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CANADIAN CROWN AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES
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the relationship berween Indigenous title and rights in Canada 454 Crowy,

sovereignty in Canada. The Canadian Supreme Court, for example, hyq
) .

concluded that the “duty of the [Crown’s] honour derives from the Crownp

assertion of sovereignty in the face of prior Aboriginal Occupation,”

assertion, therefore, holds within it the contradiction that the Crown’s

The

own
sovereign position recognizes the sui generis nature of Indigenous soyey.

eignty as something derived from Indigenous Peoples’ prior occupatio,
of Canadian territory.> The Supreme Court has recently clarified whay ,
examination of our history reveals, viz., that sui generis Indi
create a special fiduciary obligation on the part of the Crown to “ treat [A]
boriginal peoples fairly and honourably, and to protect them from explo.

ation.” It is in light of these legal and political realities,
historical discussion below,

genous righgs

informed by the
that I regard myself as a reluctant monarchist,

Indigenous Peoples’ relationship with the Crown is inevitably shaped
by settler colonialism. Scholars such as Patrick Wolfe and Lorenzo Veracini
have shown that settler colonialism is a distinct form of colonialism charac-
terized by settlers who displace Indigenous people with the goal of opening
lands to exploitation and ownership. Colonialism in places like India under
Britain, for example, was different. There, a small number of colonists used
military force to control Indian labour while they reshaped the diversified
Indian cconomy toward the production of cotton. The cotton was then sent
to Britain where it was transformed into wealth via the British textile mills.
In settler colonial states like Canada, the United States, Australia, and New

. ° 1 and
Zealand, by way of contrast, settlers arrived in ever-growing numbers
quickly came to regard themselves as

of their countries of origin. Indeed,
think of themselves not as coloniz

idents

distinct and separate from the resi
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within a few generations settlers ca
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ers occupying Indigenous Peoples 1a
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assed © them. Thus, while American and Canadian g

1nd 1867, respectively, as the dates that marked their »
sts fo citizens of independent nations, Ind;
chese histories differently.”

b

coloni

pcrichC
celer colonial societies Indigen ,

In se genous people are socially, politically

’

! gcographica”y marginalized. Settlers in settler societies want |

chey regard Indigenous people as impediments, a problems that L:“d i
removed. In Canada, Indigenous people were forcibly restricted o
¢mall Indian reserves on lands that were typically marginal in te
Jbility to generate wealth for their residents.

Restricted to reserves, Indigenous people in Canada were additionall
marginalized by being prevented from purchasing fee simple lands and ix)ml
other ways from being fully able to engage in the economy as owners and
operators of business. What was left as long as there were insufficient settlers
o fill settler needs were positions as wage labourers — and typically these
were seasonal and therefore unable to provide families with economic secur-

to rclativcly
rms of their

ity and left them vulnerable to fluctuating commodity prices.

Indigenous people were also denied the franchise until 1962 — by which
time they had long since became a minority in their homelands. In all mean-
ingful ways, settler colonialism worked to exclude Indigenous people from
the decision-making processes related to both themselves and to their an-
cestral lands and resources.

As a result, settler colonialism is not simply something that happened
to Indigenous people in the past. That is to say, it is not merely an event
that Indigenous people should be encouraged to “get over.” Rather, settler
colonialism is a structure of ongoing oppression. It works to ensure that
for as long as Indigenous people resist being assimilated into Canada and
bCCOming just another ethnic and racial minority they will remain socially
Marginal and economically impoverished and without mcaningfu.] pifi
of their ancestral lands and resources. Indigenous people may retain legally
Protected rights, but these rights have not been meaningfully Proftedscif
OPerationaljzed. Accordingly, Indigenous people living under Canadian

ad ) oo srigmatized
tler colonialism have been left with few economic opportunitics, &
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. THE CANADIAN CROWN AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

vels of drug and alcohol addiction, relegated to low educatiop,
represcnted in prisons.

r Canadians have been building equity in their
ghting for recognition of their lapg

by high le
achievement rates, and over-
Put another way, as settle

Indigenous people have been fi
Canadians have derived benefits from Crown lands apg

have been confronted by clearcuts and open-pj;
onies, hunt game, fish, and gather.

homes,
rights. As setcler
resources, Indigenous people
mines where they used to conduct cerem
As settler Canadians have set aside park lands for their aesthetic enjoy-
have been criminalized for hunting, fishing, and

ment, Indigenous people
ncestral lands. As settler Canadiang

gathering on these portions of their a
developed publicly funded local schools to inculcate the skills needed to suc-

ceed in Western society, Indigenous people were sent to residential schools

where the pedagogical objective was to strip children of their culture while

providing them a second-rate academic education that relegated them to
the lowest rungs on Canada’s economic ladder. And as settler Canadians
have built democratic traditions and institutions, Indigenous people have
struggled just to be heard.

Settler colonial societies, in other words, elect governments thar rep-
resent settler colonial interests. Even though Canadian common law (and
more recently the Constitution Act, 1982, Section 35) guarantees Aboriginal
and treaty rights, settler colonial society has systematically worked to under-
mine and erode those rights. Indeed, in the face of Indigenous political
activism in the early twentieth century the federal government even passed
legislation that made it a criminal offence for Indigenous people to raise
funds toward pursuing claims against the Canadian government.’

Given all this, it is perhaps less ironic than it might otherwise first appear
that over the past two centuries it has been the Crown, and not Canada’s
elected governments, that has served as the more effective check on the
excesses of settler colonialism. It has been the Crown that has served as a
source of power to which Indigenous people have been able on occasion to
appeal successfully to have their rights recognized and operationalized vis-
a-vis settler interests.

Consider, for example, how in 1763, over strenuous opposition from

. Pone ; gar
ettler colonists in Britain’s thirteen American colonies, it was the monarch

68



ous PEDPLES

relegated ¢ Lo
ons.

been buildj,,
fOl' recOgniti

educ
at
loha]
8 “quity ;
on of tl‘l

rown ]
1ted by clearcyg andands ang
0]

hunt game, figh andPen-ph
ds for their aestheticgat.her'
zed for hunting, fish; "oy
I lands. As settler Ca:g(’i.a N
1lcate the skijs Needeg :0 <%
€ere sent to residentiy| sCh:, c-
‘hildren of their cultyre w}:ls
;ation that relegyye, "

d them
ler. And as settler Canadia::

ions, Indigenous People hyy,

n their

efits from ¢ Qir lang

» elect governments thy rep-
Canadian common law (g
tion 35) guarantees Aboriging
ystematically worked to under
e face of Indigenous politici
:deral government even passed
‘or Indigenous people to i
wnadian government.
it might otherwise first appeayr
the Crown, and not Canadss
= more effective check on the

258
he Crown that has served

. have been able

i0
ynized and operat!

on occasion®

palized

After U.S. independence,
therefore not a simple cli
cision on the part of Indigenous people,

British Crown against a settler colonial fo

(twenty years after the Durham Rep
overn i
g ment for the Canadian colonies,

ernment i i
Was implemented in the Can

uds and Abuses”
all remaining
on by set-

luded.

cause of “great Fra
Indigenous people :
om further occupatt
n negotiated and conc

who proclaimed that be
itted by settlers against
s lands were protected fr
_to-nation treaties had bee

med that the Crown did

King George 111
having been comm
unceded Indigenon
clers until after nation :
Additionally, he proclai

o
nd require all Persons whatever wh

rtently seated themselves upon any
described, or upon any other
o or purchased by Us,
aid, forthwith to
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remove themselves from such Settlements.

While receiving less attention in American popular memory than the sup-
posed insult of taxation without representation in the British parliament,
resentment toward the Royal Proclamation of 1763 was among the justi-
fications American settler colonists cited in their decision to rebel in 1776:

He [King George] has [through the Royal Proclamation of 1776]
excited domestic insurrections amongst us, and has endeavoured
to bring on the inhabitants of our frontiers, the merciless Indian
Savages, whose known rule of warfare, is an undistinguished
destruction of all ages, sexes and conditions.’

Indigenous military allyship with the British was
ent-patron relationship, but rather a rational de-
like Tecumseh, to work with the

c.

On the other side of the continent, and nearly a century later, in 1858

ort had recommended responsible
and a decade after responsible goy-
adas), British Columbia was delib-




THE CANADIAN CROWN AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

who had entered the region could not be trusted to be loyal to Britajy,

it was also because even the loyal British miners and

Importantly, however, :
who had arrived in the region ¢ |
people and their rights. Accordingly, Colonial Secretary g,

n explained to the incoming governo:, James [.)Oljglas, s
esponsible government would be “temporarily” withhelq
until “by the growth of a fixed population the materia|g

l ould not be relied upon to respect
settlers

Indigenous
Bulwer-Lytto
the apparatus of r
in British Columbia
for those Institutions shall be known to exist.”®

With specific regard to the issue of Indigenous people, Bulwer-Lytton

explained the following to Governor Douglas:

I have to enjoin upon you to consider the best and most humane
means of dealing with the Native Indians. The feelings of this
Country would be strongly opposed to the adoption of any arbi-
trary or oppressive measures towards them.

At this distance and with the imperfect means of knowledge
I possess, I am reluctant to offer as yet any suggestion as to the
prevention of affrays between the Indians and the Immigrants.
This question is of so local a character that it must be solved by
your knowledge and experience, and I commit it to you in the
full persuasion that you will pay every regard to the interests
of the Natives which an enlightened humanity can suggest ...
Above all it is the earnest desire of Her Majesty’s Government
that your early attention should be given to the best means of
diffusing the blessings of the Christian Religion and of civil-
ization among the Natives.’

Speaking before Parliament, Lytton clarified that “the immediate object” in
providing Douglas with his exceptional executive powers was “to establish
temporary law and order amidst a motley inundation of immigrant dig-

gers ... of whom perhaps few if any, have any intention to become resident
colonists and British subjects.”10

Simi :
ilarly, in what became the Canadian prairie provinces, between

1871 and 1921 the Canadian Crown concluded eleven treaties with the
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elings ;n e the provincial and federal governments and lay their grievances over the lac‘
2 Ofg of i of recognition of their rights and title directly before the monarch Their
Sk goal was t© secure a promise from King Edward VII that he would ta'lsk
, someone disconncctcd and independent from the settler govcrnment with
knowledge looking into their concerns and protecting their rights: «“\We are sure that 2
n as to the ood man; or some good men, will be sent to our country who will see, and
Umigrants. hear, and bring back a report to your majesty-"">
solved by Remembering his participation in the 1906 delegation and his audience
yu in the with King Edward V11, in 1913 Charlie Isipaymilt of Cowichan told the
‘nterests government agents who visited his community the following:
est e
;grmcnf [ went to the King a few years ago to try to get some settle-
o ment from the King; and when I got there, the King gave me
ns ; R . i :
y this photograph. His Majesty promised 0 do something for us,
cvie ; :
and said he would send somebody out t0 look into the matter.
The King told me that I need not feel very sorry about these
i things, as if there was anything he could do[,] anything for me,
b/eCl h i 14
" e would do it.
Srgb[li
%
e o , i _ :
1y 1 Settler hostility to Indigenous aspirations manifested itself both formal-
sl - . i
d}.’ (the federal government instructed the high commisioner in London to
ISCr : . . :
p . act the delegates while delaying the sudience with the King and work-
" ing to ensure that Indi o ; )
¥ Indigenous politics would not be discussed in the King’s
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THE CANADIAN CROWN AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

of genuine threats of physical violenc,
ter, Capilano explained to Britis},
ite neighbours had provide

15) and informally in the form
s. With regard to the lat
the message that his wh
for Britain: “They told me, the white men told e,

because he did not like his dusky childrep,
ple alive, they said.”'¢
people invoked their relationship

presence
from local settler.
reporters in London
him prior to his leaving
not to come to the great King ...
We would never go back to our peo

More recently, in 1982, Indigenous

with the Crown to wrestle from the Canadia
cognition of their rights. And in 1995, Indigenous people in

er Canadians that their relationship with the Crown
French-English settler colonial politics. They
he Crown prohibited the francophone

n settler government formg|

constitutional re
Quebec reminded settl
stood outside the theatre of
asserted that their relationship with t
majority from having the authority to withdr
Quebec from Canada without their consent."”

Perhaps a useful way to frame the Crown in Indigenous-settler relations

is to consider how, unlike the United States, where the president is both the
head of the government and the head of state, in Canada our prime minister
is never more than the head of the settler government. Canada’s governors
general (who, unlike our elected prime ministers, have in recent years in-
cluded women of colour from racialized ethnic communities and, indeed,
today Mary Simon of Kangigsualujjuaq) are non-elected officials appointed
on the advice of the prime minister by Her Majesty the Queen to protect

the honour of the Crown.

aw the lands of the province of

Of course the governors general always leave the running of the govern-
ment to the prime minister, the elected government, and Parliament. But, as
the unelected representatives of the Crown, governors general do not answer
to, r.10r are they accountable to, a settler colonial constituency. As the em-
bodiment of a set of principles and ideals, the Crown has been understood
by many Indigenous people over time as holding the power to not only tran-
s.cend, but to challenge settler colonial agendas that are inconsistent with the
rlgh;s olfl Indigenous people and the honour of the Crown.

and the Indigenous people of one particulaf

territory — the Sté:16
y e Sté:16 of the lower Fraser River watershed.
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THE PROMISE OF THE CROWN IN INDIGENOUS-SETTLER RELATIONS

In 1858, James Douglas, the governor of the new colony of mainland
British Columbia, engaged in a lengthy correspondence with senior officials
in the Colonial Office, seeking to determine the role Indigenous people
would play within a territory that had almost overnight transitioned from
an economy anchored in the fur trade into one characterized by industrial
mining. Indeed, whereas there had been less than a hundred non-Indigenous
people residing along the lower Fraser River in January of 1857, by August

of that same year there were over thirty thousand (mostly American) miners
scouring the riverbanks for gold.

As governor, Douglas thought deeply about what might, and might
not, work to promote positive Indigenous-settler relations. Not only did
he speak directly with Indigenous people, he also drew on his lived experi-
ence. Moreover, he reflected on lessons that could be learned by looking
elsewhere. In the adjacent Washington Territory, for example, a bloody
war had just ended that had resulted in Indigenous people being restrict-
ed to small collective Indian reservations where they were marginalized
from settler society and excluded from settler governance and the settler
economy.' Indeed, in Washington, as in other American jurisdictions
along the Pacific Coast, laws had been passed that made it impossible
for a white man to be convicted in court on the testimony of an Indian.
And in California, literally thousands of Indigenous people had been sys-
tematically exterminated by miners and ranchers who regarded them as

impediments to their success.”
In British Columbia, Indigenous people petitioned Douglas, imploring
him to ensure that they be spared a similar fate. The governor explained to

officials in Britain that he had assured the colony’s Indigenous population
of the Crown’s integrity:

They evidently looked forward with dread to their own future
condition, fearing lest the same wretched fate awaited the natives
of British Columbia [as occurred in Washington and California].
I succeeded in dis-abusing their minds of those false impressions

by fully explaining the views of Her Majesty’s Government.?’
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THE CANADIAN CROWN AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

| from British Columbian settlers, as wel| 5

Then, over intense oppositiol Sieeian e
from senior officials within his own administration, Douglas, in the nam

of the Crown, launched a policy aimed i
aneously protecting Indigenous rights and securing fo;

pected, and respectful, position within the ne,

at developing the colonial ecoy,.

omy while simult
Indigenous peoplc a res

emerging colony society. .
Central to the governor’s policy was the protection of large tracts of lands

2 »
he defined with the term “anticipatory Indian reserves.” He called these
ause he intended them to protect Indigenous Peoples’ an-

“anticipatory” bec
ic interests within the rapidly developing settler

ticipated long-term econom
economy. Douglas expected that co
central to British Columbia’s future prosperity and so he instructed his

agents to work with Indigenous people to collaboratively identify as reserve
lands those spaces that consisted of existing villages, as well as burials and
cultivated fields. But beyond these, he directed that the reserves include
sufficient lands that would facilitate Indigenous people’s anticipated future
success in commercial farming and commercial ranching.”!

In the Fraser Valley, giant reserves, such as the 9,600 acre Méthxwi

mmercial agriculture would become

(Matsqui) anticipatory reserve, were mapped and demarcated under
Douglas’s authority with the active participation of Indigenous people. In
the Okanagan and Thompson Rivers regions anticipatory reserves were sim-
ilarly created. Due to the anticipated differences in land use between the
coast and the interior (cattle ranching as opposed to farming), the anticipa-
tory reserves set aside for Secwepme, Nlakalamux, and Okanagan people
were an order of magnitude larger than those in Sté:16 territory (i.e., what
is now the Abbotsford and Chilliwack regions). The Kamloops reserve, for
instance, was roughly the shape of a triangle, running six miles east-west
and twelve miles north-south. Similarly, the reserve at the foot of Okanagan
Lake measured twenty square miles.

In addition to anticipatory reserve lands, Governor Douglas also con-
firmed that Indigenous people would continue to have the right to access

and use open and unclaimed Crown lands beyond the boundaries of their
Indian reserves: :
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THE PROMISE OF THE CROWN IN INDIGENOUS-SETTLER RELATIONS

I made them clearly understand that Her Majesty’s Government
fele deeply interested in their welfare, and had sent instructions
that they should be treated in all respects as her Majesty’s other
subjects.... I also explained to them ... that they might freely
exercise and enjoy the rights of fishing the Lakes and Rivers,

and of hunting over all unoccupied Crown Lands in the Colony.

Douglas went on to note that

they were delighted with the idea, and expressed their gratitude
in the warmest terms, assuring me of their boundless devotion
and attachment to Her Majesty’s person and Crown, and their

readiness to take up arms at any moment in defence of Her
Majesty’s dominion and right.??

Under Douglas’s system, fishing and hunting rights on Crown lands would
ensure that Indigenous people remained self-sufficient and could continue
to practise their cultural traditions despite the pressures associated with the

growth of settler communities. Indigenous people who spoke directly with
Douglas later remembered him as having said,

For which land I have surveyed it belongs to the Indians only,
that no white men shall intrude on your land. And for all the
outside lands Her Majesty Queen Victoria will take and sell to
the white people and that which is taken away from the Indians
will be like a fruit tree and from this fruit Her Majesty Queen

Victoria will give it to the Indians for their lasting support.”’

Oral histories recorded after Douglas’s retirement and still circulating with-
in the St4:16 community assert that Douglas and his successor, Governor
Frederick Seymour, both committed to the future payment of compensation
for lands alienated from its use and governance. Significantly, Governor
Douglas also ensured that Indigenous people would be able to participate
equally with settlers in all other aspects of the emerging society. During
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THE CANADIAN CROWN AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

ion he established policies that entitled Indigenous people

his administrat .
they were entitled to commercigl,

to pre-empt and o
extract timber and mine

wn fee simple lands;
ral resources, they were entitled to vote (though they

were never systcmatically informed of this right), and they were appointed .
such as magistrates, where they held genuine authoy.

sitions,
government po . |
ttler society.* And, importantly,

ity within the structures of the emerging se
they were empowered to do all of these things without the accompanying

loss of Indigenous status (and rights), as was subsequently' incorporated into
legislation by the Canadian government in the 1876 Indian Act.

It did not take long, however, for the settler government to begin un-
doing the provisions the Crown’s representative had established to protect
Indigenous people’s rights and secure Indigenous people’s future. Mere
weeks following his retirement from office in April 1864, voices within the
newly created legislative council were denouncing Douglas as having betray-
ed settler interests, of having “potlatched away” the best lands in the colony
by consenting to having them locked up as Indian reserves. And within a
few short years all that Douglas had done in cooperation and consultation
with Indigenous people to create a relatively respectful and respected place
for them within the emerging colonial society had been undone. Indeed, in
most cases it had been disavowed.

Consider, for example, that the large anticipatory Indian reserves cre-
ated to protect Indigenous economic interests were unilaterally reduced
by Douglas’s successor, without Indigenous consent, by over 90 percent;
the right to pre-empt land outside their reserve was repealed; the right
to catch and sell fish from the Fraser River was restricted to white men
with government-issued licences — and then only to those who fished in
nontidal waters downriver of present-day Abbotsford; the ability to hunt
was restricted to subsistence hunting and regulated by game laws designed
in the interest of non-Indigenous sportsmen; forests were managed under 2
regime that valued the fibre content of trees and was regulated principally in
the interests of large corporations; existing Indigenous magistrates were no
long.er recognized and no new ones were appointed; legislation was paSSed
explicicly denying Indigenous people the franchise; Indigenous spir ituality

and ceremony (the “tamanawas” winter dance) were outlawed; Indigenoys
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THE PROMISE OF THE CROWN IN INDIGENOUS-SETTLER RELATIONS

governance (the potlatch) was made illegal; and for the next century an in-
formal system similar to the “Jim Crow” laws in the United States ensured
that Indigenous people remained socially marginalized. Indeed, as contem-
porary Elders today explain, up until the 1960s Indigenous people found
that they were not welcome in most restaurants, they were formally relegated
to certain sections of movie theatres, and of course their community’s chil-
dren were sent to distant residential schools.?

Despite the settler colonial juggernaut, the Sté:16 and other Indigenous
groups (like their upriver Nlakapamux relatives and neighbours) continued
to make formal efforts to carve out specific physical, governmental, social,
legal, and economic spaces for themselves within Canada. Importantly, for
the purposes of this essay, these proposed spaces explicitly included roles for
the Crown and governor general as buffers between Indigenous governments
and settler provincial and federal governments. In each instance, however,
elected federal or provincial government officials intervened to discredit the
Indigenous spokespersons and to place settler interests above those of the
territory’s original inhabitants, thwarting Indigenous aspirations and efforts
at building reconciliation.?

More recently (after the 1927 prohibition on raising funds to hire law-
yers to pursue Aboriginal rights litigation was repealed in 1951), Indigenous
people have made some progress in operationalizing their rights and in re-
ceiving compensation for past harms. This success has largely been tied to
court and tribunal challenges where they have been able to argue that the
honour of the Crown had been breached by settler governments.

Settler society as a whole, and Canadian elected officials in particular,
have not freely and compassionately moved to build reconciliation — to
dismantle settler colonialism. Rather, they have been dragged to the table
by court challenges and Indigenous political activism that appealed to the
honour of the Crown and argued breach of fiduciary obligations. In juris-
dictions like British Columbia, governments initiated modern treaty nego-
tiation processes and began working to restore alienated rights and help re-
build injured cultures in meaningful and significant ways only after a string
of court decisions made it increasingly expensive and embarrassing not to

do so. And even then, governments typically only made such moves after
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As early as 1874 Sté:16 and neighbo

Queen Victoria’s birthday celebrations in N
was outlined in a petition: “We are commencing to believe that the aim of

hite men is to exterminate us as soon as they can, although we have al-
ways been quiet, obedient, kind and friendly to the whites.” Failure to give

« . . . .
them “satisfaction,” the petitioners warned, would “create ill feelings, irri-

uring Indigenous Peoples boycotted
ew Westminster. The reason

thew

tation among our people, and we cannot say what will be the consequence.”
And when a year later there had still been no corrective action from the
government, Chief Alexis of Cheam penned another letter, this time assert-
ing that Queen Victoria had “not been a good mother and Queen to us.’
When asked by the provincial secretary to comment on their situation, lo-
cal Indian commissioner, James Lenihan stated that he was shocked to find
within Alexis’s letter “language disrespectful of Her Majesty” and “threats
of violence towards any white settler who may try to pre-empt lands” that
the éndlg:cnous community felt should be included within their reserves.”
- to!zflsliji: :;J,I rf:irl aezaample, the accou.nt from Chief Alexis in 1876 when
agent the following:

You told us that our great mother the Queen was good and
powerful, a'nd we believed you. We know that she has only to
:ipcak to this government and our lands must be fixed; we won-

er why our great mother does not speak, we want you to cell

her that :
we hav )
e said, we were promised 80 acres of land to each
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family and now we are treated like children and we are put off
with 20 acres, which is not enough if we are to do like the white-

man, shall we be obliged to turn to our old ways??

More recently, the scandal surrounding Governor General Julie Payette’s
alleged abusive behaviour toward her staff and neglect of her viceregal dut-
ies tarnished the Crown in many people’s eyes, as did her earlier public
dismissal of spirituality, even as she made pious statements about the value
of listening to Indigenous Elders. It is too carly to say whether the recent ap-
pointment of Inuit politician and traditional knowledge keeper Mary Simon
of Kangiqsualujjuaq will help to restore people’s respect for the office.
Indigenous people have been remarkably successful in convincing
Canadian courts of the existence of their rights, and of the ways in which
_ settler governments have violated those rights, and by extension, the hon-
our of the Crown. But Canada’s democratic majority has consistently
pushed back against these victories, and our elected governments have
often failed to implement new policies and laws that would breathe life
into Indigenous people’s constitutionally protected Aboriginal and Treaty
Rights. !
In a way that speaks to contemporary issues as if it had only been spoken
yesterday, I close this essay with an invitation to reflect upon the words of
Chief Charlie of Méthxwi when he stood before British Columbia’s Royal

Commission on Indian Affairs more than a century ago and asserted:

In the time of Sir James Douglas he made a lasting promise to us
Indians, as all the Indians Reserves lasting support and benefit
by the name of Queen Victoria.”® Also Governor Seymour the
second Governor. He also made a lasting promise to us Indians
in New Westminster that we will receive or deserving one-fourth
from all taxes this money for our support and to improve our
land. The promises were never kept. If those good promises was
kept up by the British Columbia government the Indians would
be all rich, and they would be all living comfortably; be as happy

as our white brothers today.”
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Chief Charlie’s statement reminds us that as Canadians we are generally
free to oppose, criticize, and even hate our h(.?ads of govcrnn'qem without fegy
of being perceived as, or accused of, opposing the Cana.dlan state. Unlike
our neighbours to the south, we have never had a parliamentary equiva-
lent to the infamous U.S. House Committee on Un-American Activities,
Indeed, as Indigenous people have so ably demonstrated throughout hist =
opposing and challenging our government’s commitment to advancing the
interests of settler colonialism has on occasion been a means of bolstering
the honour of the Crown, and thereby decolonizing key features of settler
colonialism. The monarchy is not the only way to achieve this, but, for all its
shortcomings and flaws, I would argue that it has done more in this regard

over the years than Canadian democracy.




