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CONFERENCE SUMMARY  
 

The Union of Ontario Indians, in conjunction with the Anishinaabe Anokiiwin 

Aanokiitoojig/Chiefs Committee on Governance and organized by the Restoration of 

Jurisdiction (ROJ) department, hosted a 2-day conference about opening dialogue with 

First Nations and their membership clerks regarding development of an Anishinabek 

Nation Citizenship Law.   

Over 70 participants gathered at Garden River First Nation to listen and discuss issues on 

launching a process to develop an Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Law.   The objectives 

of the conference were to: 

1. Analyze current band membership and Indian status system under the Indian Act; 

2. Begin development of an Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Law, through a 

discussion of principles, such as the one-parent rule; 

3. Develop principles for an Anishinabek Nation ratification process for 

fundamental constitutional laws, such as a Citizenship Law; and  

4. Get feedback on the proposed process to develop and implement the Anishinabek 

Nation Citizenship Law. 

The conference began with opening remarks and welcome from Chief Lyle Sayers, 

Garden River First Nation and an address by Grand Council Chief John Beaucage. 

 

Conference goals and objective and a review of the agenda were conducted by Chief 

Patrick Madahbee and Jeannette Corbiere-Lavell who co-chaired the conference. They 

stressed to participants the importance of preserving our history and culture through our 

lineage that will be left to our future generations who will live under the processes we set 

in place today.  Appendices of conference presentations and results from evaluation 

forms are attached for ease of reference.  

 

Chief Patrick Madahbee, Chair of the Chiefs Committee on Governance, has many 

years experience in dealing with the political issues that affect First Nations.  His 

understanding of the federal government processes reaches back to the constitutional 

talks in 1982 to present day, with the issues in his community of Aundeck Omni Kaning, 

of which he is currently Chief.   

 

Jeannette Corbiere-Lavell, who led a Supreme Court challenge in the 1970ôs against 

the status system when it stripped her of membership in her own community, was named 

the Anishinabek Nation Commissioner on Citizenship at the conference. With her past 

experiences, her appointment will involve holding a series of consultations aimed at 

creating consensus on how the Nation will take control of its own citizenship.  The law 

proposes to do several things, chief among them it throwing out the concept of status and 

replacing it with a citizenship akin to that of the worldôs sovereign nations.   

 

Presenters Wayne Beaver and Joanne Smoke from Alderville First Nation educated and 

explained to participants the History of the Federal Governmentôs policy of Assimilating 

Indians with a 1920 quote from Deputy Superintendent General of Indian Affairs, 

Duncan Campbell-Scott:  
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ñOur object is to continue until there is not a single Indian in Canada that has not been 

absorbed into the body politic, and there is no Indian question and no Indian 

Departmentò  

Wayne stated that we must remember these words and teach them to our children since 

this has been the federal governmentôs intent which continues today.  Both presenters 

informed participants on the State of Status in First Nations and guided participants 

through First Nation population projections.  The presentation How Alderville Can Avoid 

Extinction demonstrates the serious implications to our youth and their childrenôs future 

if the matter of how we identify ourselves is not addressed soon.  Their information on 

Bill C-31 that allows for the continuing discrimination against Indian women, but has a 

two generation cut-off for Indian status which guarantees extinction, affects all First 

Nations in Canada, and clearly shows that any First Nation could be losing status Indians 

as a category in a matter of years.  In Aldervilleôs case, with a community of just 300 

people, they predict that the last status Indian birth will take place in 2032.   

On day two, Wayne presented the ratification process for an Anishinabek Nation 

Citizenship Law which informed participants on facts regarding the current ratification 

requirements within the Indian Act.  

Conference participants had an opportunity to ask questions after each presentation and 

give their input on best practices regarding how Anishinabek First Nations currently 

decide ñwho belongsò and what is needed to be put in place to secure our future.  

Participants agreed unanimously that a priority is for First Nations to accept the one-

parent membership/citizenship eligibility model recommended for Adoptions, right to 

residence, voting and to hold certificates of possession to the land.  As we had resolved 

issues in the past, the Anishinabek will determine who belongs to the Anishinabek 

Nation not the Indian Act.   

 

Luncheon speaker Elmer Courchene, Assembly of First Nation (AFN) Elder shared his 

experiences with the audience.  On the nation level, Elder Courchene is working with the 

AFN National Citizenship Working Group; he spoke on how the Creator gave him his 

ancestry with responsibilities to face the challenges of today.  He expressed how the issue 

of blood quantum is another form of assimilation and is not the answer, he has seven 

granddaughters and no matter what the Indian Act dictates he believes they will always 

be Anishinaabek. Stressing that it is time that we understand our responsibility, we have 

the ability to make that change; nobody can do it for us, and are capable of doing it for 

ourselves. 

 

On day two, discussions on a process to develop and implement the Anishinabek Nation 

Citizenship Law were facilitated by the Co-Chairs. This allowed conference participants 

such as UOI Elder Waindubence, Martin Bayer, Anishinabek/Canada Governance and 

Merle Pegahmagabow, Anishinabek/Canada Education negotiators to speak on what 

needs to be developed and possible ways to engage leaders and citizens in putting the law 

into practice.   

 

The conference wrapped up with Jeannette Corbiere Lavell, who was named 

Commissioner on Citizenship on day one, speaking to conference participants about her 

experience to pursue justice and identity for herself, First Nation children of today and 

tomorrow.  She shared her struggles on how she rose above the past mind set of 1970ôs 

justice system and how things have changed in bringing this issue forward today.  A 
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Question & Answer session followed that gave participants an opportunity to follow up 

on concerns.  

 

About Anishinabek Nation Grand Council Chief John Beaucage 
 

 

In October 2004, Grand Council Chief John Beaucage was 

elected to serve the 42-member First Nations of the 

Anishinabek Nation.  Prior to his election as Grand 

Council Chief, Beaucage was the elected Chief of 

Wasauksing First Nation and has served in that capacity 

for the past eight years. 

 

Beaucage is a graduate of the University of Western 

Ontario with degrees in English and Economics and he has 

done post-graduate work in First Nation planning at the 

University of British Columbia. 

 

An Economist by education, Beaucage worked for the 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) for over 25 years in Ottawa, 

Thunder Bay, Toronto, Regina and Saint John, New Brunswick. 

 

Grand Council Chief Beaucage played an instrumental role in the First Ministerôs 

Meeting which took place in Kelowna, BC in November of 2005.  Leading up to the First 

Ministerôs Meeting, Beaucage served as the Co-chair for First Ministerôs Working 

Groups for both Housing and Relationships. 

 

He currently holds the Ontario Portfolio for Housing and Infrastructure and serves as 

Chairperson of the Ontario First Nations Steering Committee on Housing. 

 

In May of 2008, Beaucage was appointed Chairperson of the First Nations Marketing 

Housing Fund.  The $300 million Fund was first announced in Budget 2007 and is a new 

and innovative way to give First Nations citizens the opportunity to own their own homes 

on reserve. 

 

Beaucage has previously served as the Lake Huron regional Board Members for the 

Union of Ontario Indians, and presently sits on the Anishinaabe Anokiiwin 

Aanokiitoojig/Chiefs Committee on Governance that provides advice and direction to the 

Anishinabek Nation self-government negotiations with Canada. 

 

In addition to his role as Grand Council Chief, Beaucage is also the President of the 

Anishinabek Nation Management Group Inc. and the Anishinabek Nation Seventh 

Generation Charities. 

 

Eyaabay (his traditional name) is a Pipe Carrier from the Bear Clan.  A band member of 

Wasauksing First Nation, he was raised on the Shawanaga First Nation and has extended 

family in Nipissing First Nation. 

 

John and his wife Bonnie have been married for 33 years and have three children (Corey, 

Kimberly, Denys) and eight grandchildren.   
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Opening Remarks  

Anishinabek Nation Grand Council Chief Beaucage 
 

Some of our communities will no longer have Status Indians in their communities in the 

near future if we allow the federal government to say who our members are. Each 

community is a government; we have the right to make our own laws in our communities.   

 

Prior to contact, the Anishinaabe made efforts to live in peace and harmony with each 

other, living off the bounty of our Mother Earth.  We acknowledged each other - our 

distinct bands and traditional territories. We respected our boundariesðnot bordersðout 

of respect for our neighbours.  We harvested what we needed, always mindful of sacred 

law and ensuring our food sources: the plants, animals, birds and fish, would remain 

abundant for seven generations into the future. 

 

We governed ourselves according to that same sacred law.  The Creator gave us the Clan 

System as a means to govern our day-to-day affairs, set priorities, and look after the 

needs of the community as a whole. 

 

Collectively, we came together, and met regularly as part of the greatest confederacy on 

Turtle Island, the Confederacy of Three Fires.  We sat together as Ojibway, Odawa and 

Pottawatomi people.  We welcomed and honoured our allies.  We gathered for great 

discussion and debate, shared great feasts with one another and gathered for ceremonies.  

It was through the clan system that citizenship was determined. 

 

There was a place for our Clan System within the Three Fires as well.  Each clan had a 

place in the great lodge.  Each clan had a role.  However, the Clan System was much 

more than a governance model.  It was the basis for the entire social structure of our 

Nation: integral to the formation of families, communities and the Anishinabek Nation as 

a whole.  It was through the Clan System that citizenship was determined. 

 

Each clan knew exactly who belonged.  Each child was born into a clan which, for the 

Anishinaabe, is determined by our fathers.  In essence, this was our one-parent rule. 

 

On occasion, inter-marriage or transfers took place from other communities. However, 

the vast majority of those people knew their clans and was simply invited to sit with the 

same clan within their new community. 

 

Adoptions were usually done within each clan, and as such, their clans would remain the 

same.  When intermarriage or adoptions took place from other Nations ï Waabsheshii, 

the Marten Clan ï stepped forward to welcome these new citizens.  Once you were 

accepted into a clan, you belonged with that family.  As such, you belonged to that 

community, that Band, and this Nation. 

 

Essentially this is about formal sanction, acceptance and belonging.  Eee-ben-DAWG-zi-

jig .  We all had a place ï we all had that sense of belonging.  It is now time for us to take 

that back.  We need to reclaim our citizenship and correct the Section 6 definition of 
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Indian Status in the Indian Act.  We reject the Indian Act and reject the concept of 

Indian Status. 

 

The Indian Act is irrelevant to us.  Our reality is our inherent rights, our nationhood and 

our governance.  As such, we are working towards sweeping changes towards self-

government.  I can state before you today, that our goal of eliminating the Indian Act is 

well underway.  We believe in ourselves. And we believe in each other. 

However, much of our lives are still administered by this archaic piece of legislation.  

The one critical area that still undermines us is Section 6, the definition of Indian Status.   

 

In 2005, I was re-elected as Grand Council Chief based on a collective vision that I 

expressed through the Political Manifesto.  An important part of that document was the 

need to re-claim our jurisdiction with regard to citizenship. 

 

In Article Nine on Anishinabek Citizenship it states that:  

 

ñOnly our traditional governments have the right to define our 

citizenry and criteria for citizenship for our communities and within 

our Nation.ò 

 

ñWe reject the Indian Act in its attempt to legislate and define who an 

Anishinabek Nation citizen is, and as such, we reject the concept of 

Indian Status.ò 

 

ñWe shall establish and ratify citizenship codes as part of an 

Anishinabek Nation Constitution and community constitutions. We 

shall work towards having our citizenship codes and definition of 

citizenship recognized by the Crown to replace the Status Indian 

policy and definition sections of the Indian Act.ò 

 

I was fortunate enough to be invited to speak at the Ogemawahj Tribal Councilôs status 

and citizenship conference last year.  It was there I announced a wide-ranging initiative 

that would lead us out of the shadow of Section 6 and we would take back the inherent 

right to determine who our citizens are. 

 

Since that time we have sought and received a mandate from the Anishinabek Chiefs-in-

Assembly during our Grand Council Assembly in 2007 in Alderville First Nation. 

 

We sought to develop an Anishinabek Nation Law respecting Citizenship that would 

incorporate our sovereign approach to self-government in implementing a One-Parent 

Rule, eliminating the second-generation cut-off rule, establishing a Anishinabek Nation 

and First Nations registry, enabling First Nation-based citizenship codes, and producing 

Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Cards and a new, revised Anishinabek Nation passport. 

 

The bottom line is that we will determine who our citizens are. 

 

In 2006, the Chiefs-in-Assembly mandated the creation of the very first modern 

Anishinabek Nation Law.  This was an act respecting Matrimonial Real Property on-
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reserve within the 42-member First Nations of the Anishinabek Nation.  This law was 

ratified last spring and is currently in its implementation phase. 

 

This law is historic in that it was the first modern law developed and ratified by the 

Anishinabek Nation.  This wasnôt created by the Crown; it was created by you ï the 

Chiefs and citizens of our Nation.  This concept is what we refer to as the Sovereign 

Approach to Self-government.  

 

Once implemented, we will govern ourselves based on this law when it comes to dealing 

with issues of matrimonial real property.  We will not have to be subject to the federal 

governmentôs flawed MRP bill that is currently before the House of Commons. 

 

The Sovereign Approach to Self-Government means that we take back the inherent right 

to self-government.  We establish our own governments.  We pass our own laws.  There 

is no need for self-government agreements or enabling legislation by the Crown. 

 

As Elder Gordon Waindubance often says to us, we have to: ñJust Do Itò.   

 

There are three important factors when it comes to the Sovereign Approach to Self-

Government: this approach requires commitment; this approach requires discipline and 

finally: this approach requires political will.  So far we have achieved all of these factors.  

Indeed, the Anishinabek Nation has the commitment, discipline and political will. 

In our opinion, the Sovereign Approach to Self-Government is consistent with Section 35 

of the Canadian Constitution.  The term ñexisting aboriginal rightsò includes the right to 

self-government and the right to our own forms of government. 

 

Without question, we feel that ñexisting aboriginal rightsò also includes the right to 

determine our own citizens.  This right has never been given up or extinguished. 

 

The Indian Act has never replaced our right to determine our own citizens.  Section 6 

óPersons Entitled to be Registeredô is an abomination.  It is clear: the only intent of the 

Indian Act is to reduce the governmentôs liability by reducing First Nations one 

generation at a time. 

 

We outright reject Section 6 and all related registration provisions, as well as the Indian 

Register. 

 

We must adopt the One-parent rule. 

 

The first principle we must adopt as part of the Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Law is 

the one-parent rule.  This is common place among Nations around the world.  Canada has 

a one-parent rule for Canadian citizenship.  As does Italy, Germany, France, and the 

United States. 

 

This means that an individual is eligible for Anishinabek Nation citizenship if either 

parent is entitled to be registered as a citizen of the Anishinabek Nation.  This will 

effectively dispense with the Indian Act provision, Section 6.2, also known as the second 

generation cut-off rule. 

There are many questions that we must answer during this consultation period.  We must 

determine the guiding principles of citizenship.  We have to talk about adoption.  Perhaps 
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we need to address the issue of non-citizen residents.  There is certainly a need to talk 

about the role of the central Anishinabek Nation government.  

 

Citizenship is about identity and rights. We need to talk about the rights of citizenship. 

What are my rights as a citizen of Wasauksing? What are my rights as a citizen of the 

Anishinabek Nation? We have many questions to answer. 

 

The consultation process will certainly be the key to the success of our citizenship 

initiative.  We are proposing we use our successful regional consultation model 

throughout Anishinabek Nation territory.  We will also work with our Nation Building 

Councils, including the Elders Council, Womenôs Council and Youth Council.  We must 

also enable a significant urban and off-reserve consultation model.  A full 60 percent of 

our people live off-reserve, and they must have input and ownership of our Citizenship 

law.  We are responsible and accountable for our citizens no matter where they choose to 

live. 

 

With regard to First Nations-specific consultations ï each First Nation may need to have 

consultations according to their needs.  Proposed measures such as First Nations-specific 

regulations or Citizenship Code will need to include provisions that will customize and 

implement the Anishinabek Nation law according to their needs. 

 

We envision a central Anishinabek Nation Registry to be established as part of the 

Citizenship Law that will likely be housed at the Anishinabek Nation Central 

Government (now known as the Union of Ontario Indians).  The registry will secure 

registration according to the First Nation-specific Citizenship Codes.  Possible citizenship 

categories may include Ancestral Citizen, Immigrant Citizen, Adoptive Citizen, and 

Resident Non-Citizens (RNC).  It is possible that Immigration policies would need to be 

considered and developed. 

 

As part of this initiative, we would develop an Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Card.  

This secure, anti-fraud ñsmart cardò would identify our people and replace the Certificate 

of Indian Status.  We would negotiate with both levels of government to recognize the 

card for taxation purposes, border crossing, harvesting, etc. 

 

Finally, as part of this initiative, we would look into the further development of the 

Anishinabek Nation Passport.  We currently have a passport that is issued at the Union of 

Ontario Indians, but it is not secure and is not officially recognized by treaty under the 

international passport authority.  Once completed, we would negotiate with the federal 

government and international authorities to have this recognized as a legitimate travel 

document for our citizens. Travel assistance and passport assistance abroad may be 

provided by Canada. 

 

Finally, it is important that we distinguish between Indian Status and Citizenship.  For all 

intents and purposes, we outright reject the concept of Indian Status.  The idea that the 

government of Canada alone can determine who is an Indian and who is entitled to 

membership is simply a one-way ticket to extinction ï if we continue to use those criteria 

to define who we are. 

 

It is not my status card that tells me I am Anishinaabe.  It is the legacy of my forefathers.  

It is my belonging to my family, my community and my Nation.  It is the blood that 
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pumps through my veins.  It is the songs and language I still hold in my heart that define 

me as Anishinaabe.  THE INDIAN ACT WILL NEVER TAKE THAT FROM ME.  

 

And even long after I am gone from this earth, and my grandchildren and great-

grandchildren may have lost their status ï sure they may not be Status Indians, but By 

God, they will know for certain THEY ARE ANISHINAABE!  

 

With this proposed Anishinabek Nation Law on Citizenship, we are not asking for 

permission.  We may not even ask for this to be a negotiation.  We are doing this for 

ourselves, and for the seventh generation.  This will be the law of the land.  Your 

Majesty ï we hereby put you on notice that we intend to re-claim our birthright to 

determine, once and for all, who is Anishinabek! 

 

I want to leave you today with an analogy.  Envision, if you will, a great birch bark 

canoe, symbolizing the Anishinabek Nation.  Together, we are navigating a complex 

river that is self-determination.  The river is long, wide, sometimes filled with rapids, 

sharp rocks, a shark and alligator or two.  Our inherent right isnôt about a self-

government negotiation policy; itôs about our birth right to chart our own course.  At the 

end of the river is a bountiful lake; a land we call Nationhood.  Although, it is our 

leadership that steers the canoe, it is our citizens who paddle through the waters.  It must 

be the Anishinabek who determine who belongs in that canoe, just as it is the 

Anishinabek who will be charting our own course.  Once and for all, we will take 

responsibility for ourselves to determine who will be citizens of the Anishinabek Nation. 

The Indian Act, as it stands now, will affect everyone in this room. Some of our 

grandchildren will not be allowed to hunt and fish. 

 

Our inherent is our birthright to chart our course.  Miigwech 
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PRESENTERS BIOS 
 

PATRICK MADAHBEE   
Chief ñWedasehò Madahbee has over 30 years experience in Band politics, 17 years of 

which he has served as Chief of Aundeck Omni Kaning. From 1993 to 1999 he served 

as Manager of Aboriginal Financial Services for TD Trust. He is an active participant 

in business development and continues to serve on the Wabuno Fish Farm Executive 

Committee for the businessôs financial and human resource management. 

 

Mr. Madahbeeôs prior roles on a regional level include Grand Council Chief for the 

Anishinabek Nation and the Union of Ontario Indians. He was also a Regional Sales 

Manager for the First Nations Bank of Canada.  

 

His professional and dedication in active leadership positions include Regional Chief 

for the Robinson-Huron Treaty Region and chairperson for the Anishinabek/Ontario 

Fisheries Resource Center, the Union of Ontario Indians Chiefs Committee on 

Governance, and the United Chiefs and Councils of Manitoulin (UCCM) Tribal 

Council. He is a member of the Anishinabek Nation Leadership Council and is the 

portfolio holder for Intergovernmental Affairs at the Union of Ontario Indians. 

 

Chief Madahbee has been involved in all areas of business development, management, 

finance, Band management, program supervision, community infrastructure and 

development, federal and provincial programs and resources, and is an active 

participant in the political arena. 

 

WAYNE BEAVER     

Councillor Wayne Beaver of Alderville First Nation has been an active member in his 

community for a number of years. In 1992, he assisted in the formation of the 

Alderville Elders Councils, and in 1998 worked as a Community Consultation Worker 

on the United Anishinaabeg Councils (UAC) self-government initiative.  In this 

capacity, he acted as a liaison between the First Nation membership, the elected 

Council and the self-government negotiating team. Currently, he is on the Alderville 

Constitution Development Committee with the Union of Ontario Indians, Restoration 

of Jurisdiction Project.   

 

Councillor Beaver and his wife Karen were both born in Alderville First Nation and 

have 6 grown children.  Since the enactment of Bill C-31, Wayne has been researching 

the extinction of registered or Status Indians and the extinguishment of important 

treaty and other Aboriginal rights ever, and never misses an opportunity to speak out 

on this issue. 

 

JOANNE SMOKE       

As member of the Alderville First Nation, Joanne spent 8 years as the economic 

development officer, and then in 1995 became the Policy Advisor and in 2001 became 

the Executive Director for the Ogemawahj Tribal Council.  Joanne has a strong 

compassion for the development of First Nation communities, and has always focused 
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her career aspirations towards the goal of creating and supporting stronger First 

Nations. 

Joanne was an active member of Aldervilleôs óSelf-Governmentô, óMembership Codeô 

and óConstitution Developmentô Committees, and most recently sits on the óAlderville 

Land Code Development Committeeô.  She holds a B.A. in Public Administration and 

Governance and continues to actively participate in her own First Nationôs efforts to 

regain control over their inherent rights to self-government. 

ELDER ELMER C OURCHENE 

Born August 16
th
, 1936, Elmer Courchene is Ojibway from Sakgeeng First Nation 

also known as Fort Alexander First Nation in Manitoba. He spent 9 years in 

Residential School at Fort Alexander. As an adult, Elmer Courchene trained as a 

welder which became his career for 25 years. He also worked in Ontario for a Pulp 

and Paper Mill. He later became involved in various social issues. He became a Band 

Member at Heron Bay, Ontario where he served as a Band Councillor and a Band 

Manager. At which time, he helped research and build a Treatment Centre located on 

the Fort William Band in Ontario. Elmer eventually moved back to Sakgeeng First 

Nation where he was employed under then Chief Jerry Fontaine. 

  

He has been the Assembly of First Nationsô (AFN) Resident Elder since 2003. Elmer 

Courchene assists National Chief Phil Fontaine and the AFN Executive Committee in 

providing guidance and support on current issues affecting First Nations. He also 

works with the AFN Secretariat and various Government Departments by providing 

Elder support in their meetings. Elmer Courchene comes from a family of eight 

brothers and two sisters. His family has been involved in First Nations politics for 

many years. His late father Paul Courchene served as Chief of Sakgeeng First Nation 

and his late brother Dave Courchene Sr. served as the Grand Chief of the Manitoba 

Indian Brotherhood. Elmer is married to Jean Courchene. 

 

JEANNETTE CORBIERE LAVELL  

Ojibway First Nation and member of the Wikwemikong Unceded Indian Reserve on 

Manitoulin Island, Northern Ontario 

 

Educated on the Reserve and fluent in Ojibway, she left her community at 12 years of 

age to complete High School at St. Josephôs Convent, North Bay, Ontario.   She 

received her Ontario Teacherôs Certificate from McMaster University in 1976 after 

spending many years in the social services field in Toronto working with her own 

people.   

 

She was married April 11, 1970 to David Lavell, which resulted in the loss of her 

rights to membership to her Reserve under the Indian Act, a piece of Federal 

legislation governing the affairs of Status Indians in Canada.   This initiated the start 

of three years of pursuit to ensure that the rights of Indian women were equal to the 

rights of Indian men in the Indian Act. This also precipitated the creation of several 

Aboriginal Womenôs Organizations, with Jeannette as one of the primary and 

founding Board members of:  

 Ontario Native Womenôs Organization (ONWA) 

 Indian Rights for Indian Women 

 Native Womenôs Association of Canada 
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 Indigenous Women of the Americas 

August, 1973:  Jeannetteôs case, now known as the Lavell case, was lost at the 

Supreme Court of Canada by a single vote. 

 

April 1985, after the Canadian Charter of Human Rights & Equality was enacted in 

the new Canadian Constitution, Jeannette regained her Indian Status and was re-

instated to the Band List of the Wikwemikong Unceded Indian Reserve along with her 

three children, Nimkii, Waubmemee and William.  

 

Currently, Jeannette is retired from teaching Fine Arts and Parenting to secondary 

students at Wasse-Abin Wikwemikong High School.   She is still active in Aboriginal 

Womenôs Organizations, Provincially and Nationally. 
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DAY ONE ï May 27, 2008 
 

Chief Madahbee explained the processes that have been developed by the federal 

government to do away with our rights over the years, such as the 1969 White paper, and 

legislation and the 1982 Constitutional Conference that was held to recognize aboriginal 

and treaty rights. Since then, research and studies confirm that Citizenship is the highest 

priority for the Anishinabek Nation.  First Nationôs need to know that: 

 

 Bill C-31 perpetuates genocide on our people and we have been complacent in 

our own genocide 

 We can no longer be reactionary, we have to be proactive, set our agenda and set 

our own laws 

 We need to determine our own Citizenship, not just talk about it, we need to take 

action 

 We cannot continue to assist the federal government in our own genocide 

 Scugog First Nation, by 2013, is predicted to have the last status Indian to be born 

 We need to consult with the people on the development of our Citizenship Law to 

preserve and protect our future generations from Canadaô assimilation process 

 

The State of Status ï Wayne Beaver and Joanne Smoke   

 
Alderville First Nation Councillor Wayne Beaver presented ñA Brief History of the 

Federal Governmentsô Policy of Assimilating Indiansò.  By tracing the governments 

control over Indian status provides our people with understanding the reasons why the 

Indian Act is one of the most racially prejudiced pieces of legislation ever passed by the 

Canadian government in the late 1800ôs and still effects our lives today.  

 

Wayne shared a quote written by Duncan Campbell Scott who was the Deputy 

Superintendent General of Indian Affairs ï 1924 

 

ñOur object is to continue until there is not a single Indian in Canada 

that has not been absorbed éé..ò 

  

Originally, Indian bands had complete control over their citizenship.  All children were 

counted and it was not uncommon for Bands to adopt Non-Indians into their 

communities. 

 

The first Indian Act of 1876 gave the federal government control over practically every 

aspect of Indian lives on reserves, including band membership, elections, and the 

management of resources.  This power was enforced by ñIndian Agentsò with enormous 

discretionary powers over status Indians and their lives.   

 

For the first time, Indian women who married a non-Indian lost Indian status, as would 

their children.  This limited important treaty and other rights of these groups. 
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Children whose mother and whose fatherôs mother were not entitled to be registered as 

Indians, were born without Indian status ï sometimes refereed to as the, ñdouble motherò 

clause ï Indian Act, 12 (1)(a)(iv) 

 

After various amendments which took away more rights, in 1985, with the enactment of 

Bill C-31, both of the previously mentioned clauses were removed, but what makes it 

worse is the fact that Indian status can no longer flow to children beyond two generations 

of out marriage ï making it, by far, the most restrictive clause to date. 

 

The Pros and Cons of Bill C-31 

 

The positive aspects of Bill C-31 were to reinstate status to Indian women and their first 

generation children who were deprived of Indian status as the result of the pre-1985 

provision of the Indian Act. 

 

Those who lost their Indian status through the pre-1985 enfranchisement provisions had 

their status restored which removed these enfranchisement provisions. 

 

The negative aspects allowed for the continuing discrimination against Indian women.  

Hidden within the Bill C-31 amendments, is a two generation cut-off for Indian status 

which guarantees the extinction of status Indians at most, if not all, First Nations in 

Canada. 

 

Some very important rights, benefits, and services, to which status Indians have always 

been entitled, are dependent upon status.  By guaranteeing the extinction of status 

Indians, this Bill also guarantees the extinguishments of these rights and benefits. 

 

Some of the rights that are being extinguished as the status Indian population declines are 

tax exemptions, the non-insured health benefit, hunting/fishing, the right to travel freely 

across the Canada/US border, post secondary education assistance, on reserve housing 

etc.. 

 

Is Bill C-31 simply a reintroduced more subtle version of the 1969 White Paper? In 1969 

the White Paper sought to end the historical and unique relationship between First 

Nations people and the federal government, as embodied in the treaties, and had as its 

main objective: 

 

 The dismantling of Indian Affairs 

 The transfer of federal responsibility for aboriginal affairs to the province 

 The removal of the protection afford to reserve land 

 An end to the treaties, and  

 The elimination of the legal status and rights of Indian peoples 

 

The late Harold Cardinal, then President of the Indian Association of Alberta wrote, that 

the Paper was, ñ...a thinly disguised program of extermination through assimilation.ò 

 

At Alderville, 130-plus children have been born without these rights in the 22-year period 

following the enactment of Bill C-31.   
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Below are quotes from the 1996 Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP):  

 

ñBill C-31 allows for the reinstatement of those who lost Indian status under the old rules 

and gives Indian status to their children.  However, the process and criteria for first time 

registrants is confusing and still offensive because the authority to determine who can be 

registered as an Indian still lies with the federal government, not with Aboriginal 

people.ò 

 

ñGiven enough time and enough marriages outside status boundaries, status Indians 

could disappear completely as a category.ò 

 

ñDetermination of Indian status is not the business of Canadian governments.ò 

 

It is very important to be aware that though Statistic Canada announced in 2006 that a 

large amount of people in Canada identify themselves as Aboriginal; this is not the same 

for status Indians, which studies such as Stewart Clatworthy, Four Directions Project 

Consultants confirms that status numbers across Canada are declining.   

 

Moreover, the number of First Nation youth with status is greater compared to those who 

are older in their communities and are not expected to have anymore children; but the 

numbers are still declining with no guarantee that their children will have status since the 

government has devised a method (6.1) (6.2) that eliminates status.   

 

One of the main issues as to why Alderville did not ratify the United Anishinaabeg 

Councils (UAC) self-government agreement is because of the issue of status not being a 

right of the First Nation to determine their membership. This is opposed to the federal 

governmentôs position that they retain the right. The final results being an Anishinaabe 

will be born without the important rights that should be theirs.  He also pointed out that 

even the larger First Nations, such as Six Nations, will also have no status Indians in fifty 

years.   

 

So the fight to wrest control of the section 35, the constitutional right to control the 

Indian registry, will be an uphill battle.  

Joanne Smoke, Ogemawahj Tribal Council (OTC) Executive Director, presented ñHow 

Can Alderville First Nation Avoid Extinction?ò  

 

The Mississaugas of Alderville First Nation is located 100km east of Toronto with a land 

base of 3600 acres and a total population of 1001. (322 on-reserve/679 off) 
 

The recent efforts toward self-determination were undertaken by the leadership in 

Alderville with a focus on the authority to determine membership ï i.e.: developing a 

membership code.  The goal is to prevent the extinction of Alderville First Nation and the 

objective is to adopt a membership code that will guarantee the continuance of our First 

Nation. 

 

The OTC Population Study included a collective Population Projection Study of seven 

First Nations (Alderville, Beausoleil, Rama, Curve Lake, Hiawatha, Scugog Island and 

Moose Deer Point).  This was conducted on behalf of the UAC First Nations prior to 

Alderville withdrawing from the UAC process. 
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A second population projection study was conducted to prepare a Population Projection 

Model that would also consider the ramifications of the development of membership 

codes using membership rules other than those set out in the Indian Act. 

 

The term óIndianô is used to refer to individuals who are registered as status as 

determined by the Indian Act.  This is an important distinction since the word óIndianô 

attaches itself to the assimilation policies of the federal government.  The most critical 

issue is the determination of membership.   

 

Indian Act Rules: A person under Sect. 6.1 (both parents) marries (or has a child by) a 

non-Indian.  This child is registered under Sec.6.2 (one Indian parent) and in turn marries 

(or has a child by) a non-Indian.  The child of these 6.2 and non-Indian is considered non-

Indian by the Indian Act and will not be registered as a status Indian; basically, a two-

generation cut-off. 

 

You can be either 6.1 or 6.2, but you are still considered óstatusô in the eyes of the 

government under the Indian Act, Section 6.1 and 6.2. 

 

Ā The goal is to prevent the extinction of the Alderville First Nation and the 

adoption of a membership code that will guarantee the continuance of our First 

Nation 

Ā Not recommending the blood quantum membership code used by other nations, 

this code was rejected by our First Nations 

Ā Two parent membership codes are also too restrictive 

Ā One-parent membership/citizenship eligibility is the model that is being 

recommended for adoption: 1) allowing the right to residence; 2) allowing the 

right to vote; 3) allowing the right to hold certificate of possession to the land. 

 

In 1997, the OTC undertook the development of a Population Projection Model to: 

 

1. Find out what the communities look like now 

2. Predict what the communities will look like in the future  

3. Examine the suspected extinction effects of Bill C-31 

4. Contrast the effects of alternative membership codes 

 

There were unique considerations of the OTC population study model ï First Nation 

Specific. 

 

Ā Prior to Bill C-31 either you had status or you didnôt (you could even gain it or 

lose it) 

Ā Bill C-31 created categories of óstatusô (nobody gains or loses status ï it is only 

inherited) 

Ā High death rates 

Ā Out-marriage (90%) vs. in-marriage 

Ā Fertility Rates (55.9%) 

Ā Membership Codes can accelerate or slow down this process 
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The 1997-2202 projection model comparison of the total population projected that in 

2032 the last status Indian would be born óon-reserveô.  It is estimated that this may be 

worse óoff reserveô due to the out-marriage rate. 

 

The OTCôs Population Projections located in the appendices predicts that the last 

Alderville First Nation status Indian birth would be in 2032, a definite cause for concern 

for Alderville.  Other findings:  

Scugog Island (2013) Mnjikaning Rams (2062) 

Georgina Island (2037) Beausoleil (2075) 

Moose Deer Point (2039) Curve Lake (2082) 

Alderville (2032) 

The available options for First Nations are to: 

Ā Educate our youth, members, leaders and policy makers 

Ā Encourage inter-tribal get-togethers 

Ā Establish control over your own membership/citizenship 

Adopt a single-parent membership code; at this time, is the only one that guarantees the 

continuation of the Alderville First Nation by allowing for right to residence, right to vote 

and to hold Certificates of Possession to the land, but would not acquire tax exemptions 

(87.1(b)) post-secondary assistance and non-insured health benefits 

 

First Nations will need to recognize this and utilize strategies or alternatives to deal with 

these issues.  Constitution Development & Land Code Development will provide for 

increased First Nation control, including wills & estates and Matrimonial Real Property 

issues. 

 

In conclusion, a single parent membership code may protect our members form 

extinction, but does not protect status Indians from extinction.  Obviously, there will be 

concerns about the role of genetics and access to rights through the development of any 

form of membership code.  

 

Weôve identified many issues that will require further consideration to support the future 

demands of an expanding membership base, in particular the potential impacts on the 

land, resources, economy, social, educational and health need of the members. 

 

The intent is not to provide concrete solutions to those concerns at this time, but to 

acknowledge some of the obvious area of contention such as the provision and access to 

numerous programs and services that presently benefit only status Indians. 
 

Feedback on Best Practices: ñHow Anishinabek First Nations currently decide ñwho 

belongs?ò 

Ā Many status Indian grandmothers have grandchildren that have no status, though 

obviously they are First Nation children but because they are not being recognized 

by their communities or the federal government, they have seriously considered 

forming their own First Nation community  

Ā We need to promote the one-parent rule regardless of gender 
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Ā If a status Indian married an Indian in the USA.  Joanne Smoke replied that the 

federal government may not recognize that Indian person as a 6.1 status Indian 

under the Indian Act, more likely to be considered a 6.2 Indian 

Ā Issue of Canada/US Border and how the rules are dividing and affecting their 

right to participate in their traditional hereditary system 

 

Assembly of First Nations Elder Elmer Courchene 

 
I know who I am and where I came from.  The 

Creator gave me an ancestry.  He gave us 

responsibilities and it those responsibilities that we 

are facing today.  We have to question ourselves: óam 

I strong enough?ô  Our identity was there at that 

moment, I hear so much about blood quantum, this 

makes my blood boil, I have seven granddaughters 

and they will always be Anishinaabe.   

 

The federal government will not tell me who they are.  The time has come for us to 

rewrite our history to acknowledge our future generations.  Itôs time that we have to 

understand responsibility; we have the ability to make that change, nobody can do it for 

us, and we can do it for ourselves.   We will make the changes that need to be made.  Go 

back and write your history, letôs take that challenge.  We have to get away and quit the 

process of being exploited, because we are being exploited.  Blood quantum is another 

form of assimilation.   

 

Do I have the courage to stand behind my words, do I have the faith that the Creator has 

provided for me?  We have to look and bring back the strength, dignity and the power 

that our ancestors had.  The children will give you the strength, love, honesty, they will 

write our future.  What we want is their freedom and itôs there for us take back.  We have 

to go back to using our Anishinaabe thinking; for example, if you read a letter then you 

think about it in an Anishinaabe way, our language is so powerful, it takes us back to our 

purpose on Mother Earth; we have to take our language back.  The language will take us 

back to the land, we will learn from the land to find the answers.  

 

There are too many little ones in this world that depend on us.  It is time that we say to 

the government that we are tired of being exploited. I am going to write my own history 

and when I am finished writing I will ask you to sit down with us.  This is my country.  

We have to have courage. Question: do I have strength, courage, and dignity to carry 

on?  
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Announcement of the Anishinabek Nation Commissioner on Citizenship 

 
Jeannette Corbiere Lavell was appointed by Grand Council Chief John Beaucage as the 

Anishinabek Nation Commissioner on Citizenship. Below is her statement on accepting 

this position. 

 

It is an honor to receive the appointment of 

Commissioner on Citizenship for the Anishinabek 

Nation and to participate in the process of 

developing an Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Law.  

It will be a challenge for us to be able to fulfill the 

expectations of the commission on citizenship for 

our people.  As many of us are aware the whole 

question of citizenship in regards to membership 

within our communities has been very difficult and 

has divided our families and communities.   It is my 

vision that we collectively will be able to solve the 

dilemma of dwindling band membership in our 

communities through the creation of a membership 

code that will ensure vibrant and strong 

communities for future generations. 

 

The matter of who is an ñIndianò has not always been a contentious issue. Historically, 

the Indian Act in of 1876, and its legal definition of an Indian had been focused on male 

linage.  At the time, the definition of being an Indian was  

ñéany male person of Indian blood reputed to belong to a particular 

band; any child of such a person and any woman lawfully married to such 

a personò.
1
 

However, if an Indian woman married a non Indian man she and her children would lose 

their status. The initial Indian Act had many discriminatory policies which were 

impediments to our development. Indeed, the presence of a policy which dictated that one 

would lose their status if one became a doctor, lawyer, Christian minister or if they 

earned a university degree is a clear example of the challenges our ancestors faced. 
2
 

 

These early definitions of being an Indian have changed and there have been some 

improvements in the legal definition.  One notable change was with the passing of Bill C-

31. This bill removed the discriminatory policy against Indian women who married a non 

Indian. This amendment allowed Indian women who married non-native men to keep 

their status as well as their children. The result was a significant change in the population 

of status Indians.   

 

                                                 
1
 Furi, Wherrett, Indian Status and Band Membership Issues (1996) Library of Parliament, Ottawa pp 2 

2
 Furi, Wherrett, Indian Status and Band Membership Issues (1996) Library of Parliament, Ottawa pp 2 
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Since 1985 when Bill C-31 was first introduced many of us have voiced concerns about 

sections of this bill. While, the bill was an improvement on the previous definition of 

being an Indian, many of us have felt uneasy about the implications of this bill and we 

still have not been able to come to agreement about this matter. 

 

The definition of being an Indian has implications for our people. Notable Chiefs have 

suggested that the Anishinabek Nation could face extinction due to the stipulations under 

Bill C-31.  Under the present definition the grandchildren of women, such as me, who 

marry non Indians, will lose their status.  The result of Bill C-31 is that our communities 

will have gradually declining populations and potentially extinction in some cases. 

    

Moreover, there have been considerable impacts on families and communities due to Bill 

C-31.  Being a member of the Anishinabek Nation is not just a legal term in a book in 

Ottawa.  Being an Anishinaabe is being part of your family and community, it is your 

identity and the basis of your spirituality and culture.  We are a people and nation who 

fought for the freedom we have today. However, under the present definition of being an 

Indian, the freedom of some members is being infringed upon.  Stipulations in Bill  C-31 

restrict the freedom of choice in marriage for some members of our community.  Status 

Indians in this category are only able to pass on the legal status of being an Indian to their 

children, if they marry someone with legal status.  

 

This stipulation drastically reduces the freedom of choice in marriage for people in this 

category. People in this situation are stuck in an unfortunate dilemma wherein they must 

choose between exercising their freedom of choice in marriage and ensuring the legal 

status of the next generation.  In the multi-cultural society that is Canada, a law such as 

this has no place. Indeed, one could argue that such a stipulation is contrary to the 

Canadian Chart of Rights and Freedoms.   Our community members should be able to 

marry based on love, not based on the fear of their children loosing their legal status as 

Indians. Given these issues there is a clear need for the creation of a membership code 

which will ensure the continuity of our First Nations. 

 

Presently, we have a mandate from the Assembly of First Nations and the Union of 

Ontario Indians to develop a strong membership/citizenship code. It is our task with the 

guidance and support and the wisdom of our Elders; to gather recommendations and 

thoughts on how we can achieve this goal.  

  

However, there will be many challenges that we will face in this task.   Although, it 

appears there are no direct impediments from the Federal Government, the presence of 

policies which seek to undermine our membership and populace is a significant 

challenge.  Through the presence of these policies the government, in effect, is seeking to 

abdicate its legal fiduciary responsibilities to us which our ancestors had fought for. In a 

manner similar to our ancestors we too must act as they did and ensure the continuity of 

future generations.   

 

At present there is a lack of consensus on who should be given status.  This issue is 

creating divisions in our communities and families. However, we should not be arguing 

or debating about who is an Indian and who is not.  We are a single Anishinaabe people 

and no community member should be left out. Our ancestors would not have forced a 

family member to live outside of the wigwam, so why are we now excluding band 

members from our communities? 
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While we face many challenges in this process, we have many strengths on which we can 

rely to guide us. We have the strength of our leadership which is acting with one voice, 

through the acknowledgement of the Citizenship matter and their provision of a mandate 

to draft a Citizenship code.  Also we can rely on the strength of the experience, wisdom 

and skills of the members of this Commission, to ensure the process is collective and 

inclusive.  Finally, we have the wisdom of our Elders and the perseverance and bravery 

of our people which we will be able to draw upon as our ancestors did. 

 

Long ago when our ancestors were drafting the treaties whole communities and Nations 

would come together to participate in the process.  Acting in a similar manner to our 

ancestors, we shall use a collective and inclusive consultation process in our communities 

to ensure that all members can be a part of the drafting of the membership code.  By 

utilizing a consultation process we will be able to build consensus on the issue of 

Citizenship and use the strength of our numbers to produce a document which is 

acceptable to all.  Moreover, I envision that through the use of an inclusive consultation 

process we will be able to further strengthen the networks and linkages in our 

geographically dispersed communities.  

  

As the Anishinabek Nation Commissioner on Citizenship, I realize that developing a 

citizenship code will be a daunting and formidable challenge. However with the help of 

the Great Spirit, our ancestors who have gone before us, our Elders who are here to help 

guide us today, and the commitment of the Commissionôs members, we will be able to 

keep our vision in front of us and come up with a document that will be appropriate and 

powerful which will ensure the continuity of our great Anishinabek Nation. 

 

Regards,  

Jeannette Corbiere Lavell 

 
 

The Anishinabek Nationôs 

Elders, Youth and Womenôs 

Councils will play an essential 

role in holding discussions with 

Anishinabek First Nation leaders 

and citizens on the development 

of the modern law on 

citizenship. Assisting our new 

commissioner will be (left to 

right), back row: Bonnie 

Bressette, Kettle & Stony Point, 

(Womenôs Council); 

Commissioner Jeannette 

Corbiere Lavell, Wikwemikong 

Unceded Indian Reserve; Chief 

Patrick Madahbee, Aundeck 

Omni Kaning, (Anishinabek 

Nation Leadership Council and  

Chairperson of the Chiefs 

Committee on Governance); and 

in front row: Sunset Sagatch, Sheguiandah, (Youth Representative); Sandra Albert, Chippewas of the 

Thames, (Youth Council); Elsie Bissaillon, Mississauga #8, (Elders Council); and Arlene Barry, Garden 

River, (Womenôs Council). 
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Small Group Discussions  

 
Conference participants were asked the above question ñHow do we break free from the 

Indian status and band membership system and implement an Anishinabek Nation 

Citizenship Law?ò  Below are the responses to that question. 

 

Summary of r ecommendations from conference groups 

 

Ā To educate our community members on and off reserve and the public   

Ā Learn our history, and start at a very early age  

Ā We need to teach our young people the language   

Ā The sacred bundles must be brought out 

Ā We need cultural teachings for on-reserve and off-reserve 

Ā We need to follow natural law 

Ā  Get rid of the Indian Act and bring back the teachings 

Ā Stop discriminating among our own people in our communities.  Future 

generations must be free to use the old ways 

Ā Whether we call ourselves citizens or members develop our own Constitutions 

that will give us the opportunity to pass laws in our communities  

Ā When the Indian Agent came to pay the annuity payments they asked the Chiefs 

who their members were and that was who they paid the treaty payments to   

Ā We need to define our members/citizens 

Ā Our leaders were thinking outside of the box when they made our treaties  

Ā We need to learn and use our clan systems 

 

Ā Weôre going to be a concern to the Canadian taxpayers.  We have to insist that our 

resources were stolen and we need to gain our share of those resources 

Ā We need all the 600 + Nations across Canada to adopt Citizenship Laws.  We 

need to inundate people with our message, on websites, television, radio, etc.     

Ā In accordance with the Jay Treaty, we are not just Citizens of Canada, we are also 

citizens of  the United States of America (USA) 

Ā Develop our own constitution and within those constitutions we make our own 

laws   

Ā We need to have our own passports recognized  

Ā We cannot use Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) Registry 

Ā We need to stress that we are North American Indians and we need to stand 

united 



E-Dbendaagzijig òThose who Belongó Draft Final Report  
May 27 & 28, 2008 

26 

Ā We need to listen to our Elders and protect our children  

  

Ā We need to utilize The Seven Grandfather Teachings when creating our laws: 

Respect, Love, Truth, Wisdom, Humility, Honesty, and Bravery 

 

Ā How do we implement the law?  There is going to have to be a continuation of the 

challenge of section 6 that violates section 35 of the Constitution.  How do we do 

that?   

Ā We need to let the general public know that to allow Canada to continue to 

practice genocide on us; they need to know what is being done to First Nations  

Ā What happens if the negotiations stop? Then we could go to court, to work 

through unresolved issues   

Ā We have to change the definitions that have been imposed on us   

Ā Develop our own Anishinaabe Law 
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Day Two ï May 28, 2008 
 

Co-chairs Jeannette Corbiere Lavell and Patrick Madahbee provided participants with a 

review of the previous day discussions and presented the summary of recommendations 

from small group discussions from day one. 

 

Ratification Process for the Anishinabek Nation Citizenship Law 
Presenter: Wayne Beaver  

 
Alderville First Nation is one of eight (8) First Nations comprising the United 

Anishinaabeg Councils (UAC) a political alliance that recently failed in its attempt to 

negotiate a bilateral self-government agreement (Anishinaabe Government), under the 

previous Liberal Governmentôs Inherent Right to Self-government Policy.  

 

Valuable lessons were learned thought this experience. We believe that the Indian Act 

criteria for what constitutes valid referendum (vote) ratification, offends basic democratic 

principles and insists upon higher voter participation from the First Nation electorate than 

Canada places on its non-Indian citizens.  The threshold forced on us is not even 

achievable at many First Nations. This is in reference to specific Indian Act criterion 

which requires that 50% plus 1 of the entire electorate must vote in favour of a 

referendum in order for it to be deemed ratified. 

 

In the early stages of UAC self-government process, Alderville raised the issue of what 

we perceived to be fundamental flaws in the Indian criteria.  Any First Nation that has a 

large off-reserve population and low voter participation may find it difficult, if not 

impossible, to ratify a referendum under the Indian Act 50% plus 1 of the entire 

electorate criterion. 

 

Alderville was chosen for a pilot project on ratification, which was managed by our self-

government advisors and a representative from the federal government.  Every elector 

both on and off-reserve was asked whether or not he/she intended to voted in the 

upcoming referendum.  Stamped self-addressed envelopes were provided with the 

registered letter and ads were placed in our monthly bulletin and in the Globe and Mail 

newspaper stressing the importance of every elector taking part.   

 

The pilot project resulted in receiving 79 letters from off reserve and 107 letters from on 

reserve Alderville electors.  This indicated that voter participation would be even less 

than our many position papers had predicted.  As a result, a ratification Committee was 

established and recommended to lower the threshold to 50% plus 1 of every elector who 

registered to vote was accepted by UAC Grand Council and Canada and became the new 

criterion for ratification of Anishinaabe Government.   

 

Another alternative is that the criterion that was used in the past sometimes referred to as 

a ñdouble majorityò in which the requirement is that 50% of 50 must vote and the 

requirement for ratification is that 50% plus 1 of these must vote in favour.  This is still 

not what Canada uses to decide national referenda, but more achievable than the present 

Indian Act criteria.  
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The fundamental flaws in the Indian Act criteria is they offend democratic principles, 

place a higher voter participation threshold on First Nations than Canada places on itself 

in national referenda.   

 

An elector who fails to cast a ballot, in reality, votes against the referendum ï apathy can 

ñwin the dayò.  INAC continues to keep electors on the Indian Registry even though they 

have passed away (because the proper proof of death has not been supplied) ï a member 

can literally vote against the referendum, ñfrom the graveò. 

 

Finally, this is Canadaôs criteria, not ours.  Isnôt self-government an appropriate time to 

set our own ratification criteria? 

 

Update on First Nation Ratification Process 
 

Background 

Alderville received INAC funding to develop a membership code about 2 to 3 yeas ago. 

Alderville was almost set to take their new membership code to a community vote, but 

before doing so, they asked INAC if there was any way to relax the unfair 50% + 1 

ratification voting criteria of a membership code.  As the vast majority of our members 

reside off-reserve and we lack addresses for a large number of these members, Alderville 

felt it useless to hold a vote when they knew in advance that they were not going to get 

the required votes necessary to ratify a code under the present system.  INAC said there 

was no way to change these ratification criteria, thus the decision was made to delay the 

ratification vote until as such a time as it is feasibly possible to cast a fair vote.  Because 

of the following turn of events, they are considering proceeding with ratification.  

  

As of April 4, 2008, a judgment was delivered by the Federal Court of Appeals that 

addressed this issue by the Band Council of the Abenakis of Odanak in its capacity as 

Council of the Band of the Abenakis of Odanak vs. Minister of Indian Affairs and 

Northern Development Minister Andy Scott appealed refusal to give notice to the 

Abenakis of Odanak (Band or Odanak) that it would from now on have control of its own 

membership. 

 

Statutory Provision  

Under the provision of section 10 of the Indian Act, which was enacted in 1985, a band 

which wishes to do so may assume the control of its own membership if it establishes 

membership rules in writing and if it is authorized to do so ñby a majority of its electorsò.  

 

According to the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (INAC), who 

shepherded the bill to amend the Act through the House of Commons on March 7, 1985, 

this measure was the beginning of a process for complete political independence of 

Indians (House of Commons Debates, March 7, 195, page 12: 7 see also Sawridge Band 

v. Canada [2003] 3 C.N.L.R. 344 (F.C.T.D.), paragraphs 28 to 32). 

 

In conclusion, the Minister must give his full co-operation in deactivating the band list 

before a vote is held so that the band list corresponds as much as possible to reality.  The 

Minister must also strike the names of band members who do not live on reserve and who 

cannot be contacted because they did not give notice of their change of address.  Finally, 

the terms ñmajority of the bandò in section 10 of the Act must be interpreted as meaning 
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ñmajority of the majority.ò  This is the only possible interpretation which reflects the 

requirements in Corbiere while also ensuring the operation of section 10 of the Act. 
Excerpt from the Federal Court of Appeals: BAND COUNCIL OF THE ABENAKIS OF ODANAK and 

THE HONOURABLE ANDY SCOTT 

 

This is the groundbreaking court decision which makes ratification achievable at the First 

Nation level.  The Abenakis of Odanak lost their case in federal court but won on appeal. 

Canada, according to Karen Davis (INAC) representative says they will NOT appeal to 

Supreme Court of Canada. This information can be accessed at the following website: 

http://decisions.fca-caf.gc.ca/en/208/2008fca126126.html  

 

Comments from Conference Participants  

 
Ā The issue of ratification of laws and codes is the need to ratify our First Nation 

Constitutions and Anishinabek Nation Constitution Development.  Every First 

Nation constitution should state that First Nation government can pass laws and 

every law doesnôt have to go to ratification votes.  As long as there is a clear 

process regarding a draft law, clear and transparent process to indicate why a law 

is being considered and give every one an opportunity to participate.  You could 

state that there are certain laws that would require ratification and this should be 

spelled out in the First Nation Constitution.  Any matters, such as land claim 

settlements, self government agreements must state what percentage for 

ratification will be required to ratify the decision. 

 

Ā Ratification of the impact of mining companies can be set by the First Nations.  

We should set out the process in which we ratify our laws  

 

Ā The very first time you pass a law, you need to consider the impact of the law on 

band members and there should be a process in place to appeal a law   

 

Ā Membership is not Citizenship.  Citizenship is about Nationhood  

 

Ā In the Anishinabek Nation Constitution Development draft, the Grand Council 

shall have the authority to enact laws its purpose is to establish by law all 

legislative and institutional requirements to the Executive council.  This states that 

the Anishinabek Nation Grand Council will have the authority to enact laws 

 

Ā It has been many years that we have been talking about Citizenship; it is an 

opportunity for us to re-establish the foundation of our people.  At one time I was 

really concerned about becoming extinct and my grandchildren not reading about 

their Anishinaabe history and I thought that I would do something to help re-

establishing ourselves as Anishinaabe people by bringing back our culture and 

history.  When we talk about Ratification with Canada, we need to have an 

understanding with Canadians and arrive at some arrangements. We need to come 

into agreement amongst ourselves than we wonôt have too much trouble coming 

to agreement with Canada.  I hope that when were ready to assume our own 

governments for our people that we would have found a way to come together in 

our communities and our nation.  One day soon, we will be able to stand up and 

say we are truly Anishinaabe, knowing our culture, values and traditions.  I donôt 

think that Canadaôs people have too much say in what were doing.  Canada 

http://decisions.fca-caf.gc.ca/en/208/2008fca126126.html
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controls the money that comes to our people and they have a lot of say on what 

we manage and what we do.  When did we become Canadians?  We have to make 

a commitment to what were trying to achieve and if thatôs nationhood then that 

means we know what nationhood is by being Anishinabek.   

 

Ā As a First Nation youth, I see our First Nations falling apart because there are no 

teachings for the youth, there is no one teaching us our traditional ways and how 

can we become future leaders if we donôt have the teachings?  Iôm here today to 

see more on what I can do right now to work with the Youth Council.  The youth 

are protesting, governments today is about control they donôt realize that when 

they are elected into office it should be about the youth and their future.  Our First 

Nation leaders should make the youth their top priority.  We should all get 

together and hold this type of activity to discuss with the youth about Citizenship 

and Membership   

 

Ā An example of how our Anishinaabe rights are being dismantled: we have hunters 

being charged for hunting in their traditional territory.  Now the Superior Court 

bases this decision on the Constitutional question, ódo we have the right as 

aboriginal peoples to hunt in our traditional territoryô?  I stand behind those men.  

We have to come together in unity.   

 

Ā The Indian Act has deprived my family of being an Anishinaabe people their 

whole life.  The Indian Agent put my aunt off the reserve.  In the residential 

school they were taught to follow the rules, so they didnôt question things.    After 

being told by the Indian Agent that they had to move since he had signed a paper 

without knowing that it meant he would have to move away, they went to live in 

the town of Petrolia.  Eventually my uncle got work in Petrolia and he never lost 

his language, he came home often to visit in Kettle & Stony Point.  My uncle 

asked that when he passed on he would want to go home, the terrible thing is that 

I had to ask permission from Chief and Council for my uncle to be brought home 

and allowed him to be buried at Kettle & Stony Point.  Then my aunt who wasnôt 

well wanted to come home, which they allowed.   

 

It wasnôt until Bill-C31 that their daughters were able to gain their Indian Status 

and were able to come home as well.  My mother used to put strawberries in a 

saucer with some tobacco and I asked our past sisters and ancestors to help us and 

give us strength.  My aunt asked the same thing asking for guidance then we saw 

two eagles flying right over her place the morning of the operation and I told my 

aunt that this was a good sign and she decided to go ahead with her operation.  

My aunt had a visit from the little people and would put a plate out.  A pure white 

wolf came to her bedroom and she asked for guidance to find out what that meant.   

 

The reason that I am telling this story is that it was so important for my aunt to 

know about the berries, tobacco and little people to understand our ways.  There 

are many of our Anishinaabe people that havenôt had the opportunity to live in our 

communities or learn and enjoy our traditions or have the opportunity to learn 

about their Anishinaabe people.  Keep in mind that we all have relatives in the 

cities and the towns, we donôt just teach at conferences or workshops we need to 

teach them in our homes and so that our people will have pride in themselves and 

know who they are.   
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A child is born to a community of people.   We have our members out there who 

do not fit into the Indian Act and we need to get out of the Indian Act.  My 

grandchildren show up with Métis cards and I told them that you are not Métis, 

you are Anishinaabe people.    Bonnie Bressette, Kettle & Stony Point Elder 

 

Ā I want to speak a bit about the one parent rule.  I have learned about what the 

nation looked like before the treaties. There is a collection of what the 

archaeologists have said about North America prior to Columbus reaching the 

Americas.    Charles Mann wrote that there were many more people he estimates 

that 1.5 million people lived in North America.  James Morrison did research for 

Robinson Huron Chiefs and states that ñthe new white arrivals were expected to 

co-exist with the Anishinaabe people.  The treaties were intended for native 

people to co-exist with white people.     

 

Ā Tomorrow is a National Day of Action.  We need to educate our neighbours.  I 

heard that Prime Minister Harper is going to make an apology to our elders of the 

residential schools.   

 

Ā I understand what Bonnie was talking about, what she said is so true, we need to 

let our relatives know they are Anishinaabe, they are not Métis.  This girl from 

MôChigeeng lives in Thunder Bay and her kids are Métis; her kids are not Métis, 

she and her kids are Anishinaabe, they are not Métis.  I was told that I couldnôt 

look for kids beyond Sault Ste. Marie, the word Jurisdiction is not a good word, 

letôs not use that word.   

 

Ā National Day of Action:  for me it kind of breaks my heart when an action is 

being made.  I think that we should change the name to a National Day of Unity.  

I will not participate in this way; I will pray and maybe pray by the water.   

 

Ā We talk about Citizenship and how the regulations of INAC have personally 

affected my family.  My dad had ten children with my mom and then he passed 

away she had four more kids and then she later married a non-native man and she 

was enfranchised as a result.  The kids under the age of sixteen had also been 

enfranchised.  Some of these kids did get their status back, but not all of them.  

Our membership clerk and Chief are reluctant to take action without the authority, 

because we donôt have our own membership or citizenship code so we can help 

our families that have been enfranchised and get them back to our communities.  

 

Ā I just want to say Miigwech to Jeannette and look forward to you coming to our 

First Nation.  I want to thank you for helping women we need to stand together on 

this and support Jeannette in this endeavour.  Some of our people are Bill C-31 

and are seen as outsiders and this isnôt right. We are human beings and we 

shouldnôt be treated differently.   

 

Chief Madahbee responded to the participantôs comments by stressing the need to include 

our youth in decision making to elevate our rights based agenda.  The Anishinabek 

Nation Chiefs are recommending a one-parent rule.   
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Letôs put into place a Citizenship Law; this law has support of the Grand Council Chief 

and has been adopted by the Chiefs in Assembly, Chiefs of Ontario level and was 

adopted at the Assembly of First Nations level as well.   

 

Chief Madahbee asked the audience, ñItôs up to us to determine our Citizenship. Does 

anyone have difficulty with the one-parent rule?ò  There was no opposition to the one-

parent rule by conference participants.   

 

The one-parent rule, what does that mean for some people? Does is mean you have to be 

status? Not necessarily so, it can also mean that if one person is a citizen of a First Nation 

then this would be the one-parent.  It doesnôt matter about status or anything else; as long 

as that person is a citizen of that nation then they will become citizens of that First 

Nation. 

 

Anishinabek Nation Commissioner of Citizenship Jeannette Corbiere 

Lavell speaks about her experience 

 
 I am recently retired and I really had to think that about why I should take on this role of 

Commissioner of Citizenship, but I looked at the people in my family and those who are 

not status.   

 

It is for the future for our little ones that I humbly accept this role.  I just want to assure 

the young people and grandmothers that I will do everything I can to make sure that the 

Citizenship will be as inclusive as possible.  I talked to Prime Minister Pierre Elliott 

Trudeau and asked him for help with my issue regarding Indian Status.   

 

We now have June 21, as National Aboriginal Day.  My mother, grandmother, my aunts, 

they were all very strong people.  My mom was a teacher, business woman, bus driver 

and on band council.  Women keep our communities going.  Having women like that as 

role models, is what brought me to challenge this section of the Indian Act.   

 

I had the opportunity to go to Ottawa, with a youth group, Canadian Indian Youth 

Council, this is where I met Harold Cardinal, Phil Fontaine, and this was a good learning 

session.  I went back to Toronto to work at the Indian Friendship Centre.  April 11, 1957, 

I was married and after that I had received a letter in the mail.  Clayton Ruby a friend of 

mine, lawyer said that óyesô we can challenge this according to the Canadian Bill of 

Rights.  My goal was for women to have freedom of choice.  I grew up in Wikwemikong, 

I grew up there, and my family is all there.  We went to court in Toronto, I really believed 

in it. Judge Rosenberg said: ñI donôt know what your complaint is about we all know 

what Indians are like on the reserve, you should be glad a white man married you.ò  We 

appealed his decision; the next level was the Federal Court of Appeal.  We advocated that 

Section 12 should be removed from the Indian Act.  Indian Affairs started to put millions 

of dollars into the media.  After that we started to get criticism from various leaders: 

ñletôs not do this, itôs going to affect our Indian Actò.  I had the support of our Chief 

Wakegijig.  Meanwhile, the Attorney General level appealed the decision to the Supreme 

Court of Canada. The Chiefs from the west were very concerned and they received a lot 

of money to come to Ottawa to oppose this.  During this time, women started to contact 

me to say they were in the same boat: ówe support what you are doingô.   
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We also created the Indian Rights for Indian Women.  We were women within our 

organizations.  When we went to Ottawa we struggled, but some of our women were able 

to get us a hotel room.  There were a lot of threats from native nations.  We lost by one 

vote in the Supreme Court of Canada.  Chief Justice Barney felt that the Indian Act was 

discriminatory.   

 

Bill C-31 was never our intention but this is what came out of this, this is not what we 

wanted, as you know Bill C-31 is discriminatory.  It is so gratifying to see the change. I 

am so pleased that our Chiefs and our members are recognizing that this is still not right 

and we need to do something about it.  That support that we give each other is so 

necessary.  We need to support each other.  At that time my dad was so amazed and he 

supported me.  My dream and vision is that we develop this Citizenship Law and that it 

will be inclusive.   

 

Elder Gordon Waindubence, Loon Clan 

 

All the birds depend on one particular bird; the robins in the fall say its time to leave, the 

red bird said its time to leave, the loon said itôs not time to leave, and then a crane lands 

close to him and he said its time to leave or Iôm going to leave without you.  The loon 

said Iôm the leader here, because the birds felt they knew what was best and didnôt listen 

to the crane, there were a lot of birds that suffered and froze to death because the loon 

didnôt want to leave just yet.   When they did leave, they said we have to go further yet 

and they went south, some said we have to stay here and some said we have go east.   

 

The purpose of this story and why I picked on the loon clan today is to give an example. 

When the loon clan arrived at their destination they disbanded and the loon was no longer 

Chief.  Now, Iôm coming to the present day, I heard the birds singing, and I was 

transported to another time.  The mountain sunk, there was a chief around here at that 

time and he said to the Anishinaabe people that came to trade here that there was going to 

be change and we will have to adapt to change.   The youth should be here.  Maybe what 

is happening here is the flight of the loon, maybe we are too late.  We need to have our 

kids and grandkids to hear what is going on.   

 

Chief Madahbee concluded the conference by saying how it will be incumbent upon all 

of us to use every possible means to spread the message about how were going to live as 

Anishinaabe people and how were going to govern ourselves and how we develop our 

laws.    

 

The conference participant and gathered in a circle of unity and listened to the women 

drummers closing this most important event, an event that means the beginning for our 

future generations. 
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APPENDIX I  
RESULTS FROM CONFERENCE EVALUATION FORMS 

  

Ratings:  Mark 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for agree, 4 for strongly agree. 

  

1. I found the presentation on the State of Status informative.  

                      1                      2                      3                      4                        no comment 

                      2                      3                      23                    28                                2 

  

2. I found the presentation on Ratification of the Citizenship Law informative.  

  

1                      2                      3                      4                          no comment 

1                      6                      26                    23                                2 

  

3. I found the luncheon speaker, Elder Elmer Courchene interesting.  

  

1                      2                      3                      4                          no comment 

2                      4                      14                    32                                 5 

             

Comment: Know him as a knowledgeable Elder and should have him at other 

conferences 

  

4. The information binder was a useful resource tool.  

  

           1                      2                      3                      4                       no comment 

                       4                      0                      26                    25                               2 

  

5. There was adequate time to allow me to have my say about Anishinabek Nation 

Citizenship Law development. 

  

                        1                      2                      3                      4                      no comment 

                        3                      3                      20                    25                                7 

  

Comment: Only here to listen  

 

6. Please tell us what is the best way to get input on developing the Anishinabek Nation 

Citizenship Law from others of the Anishinabek First Nations?  
 

Below are the comments/responses from the above question presented by topic. 

Elders 

Á Listen to our Elders and Youth 

Á ñNo Indian Actò- ACT ANISHINABE-LIVE ANISHINABE, teach the 

youth/children at home and have First Nations sessions/workshops collectively for 

youth and Elders 

Á Meet with youth, Elders, women, children. Invite questions on website, give 

answers on monthly bulletins as an education tool and communication 

Á Have youth, women, men, leadership, elder sessions 

Á Letters, surveys, community meetings, meet with youth, Elders, Chief & Council 
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Á Bombarded with continuous info; we are going to need input from everyone, youth, 

elders, Grassroots Elders 

Á Our elders are our history of yesterday, and our youth are our hopes and the future. 

(NETWORK, NETWORK, NETWORK) 

Youth 

Á Good suggestion by the youth to reach out and focus by meeting with youth. It will 

be their kids, and grand-kids 

Á Ask/consult in our youth, itôs their future 

Á Include as priority - the youth 

Á Through workshops ñlike those who belongòô but I think there should be some way 

to get the youth involved in this process 

Á Every First Nation bring (4) four youth from their communities 

Á Citizen forums with youth throughout the Indian Nation 

Á National conference/province wide, invite youth also (similar to Native Language 

Conference), through involvement of ñmembership/citizenò clerk, survey to 

communities and have youth forums 

Á Native students department in Schools, Tribal offices, Band offices, Elders Lodges, 

Retirement Homes 

Á It is very important to invite our youth from our First Nations to your next meeting 

Á Actions speak louder than words; involve the youth in these decisions 

Á Please find way to get our youth together 

Leadership 

Á House to house by Chief and Council and Membership Clerks. 

Á Discussions with Councils 

Á Each individual Chief gives input: they receive their directions from their members-

get this input as they see fit. Re: community meetings, surveys, whatever works for 

them 

Á Institute draft copies of latest revisions to community contacts for community 

and/or Council review at which the community input may be provided and returned 

for consideration 

Á Chiefs to go back to community and consult with all the people including youth-

share the info from the 2 day session 

Á First Nations have to hold more conferences on citizenship laws in order for it to 

have it ratified. This could be an agenda item for the Chiefs of all First Nations 

Á It is important to involve our Indian Registry clerks in the process as well as our 

chief and council 

Á Please allow chiefs to have ñyouthò representative with them to all 

functions/meetings in order to ensure ñsharing of informationò and closing the gap 

between ñleadership to future leadershipò 

Membership Clerks 

Á Would like to see more conferences on citizenship and have the membership clerks 

involved again 

Á Get membership registrants from all First Nations on side; single parents code is the 

only one that will work at most First Nations. So people need to be educated as to why 

this is so. All children born members must be counted; (as Can., U.S., and other 

Nations do) we can not allow any more children to be assimilated by 2 Generation cut-

off 
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Conferences 

Á Have more information sessions/conferences 

Á More community consultations, large conference, some people are hesitant to speak 

out, but have valuable input 

Community presentations/meetings 

Á Have more on-community sessions. Not everyone can attend ñregionalò sessions. 

Á Have information sessions/meetings 

Á Community forums 

Á Community consulters: people would go to them 

Á Community consultations during major community events, internet, websites, 

meeting with youth, brochures, elders 

Media (TV, radio, internet, CDôs) 

Á Web-site, newspapers, posters, TV, announcements, radio announcements, e-mail, 

etc., and surveys 

Á Set up web-site. Through media-Anishinabek News, website, mass mail out process 

to all First Nations 

Á Information booklet to include CD-Rom with all the information saved so that it is 

easier to take the information back to our homes and put to use 

Paper (newspaper, flyers, posters, mail-outs) 

Á Develop flyer or notice to educate our members on status and citizenship-not all 

members are aware of section 6(2) etc.. 

Á Put questions in newsletters 

Á Put a massive letter out to Anishinabek Nation 

Á Send out questionnaires to each First Nation to get input from their membership and 

reply back to you 

Individuals  

Á It is difficult to obtain dedicated people to continue to push ahead in the entire 

difficult endeavor which we must pursue. Setting up sharing and working 

committees among the different reserves, plus reserve committees may work from 

the central, smaller committees work out from the centre into a larger circle until all 

Anishinabek have been included; always remember who we are as spiritual beings 

Á Include those people who would be citizens, give the one parent rule 

Á Advocate our membership on citizenship, loss of status in the future to our 

grandchildren 

Á This is a huge undertaking and hopefully everyone will provide their input into this 

important project. I will let my community members know about this workshop 

through my local newsletter for my July 2008 submission 

Culture/language 

 We are always talking about language and culture, yet nothing is being done, either 

collectively or as a person. Letôs stop the verbiage. If we donôt know who we are 

then we will not get anywhere. We talk about seven grandfathers, we have smudges 

and all for not. These are not practiced in day-to-day life; we need to be rights-

based and not under government policy 

 

 



E-Dbendaagzijig òThose who Belongó Draft Final Report  
May 27 & 28, 2008 

37 

Governments (First Nation, UOI, COO, AFN, Federal) 

Á More information on self-government and why it is so important to establish our 

citizenship for our communities 

Á We should have our own communities, national elections. Live update on APTN. 

Also, communities could pass Referendum/Laws, when members come to vote. 

Á The rest of Canada needs to know the problems we face with the Federal 

Government. 

Á Need to confront government criteria of the whole self-government package, Re: 

50% + 1 of eligible voters.  

Á We could do a lot of work to get self-government to a final vote only to find out we 

(our First Nations) canôt ratify due to unreasonable restrictions set out  

Á We also need to find out from government if they will allow us to have a one-parent 

membership code (this is really the only way to go) reason being a one-parent 

citizenship law goes against what the Indian Act says now. Can we develop a 

citizenship law that contravenes the Indian Act? Shouldnôt we find out now? If we 

find this out now, we should fight/confront the government on this point and see 

how we can proceed. 

Á Union of Ontario Indians, Chiefs of Ontario, Assembly of First Nations, Tribal 

Councils, need to lobby/address the citizenship law on our behalf of all First 

Nations  

Á It is also important to follow-up on any discussions/progress or provide info to First 

Nations  

Á Indian registry clerks must continue to be involved in this process, they know first 

hand who are affected by this rule of government/INAC  

Á Also is the fact that Elders and youth are invited to sit in on this process  

Á If we wish to succeed, we must stand together, be heard, UNITED.  

Á The more attention that we draw on this matter, eventually our concerns will be 

heard throughout the country  

Á Perhaps a First Nation petition (from each reserve) could be drafted to present to 

Government, outlining our opposition to Section 6 of the Indian Act to have it 

revisited by our First Nation government officials and to serve our UNITED intent 

to form our own citizenship law  

Á Treaties must also be revisited  

Á Letôs bring this issue to nationwide attention. LETôS TALK, LETôS SHARE, 

LETôS BE HEARD! This issue will not go away; it will worsen for generations to 

come, if we donôt act now 

Á As stated in our Anishinabek Nation Declaration: how will Anishinabek citizens 

relate to our relationship with Canada wishing to remain within Canada even with 

the Human Rights issue now being imposed/extended to First Nations? 

First Nations 

Á Keep communicating with First Nations, but with purpose and intent of going ahead 

and getting it done. In the words of ñProphecy Songò Aambe maajaadaa, jibwaa 

biidaabangô 

Á This information needs to be heard by each and every community member, not just 

political leaders or staff/employees of First Nations who have the travel budgets to 

attend off-site workshops 

Á Send it to all affiliated First Nations 

Á Need more contact and awareness in the community about this issue/subject. Get 

more people aware 
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Á By speaking/communication with all First Nations 

Á Individual communities must become involved (administratively, financially) by 

being responsible enough to supply their staff/people and utilizing finances. If we 

are the Anishinabek Nation we all have to contribute. 

Á Look at the draft constitutions that are being worked on, community meetings are 

essential 

Á Community visits, where all citizens will have their say on who can be a citizen and 

what their rights will be 

Á Seek funds to have community members in First Nations become employees to 

develop this Citizenship Law 

Á Ask those who have already gone through this process to share their work so we 

may learn how to do our own laws 

Á These issues are for the First Nation to resolve in our own communities, the loudest 

speakers are the ones that will be effected in this matter 

Off -reserve 

Á Include the off-reserve members on the decision making process 

General Comments 

Á EDUCATE-EDUCATE-EDUCATE 

Á Not ñformalò info consultations: give both big wordy statements and laymen terms 

Á Very informative session 

Á First we have to get rid of the Indian Act 

Á JUST DO IT 

Á Go to other communities and share information 

Á Need more time as far as how much time we have; we need more day time because 

itôs not long enough to get everything done 

Á Chi-miigwetch 

Á THE LONGER WE TALK THE MORE MEMBERS WE LOSE 

Á A lot of repetition 

Á Remain positive 

Á Continue to speak on our issues clearly 

Á Itôs good to have opportunity for meeting and learning good words but letôs go 

ahead and get it done 

Á Very informative presentation 

Á This was a very informative and learning conference, we will all have to work and 

stay together 

Á STAND OUR GROUND 

Á Waited so long for this opportunity to address this important issue 

Á I am a C-31 Indian who has 4 (four) children and 9 grandchildren and are very 

proud of being Anishinaabe, but under the present rules do not have status 

Á The process will be long. Our members have a perceived idea on citizenship. That 

shift in thinking will take some time 

Á Miigwetch for the wonderful, delicious food; good to have snacks and breakfast 

available to participants 

Á Thanks for this important gathering 
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APPENDIX II  
òA BRIEF HISTORY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT õS POLICY OF ASSIMILATING INDIANSó 
 

ALDERVILLE FIRST NATION 
PRESENTATION

Alderville First Nation Councillor Wayne Beaverôs Presentation

TO UNION OF ONTARIO INDIANS 

ROJ CITIZENSHIP CONFERENCE

SAULT STE. MARIE, MAY 27 & 28, 2008

ñA BRIEF HISTORY OF THE 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ôS POLICY 

OF ASSIMILATING INDIANS ò

 
 

ñOur object is to continue until there is not a single 

Indian in Canada that has not been absorbed into the 

body politic, and there is no Indian question, and no 

Indian Department. ò

Duncan Campbell-Scott, 

Deputy Superintendent General of Indian Affairs

Made By Canadaôs celebrated poet Laureate in 1920 This is 

not when Canadaôs assimilation policy starts but, I believe that 

it best articulates a policy which survives to this day. 

We must remember these words teach them to our children.
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TRACING GOVERNMENT CONTROL OVER INDIAN STATUS

Å Originally Indian bands had complete control over their 

citizenship. All children were counted and it was not uncommon 

for Bands to adopt Non-Indians into their communities.

Å In 1857, An Act to Encourage the Gradual Civilization of the 

Indian Tribes in this Provincewas introduced in Upper Canada 

permitting aboriginal peoples, ñéof good moral characterò, to 

apply to have their Indian status removed (called 

enfranchisement). It is a testament to the government's ongoing 

ignorance of how Indians have always viewed themselves and take 

pride in their own identity; that the record shows only one Indian 

applied for so-called ñcivilizationò.

ÅUpon confederation in 1867, the British North AmericaAct, 

continued the policy of assimilation, providing Parliament with 

ñexclusive legislative authorityòover ñIndians and lands reserved 

for Indians.òThe subsequent Enfranchisement Actassigned 

control of reserves to the Federal Department of Indian Affairs.  
 

Å The first Indian Act, 1876, gave the federal government control over 

practically every aspect of Indian lives on reserves, including band 

membership, elections, and the management of resources. This power, 

enforced by ñIndian Agentsòwith enormous discretionary powers over status 

Indians and the lives of individuals on the reserves, without the checks and 

balances other Canadians with two separate orders of government,enjoy, 

expect, and take for granted. Status Indians were controlled by one 

department of the federal government.

ÅFor the first time, Indian women who married non-Indians lost Indian 

status, as would the children of these ñout-marriagesò,  thus limiting greatly, 

the important treaty and other rights of these groups ïIndian Act,12 (1) (b) .

Å Children whose mother and whose fatherôs mother were not entitled to be 

registered as Indians, were born without Indian status ïsometimes referred to 

as the, ñdouble motheròclause- Indian Act12 (1)(a)(iv). 

Å In 1985, with the enactment of Bill C-31, both of the previously 

mentioned clauses were removed,  but what makes it worse is the fact that 

Indian status can no longer flow to children beyond two generations of 

out marriage ïmaking it, by far, the most restrictive clause to date
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WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE OF 

BILL C -31?

ÅTo restore Indian status to Indian women and 
their children who had been deprived of Indian 
status by virtue of marriage to a non-Indian 
spouse - Indian Act Section 12 (1) (b).

ÅTo permit those who had previously been 
deprived of Indian status through 
enfranchisement and various other 
assimilation clauses contained in the pre-1985 
Indian Act, to re-apply for Indian status. 

 
 

WHAT PROMPTED THE 

BILL C-31 AMENDMENTS?

ÅThe first event (international in scope) was a 

ñformal censureòagainst Canada by the Human 

Rights Committee of the United Nations on the 

basis of the fact that the Indian Act discriminated 

against Indian women. 

ÅThe second event was the coming into force on 

April 17, 1985, of the Canadian Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms making it illegal to discriminate on 

the basis of sex. The pre-1985 Indian Act clearly 

offended this latter  provision of the Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms.

Canada needed to act quickly!
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POSITIVE ASPECTS OF BILL C-31. 

Å Bill C-31 was responsible for the reinstatement 

of status to Indian women and their first generation  

children who were deprived of Indian status as the 

result of the pre-1985 provisions of the Indian Act. 

Å Indians who lost their Indian status through the 

pre-1985 enfranchisement provisions of the Indian 

Act, had their status restored as a result of the Bill 

C-31 amendments to the Act, which removed these 

enfranchisement provisions.

 
 

NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF BILL C-31.

Å Bill C-31 allows for the continuing discrimination against 

Indian women.

Å Hidden within the Bill C-31 amendments, is a two generation 

cut-off for Indian status which, in my view, guarantees the 

extinction of status Indians at most, if not all, First Nations in 

Canada. 

Å Some very important rights, benefits, and services, to which 

status Indians have always been entitled, are dependent upon 

status. By guaranteeing the extinction of status Indians , this 

Bill therefore also guarantees the extinguishments of these 

rights and benefits. 
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SOME OF THE RIGHTS THAT ARE BEING 

EXTINGUISHED AS THE STATUS INDIAN               

POPULATION DECLINES

Å Some of the rights referred to in the previous slide, of 
which most Indians will be familiar are, tax exemptions, the 
non-insured health benefit, hunting/fishing, the right to 
travel freely across the Canada/US border post-secondary 
education assistance, on-reserve housing etcé

Å At my own First Nation, Alderville, 130 plus children have 
been born without these rights in the 22-year period 
following the enactment of Bill C-31. There is nothing 
theoretical about the extinguishment aspect of this Bill.

Å Keep in mind, these are all children of Alderville members 
who have not inherited the rights of their parent(s) because 
of the two generation cut-off provision of the Indian Act.

 
 

HOW THE TWO GENERATION CUT-OFF WORKS 

TO DEPRIVE FUTURE GENERATIONS OF INDIAN 

STATUS AND THE  IMPORTANT  RIGHTS WHICH 

ARE  DEPENDENT UPON INDIAN STATUS.

Å An ñout-marriageòoccurs when an Indian marries a non-
Indian or non-status Indian spouse.

Å Where out-marriage occurs in two successive generations 
the children of the second generation out-marriage will, 
according to Bill C-31, be deemed to be non-status Indians. 

Å The Indian Act categorizes status Indians as either 6(1) or 
6(2). This has reference to section 6 of the Act wherein it is 
set out which individuals are entitled to Indian status. A  
6(1) Indian has two Indian parents and a 6(2) Indian has one 
Indian parent. If a 6(2) Indian marries a non-Indian or non-
status Indian spouse, his/her children will be born without 
Indian status.
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HOW THE TWO GENERATION CUT -OFF WORKED 

AGAINST SELF -GOVERNMENT FOR OUR PEOPLE

ÅAlderville was one of eight First Nations, of our political 

organization, the United Anishnaabeg Councils (UAC). We had been

attempting to negotiate self-government for more than twenty years.

ÅThe Alderville Self-government Committee, took the position through 

a series of ñposition papersòpresented at general assemblies of our First 

Nations, that we would require control over which individuals onour 

respective First Nations would be entitled to status. We viewed self-

government in which some other nation dictated to us who our 

citizens would be, a contradiction in terms!

ÅCanadaôs entrenched position was that Indian Act section 10 gave us 

the right to determine membership. They absolutely refused to goany 

further.

 
 

ÅAlderville maintains that the right to determine membership is abogus right 

because members who have Indian status would have a much wider range of 

rights that members who lacked Indian status. What was being offered then 

envisioned a new government with two distinct ñclassesòof citizens with 

differing rights ïa fact that could hardly be expected to bode well for any new 

government. As it became obvious to our self-government committee, that 

Canada was entrenched in their position, our committee unanimously refused to 

recommend such a government to our leaders or our people. At a community 

meeting called for that  purpose, Alderville, very reluctantly, but with 

unanimous community and elected Council approval, withdrew from this self-

government negotiation and three other UAC member First Nations did so as 

well. Alderville took the view that the Agreement being offered, was so 

fundamentally flawed, that to take it to a referendum, would have been to 

bestow upon it a legitimacy, it clearly did not deserve.

ÅOf the four UAC First Nations who continued in the process to a 

referendum of the people, none of the four were able to ratify.

HOW THE TWO GENERATION CUT -OFF WORKED 

AGAINST SELF-GOVERNMENT FOR OUR PEOPLE Conôt
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THE STUDIES

Å As part of the self-government process just mentioned, we were 
able to have two studies undertaken.

Å The first study was carried out by Ogemawahj Tribal Council. This 
study predicted that the last status Indian birth will take place at 
Alderville in the year 2032.

Å The second study was a joint study co-produced by Canada and 
our political organization, the United Anishnaabeg Councils. This 
study also predicted, with disturbing similarity, that the last status 
Indian birth will take place at Alderville in the exact same year -
2032. Even more interesting ïdifferent methodologies were used. 

Again, because rights are dependent upon status, what these
studies are telling us is that all children born at Alderville after the 
year 2032, will be born without the important rights mentioned 

earlier.

 
 
 

THE DATE OF THE LAST STATUS INDIAN 

BIRTH AT THE SEVEN OTHER 

FIRST NATIONS OF THE

UNITED ANISHNAABEG COUNCIL (UAC)

Aldervilleôs political organization the United Anishnaabeg Councils 
(UAC), is comprised of eight First Nations. The joint Canada/UAC
demographic study referred to earlier predicts that the last status 
Indian birth will take place at the other seven First Nations as follows:

Scugog Island First Nation (2013)  

Hiawatha First Nation (2036)

Georgina Island First Nation (2037)

Moose Deer Point First Nation (2037)

Mnjikaning First Nation (2062)

Beausoleil First Nation (2075, and   

Curve Lake First Nation (2082)
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IS IT NOT POSSIBLE THAT LARGER FIRST 

NATIONS  MIGHT SURVIVE THIS TWO 

GENERATION CUT -OFF?

Å This is a question that came up at a number of meetings of the 
Alderville Elders Council.

Å In 1998, while reading an edition of the ñTurtle Island Newsò, the 

newspaper of Six Nations, Canadaôs largest First Nation, I was 
surprised to read an article with the following headline:

ñSIX NATIONS BECOMING A RESERVE  WITHOUT INDIANS.ò

Å According to the article, a Six Nation Councilor, Les Sowden, 
predicted that in fifty years time, because of Bill C-31, Six Nations 
would not have any status Indians left.

Å According to the article, the out-marriage rate  at Six Nations   (a 
reserve of 20,000 Indians) is 80.5%.

If a reserve of 20,000 Indians is not expected to survive, 
what hope is there for the smaller ones?

 
 

THE UNITED NATIONS, 

THE CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE, 

AND BILL C -31.

Å As far back as 1996, the Canadian Human Rights Committee 
report to the Government of Canada, under the heading, ñThe 
Unfinished Business of C-31", contained the following statements 
on the issue of Bill C-31:

ñIn effect, women reinstated under Bill C-31 do not have the same ability 
to pass on Indian status as do their male counterparts who were never 
deprived of status, even though they also had married non-Indian 
spouses. Accordingly, many of the descendants of women affected by Bill 
C-31 will be deprived of Indian status for no other reason than the 
discrimination suffered by their forebears. More than a decade after 
legislation that ostensibly removed discrimination from the Indian Act, the 
situation persists.ò

ñIt must be remembered that the pre-1985 provisions of the Act were in 
conflict with both the Charter and Canadaôs international human rights 
commitments. The latter provisions prompted the United Nations to 
censure Canada formally. If the country is to avoid similar censure in the 
future, it must address these outstanding issues.ò

The Canadian Human Rights Committee continues to warn the Canadian 
government, on an annual basis, about the threat of a second formal 
censure from the UN on the same issue which prompted the first formal 
censure back in the early eighties. 
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THE 1994 ROYAL COMMISSION ON ABORIGINAL 

PEOPLES (RCAP) AND BILL C-31

ñBill C-31 allows for the reinstatement of those who lost Indian 
status under the old rules and gives Indian status to their children. 
However, the process and criteria for first-time registration are 
confusing and still offensive, because authority to determine who 
can be recognized as a status Indian still lies with the federal

government, not with Aboriginal people.ò

ñGiven enough time and enough marriages outside status 
boundaries, status Indians could disappear completely as a 
category.ò

ñDefinitions of membership or citizenship are not the business of

Canadian governments.ò

 
 

IS BILL C-31 SIMPLY A REINTRODUCED MORE 

SUBTLE VERSION OF THE 1969 WHITE PAPER?

The 1969 White Paper sought to end the historical and unique 
relationship between aboriginal peoples and the federal 
government, as embodied in the treaties, and had as its main 
objectives:

Å the dismantling of Indian Affairs,

Å the transfer of federal responsibility for aboriginal affairs to the 
provinces,

Å the removal of the protection afforded to reserve lands,

Å an end to the treaties, and

Å the elimination of the legal status and rights of Indian peoples.

The late Harold Cardinal, then president of the Indian Association 
of Alberta wrote that the Paper was , ñ...a thinly disguised

programme of extermination through assimilation.ò
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THE ROAD AHEAD

Å Since most, if not all, of the objectives of the 1969 White Paper are 
being accomplished through the legislated extinction of status 
Indians a strong argument can be made that Bill C-31, with all its 
ramifications, is merely a more subtle version of the 1969 White

Paper. So the fight to wrest control of our section 35 

constitutional right to control the Indian registry will be an uphill 

battle.

Å The new political activism of our people can be traced to the 
united resistance we brought to bear in bringing about the demise 
of the 1969 White Paper; a resistance which gave birth to the first 
national aboriginal political organization, the National Indian 
Brotherhood now known as the Assembly of First Nations.

Å In my view, we will need to mount a similar campaign, if we are to 
have any hope of gaining control of which individuals are entitled 

to citizenship in our First Nations.

I believe this is the single most significant challenge facing our people.

MIIGWETCH, 

THANK YOU.
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APPENDIX II I  
H OW CAN ALDERVILLE FIRST NATION AVOID EXTINCTION ? 
 

How Can Alderville First Nation 

Avoid Extinction?

 

 

Toronto

Sault Ste Marie

Cobourg

Hastings

Peterborough

Ottawa

ISSISSAUGAS OF LDERVILLE IRST ATION

OCATOR AP

M   A  F  N

L  M

Rice
  La

ke

Alderville

First Nation

Mississaugas of Alderville First Nation
100 km east of Toronto - Our land base consists of 3600 acres

Total Population is 1001 (322 on-reserve / 679 off)
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Background into Self-Government & 

Self Determination Efforts

Å 1984-2005: Intensely involved in self-government negotiations for 21 years 
along with 7, then 6 other First Nations within the United Anishnaabeg 
Councils (UAC).

(Alderville, Beausoleil, Rama Mnjikaning, Curve Lake, Hiawatha, Scugog 
Island and Moose Deer Point).

Å Together we were negotiating the terms of a self-government agreement with 
the federal government: Alderville withdrew from the UAC processAugust 
2005, but remains involved with the UOI óRestoration of Jurisdictionôprocess.

Å Alderville was included in a collective population projection study conducted 
on behalf of the UAC First Nations prior to Alderville withdrawing from the 
UAC process. 

Å A second population projection study was conducted to prepare a population 
projection model that would also consider the ramifications of the development 
of membership codes using membership rules other than those set out in the 
Indian Act. 
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OTC Population Study

ÅThe term óIndianôis used to refer to individuals who are registered 
as status as determined by the Indian Act. 

ÅWhen I refer to ómembersô, I am referencing those individuals who 
ómayôbecome members or citizens of the Alderville First Nation, 
but who may not necessarily be recognized as a status Indian as 
determined by the Indian Act.

ÅThis is an important distinction since it is my opinion that theword 
óIndianôattaches itself to the assimilation policies of the federal 
government, and I prefer to describe our members as ómembersô
since this portrays a greater sense of belonging.

 

 

Goal and Objective

ÅThe goal is to prevent the extinction of the 

Mississaugas of the Alderville First Nation.

ÅThe objectiveis to adopt a membership code 

that will guarantee the continuance of our First 

Nation.
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REVIEW OF POSSIBLE CODES

Our Membership Code Committee examined 

four (4) possible membership codes:

1. Blood Quantum*

2. Two-Parent*

3. Indian Act*

4. Single-Parent

 

 

Indian Act Rules

ÅIf one parent has status; they can pass status onto their 
childrenðif the member is a  6.1 or 6.2

ÅIf a person under Sect. 6.1marries (or has a child by) 
a non-Indian; this child is registered under Sect. 6.2.

ÅIn turn if a 6.2marries (or has a child by) a non-
Indian; the child is considered non-Indian by the 
Indian Actand will not be registered as a status 
Indian.

ÅBasically a 2-generation cut-off.
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(As it exists under the Indian Act ï2 Generation Cut-off)

 

One 

Generation  

Cut-off

Continuation 

of 

Citizenship 
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Status Rights

To be defined as an ñIndianòðtherefore is entitled to 
receive benefits under the Indian Act. (education, 
health care, non-insured health benefits, tax 
exemptionðwith limitations)

- Treaty Rights (hunting, fishing, trapping, gathering)

- Who can live on the First Nation territory

- Who can own land

- Eligibility for Housing Assistanceðon-reserve

- Some Economic Development Programs

- Voting rights on First Nation elections

 

Population Projection Model

11 years ago, in 1997, the Ogemawahj Tribal Council 
(OTC) undertook the development of a Population 
Projection Model to:

1. Find out what the communities looks like now

2. Predict what the communities will look like in the future

3. Examine the suspected extinction effects of Bill C-31

4. Contrast the effects of alternative membership codes
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Unique Considerations of 

OTC Population Study Model

-- First Nation Specific--

ÅPrior to Bill C -31:  you had óstatusôor you didnôt

(you could even gain it or lose it)

ÅBill C -31= In 1985 created categories of óstatusô

(nobody gains or loses status ïit is only inherited)

ÅHigh death rates

ÅOut-marriage* (90%!! ) vs. in-marriage

ÅFertility Rates (55.9%)

ÅMembership Codes can accelerate or slow down this 
process

 

 Projection Model Comparison 
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The OTC Study projected that in 2032, the last status Indian 

would be born óon-reserveô. 
It was óestimatedôthat this may be worse óoff reserveô: < out-marriage rate.
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(+ 25 years)
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(+ 55 Years)

 

 

Available Options

- Educate Our Youth

- Education Our Members

- Educate Our Leaders and Policy Makers

- Encourage Inter-Tribal Get -Togethers

- Establish Control Over Your Own 
Membership / Citizenship
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Understand & Be Proud of Your 

Aboriginal Identity

 

 

Encourage Youth Get-Togethers
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Recommendation

To Adopt a Single-Parent Membership Code; at this time, this is the 
only one that guarantees the continuation of the Alderville First 
Nation:

- Allowing for right to residence

- Allowing for the right to vote

- Allowing for right to hold Certificates of Possession to the land

ÅWill Not Acquire: tax exemptions (87.1(b)),post-secondary education 
assistance & non-insured health benefits

ÅFirst Nations will need to recognize this and utilize strategiesor 
alternatives to deal with these issues.

 

Further Action

ÅAlderville Chief and Council were attempting to develop a 
membership codethat would define who is entitled to 
membership / citizenship of the Alderville First 
Nationé..rather than have the government tell us who is a 
member.

ÅConstitution Development & Land Code Development (will 
provide for increased First Nation control including wills & 
estates & Matrimonial Real Property issues)

Conclusion:

ÅA single parent membership code may protect our members 
from extinction, but does not protect óstatus Indiansôfrom 
extinction
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Closing Comments

ÅObviously, there will be concerns about the role of genetics 
and access to rights throughout the development of any form 
of membership code.   

ÅWeôve identified many issues that will require further 
consideration to support the future demands of an expanding 
membership base, in particular the potential impacts on the land, 
resources, economy, social, educational and health needs of 
the members.

ÅThe intent is not to provide concrete solutions to those concerns 
at this time, but to acknowledge some of the obvious areas of 
contention such as the provision and access to numerous 
programs and services that presently benefit only status Indians.

 

 

Chii Miigwech for allowing us to 

share our experience with you!
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APPENDIX IV  
THE RATIFICATION PROCESS  
 

THE RATIFICATION 
PROCESS

MAY 2008

THE ALDERVILLE FIRST NATION EXPERIENCE

 

ALDERVILLEΩS EXPERIENCE IN THE SELF-GOVERNMENT PROCESS.

ÅAlderville First Nation is one of eight (8) First Nations comprising the United  
Anishnaabeg Councils (UAC); a political alliance that recently failed in its attempt to 

negotiate a bilateral self-government agreement (Anishnaabe Government), under the 
previous Liberal GovernmentΩs Inherent Right to Self-government Policy.
ÅAs disappointing as this process proved to be, we believe valuable lessons were 
learned.
ÅOur presentation today, is on the ratification process. We believe that the Indian Act 
criteria for what constitutes a valid referendum ratification, offend basic democratic  
principles, and insist upon a higher voter participation from the First Nation electorate 
than Canada places on its non-Indian citizens. Moreover, there is a strong evidence to 
support that the threshold forced on us in not even achievable at many First Nations. 
We are referring here to that specific Indian Act criterion which requires that 50% plus 
1 of the entire electorate must vote in favour of a referendum in order for it to be 
deemed ratified.
ÅWhenever Canada holds a national referendum such as the Meech Lake Accord or 
the   Charlottetown Accord, it is deemed ratified if only 50% plus 1 of those who 
actually cast a ballot, vote in favourςthere is a big difference.
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THE POSITION PAPERS
ÅBy the time we moved into the self-government process, Alderville had experience in 
trying to ratify a membership code and a land issue. In both instances, we failed to 
ratify because we did not come close to achieving the necessary άyesέvotes required 
to meet the 50% plus 1 of our entire electorate required by the Indian Act criterion.

ÅAlderville has a total of 818 electors of which 227 reside on the Reserve and 591 
reside off the Reserve. In an election, it is not unusual for 80% of the on-Reserve 
electors to vote. The problem is that of the large number of electors who live off-
Reserve only 15 to 18% cast a ballot.  Under the Indian Act criterion, any elector who 
fails to vote actually ςwithout intending to do so ςvotes against the referendum!

ÅOur self-government committee presented a series of άposition papersέin which we  
pointed out that because the Indian Act criterion requires 50% plus 1 of the entire 
electorate to vote άyesέ, Alderville cannot realistically be expected to pass any 
referendum under such a criterion. We presented various scenarios all of which 
indicated that not only would a referendum fail at Alderville, but it would fail by 
hundreds of votes!

 

 

IT IS NEVER TOO EARLY TO DISCUSS 
RATIFICATION.

ÅIn the UAC Self-government process referred to earlier, Alderville, early on in the 
process, raised the issue of what we perceived to be fundamentalflaws in the Indian 
Act criteria.

ÅAlthough we presented these άposition papersέ to Grand Council at every 
opportunity, it was not until the very final stages of the process, that ratification was 
discussed in any significant way.

ÅWe are pleased that the Union of Ontario Indians is discussing this issue of 
ratification earlier in the process.

ÅFirst Nations now have the benefit of reviewing the voting trends from four post-
Corbiere elections.

ÅWe believe that any First Nation that has a large off-reserve population and low voter 
participation may find it difficult, if not impossible, to ratify a referendum under the 
Indian Act 50% plus 1 of the entire electorate criterion.
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A MOST LIKELY SCENARIO FOR ALDERVILLE.

Based on the voter participation in previous referenda and all post-Corbiere elections, Alderville 
can predict, fairly accurately, what is likely to happen in a referendum vote under the present 
Indian Act 50% plus 1 criterion. The following is a likely scenario.

Number of electors on-Reserve 227
Number of electors off-Reserve 591

Total Electors 818

Number of άyesέvotes required to pass 
referendum based on 50% plus 1 410

Number of on-Reserve votes we can 
anticipate based on past experience 80% or 182

Number of off-Reserve votes we can anticipate
based on past experience 18% or 106

Assuming 60% vote άyesέ, we would have 109  on-Reserve άyesέvotes and 64 off-Reserve άyesέ
votes for a total of 173 άyesέvotes in all. We would fail to meet the requisite threshold of 410 
άyesέvotes by 237 votes; even though 60% of those who cast a vote were in favour! Even more 
interesting perhaps, is our prediction that even if 100% of the electors who cast a ballot vote 
άyesέ, we would still have only 288 άyesέvotes ς122 votes short of the 410 required to ratify 
under the Indian Act ά50% plus 1έcriterion!!! This explains why Alderville has continued to press 
for a more democratic process.

 

THE ALDERVILLE PILOT PROJECT
ON RATIFICATION.

As we were nearing the end of the self-government negotiation, the Alderville 
Self-government Committee received  notice from our Chief Negotiator that a 
decision had been made to conduct a ratification pilot project and Alderville First 
Nation was chosen as the pilot.

The writer was asked to manage this Pilot Project along with oneof our             
self-government advisors and a representative from the federal government.  
Every elector both on and off-reserve was asked whether or not he/she intended 
to vote in the upcoming referendum onAhishnaabeGovernment. Stamped self-
addressed envelopes were provided with the registered letter we sent to every 
elector for whom we had an address. Ads were placed in our monthly self-
government bulletin and in the Globe and Mail newspaper stressing the 
importance of every elector taking part in this important project.
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PILOT PROJECT RESULTS.

We received 79 letters from our off-Reserve and 107 letters from our on-Reserve electors 
indicating their intention to vote in the referendum. This indicated that voter participation 
would be even less than our many position papers had predicted.

As a result of this Pilot Project, a ratification Committee was established to recommend 
ratification criteria.  I served on that committee. The Committee recommendation to 
lower the threshold to 50% plus 1 of every elector who registered to vote was accepted by 
UAC Grand Council and Canada and became the new criterion for ratification of 
Anishnaabe Government.  This is not the άfirst past the postέcriterion Canada uses in 
national referenda but it is one Alderville First Nation felt was at least attainable.  We 
reasoned that if somebody took the trouble to register, he/she would probably vote.  

ANOTHER   ALTERNATIVE
Another criterion that has been used in the past, is sometimes referred to as a άdouble 
majorityέin which the requirement is that 50% of 50% must vote and the requirement for 
ratification is that 50% plus 1 of these must vote in favour. This is still not what Canada 
uses to decide national referenda, but it is certainly more achievable than the present 
Indian Act criteria.

 

FUNDAMENTAL FLAWS IN THE 
INDIAN ACT CRITERIA

ÅThey offend democratic principles

ÅThey place a higher voter participation threshold on First Nations than Canada places 
on itself in national referenda

ÅAn elector who fails to cast a ballot, in reality, votes against the referendum ςapathy 
can άwin the dayέ

ÅINAC continues to keep electors on the Indian Registry even though they have passed 
away (because the proper proof of death has not been supplied) ςa member can 
literally vote against the referendum, άfrom the graveέ.

ÅThese are CanadaΩs criteria, not ours. IsnΩt self-government an appropriate time to 
set out our own ratification criteria?
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RECOMMENDATION

At Alderville we have long concluded that it is impossible to ratify a referendum under the 
Indian Act criteria that Canada continues to advocate.

A referendum will fail because we have a very large off-reserve electorate (more than 
double the on-Reserve number) and we know from past experience and four post-Corbiere 
elections, that only 15 to 18% of these off-reserve electors will vote.

We urge First Nations to be guided by post-Corbiere election results to determine for 
themselves whether or not they can expect to ratify under the ά50% plus 1 of the entire 
electorateέcriterion of the Indian Act.  This criterion will, no doubt be most problematic for 
those with a high off-Reserve electorate.

We recommend that an ad hoc committee be struck to look into thequestion of ratification 
and to bring back recommendations for consideration.  
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Front row from left: Chief Patrick Waddilove, Munsee-Delaware First Nation, 

Chief Patrick Madahbee, Aundeck Omni Kaning (Chair), Chief Paul Gladu, 

Bingwi Neyaashi Anishinaabek 

Back row from left: Chief Jim-Bob Marsden, Alderville First Nation, 

Chief Keith Knott, Curve Lake First Nation, Chief Chris Plain, Aamjiwnaang First 

Nation, Chief Robert Corbiere, Wikwemikong Unceded Indian Reserve 

Missing from photo: 

Grand Council Chief John Beaucage, Deputy Grand Council Chief Glen Hare, 

Chief Wilfred King, Kiashke Zaaging Anishinaabek 

 
The Anishinaabe Anokiiwin Aanokiitoojig/Chiefs Committee on Governance appreciate 

the efforts of all Anishinabek Nation peoples continued support and would like to take 

this opportunity to acknowledge the following individuals, groups and Participants who 

have contributed in various forums in bringing our issues forward. 

 

Å Grand Council Chief John Beaucage 

Å Deputy Grand Council Chief Glen Hare 

Å Chiefs and Councils of the Anishinabek Nation 

Å Women, Men, Youth and Elders of the Anishinabek Nation 

Å Union of Ontario Indians Support Staff 
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