrast to Indigenous nation
building.
(Corntassel and Witmer 2008:77)
However, | present some of the Harvard findings here that have potential to assist in
nation building when done under the guidance of Indigenous governance as outlined in
the previous paragraphs. As well | think these findings will help the Sté:/6 identify
reasons for continual economic failures within our territory especially if we are mindful in

determining just how different is this approach from the “standard approach?”

According to the Harvard Project, tribes that fared more poorly tended to follow
what they called the current “standard approach” to economic development, which for
the most part is being directed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in the American context,
and the Department of Aboriginal Affairs in the Canadian context, rather than by the

Indigenous communities themselves. They found this standard approach:

Does not focus on fundamental issues such as “What kind of a society
are they trying to build?” Rather, its emphasis is on short-term strategies
like starting more businesses, building more industrial parks, and creating
more jobs. Long-term strategic thinking is discouraged and little or no
concern is given to whether the new businesses are sustainable, whether
there is a market for more industrial parks, and whether the jobs being
created are jobs the tribal members are interested in or qualified to do.
(Calliou 2005:54)

The results of the standard approach that is directed by DIA and government
funding agencies are failed businesses, continued poverty, high unemployment, low
educational attainment and a perception that Indigenous communities are unreliable,
chaotic and incompetent. Such public perceptions then work against Indigenous
communities in our struggles to gain independence by undermining our claims to self-
government (Calliou 2005:54).

According to the Harvard project, this “standard” approach can be contrasted
with the “natibn-building" approach that was more characteristic of tribes that had
achieved greater success. This approach involved considering Indigenous economic
development as first and foremost a political issue, not an economic one. The project

summarized its key findings as follows: “successful Native Nations assert the right to

52



govern themselves and exercise that right effectively by building capable governing
institutions that match their culture” (as cited in Calliou 2005:54). In particular, successful

Indigenous communities:

* exercise de facto sovereignty. Tribes assert their autonomy by taking
ownership and control over their local decision making and practicing self-
government

* establish effective institutions that match their culture. Indigenous communities
cannot establish de facto sovereignty without first establishing effective
institutions that can provide the following:

+ stable institutions and policies

« fair and effective dispute resolution

+ separation of politics from business management

» a competent bureaucracy

+ a cultural match between their modern governance structure and their
traditional forms of leaderships and values

+ set a strategic direction for the tribe. This means setting a vision for the
community and planning long term.

» Take concrete action through strong leadership. Setting goals and visions is
not enough, they need to be put into action. Strong leaders do not wait for
things to happen they make things happen. They remain proactive instead of
reactive.

The Harvard Project found that the likelihood of having a profitable enterprise
increased five-fold if Indigenous leaders were not serving as directors of the board for
the enterprise (Calliou 2005:55). This separation increases likelihood of outside
investment, as investors tend not to invest where those in positions of political power are
likely the ones to gain in either personal power or wealth (Cornell and Kalt 1992). This is
especially the case when the First Nation is without an independent tribal judiciary or

other means of conflict resolution that is free of political interference:

In the long run, inserting politics into day-to-day business decisions
invariably undermines efficiency and productivity, saps the resources of
the organizations, and runs tribal enterprises into the ground. The primary
economic task of a nation's government is not to make day-to-day
business decisions, but to create and sustain an appropriate economic
environment for that nation, to lay in place the rules of the game that
economic players then follow, and to make strategic decisions about the
overall direction development should take. This is true from the United
States to Poland.or Japan, and from the Passamaquoddy Reservation to
the Northern Cheyenne. (Cornell and Kalt 1992:25)

The Project also found that having effective institutions:
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may not be enough to be successful if they are not culturally appropriate.
There must be a match between the modern governance structures and
the traditional beliefs and values. Imposing or copying institutions that are
not culturally appropriate would likely be unsuccessful.

(as cited in Calliou 2005:55)

Other findings may be more difficult to apply within the Canadian context. For
example, in Canada there are jurisdictional issues that may impede progress. According
to Cornell (2002) jurisdiction matters and, while not sufficient, it is necessary. Jurisdiction
not only affords Indigenous nations the ability to set our own agendas, it puts control of
the resources in our hands (Cornell 2002:2). In St6:16 territory we have neither of these

abilities.

Cornell recognizes it is absurd to hold Indigenous communities accountable
when decision making power remains with Department of Aboriginal Affairs and other
non-Indigenous government agencies such as Department of Fisheries and Oceans,
Ministry of Children and Families Development and Ministry of Forests and Range. As it
stands now, Canadian First Nations are often held accountable without the necessary
decision making powers; this then allows colonial governments to continue making bad
decisions as they do not suffer the consequences of these decisions. Furthermore,
Indigenous peoples more often than not are blamed for the mismanagement of
resources over which we have no control, such as the over-fishing of salmon and the

over-representation of Indigenous children in care.

Corntassel (2008) has identified the “politics of perception” as a racist process
that can be used to impede Indigenous progress. For example, while the St6:/6 do not
have jurisdiction over the salmon fishery, we often are blamed for salmon shortages. We
currently sit passively while the provincial government apprehends our children at an
alarming rate, and due to politics of perception we are blamed thanks to the false
perception that we are bad parents. Hand in hand with the need to manage the “politics
of perception” is the increasing demand that we work out these jurisdictional issues with
the province, very much like a process in the United States referred to by Tsalagi
(Cherokee) scholar Jeff Corntassel as “forced federalism” (2008).

In the American experience, as a result of the 1988 Indian Gaming and
Regulatory Act (IGRA), Indigenous nations are being forced to deal with states rather
than the federal government, that is “forced federalism.” As a result of the IGRA
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Indigenous nations are experiencing a curtailment and denigration of their self-
determining rights as they are now forced to negotiate compact agreements with the
states purportedly to resolve overlapping jurisdictional issues. The result is states are
able to ignore federally negotiated treaties and assert increased “dominance over
indigenous nations within their state boundaries” (Corntassel 2008:17). Added to this is
Indigenous nations have to manage the “politics of perception” which have resulted in
misrecognitions and stereotypes such as the “rich Indian” which are used to impede and

in many cases curtail the economic endeavours of Indian nations (Corntassel 2008).

In B.C. jurisdictional issues are rampant and with the slow and cumbersome
pace of the flawed BCTC process, not likely to be settled anytime soon. However, there
does seem to be a Canadian experience of “forced federalism” in the “co-management”
agreements, referral process and interim agreements. The same issues this brings in the
American experience are an issue here in B.C. as well where the majority of the

province is unceded, unsold Indigenous territory.

Along with jurisdictional issues, another impediment not specifically addressed by
the Harvard project is the role of Indigenous women in governance. To be culturally
appropriate more often than not means to be inclusive and in balance. Balance
according to many Indigenous teachings occurs when the man and the woman are
equally present and equally represented. However, the role Indigenous women play is
often over-looked or under-valued. This is especially harmful for the St6:/16 who are/were
matriarchal*® with respect to cultural property and egalitarian with respect to decision-

making and familial and communal contributions.

Indigenous Women and Governance

Indigenous women play powerful roles within their communities (visit any
Indigenous community for an extended period and this is self-evident; see also Absolon
et. al. 1996; Armstrong 1996; LaRocque 1996; Monture 1995; Sayers and MacDonald

“® | use the term matriarch purposefully, not as a position of power but as a position of authority
and responsibility that is central to St6:16 organization, governance, cohesion and continuity
in identity and cultural responsibilities.
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2001; Voyageur 2000). Prior to the imposition of colonial policy and legislation,
Indigenous women were viewed and treated much differently than the way we are
viewed and treated within contemporary Canadian society. According to Indigenous
worldviews, women are the centre of all life. As the givers of life they are held in the

highest regard and treated with utmost dignity and respect (oral tradition).

Within Indigenous worldviews, Indigenous women play powerful roles within our
communities: we pick and raise future leaders and are the property owners, especially of
cultural property such as ancestral names, songs, ceremonies and customs. We are
quite often the dispute resolvers. Women are the community organizers and overseers
ensuring all communal and individual needs are being met. Most importantly, Indigenous
women maintained ties and relationships both within the family and between families.
This could be done directly or indirectly by providing the necessary guidance and

support to the male leaders of the community.

While there is a fair amount of resistance literature written by Indigenous women
speaking out against Canada’s colonial regime (e.g., the level of violence directed at
Indigenous women, Section 12(1)(b) of Indian Act and Bill C-31, Child welfare practices,
feminism and self-government as defined by Canada) there is very little that speaks
directly to Indigenous governance vis-a-vis Indigenous women. While resisting a colonial
regime is a powerful expression of self-determination and reflective of Indigenous
governance, | have expanded upon this by ensuring that throughout my research
experience there was space and place for Indigenous women'’s voices and experiences.
In particular, | have ensured our expressions of our roles and responsibilities within

Indigenous governance are adequately captured.

With exception to the Haudenosaunee and the Great Law of Peace (see
Arthurson 2010; Borrows 2010), there is very little published literature that speaks
directly to the role of Indigenous women within Indigenous governance. Specific to St6:/6
women there is currently only one source. A recent dissertation completed by
Qwul’sih’'yah’maht (2011) who is Lyackson, Snux’'ney’'muxw and Sto6:/6 explores both the
displacement of Xwulmuxw Slhunlheni (Indigenous Women) and their vital roles within
our communities and in relation to good governance. There are also two more PhD
dissertations completed by St6:/6 women, the topics of which speak volumes to the roles
and responsibilities of St6:/6 women. The first dissertation was completed by Dr. Jo-ann

Archibald in 1997 and has since been published in 2008 as /ndigenous Storywork:
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Educating the Heart, Mind, Body, and Spirit. The second St6:/6 woman to write a
dissertation was Ste/émethet (Ethel Gardner) in 2002 “Tset Hikwstexw Te Sqwélteltset,
We Hold Our Language High: The Meaning of Halg’'eméylem Language Renewal in the
Everyday Lives of Std:/6 People.” From these two dissertations it is easy to see that an
holistic education via storytelling and our Indigenous languages are central to the roles
and responsibilities of Sto./6 women. This is not to say that these domains are
exclusively the responsibility of women, but they do remind me of what is important as a

Sté:16 woman.

| end this literature review with two St6:/6 oral histories, one is the sxwoxwiyam of
Llilheqi (pronounced Heath la kay) which speaks directly to the roles and responsibilities
of St6:16 women and in particular to our place within “governance.” The second is a
sqwélgwel of Minnow Girl which speaks to the power and strength of women and our

ability to survive, flourish and thrive.

Llilheqi

Llilheqi was a St6:16 woman who moved away from her people when she
married Kwelxa:Ixw and went to live with him and his people, in what is
now Washington state. With this man she had at least two sons and three
daughters. Llilheqi came to miss her people too much and was always
worried about them. She eventually decided to move back home. When
she moved back to her family’s territory her three daughters, her three
sisters and her dog came with her. As she loved her people so much
Xexa:ls transformed her into a mountain so she could always watch over
the people, their river and their salmon.

Settlers renamed Llilheqi, Mount Cheam and her husband Mount Baker.
Their sons are now known as Mount Rainer and Mount Hood. Liilheqi’s
three daughters are the three peaks that sit in front of her. The youngest
daughter is Xomé:th’iya, the second oldest is Oyewot and the oldest
daughter is Séyewét. Behind Llilheqi sits her three sisters: the eldest
sister is Ol6:xwelwet, the other two sisters are Xemothlyetel** and
Ts’simteld:t. Her sqwmey is with her as well and from a certain angle his
head is very clearly sitting behind Llilheqi.

We are told that her youngest daughter Xoma:th'iya was crying as from

her place she could not see as well as the older ones, her tears now form
the waterfall at Anderson Creek. There is also a half sister to Llilheqi,

4 See footnote 34.
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named Smimkw’ who it is said Llilheqi threw stones at when she tried to
claim to be a full sister.

The sxwoxwiyam of Llilheqi speaks not only to Sté:/6 social organization and family
structure, but to ancestry and title as well. It places the St6:/6 people within our territory
for millennia in that we were here before the formation of Mt. Cheam, and speaks to
“ownership” and title to our territory. It is a form of Indigenous land title and assists in the
defining of St6:/16 “boundaries.” It reifies important teachings and demonstrates self-
governing principles according to a St6:/6 worldview that is based upon our relationship
to our territory and S'6/lh Téméxw. The sxwoxwiyam of Llilheqi is a means of Indigenous

self-government in its truest form.

For example with respect to governance, it speaks to the power and position of
women within St6:16 society as the caretakers of not only the people, but of our
sxexo:mes as well. In particular it speaks to our responsibility to care for the river and
the salmon. It clearly demonstrates the prevalence of women and more importantly the
“presence” of women*’ in both governance (as in caring for the people and the salmon)
and in self-determination (as in her ability to decide where and how to live and with
whom). It also speaks to the importance of ancestry and knowing who you are, as in
Llilheqi’s disapproval of Simimkw’ claiming to have the same mother and father.

Llilheqi was given the responsibility of watching over the river and the saimon.
And herein lies an important aspect of St6:/6 governance and leadership that is largely
lacking today: that is the crucial role of women in ensuring resources are properly
looked after. Llilheqi coupled with the origin story of salmon that tells us the salmon
came with a woman when she married a St6:/6 Siya:m (see Chapter 7 for story) and this
strongly suggests that if we are to restore our proper relation with the river and the
salmon, women need to be playing a prominent role. Current care of the river and
salmon is largely dominated by men and in particular by the male-dominated colonial

legislation of DFO, perhaps explaining why both the river and the salmon are in danger.

% | have heard that one of the mountains may in fact be a brother, but have not come across
any information on this.
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It thus becomes crucial to both Indigenous governance and self-determination
that St6:/6 women reclaim our roles, responsibilities and place within the decision-
making process. That this will be key to our survival as a People is highlighted by the
sqwélqwel shared by Elder Amy Cooper of the Th'ewé4:li people about an ancestor |

have come to call “Minnow Girl.”

Minnow Girl

There was a famine that everything there-well | suppose like in India and
other places there — that they couldn’t save anything. And they couldn’t
dig anything to put away, like these wild potatoes and other things that
they used to dig, roots and that. All that there was died off, and what
didn't die off the bugs got. They didn't say it was grasshoppers. And they
said the worms ate it; and all the berries there, they were all worm-eaten.
And the fish never came up”. So bad was the drought, she continued that:
“according to the Soowahlies, everyone died but a woman; and she saw
them all just doubling over; she says when they were getting too weak.
There was nothing to eat; so she went and got cedar bark, and made
herself a pair of corsets, like, and bound that up, and she was able to
stand and breathe. And then she went down to a little creek down at
South Sumas [road]... And what did she get? Minnows! So the only thing
she could do to catch them was to weave a little net and make a little
scoop-net out of grass there. And she got minnows. And that's how she
lived.

Then, when she got stronger, and the spring came and the roots came
back and the other stuff there that they eat, you know, she went back
home and gathered up all the bones, skin and bones, and cleaned out the
big longhouse that she lived in. She got that clean... she didn’t have a
dog or she didn’'t have a man, woman or child to talk to. And she was all
by herself till one day a man showed up. And he came from Lake
Whatcom [via the Nooksack Tribe just south of the Canadian border]. He
was the only one that survived over at Lake Whatcom. And they say
that's where the Soowahlie people come from, from the man from Lake
Whatcom and this woman from Soowahlie.

(Amy Cooper as cited in Carlson 2010:88)
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Chapter 3.

Defining an Indigenous Research Methodolgy

“Start with self, Indigenous knowledges are reflective.
Reflect on who you are and your place in the world, this is methodology.”
(Patricia Monture, Invisible Histories Conference, UBC, March 21, 2007)

There came a point in my PhD studies that | felt distant and even somewhat
alienated from my research. This troubled me deeply as the subject of my research is
one | am not only very passionate about, but one that | had been studying for years. |
knew | needed to draw my research back to me, meaning | had come to see it as
something “out there” separated from me and as such something | could not relate to or
feel | had a right to discuss. Adding to this was my realization that “governance” within
many St6:/6 communities was appearing to be an almost completely male-dominated
domain. As a woman | was therefore, questioning my choice in topic, my ability to effect

change or to even learn enough to have anything of importance to share.

| knew that in order to get it back on track | had to “personalize” it; that is | had to
find a way to center myself within my research. The path to do so was by taking the road
less traveled and abiding by an Indigenous research methodology (IRM). Stepping away
from my topic matter, that is stepping away from “governance” in order to learn more
about IRM was probably the most important year of my PhD studies. Abiding by an IRM
meant | came to see “governance” very differently, which then enabled me to “see” and
begin to understand true Indigenous governance. In coming to understand IRM, | fully
immersed myself in what it means to “live” my research and abide by St6:/6
epistemologies and ontology. | came to see that | had been viewing “governance” from a
colonial lens (which surprised' me as | pride myself in my ability to decolonize everything
and anything) which also explained why | Segan to feel disconnected from it. Abiding by
an IRM “personalized” it and therefore enabled me to view “governance” fr.om within a

Sto:16 worldview.

| immediately became re-intrigued and re-interested; my research took on a spirit

and an energy that | could relate to and connect with. It also meant | had to let go and
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trust, not easy things to do. In some ways it was like stepping out onto the edge of a
cliff. Learning of “old” ways of knowing was completely “new” to me. It took me out of
my comfort zone of books, writing, and academe, a world in which | felt comfortable,
confident and capable, into a world of spirit, relationships, ancestry, territory and to be
quite honest an entirely different worldview. A world in which | spent days and even at
times months in a state of “not knowing” and having to trust in order to keep moving

forward.

In so doing | came to know myself better in real and authentic ways. Std:/6
epistemology is often grounded in the tenet that the only things you can ever really know
for sure are things you personally think, feel and experience; everything else is open to
misinterpretation and misunderstanding. Other people’s understandings and
experiences are things you can never really know for sure. Abiding by an IRM meant |
not only had to decolonize my mind, body, and emotions, | had to personally experience
self-governance and self-determination. In so doing | came to trust myself in my ability to
survive and think situations through with a clear mind and good heart. Most importantly |
came to “feel” the strength of my ancestry, or what | now know to be syuw4:lelh.
Syuwa:lelh is the Halg’'eméylem term that speaks to our Sté:/0 laws and ancestral

teachings.*®

Abiding by an IRM authenticated my research journey and findings. It required a
thorough decolonizing process, this alone is a massive undertaking (see Chapter 5). It
then required that | re-center St6:/6 ways of knowing and being in this world. A world that
has been devastatingly impacted by colonial processes aimed at its very eradication,
marginalization and devaluation. As a result re-centering St6.:/6 ways of knowing was yet
another massive undertaking fraught with many challenges. For example the fact that as
a result of abiding by an IRM means | can now tell you who | am in both English and
Halg’'eméylem, can trace my ancestry to the beginning of time and | can feel an
inalienable connection to my territory cannot be taken lightly or thought of in terms of

“isn’t that nice.” When placed within the colonial context of Canada’s treatment, colonial

6| was able to recognize the importance of this word after speaking with Mr. Tom Sampson

(ttesalaq) a fluent SENCOFEN and Hul'qumi'num speaker who taught me what snuwa:elh
means (phonetic spelling and is the Hun'qumi'num, or downriver spelling for Syuwa:lelh
which is Halg’'eméylem or upriver, visit March 30 2010).
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policies and legislation aimed at eradicating, disconnecting and alienating Indigenous
peoples from who we are as the original habitants of this country, this desire and ability
becomes monumental and absolutely imperative to our aspirations to be self-
determining.

For example, finding the proper words to describe certain aspects of my research
journey became an important component of my research. In finding the proper words, |
realized most only reside within Std:/6 languages. However, our Indigenous languages
have been violently attacked by the colonial process so are not easy to find let alone
learn. Yet using our own words is part of the “re-naming research” which Absolon and
Willet (2005) identify as a key component to IRM: “re-naming research in our language
in order to exemplify that the Indigenous process for gathering and sharing knowledge is
a completely unique paradigm.” Thus researching the Halq’eméylem language became
an essential research step both in terms of methodology and in terms of research
findings. Not only following in Stelémethet's (Dr. Ethel Gardner) footsteps, but to also
abide by some of the last advice given to me by my dear friend Professor Monture: “if
you really want to know what governance looks like to the St4:/6 look to your own
language” (telephone conversation February 2009).

In this way | re-centered myself, | re-claimed personal space within research to
counter objectivity and neutrality with subjectivity, credibility, accountability and humanity
(Absolon and Willet, 2005). Adhering to an Indigenous research methodology brought
my research back to me and moved me in a path that brought sincerity, clarity and

integrity that honours syuwa:felh and Sté:/16 ways of knowing.

Defining an Indigenous Research Methodology

An Indigenous methodology is defined as “research by and for Indigenous people
using techniques and methods from the traditions and knowledges of those people”
(Evans, Hole, Berg, Hutchinson, and Sookraj 2008). Indigenous methodologies require
“situational appropriateness” (Absolon 2011) which makes their use by non-indigenous
(and even some Indigenous for that matter) near impossible. To achieve situational
appropriateness required of an Indigenous methodology, the Indigenous methodology
researcher must “have an Indigenous worldview, history and experiences” and be able
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to position the process within an “Indigenous worldview and framework” (Absolon
2011:162).

In turn, Indigenous knowledge embodies the cosmologies, values, cultural beliefs
and webs of relationships (Denzin et al. 2008: xiv). Indigenous epistemology is fluid
(Little Bear 2000), experiential and passed from generation to generation via stories and
storytelling (Kovach 2005:27), it emerges from verb driven languages (Cajete 1999 as
cited in Kovach 2005), and involves a knowing within the subconscious that is accessed
via dreams and vision (Castellano 2000 as cited in Kovach 2005). Indigenous ways of

knowing:

...encompass the spirit of collectivity, reciprocity, and respect (Wilson
2001). it is born of the land and locality of the tribe. Indigenous knowledge
ought to be purposeful and practical. It is born of the necessity to feed,
clothe, and transmit values. As such the method of knowing must be
practical and purposeful. Indigenous ways of knowing are organic with
emphasis on reciprocity and humour. These ways of knowing are both
cerebral and heartfelt. As the Elders say, “If you have important things to
say, speak from the heart.” (Kovach 2005:28)

Indigenous Knowledge Being Born of the Land

Indigenous ways of knowing come from the land which means it is territorial, or
tied to the territory of the Indigenous peoples from which it comes. We see this in the
universal Indigenous protocol of following the ways of the people in whose territory you
reside. That is, the Nlakapamux, the Stl'atl'imc, the Secwepemc, Chilcotin, Cree,
Blackfoot or any other Indigenous nations do not come into Sté:/6 territory and expect us
to abide by their culture or traditions. Rather, they know to respect ours, and this is an

Indigenous protocol that is followed all over North America.

The importance of Indigenous ways of knowing being born of the land is a key
characteristic of Indigenous epistemologies and ontology. For the St4:/6 this includes
waterways, rivers and mountains. Thus the study of my territory became an important
part of my research: "getting out on the river” took on a whole new meaning. | am still in
complete awe of how much of what we know has been taught to us by the river and | am
acutely aware of how much knowledge is embedded in our mountains that | have yet to
tap into. As noted by Carlson (2010:62): “the land itself was, and is, the St6:/6 archive.”
Thus, paying attention to place names, the Halg’eméylem language and especially
sxwoxwiyam that tell the stories of the landscape becomes vital. In this way | came to
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see how St4:/6 knowledge, including knowledge of St6:/6 governance is embedded
within St6:/6 concepts such as S'6/h Téméxw, which translates literally as “Our World,”
but encompasses past, present, future and includes tangible elements of the
environment but also the intangible, the immaterial and the spiritual.

Indigenous knowledge, therefore, encompasses much more than mere intellect;
it incorporates knowledge that is often dismissed or ignored by Western academia such
as knowledge that comes from ones dreams and visions. Indigenous knowledge is
holistic and does not separate some ways of knowing as better than other ways of
knowing, it includes knowledge that comes from spirit and feeling. As noted by Wilson
(2008), much Indigenous knowledge is based upon culture, collectivity, intuition and

feelings.

Indigenous Knowledge Is Personal

For Nishnaabeg scholar Leanne Simpson (2011), Indigenous knowledge is
limitless, highly personal, and requires the engagement of the entire being. Indigenous
knowledge requires embodiment and must, therefore, be experienced mentally,
physically, emotionally and spiritually (Simpson 2011:42). The integration of these four
parts of our being into a whole is our “research methodologies,” our ways of knowing
and ways for living in this world (2011:42). While Indigenous thought is learned through
the personal as “our greatest influence is on ourselves, and because living in a good
way is an incredible disruption of the colonial metanarrative in and of itself,” Simpson
also highlights the ways in which Indigenous knowledge is “created” collectively through
our interactions, our story telling, our “wearing” of our teachings, dances, song, dreams
and visions (2011). All of which must be anchored within Nishnaabeg Creation stories as
it is they that provide the ontological and epistemological framework for interpretation of
Aandisokaanan (Nishnaabeg sacred stories) and Dibaajimoisinan (Nishnaabeg personal
stories) (Simpson 2011:40).

An Indigenous research method will naturally accommodate Indigenous ways of
knowing. Kovach (2005) recommends several assertions to guide Indigenous research:

(a) experience as a legitimate way of knowing;

(b) Indigenous methods, such as storytelling, as a legitimate way of
sharing knowledge;

(c) receptivity and relationship between researcher and participants as a
natural part of the research “methodology”; and
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(d) collectivity as a way of knowing that assumes reciprocity to the
community

Thus Indigenous research:

a) is fluid;
b) benefits the Indigenous community;
c) leads to some change “out there,” i.e., it makes a difference;

d) trustis crucial to an Indigenous method, the researcher must have a
deep sense of responsibility in order to uphold this trust and

(e) Indigenous research has the capability of breaking the silence and to
“bring forth the powerful songs of long-imprisoned Indigenous voices
using their own languages.” (Weber-Pillwax 2001:174)

Abiding by these assertions was challenging, but also empowering. Some were easy
because | am St4:/6, married to a St6:/6 man and raising St6:/6 children which means |
have a vested interest in ensuring my research leads to some change. Reciprocity, deep
sense of responsibility and trust were also easy as | have too many ties, connections

and relatives who constantly hold me accountable to my community.

Experience as a legitimate way of knowing was probably the most challenging for
me. Learning how to fish for example was invigorating, but also downright scary. | was
not raised “on” the river like most St6:/6 who fish today. So while | admired it from afar
and drew strength from its presence and spirit, being “on” it brought this relationship to a
whole new level. It will probably take the rest of my life to begin to learn how to “read”
the river and listen to what it teaches us while fishing. However, from anecdotal but
personal experience | can tell you that singing in Halg’eméylem while drifting does in fact

result in catching more fish.

Red Pedagogy

Sandy Grande (2008) uses what she refers to as “red pedagogy” to guide her
Indigenous research. According to Grande (2008) research is about ideas in motion and
her method is the social engagement of ideas. Her research is conducted as “ideas
come alive within and through people(s), communities, events, texts, practices, policies,
institutions, artistic expression, ceremonies, and rituals” (p. 233). | found this concept to
be helpful in abiding by the assertions of IRM, not only because of its practicality, but

also because it respects an Indigenous understanding that knowledge is collective:
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As | engage in this process...and filter the gathered data through an
indigenous perspective. When | say “indigenous perspective,” what |
meant is my perspective as an indigenous scholar. And when | say “my
perspective,” | mean from a consciousness shaped not only by my own
experiences but also those of my peoples and ancestors. It is through this
process that Red pedagogy — my indigenous methodology- emerged.
(Grande 2008:233)

Ultimately, to Grande red pedagogy is about development of “community-based
power” in the interest of a “responsible political, economic, and spiritual society”
(2008:250). To me red pedagogy encourages a realism that by deconstructing
(colonialism, imperialism, capitalism), and rebuilding (Indigenous sovereignty, identity,
ways of being) we create spaces within which self-determining struggles over identity,
land, resources, intellectual property, rights, treaty rights, inter-tribal and inter-Indigenous
nation relationships can be adequately and fairly negotiated. These spaces are created
mostly, but not solely, via dialogue, debate, and thought processes that are more than

okay with being anti-discursive, but also via contention, struggle and transformation.

My own interpretation of red pedagogy, therefore, is that it is practical and gives
me confidence to “talk” to people about what | am learning even and especially when |
do not feel like an “expert.” In so doing ideas are given opportunity to “come alive” and
are added to, edited even when others incorporate my thoughts with their own and add
to the experience we are currently sharing (e.g., meetings, workshops, ceremony,
curriculum development, agenda setting, memo writing, gathering and so on). My
interpretation of red pedagogy has the ability to take thoughts, emotions, spirit and even
“the moment” and transform them into something to be experienced. In a way taking on
a life of its own if you will that then influences the manner in which we think about things

and talk about them.

It would be virtually impossible to ever predict the outcome of these
engagements or to know ahead of time all the factors that will be influencing it. Weber-
Pillwax (2001) also upholds one’s personal experiences and relationships as valid
sources of information: “I talk to people all the time, purposefully and with as much
awareness as | possess” (p. 170). As well Simpson speaks of “full presence of being” in
coming to understand and in order to listen to the sound of our voice (2011:61). | also
found that red pedagogy actually worked as a natural selection process. My experience

was that not a whole lot of people want to talk about Indigenous governance and self-
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determination, let alone have such an in-depth and personal engagement with me, but
those who did had great things to say that informed my research and enriched my

process.

Lastly a most important part of my use of red pedagogy was that it be guided by
the teachings of Xexa:/s. In the beginning this was something I did instinctively, almost
as though Xexa:/s represented an adult version of a security blanket. | have since been
able to put words to why grounding my research in the teachings of Xexa:/s is so
important to me thanks to Leanne Simpson and her text Dancing on our Turtle’s Back
(2011). While her text is steeped in Nishnaabeg teachings and culture, | found so many
similarities with my own St6:/6 teachings and culture it was often eerie. For example, the
Nishnaabeg use Biskaabiiyang which means “returning to ourselves” as a research
methodology (Simpson 2011:50). Simpson’s description of why Biskaabiiyang is so
important to the understanding process describes many of the same reasons | chose to

ground my research in the teachings of Xexa:/s:

Within Nishnaabeg theoretical foundations, Biskaabiiyang does not
literally mean returning to the past, but rather re-creating the cultural and
political flourishment of the past to support the well-being of our
contemporary citizens. It means reclaiming the fluidity around our
traditions, not the rigidity of colonialism, it means encouraging the self-
determination of individuals within our national and community-based
contexts; and it means re-creating an artistic and intellectual renaissance
within a larger political and cultural resurgence. (2011:51)

Simpson also explains how the process of Biskaabiiyang is a way to ground resurgence
and the necessary decolonization, acting as a reminder of sorts in the continual

evaluation of colonialism both within communities and within individuals (p. 52). Such an
evaluation is constantly required given our occupied state (p. 50) and ubiquity of colonial

values, mentalities and acts.

It is not just then how we conduct our research, it also about how we live our
lives. It is not just about conversations, it is about “creating” and “emergence.” It is not
just about envisioning, it is about acting upon those visions to “create new and just
realties in which our ways of being can flourish” (Simpson 2011:52). Within a St6:/6
context the process of Biskaabiiyang describes a way in which we can once again be

what the St6./6 refer to as Xwélmexw people.
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In this manner | lived my research, meaning it came with me everywhere | went.
It was not something | “conducted” on Tuesdays and Thursdays. The more passionate
and personally engaged | became the better. According to Absolon and Willett
(2005:107), research conducted from a “neutral’ or “objective” position is eurocentric.
Rather, as mentioned earlier they recommend Indigenous researchers re-claim personal
space within research to counter objectivity and neutrality with subjectivity, credibility,
accountability and humanity (Absolon and Willett 2005). This is in keeping with the St6:/6
tenet that if you have never personally experienced something you can never really
know no matter how many degrees one may have or how many books one has read. In
the Sté:16 world, studying something does not make one an expert.

By claiming our location we transform our place within research from “object”
studied by others to “subjects” of our own knowledge creation (Absolon and Willett
2005:113). Thus locating self within one’s research paradigm becomes a crucial step
and large part of an Indigenous methodology. It is through the location of self and the
use of red pedagogy grounded in Std./6 cultural teachings that | came to “live” my
research and therefore experience self-determination and “feel” self-governing.

Transformative Power of Indigenous Research

According to Absolon and Willett (2005), the following are key components to

Indigenous research:

(a) locating self

(b) “re-vising” — “colonialism means we must always rethink everything”
(Sembene as cited in Absolon et al. 2005:111)

(c) ‘“re-claiming” and avoiding extraction of knowledge

(d) re-naming research in our own language in order to exemplify that
the Indigenous process for gathering and sharing knowledge is a
completely unique paradigm

(e) “re-membering” — through memory and reconnection — can be
accomplished through use of research as a learning circle which
generates information sharing, connections, builds capacity, and
seeks balance and healing.

(f) Re-connecting — colonization has disconnected Indigenous peoples
from their natural contexts - contextual validation makes our reality,
experiences, and existence as Aboriginal people visible

(g) “Re-covering” —we have to know our historical truth
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These components ensure the transformative power of Indigenous research as
they acknowledge colonial impacts and encourage Indigenous researchers to not only
acknowledge these impacts but to transform them and use them to empower Indigenous

ways of knowing and being.

Indigenous Research Is Relationships

Coming to understand Indigenous methodologies and paradigms and
incorporating and abiding by all the above guidelines and principles was integral to my
research. Gaining an understanding of this methodology meant it took over a year to
write my research prospectus. | now see this year as one extremely well spent year as it
ensured my findings are reliable, valid and most importantly of relevance to the St6:/6
people. It also meant | personally benefitted as this time spent learning, and re-learning
Indigenous ways of knowing and research methodology has enriched not only my
academic career, my research findings, but my personal life has also been empowered

through this process.

According to Absolon and Willett (2005), in recovering Indigenous paradigms and
methods, the amount of knowledge expected of an Indigenous researcher by far
exceeds what has been expected of non-Indigenous researchers. We are expected to
be masters of both our own worldviews and Western worldviews, have the ability to
critically examine Western research methods and to develop methods that will respect
Indigenous paradigms. Finally, we must have knowledge of the issues, cultural context,
and protocols within which we are researching (2005:120). As Indigenous worldviews,
ways of knowing and protocol have been subjugated, oppressed, deemed inferior, of
little value and ultimately marginalized and rendered near invisible, adhering to an
Indigenous research methodology is difficult work that requires extra effort, time and
patience, all of which is then added to all ordinary pressures of conducting doctoral

research.

Absolon (2011:159) shares how employing Indigenous methodologies within the
confines of academia can leave us at times in agony and conflict. We find ourselves
doing “odd forms of emotional and mental gymnastics to compensate and cope” in a
world that rejects our identity and humanity (p. 159). However, reconciling the “dualities
of our realities cultivates an ambidextrous consciousness (Little Bear 2000 as cited in
Absolon 2011:159) which means we eventually can productively negotiate two realities
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at once (Absolon 2011:159). Indigenous re-searchers are therefore bi-cultural in our
ability to understand two different knowledge sets from two different worldviews (p. 159).
Absolon (2011) describes this ability as being able to have each foot in a separate canoe

but still able to maintain our balance.

While the acquisition of such a great skill will ultimately benefit us, unfortunately,
the additional work load and extra effort required of Indigenous scholars choosing to halt
the assimilation process seems to becoming an accepted norm. As a result of my own
research journey and the sacrifices required of me, above and beyond those of a PhD
program, have been painfully humbling. Indigenous research is a “humble and humbling
activity” (Smith 1999:5). The requirements of personal engagement, integrity, trust and
relationship-building are neither easy nor passive events. To gather knowledge from
within the cultural paradigm to which it belongs quite often meant setting aside years of
Western academic training and accomplishments and sitting for hours to re-learn, re-
train and re-acquaint my mind, body and spirit with St6:/16 ways of knowing and reality.
The building of trusting relationships takes time and careful, respectful attention. Many
times | had to stop my “work” to honor my emotions and work through difficult situations
before moving forward. These experiences are as much a part of my methodology as
the relationships | have built with those pursuing self-determination for themselves, their

families, communities and Nations.

Research Challenges

The impacts of colonization both personally and collectively are by far one of the
most invasive research challenges that | faced throughout this research project. Abiding
by Absolon and Willett (2005) ensured | actively “de-colonized” my research journey by
ensuring | was “reclaiming” my own St6:/6 knowledge; “re-vising” Sté:/6 knowledge
