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3gain express my objections to the strategy the government
chose in introducing this bill into the parliamentary process.

L use the precise words of the minister of Ingiian affairs: “The
SCope and complexity of these agreements 1s.unprecedent.ed.
his government has used all means at its disposal to st_xfle
%‘;blic exposure of this legislation”. That begs the question:
h

y?

This party had no desire to block this legislation and could not
€ven if we chose to. We simply wanted time for adeq}late public
SCrutiny, examination and meaningful debate. Was.thgs unrelent-
Ing bullying simply to satisfy someone’s €go Or Is It, as some
a_b0riginal people suggested to me, to prevent proper examina-
tion and exposure of the fact that this is a move to exp}ont t_he
desire for dollars of current band leadership to extinguish
aboriginal rights now provided through the treaties and the
Ndian Act? Time will tell.

While this was procedurally allowable, I would ren}md those
Members who were in opposition in the last Parhament.to
Temember their own cries of objection when the Conservative
g0vernment imposed those conditions on themsg:lves and the

iberals’ promise in the red book to do things differently.

. To those who would dismiss our demands fqr fairness I \yould
like to quote from this very self-government agreement in the
Preamble where there is a definition of consultation, which I
Presume was what was supposed to be taking place here. That

efinition says:

Co i i be consulted notice of a ma
ecided mon hesomt oo wnd detit 10 allow tat pary o prepare s viewson
Matter, and a reasonable period of time in which the party to be consulted may
Prepare its views on the matter and an opportunity to present such views to the party
Obliged to consult.

anner to

Surely this House deserves at least the same consideration as
At provided in the agreement.

® (1855 )

Since these bills cannot come into force until pending surface
Subsurface legislation is introduced in the fall, 1.t seems
Tasonable that these bills could have stayed in committee for
g € Summer and had proper analysis without in any way delaying
heir implementation.

Howe : i ime, 1 am more and more
ver some time R
i s Fosns tion of the minister in

Ming to the realization of my questi :
OMmittee before his unprovoked attack upon me. My _Q:ll?:t“;:
eas }?f his vision of self-government. We are now rl,):ggrll stgtes

© his visi at of sovereign
S vision. It seems to be th o1 65 the Teakl

Yithin Canada with powers in some cases para
OVernment fully funded by the Canadian taxpayer.
ommittee process

cO"‘inually demanded an answer as to who in fact holds title to

ands in Canada. It is becoming clearer and d‘:.aézrn tal:;;t ;:lxlli
$OVernments idea is that the aboriginal peoples ©

The member from Churchill during the ¢
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retain title to the lands in Canada and we as non-aboriginal
people are simply leasing or renting the land that we are using
and occupying. I might notify all Canadians that as of today the
rent is going up on the land that we occupy.

I must now voice our concerns on behalf of all Canadians with
this legislation. First, I must question why we are now being
asked to pass this self-government legislation when only four
out of 14 bands being given self-government have agreed to
sign this agreement.

I am aware that all 14 bands have agreed to the umbrella
agreement but the 10 non-signatories must be trying to negoti-
ate substantially different agreements or there would have been
14 agreements before us today instead of 10. I suspect very
much that the hesitation of the other 10 has much to do with the
extinguishment of some very fundamental aboriginal rights,

Should the governor in council have the authority to approve
the remaining 10 agreements without the examination of Parlia-
ment? I question this. It goes right to the question of what in fact
are we here for? In addition to the aforementioned concerns, I
have concerns about the minister’s remarks when leading off the
discussion when he said that these self-government agreements
do not have constitutional protection. They may, however, be
revisited to apply this protection when his government is able to
define the inherent right to self-government. I submit this
statement has a serious impact on the goals of clarity and
certainty which were to be achieved.

There are a number of very subtle references in this agreement
that I believe and our legal counsel agrees have very important
implications for this country. These references will no doubt be
discounted by others as simply wording but I am sure most
people here know full well the difference wording can make in
the interpretation of legal documents.

This is the first time I am aware of any piece of legislation
dealing with Canada’s aboriginal people referring to these
people as First Nations and to the people involved as citizens
instead of participants. This subtle wording could have implica-
tions not only in the international community but also in the
self-determination of other cultural groups likely to be dealt
with in this country soon. :

We are giving legitimacy to nations within nations and
beginning the dismantling of Canadian confederation. | ques-
tion if we as Canadians should be setting up ethnically or
racially based homelands when South Africa is Just celebratin
an en_d to the same system because it found it to be discriminatog-
ry, divisive and most undesirable. It might even be open to
challenge under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom
on the ground that it discriminates on the basis of race. :

I find it surprising that the Liberals and NDP so quij
t ? uick
support th1§ concept. In a biography of T.C. Douglas, thz ;fuiﬂ
respect?d first leaQer of the NDP by Doris F. Shackleton, she
states: ““The practical obvious solution is to do away witl; the



