Crises of Relationship

The Role of Treaties in Contemporary
Indigenous-Settler Relations

Gina Starblanket

The Treaties were not meant to be the last word on the relationship. Renewal of the
relationship was necessary to ensure that both parties could continue to thrive in
changing environments.

—Resioule v. Canada [Attorney General], 2018 ONSC 7701 at 422

Introduction

This chapter is about treaty relations; not treaty people, but treaty-based modes of relating.
I have chosen this focus deliberately as it allows for more multi-faceted engagement with
the challenges and possibilities of coexisting across difference in shared spaces. In treaty
territories, Indigenous and non-Indigenous people are indeed “all treaty people,” yet treat-
ies do not merely implicate humans; they are about relationships with and between all ele-
ments of creation. Moreover, the rights and responsibilities that different groups of people
hold under the treaties are not uniform; Indigenous and non-Indigenous people have dis-
tinct rights and responsibilities that we inherit from our ancestors and the commitments
that they respectively made in entering into treaty relations.

A focus on relationship allows us to reflect on the diversity of roles, contributions, and
responsibilities that all living beings hold. It creates room to consider the perspectives,
world views, histories, interpretations, and visions of multiple parties to treaty, avoid-
ing narrow examinations that arise from a one-dimensional lens. Further, it widens the
conversation beyond questions of treaty rights, exploring the process of living through
treaties as political frameworks rather than engaging with them as one-time transactions
that give rise to a fixed set of terms.

In focusing on treaty relations, then, this chapter is not limited to the interactions of
human communities but takes up the need for healthy and regenerative relationships be-
tween all treaty partners. It considers the transformative possibilities of treaties when they
are conceptualized as frameworks for creating and renewing broad and interconnected
networks of relationship. These include relations between humans, with other living
beings, and with the rest of creation. Yet I'm also interested in the dual potential of treaty
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Idle No More protestors participate in a march in January 2013 from Victoria Island in the Ottawa
River to Parliament Hill to remind the Canadian government of its responsibility to maintain its
treaty relationships with Indigenous leaders.

relationships, namely, how they can represent relations of erasure, violence, and oppres-
sion (both towards human communities and the living earth) when they are narrowly
interpreted or selectively invoked, and how they can represent relations of generative,
non-hierarchical, dialogical coexistence when they are inhabited in accordance with the
laws and intentions of all the parties who signed them. In discussing the various config-
urations of relationship, it is important to note that I do not intend to reproduce a binary
way of thinking about good/bad or generative/violent relations, as these can and often do
coexist at the same time.

The overarching objective of this chapter is thus to explore how treaty discourses can
function either to challenge or to sustain relations of settler colonialism, depending on
how they are interpreted and the contexts in which they are applied. I aim to demonstrate
how this dual potential relies on processes of storytelling and meaning-making, which
can lead to substantially different understandings of what treaty relationships are and
what their contemporary implications could be.

Specifically, colonial mythologies surrounding freaties can minimize and detract
from their contemporary legal and political implications. For instance, such mytholo-
gies include one-sided representations of treaties as static, fixed-term land transactions
through which Indigenous peoples ceded and surrendered their rights to the land and
to political jurisdiction. Such mythologies include one-sided representations of treat-
ies as static, fixed-term land transactions through which Indigenous peoples ceded and

surrendered our rights to the land and to political jurisdiction. I demonstrate that these
narratives have direct material consequences, including the repression of Indigenous
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Visions of the Heart

Relationships between human bodies and bodies of land and water from the past and
present are layered in these places, alongside relationships between our ancestral ways of
knowing and being and the future possibilities they might offer my children. Even though
I now reside at a distance, I recognize the foundational impact of these relations in my life
and I strive to continually learn and grow from them. These are the relationships that gave
me life, that I try to give back to, and that are maintained through an ongoing cycle of
reciprocity and renewal. On the other hand, these lands have also borne witness to many
violent, crisis-ridden, and unsustainable relationships between human communities, and
between humans and the living earth,

While I deeply appreciate and have much to learn from the rich and meaningful re-
lationships that exist in Treaty 4, I am also intimately aware of the racist, colonial, and
gendered hierarchies, attitudes, words, and actions that have become so deeply natural-
ized in these geographies. These simultaneous and contradictory experiences give rise
to the problematic of how to address violent relations and cultivate healthier modes of
coexistence between living beings in contexts of colonialism. I am constantly asking what
I might learn from this push-and-pull dynamic and from the tensions of coexistence at
play in these spaces. What modes of relating are inspiring and potentially transformative?
Conversely, what stands in the way of achieving healthier relations of coexistence in these
spaces? I should clarify that by coexistence I don’t mean the basic survival of multiple
entities, which can be sustained even in the harshest contexts. Instead, I am referring to
the ability for multiple entities to live and thrive in accordance with their own world views
and the rights and responsibilities that they give rise to, even across differences.

Having grown up learning about the importance of treaties to past and future gen-
erations, I've always been inclined to look to the resources we already have to deal with
the disputes and challenges of coexistence. Treaty-based modes of relating, when under-
stood as legal and political frameworks between nations, can offer important alternatives
to violent, destructive, and asymmetrical models of coexistence between individuals,
communities, and the worlds we share. Unlike in non-treaty regions, those who inhabit
treaty relations don’t have to invent protocols to govern their interactions from scratch:
we already have frameworks in place that can and should inform the relationship. Un-
fortunately, treaty relations between Indigenous peoples and settlers have for the most
part been misinhabited, and as a result they have not involved healthy, generative ex-
periences for Indigenous populations or for the environments we share. Thus, bringing
forward change is certainly not as simple as garnering greater understanding surrounding
the spirit and intent of treaties. We must also have realistic assessments of the structural
issues surrounding implementation, that is, the asymmetries in power, authority, and
jurisdiction that are not only part of this country’s foundation, but that have functioned
to prevent the implementation of treaty relationships since their signing. As I will explain
throughout this chapter, an important place to begin addressing these structures is by
deconstructing and correcting the discourses that inform and uphold them.

Processes of storytelling and mythmaking can have significant material implications,
particularly in terms of the everyday ways in which Indigenous and non-Indigenous
peoples understand their responsibilities and relationships to one another and to the
living earth. Dominant narratives of peaceful social, cultural, and economic hybridiza-
tion between Indigenous and settler populations necessarily obscure the very real experi-
ences of violence and marginalization, as well as attempts at the erasure of Indigenous
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peoples that were an integral part of settlement in these spaces. For one story to exist as
the “real,” dominant, or authoritative version of Canadian history, other versions of events
that contradict it must continually be absented from the record. Consequently, the geno-
cide of Indigenous peoples gets subsumed within dominant cultural narratives that have
ranged from racist and evolutionary justifications, to multicultural rhetoric, to discourses
on reconciliation that frame colonial violence as a past and temporary phenomenon that
Canadian society has since departed from.

However, colonialism cannot be neatly defined as a mere gaffe in the historical record.
As Patrick Wolfe (2006) and other scholars have argued, settler colonialism is an ongoing
structure and not a historical event. Engaging with colonialism as a continually expand-
ing and evolving structure can enable us to make sense of the supposedly historical events
such as treaty-making that are so deeply embedded in Canada’s national identity and dis-
course. Thus, this chapter is driven by a number of related questions: How does under-
standing settler colonialism as a continuous, ongoing process help elucidate the role of
treaties (as they have been selectively interpreted in Canadian institutions) in continually
producing relations of political domination and dispossession? How might all treaty part-
ners work to disrupt the narratives that are elemental to the inner workings and future
of settler colonialism, and that serve to perpetuate current crises of relationship between
living beings?

To engage and revisit these narratives, and to create space for mutually respectful dia-
logue, all parties must’demonstrate a commitment to recognize and challenge their own
biases and assumptions. Thus, this chapter and many other chapters of this volume invite
readers to critically consider their own stories and what sort of world view informs that
which they believe to be true. What do our own normative ideas prohibit or blind us from,
and how might this preclude possible ways of addressing contemporary crises of relation-
ship? The discussion raised in this chapter extends beyond the realm of treaty relations,
for treaty-based modes of relating can offer important insight into many different types of
interactions, from interpersonal to intergroup interactions.

Demythologizing Treaties

Between 1871 and 1921, Indigenous nations negotiated 11 treaties with the Dominion of
Canada in order to identify the terms and conditions upon which they would share the
land with newcomers (see Figure 1.1). Often referred to as “the numbered treaties,” these
agreements encompass the regions between the Lake of the Woods to the Rocky Moun-
tains (including territory across present-day northwest Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan,
Alberta, the Northwest Territories, and northeast British Columbia and southeast Yukon).
In settler historical records, the numbered treaties are represented as some of the lar-
gest land transactions in the world. Collectively, they represent a foundational element of
the narration underlying what scholars such as Joyce Green refer to as “Project Canada”
(Green 2004). As Green writes, the configurations of the colonial relationship between In-
digenous peoples and Canada “are perpetuated by a mythologized history and by judicial
and political institutions that proclaim and defenid this mythology-cloaked, unhyphen-
ated colonialism” (Green 1995). Significant events such as treaties are drawn together to
form mythologies that distort our collective consciousness, centring Western interpreta-
tions while making others invisible.

17
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Figure 1.1 The numbered treaties, 1871-1921

Source: Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada.

' Canadian narratives of settlement and development often depict a story of Buropean
newcomers navigating harsh environments and negotiating forms of consensual trade and
coexistence with Indigenous populations. The negotiation of the numbered treaties plays
a central role in this story, as the treaties supposedly facilitated the extinguishment of

d and brought Indigenous peoples and their territories under

Indigenous claims to the lan
the legal and political jurisdiction of the newly confederated Canadian nation-state. The

main characters of this story are the skilled negotiators such as Alexander Morris, David
Laird, and other Crown officials, glorified for their ability to surmount vast intellectual
and cultural chasms, to survey seemingly infinite horizons, to provide for the extension of
imperial rule, and to break uncultivated ground in order to realize its unfulfilled poten-
tial. Notably absent from the story is Indigenous agency in negotiating treaties. Rather, the

metanarrative surrounding the historic treaties depicts the Indigenous nations and their
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leaders as being saved from famine and a disease-stricken existence; eager to be offered
the gift of civilization; tricked, manipulated, conquered, or simply lacking the intellectual
capacity to understand the treaties they were entering into. In each configuration, the
political agency of Indigenous people, and especially that of Indigenous women, is absent.
And while these stories find their roots in a historic past, they are retold over time in such
a way that weaves them into Canada’s national origin story.

It is through the story of historic treaties as land transactions that the Canadian gov-
ernment legitimates its presence on and claim to title over local lands and waterways. Yet
despite the centrality of treaties to Canadian narratives of settlement and development,
they play a relatively insignificant role in informing the direction of Canadian law and
policy. When they are mentioned, they are most often framed as historical events or as a
form of legal contract that surrendered Indigenous title in exchange for a fixed set of rights
and benefits. The legal and political configurations of the Indigenous-state relationship
are informed by these narratives, eclipsing Indigenous understandings of treaties as rela-
tionship agreements. The concept of “treaty mythologies,” that is, the selective construc-
tion of treaties as fixed-term transactions, therefore provides a useful lens to understand
and challenge the one-sided narratives surrounding the formation and ongoing configur-
ations of Indigenous-settler relations in Canada.

The transactional understanding suggests that Indigenous populations ceded and
surrendered title to the land to the Crown in exchange for a fixed spectrum of rights
and entitlements. This interpretation is reflected in the description of treaties offered by
Canada’s Department of Indigenous and Northern Affairs (INAC), which suggests:

At their base, the treaties were land surrenders on a huge scale . . . in the eyes of
the Federal Government, the act of signing treaty brought Aboriginal people of
the Northwest under the jurisdiction of the Dominion of Canada and its laws,
The early numbered treaties—Treaties 1 through 7—became the vehicle by which
the Department of Indian Affairs implemented existing and future assimilation
policies in the Northwest while the latter treaties allowed for the opening of the
North and access to valuable natural resources. (Canada 2013)

Of significance here is how the intent of the treaties is framed as the integration of In-
digenous people into the broader Canadian legal and political system. Note, too, that
the treaties are said to have facilitated both settlement (“the opening of the North™) and
capitalist pursuits (“access to valuable natural resources”). Treaties are commonly repre-
sented by the Crown as instruments of colonial expansion and settlement, a story that
in turn gives the impression of the peaceful absorption of Indigenous peoples into the
fledgling Canadian state. In the process, various forms of violence, dispossession, and
social, cultural, and political repression—such as the reserve system, the pass system, the
residential school system, vagrancy laws, and other policies and legislation both within
and outside of the Indian Act (some of which had no basis in law)—are removed from the
narrative,

The perspective that the numbered treatiés represent surrenders of land and of pol-
itical authority is not exclusively held by the federal government, but is proliferated in
the hallways of. Canada’s educational, cultural, and political institutions. Even some
contemporary post-secondary textbooks designed to provide balanced perspectives and
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comprehensive information into processes of colonialism continue to position treaties as
land transactions (Dickason and Newbigging 2010, ix). In its final report, the Royal Com-
mission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) commented on the role of historical mythmaking
in informing the public perception regarding treaties, writing that the commonly held
perceptions regarding treaties are “the direct result of schoolboys having been misled or
at least deprived of the truth about the treaties and about the peoples that made them”
(RCAP 1996, 11, 15). Mythologies of the numbered treaties as mechanisms through which
Indigenous people surrendered land and political authority proliferate misinformation,
half-truths, and uncertainty that cloud their contemporary political implications.

The transactional interpx/etation of treaties stands in direct contrast to the mean-
ing and intent of treaties described by treaty Elders (Cardinal and Hildebrandt 2000;
Hildebrandt, Rider, and Carter 1996) and documented by Indigenous academics (Borrows
2002; Cardinal 1969; Craft 2016; Ladner 2003; Little Bear 1986; Simpson 2008; Stark 2010;
Venne 1998; Williams 1999; Henderson 2002), as well as by settler historians and anthro-
pologists (Asch 2014; Carter 1999; Miller 2009; Milloy 2009; Tobias 1986; Tully 2000),
all of whom recognize that treaties represent the establishment of a legal and political
framework intended to govern the coexistence of various communities in a shared space.
One of the most highly contested issues resulting from these varying interpretations is
the question of whether treaties extinguished Indigenous peoples’ rights to the land. As
the RCAP (1996, vol. 2, 43) explains, “notwithstanding clear words calling for extinguish-
ment in many historical treaties, it is highly probable that no consent was ever given by
{Indigenous] parties to that result. [Indigenous] people, who believe that the Creator set
them on their traditional territories and gave them the responsibility of stewardship of
the land and of everything on it, are not likely to have surrendered that land knowingly
and willingly to strangers.” Far from a “sale” of land, treaties are regarded by Indigenous
peoples as land-use frameworks, which generally involve the establishment of separate
governments and jurisdictions in distinct spaces, and dual governance and jurisdiction in
shared spaces and matters of mutual concern.

By and large, the Crown’s understanding of treaties as land transactions is regarded
in Canadian discourse and institutions as the neutral, unbiased record of events, regard-
less of the now widespread consensus that it is an inaccurate representation of what oc-
curred during treaty-making. As both the Crown’s own written records of negotiations
and Indigenous records dispute the notion that a transaction of land ever took place, the
“land-cession” view of treaties can be characterized as a mythology rather than merely one
of many interpretations of what transpired. Nevertheless, Indigenous accounts of treaties
are often deemed less viable by non-Indigenous individuals and institutions because they
find their source in Indigenous oral histories and world views (Hunt 2016). The privileging
of selective understandings of treaty-making is not a new phenomenon, but dates back to
early colonial interactions.

From the outset, the Crown regarded treaties as the mechanisms through which it
might secure a sense of finality and permanence over the land question. With treaties
negotiated, the Crown could develop the territories—Dby establishing a police force and
British-based rule of law and by building a transcontinental railway—and open them
up to settlement. Under the Royal Proclamation of 1763, settlement of lands by non-
Indigenous people was prohibited until the negotiation of treaties covering the region in
question. The Proclamation offered theoretical affirmations of Indigenous rights and of a
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nation-to-nation relationship between Indigenous peoples and the Crown, reserving un-
ceded land for Indigenous populations while also delineating an understanding of treaties
that presumed their purpose to be the facilitation of land transactions.

In a similar vein, while the Crown assumed dominion over Indigenous lands in
the West with the transfer of Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory from the
Hudson’s Bay Company (HBC) to Canada in 1870, it could not open the land to settlement
and development until it negotiated “surrenders” of Indian lands through treaty-making
or other means. To achieve these ends, the story of treaties that the Crown proliferated
in early colonial policy reduced Indigenous peoples’ pre-existing relationships with the
land to a mere “interest” that could be cleared through treaty-making, Treaties were not
regarded by the Crown as agreements between political equals but as the mechanisms
through which the claims of Indigenous peoples would be reconciled with the overarching
sovereignty and jurisdiction asserted by the Crown (Taylor 1985).

Following from this understanding of treaty-making, the Crown’s written records of
the numbered treaties focus heavily on land acquisition, despite the subject of land being
consciously avoided by the Crown during many treaty negotiations. For instance, according
to the transcripts of the negotiation of Treaty 4 at QuAppelle, the question of land was only
discussed in reference to the location on which negotiations were to occur and in relation
to Indigenous peoples’ concerns surrounding the purported “sale” of land from the HBC to
Canada (Morris 1880). While Treaty Commissioner Alexander Morris stated at the outset
of Treaty 4 negotiations that he was there to talk to the people about the land, the transcripts
of negotiations include no mention of an exchange, surrender, or cession of land.

In his research report on Treaty 4, John Taylor notes that while land surrender was
a prominent written term of every treaty and the primary purpose for which the Crown
made them, the subject of land was not usually raised at all by treaty commissioners,
Taylor explains that the question of land took a unique turn at the Treaty 4 negotiations
as Indigenous spokespersons focused four of the six days of discussion around their own
concerns about the purported “sale of land” from the HBC to the Crown. Thus, even when
given the opportunity to clarify the distinctions between Western and Indigenous under-
standings of land tenure, Crown treaty negotiators neglected to do so, As Taylor (1985)
notes, while [Morris] “might have used the occasion to explain what he meant about
Indian title and its extinguishment by treaty . . . he did not.” The Crown’s avoidance of
the land question during treaty negotiations was not a mere oversight but a conscious
omission intended to sidestep Indigenous challenges to Crown claims to ownership or
jurisdiction over the land. For instance, in describing the context leading up to colonial
expansion westward, Treaty 3 Commissioner Simon Dawson (1868, 28) cautioned against
raising the topic of land at treaty negotiations, writing that:

I think a treaty with [the Indians] should, in the first instance, be confined to
this one point, namely, RIGHT OF WAY. This they expressed their willingness to
accord many years ago, but the question of relinquishing land for settlement was
always taken by them en delibere. [emphasis original] . . . The first great point is
to get the communication opened, and the first treaty should be confined, as I
have said, simply to right of way. By combining it with the land question, surveys
of townships for settlement, reserves for the Indians, and so forth, complications
might arise which would prove embarrassing,
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Dawson further noted that Indigenous populations were “extremely jealous as to their
right of soil and authority over the country which they occupy” and had previously ex-
pressed displeasure at parties that traversed into their territories “without their consent
being first asked and obtained” (Dawson 1868, 27). The haste to secure consent resulted in
little opportunity to discuss the notion of land and the nature of the relationship that was
being entered into between Indigenous people and newcomers. The Crown inaccurately
assumed that treaties had effectively extinguished Indigenous peoples’ title to the land in
accordance with its own legal systems, instituting the mythology of land cession through
treaty into Canadian law and policy. Yet, establishing clear and plain intent to extinguish
Indigenous rights to the land would have required significant dialogue surrounding the
land question in order to translate European concepts into terms that were understood
within Indigenous world views, as well as extensive discussion regarding which tracts of
land were to be surrendered.?
Such a significant disconnect highlights how colonial mythologies such as those re-
lated to the nature of treaties both emerge from and are also continually reproduced by
colonial institutions. Such mythologies function to privilege Western legal principles but
also restrict and confine the legal practices and philosophies of Indigenous peoples who
are party to the treaties. While the Crown has sought to integrate “Indigenous perspec-
tives on the spirit and intent of treaties,” it has continually failed to take into account the
significance of treaties under Indigenous legal and political orders. As Kent McNeil ob-
serves, “Although Canadian law allows for the surrender of Aboriginal title to the Crown,
this does not mean that it is surrenderable under Aboriginal law” (McNeil 2001). Indeed,
treaty Elders and Indigenous legal scholars have repeatedly stated that in Indigenous legal
systems, land is not a property that can be transferred or sold.

Indigenous legal scholar and knowledge keeper Leroy Little Bear has written that
Indigenous law would not have permitted the notion of transferring land to the Crown:
“the standard or norm of the aboriginal peoples’ law is that land is not transferable and
therefore is inalienable. Land and benefits therefrom may be shared with others, and when
Indian nations entered into treaties with European nations, the subject of the treaty, from
the Indians’ viewpoint, was not the alienation of the land but the sharing of the land” (Little
Bear 1986, 243). In neglecting to engage fully with Indigenous legal traditions, Canada’s
historical narratives, social and cultural assumptions, and judicial and political decisions
continue to rely on the notion that title to the land was surrendered through treaty-making.

Relational Understanding

This is hopefully the start of an on-going process so that this relationship, the treaty
relationship can be discussed openly on a continuous basis and not revisited only
once every 125 years which is obviously quite wrong.

—Arnot 1997, 27

As the previous section has demonstrated, treaty mythologies of land cession and surren-
der function to sustain the status quo by depicting treaties as the end point for Indigenous
legal and political authority and to contain alternate political arrangements that would
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be made possible under a more relational approach. It has always been my understand-
ing that treaties are sacred undertakings, and that to understand treaty relationships you
need to understand the world view and spirituality of those who enter into treaties. The
Indigenous people who entered into treaties with European newcomers sought to create a

relationship framework to share the land; we sought assurances that our traditional ways

would not be interfered with while also wanting to learn from each other, understand
more about one another, and use that knowledge to create a sustainable future for gen-
erations to come (Cardinal and Hildebrandt 2000). By and large, this desire has not been
reciprocated by settler populations.

For hundreds of years, Indigenous people have had the values, lifestyle, and religion
of settlers forced upon us. Settlers who arrived in Canada looked to treaties as a way of
clearing the land of Indigenous people and our outstanding “claims” against Crown asser-
tions of jurisdiction so they could make their homes here, But it was not just Indigenous
bodies that needed to be erased; it was our laws, political orders, social values, spirituality,
economic systems, languages, and cultural practices (Simpson 2017). Newcomers have
not been required to learn about Indigenous ways of living, as Indigeneity has alternately
been treated by the Canadian state as something that should be voluntarily relinquished,
outlawed, assimilated, legislated away, reduced to the status of a cultural minority, appro-
priated, or otherwise vacated of meaning. But the most damaging attack of all has been
on our relations, not just in the present, but our ways of existing in all our relations. This
includes an assault upon our relations with the past, manifesting through the continual
marginalization and repression of our ancestral knowledge and practices. It also includes
an assault upon our relations with the future, through efforts to freeze Indigeneity in the
past, which would, in turn, delimit our ability to create new ways of being Indigenous into

the future. Further, the asymmetry in understanding has meant that treaty relations have:

primarily been theorized and inhabited through Western interpretations of what treaties,
and what Indigenous and non-Indigenous relations, can and should look like.

Within and outside of Indigenous communities, many efforts have been made and
resources dedicated by knowledge holders, scholars, and policy-makers towards arriving
at “a common understanding” of what was agreed upon through treaty-making. Yet all
too often, such efforts fail to focus on the nature of the relationship framework that was to
be established through treaty-making. They presume that treaties represented contracts or
transactions with a fixed set of terms, and that the project of treaty implementation must
be geared towards ascertaining and bridging Indigenous and non-Indigenous under-
standings of specific terms. Yet treaties were not intended to establish a static set of terms
that would be fixed in time, but to provide a framework that is dynamic, relational, and
contextual and that could guide the interactions of treaty partners over time.

For Indigenous peoples, the negotiation of treaties with settler newcomers followed
a long tradition of treaty-making with other living beings and human populations. Prac-
tices of treaty-making predated the arrival of Europeans, helping to mediate the relation-
ships between various Indigenous populations and other living beings in shared spaces.
Elder Danny Musqua explains:

We had peace and friendship treaties between our brothers, the Cree, our rela-
tionship to the Cree over 500 years, Into that relationship came the Assiniboine
Indian people for almost 300 years. We had land use agreements between
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ourselves and we respected those terms and agreements along that use of ter-
ritory and that land. And so when we came to the table in 1874 and 1876 and
beyond, we came with that kind of understanding that the use is what we want to
convey to the Crown. (Musqua 1997, 10)

Elder Musqua describes the nature of land-use agreements that existed between Indigen-
ous populations prior to contact in greater detail:

When I say the use of that land, we had agreements between one another, hunt-
ing territories that we shared, trapping lands that we shared, gathering lands
that we shared, medicinal lands that we shared, co-opted peace territorial
lands that we designated for shelter and safety for our people. That’s how they
set out things between one another. They understood use, they understood the
means by which land was used. (Musqua 1997, 6)

His insights demonstrate that agreements were traditionally used to manage shared or
separate jurisdictions over various spaces and geographies by delineating their intended
use. Yet these frameworks of coexistence were not exclusively concerned with the nature
of human interactions, but also with the ways in which humans would coexist in relation
to creation.

In contemporary contexts, treaties are commonly understood as agreements that
have been entered into by human communities. However, Indigenous origin stories and
philosophies of relationality do not position humans as distinct from creation but as
an embedded part of a complex network of rights and responsibilities with other living
beings. The premise of shared land use emerges from a world view that sees Indigen-
ous peoples as inhabiting relationships of interdependence with the land, animals; and
waterways, rather than as holding authority or ownership over these. Humans are not
the only beings with whom we have to coexist successfully, and Indigenous peoples also
have lengthy histories of negotiating and maintaining relationships with animal nations
in order to navigate the complexities of coexistence. The creation of such understandings
follows from a world view that regards all living beings in a non-hierarchical way. It re-
quires a commitment to listen and work together across differences, in order to compre-
hend the needs of those who do not speak the same language or employ the same legal or
political concepts.

Treaties provide important ingpiration for how human communities might govern
our interactions based on the ways in which Indigenous peoples have historically worked
to sustain healthy and generative relations within the natural world. By gaining an aware-
ness of the complex systems of interdependence, symbiosis, and reciprocity that are in-
herent in the rest of creation, humans are able to observe how the various parts of the
natural world play different roles while working together to nourish and sustain one an-
other. Indeed, as John Borrows (2010, 28) writes, one of the many sources of Indigenous
law is natural law; that is, we identify and learn about law through observation of the
physical world around us. From contemplating the interactions of the natural world, we
can gain direction for how to approach human interactions in a non-interfering, sustain-
able way. As Glen Coulthard (2010, 82) writes, Indigenous peoples’ senses of place situate

us as an “inseparable part of an expansive system of interdependent relations covering the
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land and animals, past and future generations, as well as other people and communities”
from which a number of ethical-political norms follow. In other words, by observing the
living earth we can gain a greater sense of responsibility and accountability in relation to
humans and all other living beings.

For instance, in Recovering Canada, Borrows looks to a treaty between the
Anishinaabe and the Deer nation to identify the resource laws intended to inform the re-
lationship between humans and animals. In the Nanabush/Deer story, Borrows describes
how Nanabush broke the law through trickery and disrespect in killing the deer and in
failing to follow proper protocol, which caused an imbalance in the relationship between
humans and animals, This represented a violation of the laws outlined in the treaty be-
tween the Anishinaabe and the Deer nation, which required humans to exercise honour,
dignity, and respect towards other living beings and their environments. Note how in this
story, the treaty represents a way of living well in relation to others; just as Elder Musqua
indicated, the intent of the treaty is to determine use and its purpose is to delineate how
the Anishinaabe agreed to live in a sustainable and balanced way with other living beings
and their environments.

In a similar yet distinct story, “The Woman Who Married a Beaver,” Heidi Stark
demonstrates how treaties elucidate the values and proper behaviour necessary for two
or more groups of living beings to create and maintain alliances with one another (Stark
2010, 147). This story outlines a treaty relationship established between the Anishinaabe
and beavers as one founded on respect, responsibility, and renewal. In this story, the treaty
is similarly prescriptive and procedural in nature, as it outlines the values and behaviours
necessary to create and uphold good relations over time. The key to both of these stories
is that the treaty represents a way of agreeing to live together rather than an exchange of
objects or terms. These broader understandings of relationality can help unsettle dom-
inant understandings of who we see as political actors with a stake and voice in treaty
agreements. Here, governance is the business of all living beings, not merely that of elected
leadership. The responsibilities and rights that are affirmed in treaties are shared by all
living beings, and implicate the animals, birds, waterways, lands, ancestors, spirits, and
Creator as political actors. Understood in this way, treaty-based modes of relating give rise
to an understanding of a political community as something far greater than a collective
of individual humans, but rather as something comprised of the relationships between
people and places interacting in the present and in different time periods. Further, such
relational understandings of treaties can bring forward greater awareness of women’s pol-
itical agency by demonstrating that Indigenous women did in fact play important roles in
Indigenous practices of treaty-making, even if these roles have'a tendency to be obscured
or intentionally minimized by colonial records.?

As a relationship framework, treaty implementation is a continuous process with no
end point—it is intended to live on in perpetuity through ongoing engagement, main-
tenance, and renewal. Treaties are made possible through the interaction of parties. As
Margaret Kovach writes, treaties are not “things” that exist independently of ongoing and
equal involvement of parties that agree to them; rather, the word treaty “describes an active
relational process that includes seeking continuous counsel and dialogue on matters that
have bearing on the parties it involves” (Kovach 2013, 112). It is for this reason that treaty
Elders often describe treaties as international or nation-to-nation frameworks (Cardinal
and Hildebrandt 2000, 42). They exist in the relationship between political entities, and
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are intended to ensure that Indigenous peoples will continue to engage with newcomers
over matters that impact us and our territories as nations engage with other nations, that
is, within a relationship of political non-subordination. Importantly, this also means that
Indigenous peoples reserved our rights not just to govern ourselves but to continue to
carry out our responsibilities to the land and waterways.

All too often, treaties are seen merely as agreements that give rise to rights for In-
digenous peoples within the overarching Canadian legal system. Aimee Craft (2013, 6) has
written of Treaty 1 that since there was no body of inter-societal laws when treaties were
negotiated, Indigenous people relied on their own laws fo inform their understanding
of the treaties. It follows, then, that contemporary understandings of treaties should be
informed by both Indigenous and non-Indigenous laws in contemporary discussions of
treaty implementation. As Borrows (2010, 28) has argued, treaties can and should repre-
sent an important source of inter-societal law, yet this requires Indigenous legal traditions
to be taken seriously by non-Indigenous treaty partners and for these laws to be imple-
mented in a substantive way.

This means acknowledging that Indigenous peoples’ ongoing ability to carry out our
responsibilities to the land is an integral part of our laws and governance that we sought
to affirm in entering into treaties. Indigenous understandings of treaties are not based on
ownership of the land, past or present, as land is not something that can be owned by a
human being,. For this reason, it could never have been sold or transferred to the Crown
through treaty-making, Rather, use of the land was of paramount importance to Indigen-
ous people entering into treaties, not just in terms of identifying limits on settler actions
in treaty territories, but in terms of guaranteeing Indigenous peoples’ ongoing use of the
land while also ensuring that settler use of the land would not interfere with the existing
relationships between other living beings and the environment.

One of the central priorities for Indigenous people in determining use of the land was
to ensure that our traditional ways of life would not be interfered with, that the relations
inherent in that way of life would remain intact. However, the phrase “way of life” is rarely
interpreted by the Crown as including protection for our legal and political systems. At ;
the minimum, “way of life” is interpreted as our ability to hunt, gather, and harvest, and 13
at a maximum it has been understood to embody a limited spectrum of self-government
responsibilities, akin to those of a municipality. Discussions surrounding way of life
cannot be divorced from questions of governance and jurisdiction relative to the living
earth, as central to the maintenance of our way of life is the need to maintain a vibrantand
healthy land base in order to sustain our relations with plants, animals, and other living
beings into the future. ~

When implemented as a framework for a non-hierarchical relationship, treaties can
situate multiple parties as having equivalent moral but also political standing, creat- i
ing new laws to govern the relationship while also affirming the continuity of the pre-
existing forms of governance of involved parties. Thus, they have the potential to inspire ;

a framework that allows multiple self-determining parties to engage in mutually bene-

ficial forms of coexistence with one another while remaining autonomous. Yet all too
often, contemporary discussions of treaty implementation are taken up in ways that are
geared towards the continued integration of Indigenous peoples into Canadian political
culture. Here I am thinking of depictions of contemporary treaty implementation (the
so-called modern treaties dating from the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement of
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1975) as primarily involving economic development and resource revenue-sharing with
Indigenous communities. Such representations selectively emphasize areas where treaty
implementation can serve the broader “national interest” rather than thinking about
treaty implementation in a way that disrupts Canada’s existing political and economic
landscape. The mythology that gets reproduced in such narratives is that Indigenous
peoples consciously decided to give up our rights to the land in exchange for a new means
of livelihood, which equates to socio-economic parity achieved through inclusion in the
Canadian economy. While treaty Elders certainly describe the motivations of Indigen-
ous parties to treaty as including the desire to learn new skills and technologies from
one another, translating Indigenous understandings of livelihood to participation in the
“modern economy” drastically narrows the scope of dialogue surrounding treaty imple-
mentation to questions of financial well-being. Also, in the “Indigenous development”
framework, the imperative to “learn from each other” is depicted as a unidirectional,
one-way learning process in which Indigenous people are those who must learn from the
advancements of Western society. However, as Stark (2017) makes clear, treaty-making
also entailed a process for teaching newcomers about their responsibilities to creation;
in other words, treaties are also intended to provide frameworks to facilitate multidirec-
tional learning processes.

Neo-liberal imperatives of economic participation and restructuring not only eclipse
the nature of the treaty relationship, they detract from the fundamental goal of treaties,
which has been the preservation of Indigenous ways of living with each other and the
world around us. While the retention of Indigenous livelihood and wellness are certainly
imperatives of treaty-making, of primary importance is the maintenance of the relation-
ships that make that livelihood possible. As Leanne Simpson writes, Indigenous political
mobilization will be inherently limited if our goal is the proletarianization of our people:
“This is not the new buffalo. The massive shift of Indigenous peoples into the urban wage
economy and the middle class cannot be the solution to dispossession, because this con-
solidates dispossession” (Simpson 2017, 82). Here Simpson repurposes the often-cited
metaphor that education represents “the new buffalo.” This phrase is frequently invoked
by Indigenous people to suggest that knowledge, both of traditional and of new ways, is
key to our survival, It flows from the metaphorical notion that the buffalo represented
the original source of Indigenous freedom and autonomy on the prairies. Indeed, the late
Elder Gordon Oakes (1997, 76) explained that Indigenous peoples “had self-government
before the coming of the white man. The buffalo provided every need that a nation would
require and that was our self-government flowing from there. Today we have no land base
to sustain ourselves,” In invoking this metaphor, then, Simpson confronts the suggestion
that the accumulation of capital can replace the ways in which Indigenous relationships
with creation have been impacted through colonialism, as the primary impulse of coloni-
alism has been the drive to possess and exploit resources such as the land. The economic
development approach to treaty implementation reduces the political significance of treat-
ies to the reconciliation of Indigenous interests with Canadian nation-building, a reality
that has not departed significantly from the initial phase of treaty-making with settlers. In
so doing, it reproduces a transactional understanding of treaties by privileging a notion of
economic reciprocity whereby all parties gain—resource revenues, land for development,
compensation packages—while the broader political implications of the treaty relation-
ship get lost in the process.
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Are Treaties Relevant, and to Whom?

While members of Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations living in areas that are
not covered by treaties often interrogate their relevance and applicability to contempor-
ary contexts, I argue that treaties are relevant to all who make their home in contem-
porary Canada. They remain relevant for the possibilities of coexistence that they offer
when understood in accordance with the legal traditions of all who signed them, but also
because of the violence they stand to reproduce if they continue to be misunderstood and
misinhabited.

It is certainly important to recognize that not all Indigenous peoples understand
their relationships through treaties. However, I am of the perspective that how Indigen-
ous peoples understand their relationships with other living beings and how they have
sought to protect those relationships through treaties hold many parallels with the
ways in which many non-treaty Indigenous peoples understand their spiritual, famil-
ial, political, and legal relationships with Creation. It is also important to acknowledge,
as Charlie and Green do in Chapters 5 and 14 of this volume, that many Indigenous
people have critiqued the use of the term “treaty” to describe modern land negotiations
and agreements, for they depart from Indigenous peoples’ long-standing practices of
treaty-making in process, content, and form. Yet, this also suggests that the ideal of
treaty as expressed in the numbered treaties remains an important reference point to
ground contemporary critiques of Indigenous-state engagements such as modern treaty
or land claim negotiations.

At the same time, Indigenous peoples who reside outside of treaty territories can often
be heard characterizing their ancestral territories as “unceded.” This serves an important
function as it makes clear both the rights of those Indigenous peoples who have lived
on and governed those territories for centuries and delineates limits upon the actions of
those peoples and of non-Indigenous peoples seeking to enter into the territory. Yet, this
language can also have the effect of reproducing the assumption that treaties represent
cessions or surrenders of land.

Descriptions of the numbered treaties as land-cession treaties are ultimately grounded
in the assumption that the Indigenous people who signed these treaties sold our land
and assented to legal and political domination, and therefore that we have no legitimate
claim in perpetuity to title, jurisdiction, or sovereignty over our own affairs. Similarly,
descriptions of the “peace and friendship” treaties entered into prior to Confederation
often define their purpose and intent by way of contrast with the numbered treaties. It
is true that pre-Confederation treaties were negotiated in different legal, political, and
cultural climates than were the numbered treaties, the 1850s Douglas treaties on Vancou-
ver Island, and the Robinson Huron and Robinson Superior treaties of 1850 in Ontario.
These are relevant contexts and factors, but it is important to understand that the political,
diplomatic, or “peace and friendship” character of the earlier pre-Confederation treaties
should not be invoked so as to minimize the diplomatic character of the numbered treaties
by way of contrast.

Such period-specific understandings of treaty-making can be useful when trying to
understand the particular form and implications of Indigenous peoples’ interactions with
the Canadian state across different times and places. However, they may also reinforce
Canadian narratives and categorizations of the history of Indigenous-state relations in
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a way that clouds the potential similarities in Indigenous world views and philosophies
of relationality. While we must be careful not to collapse diverse Indigenous polities into
a pan-Indigenous body, it is important to acknowledge that we might have something
to learn from engaging with the ways that other communities have sought to negotiate
sustainable and generative forms of coexistence in shared spaces, rather than dismissing
them as irrelevant. Such determinations highlight the ways in which many Indigenous
peoples have allowed the Canadian courts’ interpretations to inform their own under-
standings of the numbered treaties. Additionally, the view that practices of treaty-making
aren’t relevant to those who did not sign the numbered treaties discounts the practices
of treaty-making that occurred prior to contact with settlers and that many Indigenous
communities engaged in. All communities have their own practices of how to coexist
with others, and many have engaged in some form of treaty-making or other means of
negotiating coexistence in shared spaces in past times. The questions of relationship that
emerge from discussions surrounding the numbered treaties are directly relevant to these
practices and traditions.

Moreover, treaties are relevant and important to engage with because of the violence
they stand to perpetuate when they are improperly or selectively inhabited. The negotia-
tion of the numbered treaties did not occur in isolation, but was part of a broader web of
colonial policies intended to facilitate settlement across the country. The Canadian gov-
ernment’s interpretation of the responsibilities it holds and does not hold under treaties
has undoubtedly informed the policies and positions implemented through the Indian
Act, various pieces of legislation, the courts, and other legal and political instruments. For
instance, the treaty promise of providing education that would supplement traditional
forms of education with Western teachings was implemented by the Crown in the form of
the assimilationist and ultimately genocidal residential school system (Carr-Stewart 2001,
126). Claims that treaties are irrelevant to non-treaty Indigenous people overlook how all
Indigenous people have been impacted by gender discrimination, the reserve and pass
system, residential schools, bans on Indian spiritual and cultural practice, band systems
of governance, and other legislation imposed by a state that used (and continues to use)
treaties to bolster its claims to authority and jurisdiction over Indigenous peoples. All
Indigenous peoples, treaty or not, have been impacted by the policies and processes that
have arisen from narrow, transactional understandings of treaties. Further, these narrow
understandings continue to delineate the scope of how “treaties” are approached in the
modern era.

Moreover, all Indigenous peoples are impacted by the ways in which treaty mythol-

ogies inform racist, gendered, and colonial stereotypes and assumptions. At the level of |

interpersonal societal relations, the depiction of treaties as land surrenders impacts how
non-Indigenous people may interpret the contemporary rights of all Indigenous people.
It informs non-Indigenous perceptions of Indigenous “entitlement,” or of getting “spe-
cial rights” or “handouts” from the government. Certainly, the myth that all Indigenous
people get their post-secondary education paid for, or get free comprehensive health and
dental care, arises in part from misinterpretations of the relevant treaty clauses. These are
incorrect perceptions, as neither of these is acknowledged by the government as a treaty
right, despite various iterations of written and oral promises across the numbered treaties
indicating that the Crown and Indigenous people would provide assistance and care to
one another in times of need and starvation.
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And at the same time as treaty mythologies can operate to fuel racist stereotypes
about Indigenous peoples, they can also operate to mask or soften the forms of colonial
violence committed against all Indigenous people. For instance, the understanding of
treaties as land transactions does a whole host of things that distort their nature, such
as limiting them to their written substance, locating them in the past, and minimizing
the political authority of Indigenous peoples from the moment of treaty negotiations. But
most relevant to the current discussion is the way in which treaty mythologies legitim-
ate Canada’s otherwise unjust and illegal appropriation of Indigenous lands, permitting
its claim to title and the extension of its legal and political jurisdiction. Put simply, this
position perpetuates the dispossession of Indigenous peoples and territories and the en-
trenchment of a colonial relationship characterized by political hierarchy and domina-
tion, The contemporary configurations of the relationship between Indigenous people and
non-Indigenous people in Canada are informed by these narratives, as are the societal and
governmental responses to present-day crises in Indigenous communities. Thus, the term
“treaty mythologies” does not merely refer to incorrect interpretations of treaties as an
isolated event in our historical consciousness. Rather, it refers to how ongoing interpret-
ations of treaties as fixed-term transactions function to continually reproduce structures
of settler colonialism.

Challenging treaty mythologies, then, does not just involve a process of correcting
our historical understanding. It also means critically interrogating the active and ongoing
role that misrepresentations of treaties play in sustaining structures of settler colonialism
in the present. Demythologizing treaty relationships involves much more than correcting
a singular inaccuracy in the historical record; rather, it involves critical inquiry into the
ongoing and long-term dangers of the static and transactional view. Instead of taking up
treaties as historical agreements that were entered into but have long since been violated
by the Canadian state, it is important to confront the ways they are selectively and stra-
tegically invoked in dominant institutions and systems to continually produce Canada’s
claims to sovereignty in response to shifting socio-political climates. Breaking down
treaty myths not only helps illustrate how treaties have functioned to subjugate Indigen-
ous peoples, but it allows us all to begin to open our horizons to new ways of animating
treaty-based modes of relating in the everyday.

Throughout this chapter, I have argued that settler-colonial mythologies do not just
shape how we understand historic events, but also how we approach relations in the
present and future. Sometimes, these mythologies are subtle and insidious, shaping the
tone, connotation, or implication of contemporary narratives, such as in school hist-
ory lessons, media stories, or the narratives surrounding the Truth and Reconciliatjon

Commission and the National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women
and Girls, Other times, they are explicit and direct, invoked as justification for racist
and derogatory views about Indigenous peoples expressed in the comments sections
of social media or online communities. And yet other times they serve to form part
of Canada’s national narratives, shaping the ways Canada depicts its engagements and
interactions with Indigenous peoples today. Consider, for instance, the stories of the
numbered treaties as having extinguished Indigenous title to treaty territories or our
rights to prior, free, and informed consent on proposed economic development projects.
Canada’s support for the Trans Mountain pipeline without the consent of Indigenous
peoples of treaty territories and the nationalization of such projects represent direct
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violations of treaty relationships. Treaty implementation does not equate to minimal
powers of self-government that do not interfere with the overarching jurisdiction of
federal and provincial governments. In fact, the proliferation of the notion that treaty
relationships are being implemented, when in fact they very clearly are not, is perhaps
even more damaging than if they were outright denied. Awareness of how treaty myth-
ologies can be invoked to reproduce systems of settler colonialism can help make visible
the systems of power and privilege that shape the configurations of all of our lives today
and into the future,

For a Better Future

In my understanding, treaties are meant to represent both the continuity of the respective
relations that parties bring with them and the beginning of something new. They affirm
the continuity of different ways of being in shared spaces and provide a framework to
help navigate the tensions and inconsistencies that arise across difference over time. Not
intended to exist in a fixed and immobile state, treaties are to be continually renewed in
relation to the conditions of the time as a way of ensuring the continuity of each treaty
partner’s ways of life. Thinking about treaties in this way requires a much more flexible
conception of what a political arrangement can look like, and it necessitates a willingness
to revisit the foundational assumptions that many people have surrounding the nature of
Indigenous-settler relations.

In this chapter, I have argued that revisiting dominant myths and assumptions is an
absolutely necessary part of bringing forward healthier relationships; if we fail to do so,
our imaginations become constrained by static ways of thinking, by that which we al-
ready adhere to and cannot see beyond. I have further argued that treaty-based modes of
relating provide excellent inspiration for moving beyond the ways of thinking that all too
often limit our ability to conceptualize new possibilities in the world. Throughout, I have
asked readers to be mindful of their own stories and the ways in which we all consciously
or unconsciously reproduce the world views and assumptions inherent in them, These
include the normalization of Western historical records, claims to truth, and the legal and
political principles embedded within them. However, they also include ways of thinking
of humans as separate from or above the living earth, as well as binary conceptions of time
that create a divide between our past, present, and future. Treaties transcend each of these
divisions as they represent a means of affirming pre-existing ways and applying them
to the birth of new relationships, of seeing one’s existence defined by multiple sources,
including relationships with the land, with one’s family, with broader communities, and
with newcomers,

While Indigenous peoples’ relationships with settlers wiil undoubtedly continue to
change in response to social and environmental factors, the values and precepts under-
lying treaty relationships are intended to be applicable to multiple contexts. Similar to
the daily and seasonal cycles of the sun, the grass, and the rivers, treaties are intended
to undergo cycles of renewal and rebirth that exist when treaties are conceptualized as
something that is embodied, practised, and lived. Thus, treaties transcend notions of a
divided past, present, and future by showing that future-oriented political arrangements
do not require us to relinquish our past relations, but that these can and should inform the
creation of new relations with the worlds we live within.
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In thinking about what generative, healthy relationships might look like, treaty-based
modes of relating can direct our attention beyond “the present,” as treaties themselves
are defined by multiple states of being; for instance, we inherit responsibilities to carry
forward the knowledge of our ancestors, to learn from it, grow, and pass it on to our chil-
dren. We inherit stewardship responsibilities towards other living beings and to the spirits
that care for the living earth, and know that we must honour those to sustain life into the
future. These ways of understanding relationship can help remind us of the limits of only
thinking in terms of “the present,” as our existence emerges from the relations that have
come before us and has a direct impact on those who have yet to come. Indeed, the point
of treaty-making has always been to affirm the continuity of past ways while also thinking
about the sort of future that was desired for future generations. As Menno Boldt (1993, 40)
writes, the chiefs who negotiated the treaties “strained to peer over the horizon of their
time to see what their future needs for survival and well-being as Indians would be in
the emerging world.” Rather than remaining cemented in pre-existing ways of thinking,
Indigenous treaty negotiators demonstrated a form of intellectual mobility that allowed
them to make decisions based on that which they could not yet see, attempting to envision
new relations that had yet to come about.

There are so many entrenched ways of thinking that preclude/prohibit our ability to
imagine new social and political arrangements in the world. What I hope to have made
clear in this chapter is that treaty-based modes of relating can provide inspiration to think
beyond such intellectual forms of containment. Working towards the decolonization of
Indigenous-settler relations means a lot more than making space for the recognition of
Indigenous interpretations of treaties within Canadian institutions. It involves a commit-
ment by all who make their home in Canada to work towards the implementation of new
configurations of relationship that are informed by Indigenous laws and understandings
of responsibility and accountability. Otherwise, ongoing neglect for the laws and govern-
ance of all treaty partners will keep us deeply enmeshed in the very crises of relationship

that our ancestors sought to protect against.

Discussion Questions
1. What are some’éfvthe assumptions or mythologies . you hold regarding the relation-
ship between Indigenous and non-indigenous peoples in Canada?

2. Have you ever been in a refationship where you felt silenced, or that was narrated
entirely by the other party? How did it feel? What was the resolution?

What are the implications and limitations of representing treaties as “historical events”?

4. What does it mean to inherit relationships from our-ancestors?
5. What are some of the ways that the “spirit and intent” of treaties can be activated on

an everyday level? : A
6. What are some of the contemporary rights and responsibilities of treaty partners in

Canada?
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1. Royal Proclamation, 1763, R.S.C., 1985, App. II, 3. For an overview of Indigenous women’s rolesin
No. 1. treaty-making, see Venne (1998).
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et al. and Registrar of Titles (No. 2), 1973 Can LI1
1298 (NWT SC), p. 33.
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