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              GORDON:  I guess I'll get the ball rolling.  As Richard said, 
         we have been down to see some Indian elders, trying to get more 
         information on the Indian understanding of treaties.  It was a 
         good trip.  I think we brought back, it was a worthwhile trip, 
         we brought back some valuable information.  Also, we brought 
         back some ideas as to, possibly, how we could work at getting 
         the Indian understanding of the treaties. It is basically the 
         same approach we have been using all along.  But we will be 
         looking at different things and I'll go into this later.  One 
         of the biggest questions that we've been trying to find answers 
         for is the... how the Indian representatives understood the 
         treaty.  And, to an extent, we've been able to get this 
         interpretation.  On the other hand there is a lot of work that 
         has yet to be done. 
          



           From what I gather, the Indians understood the treaties 
         basically from what Morris said in the Treaty 6 negotiations 
         that the Indian people would be allowed, given the freedom to 
         retain their mode of life, and in addition the Queen's 
         promises. There was no mention of minerals at the negotiations 
         and signing of the treaty.  There was no mention of the 
         surrender of the mountains and we have been able to determine 
         the reasons, at least to a certain extent, why the mountains 
         were never surrendered. But again, I'll touch on that later.  
         So this is basically how the Indians understood the treaty.  
         That they would be allowed to retain their mode of life and 
         enjoy the Queen's promises, and I was....  It was interesting 
         to hear Foster yesterday when he said that no nation would ever 
         agree or negotiate away their cultural identity and their 
         nation as a people.  This pretty well fits into some of the 
         things that we have found. 
          
          As far as the Indian understanding of the treaty and the 
         question of the time element, is how long did the treaties 
         stand.  Morris used the term, "as long as the sun shines and as 
         long as the rivers flow."  And to an Indian this is interpreted 
         in its purest literal terms exactly what it says.  I think, to 
         come to Morris, this is just a phrase that he coined at the 
         time probably more of a slang term.  But to an Indian this type 
         of talk, this type of slang term is something foreign, to the 
         Indians' understanding.  So the Indian understood that this 
         agreement, the Queen's promises, the promise that they would 
         retain their mode of life was an agreement that this would 
         remain in effect, for as long as the sun shined and the rivers 
         flowed and so on.  And probably, I haven't given that much 
         thought as to really understanding or defining the literal 
          
         interpretation of this term as understood by the Indians.  And 
         possibly someone here may be able to strengthen that.  When the 
         treaty was signed in return for the promises, the Indians 
         agreed to allow the settlers to come in and use the land.  This 
         is what the Indians understood that the settlers would be given, 
         the freedom to come in and settle and use the land for their 
         livelihood.  The Indians were promised that they would be free 
         to go wherever they pleased.  They understood this to mean that 
         they still owned the land.  That these plots of land that were 
         set aside (reserves) were areas where white settlers couldn't 
         come in.  They were not allowed to come in and settle.  
              But they were allowed to settle in the other areas.  But 
         the Indians still had freedom to come and go as they pleased. 
         This is how it was understood.  Like I say, over the weekend or 
         last week we got a lot of food for thought.  I mean I haven't 
         really been able to formulate or define, but we hope to 
         get at this.  As a matter of fact immediately to try to define 
         some of the concepts of the Indian people - Indian concepts in 
         relation to land, in relation to the mountain, in relation to 
         wildlife and so on.  Now, I think in our attempt to obtain 
         Indian understanding, maybe some of the people here, particularly 
         Lynn and Rick, will agree with me or maybe they'll disagree with 
         me. I think we've encountered some difficulty in obtaining 
         precise specific information.  Most of the information that we have 
         been able to obtain is quite general, although leading in the 



         same direction.  So I think  what we're going to have to do, to 
         strengthen the information that we have already, is supplement 
         that information such as "why weren't the mountains 
         surrendered."  I don't think that we've been able to obtain 
         that information, as to why they weren't surrendered. What 
         we're going to have to do is obtain from different Indian 
         elders the concept, the Indians' concept of the relationship 
         that's involved here and define that concept.  And with the 
         information that we have now, as I say which was general, then we 
         should be able to come up with a good explanation as to why, 
         the reasons behind the Indian understanding.  Are you following 
         me?  One of the things that we'll be going after, the field 
         researchers, is to get back to the elders. Not so much as to why 
         the mountains weren't surrendered in relation to treaty.  Go 
         out there and ask them, what is the Indian relationship to the 
         treaty and, I don't know, again, this is just an idea.  I haven't 
         really thought over that thoroughly. And possibly I hope 
         someone here will reach to that or comment to that.  How 
         practical is that? 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  Gordon, could I comment, or could I ask, would it 
         be feasible maybe, to arrange the question a little broader and 
         ask what significance the mountain is to the Indian?  For the 
         kind of material that I've come across, basically, the mountains 
          
          
         are in the north, in the fur trade period and ran across no 
         references or accept to cross over a barren ground to get to 
         the other side.  I come across no evidence of the mountains 
         playing any particular role as far as the Indian, but obviously 
         with....  
          
         GORDON:  Yah. 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  But if you get a definition of the religious, 
         hunting and fishing. 
          
         LYNN:  There are hints from some of the interviews that the 
         mountains were some sort of a sacred place. 
          
         GORDON:  Possibly there is a reason why this is not written in 
         the history books.  There are good reasons for that. I think 
         possibly that most of the information you get from the history 
         books is about the hunting Indian, the trapping Indian.  We 
         don't really get the grass roots, the elders.  We really don't 
         get the picture of what was exactly happening. 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  You've got me interested in certain other areas, 
         if they were something like mountains, could be the idea where 
         the soul goes to on death.  Take the Blackfoot who live near 
         the foothill Indian, their concept with the hunting ground, of 
         course with the sandhill.  We don't encounter any reference 
         there, so this is the kind of thing... 
          
         LYNN:  I think that some of the anthropological sources will 
         give at least what the anthropologists understood the Indians' 
         feelings in that sort of thing were.  There is not that much 



         written but there is a little bit about the plains Indian.  We 
         can at least see if it is the same as what the Indians are 
         saying.  You know, test them out that way. 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  The mountains.  Stoney will be a different thing. 
         It would be interesting to see if the mountain Stoneys share 
         with the Cree. 
          
         RICK:  The one thing that interested me has cropped up in several 
         of the elders interviews, especially in the Treaty 6 area, is 
         the phrase "the mountains is where we went to seek answers."  
         It had some sort of spiritual meaning to it.  Other places say 
         the mountains are clean and good.  This didn't only occur in a 
         few interviews. 
          
         CLAIRE:  I can see why the reference to the mountains didn't 
         occur in a Hudson's Bay material because they were principally 
          
         concerned with economics in relation to the Indians.  And the 
         other source were the missionaries who were trying to draw the 
         Indians away from their traditional spiritual pursuits.  So the 
         fact that there are no written material matter on it, from most 
         sources, I did find significant but not necessarily meaning 
         that it was very important. 
          
         GORDON:  The other difficulty we're having is getting 
         information related to spiritual beliefs of the Indian.  The 
         Indians  just will not give up that kind of information.   The 
         most obvious reason is that there has been so much of this in 
         the past and today yet.  All kinds of people going to these 
         people for information, turning around and writing books and 
         profiting.  And this is one of the reasons it is really 
         difficult.  And there is a barrier there, that we have to try 

 

id that 

  

won't go into wildlife specifically, Rick and Lynn may have 

 

an 

         and overcome, to break that barrier so the elders will trust us
         more.  And when we were in Ottawa two or three weeks ago, 
         having a meeting with researchers, research directors, 
         provincial directors, I think it was Alex Kennedy who sa
         Treaty 6 was based on spiritual beliefs of the Indian.  So if 
         we are going to identify and interpret the meaning then we are 
         going to have to understand those spiritual beliefs.  But like 
         I say it is difficult.  Probably this is our only thing that we 
         have left as Indians, that has not been taken away from us. And 
         the Indians feel, it seems to me, that this is what is going to 
         happen.  If they give this information freely then it will be 
         ruined, and that is a tough thing to try and break and we're 
         going to have to figure out how we are going to work this out.
         I think to a certain extent it can be done, probably enough to 
         help us in our work in what we are trying to do.  But that is 
         the problem we are having. 
          
         I 
         something to say on that.  
          
         The other thing that I would like to say is that I think the 
         Indians believe or suspect that it's not only our treaty right
         that's being challenged, that are in danger of being 
         extinguished.  What is really being threatened is Indi



         culture, the reserves are very important in that respect.  And 
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nerals, the mineral springs, where the Indians use these for 

HN FOSTER:  The other objection that could be put on it too 

ainst 

 

AIRE:  Could I ask, you mentioned that Alex Kennedy has 
ld I 

ype of thinking.  Again it 
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HN FOSTER:  It was self-discovery on your part in as much as 

AIRE:  Could I ask him a future question without asking him 
 

         again this is something that I came upon over the weekend, I 
         have yet to do a lot of work on that.  But that is how 

s, ou         important the treaties are to the Indian people.  That i
         culture, our way of life, our spiritual beliefs are being 
         threatened specifically is what is happening.  Those are th
         two things really I wanted to mention.  We are going to have t
         go back to the elders and try to get an understanding of the 
         Indians' concept.  One of the elders told us the difference 
         between the Indian and the white....  He took for example, th
          
         mi
         medical purposes and to help people with sickness.  The 
         government came, claimed those mineral things and is now making 
         money, to make money. 
          
         LYNN:  They feel they're not using them for a good purpose 
         any more, is that what they object to? 
          
         GORDON:  Yes. 
          
         JO
         is the fact that the government acted without consultation on 
         that, without recognizing certain Indian interest in the 
         utilization of this resource.  I doubt if the Indian is ag
         making money with it.  He might object to the fact that he is 
         not even talking about spiritual performance; it's nothing this
         crucial.   
          
         CL
         talked about Treaty 6 being based on spiritual beliefs, cou
         ask you to enlarge upon that? In what way is Treaty 6 more or 
         less based on spiritual beliefs? 
          

RDON:  I have an idea on that t         GO
         would require a definition of the spiritual beliefs of the 
         Indian - why, I am not at liberty to reveal to anybody.  And
         won't want to dwell on that now.  Possibly in the future, 
         depending on the type of direction we get from the elders, 
         this will come out.  The way I see it, this whole research to
         certain extent it seems like  what we are doing is attempting 
         to gain recognition of our culture, more an appreciation of our
         culture. In effect, I think this is what we're going to have to 
         do. 
          
         JO
         anything else, learning what you are, Gordon! 
          
         CL
         the human nature of the spiritual beliefs?  But more, along the
         lines of the non-Indian view of the treaties. These are part of 
         the bargaining process, I guess, in spite of the fact that 

hat          Morris said he wasn't there to bargain. Are you suggesting t
         the nature of the promises is more intimately related to Indian 
         spiritual beliefs?  It had a deeper significance than just what 
         appears on the surface in terms of, "I give this and you get 
         that," is that what I should understand? 



          
         GORDON:  Like I say, I have some idea on that, and to a certain 
         extent I fully agree with what Kennedy said. 
          
         ALFRED:  I want to ask another question.  Would you suggest 
         then that there's another angle to our research that we should 

ly 
 the 

RDON:  No, that doesn't mean that we are going to change 

FRED:  No, not archival, but as far as field research is 

RDON:  Field research, like I say we'll be using the same 
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know 

B YOUNG:  Gordon, do you think the Indians looked at the 
y 

 

ut 

         be looking at, which is trying to establish what is Indian 
         culture?  Should we then be trying to take it from an 
         anthropological point of view?  This time not necessari
         looking to the books but trying to get the information from
         people as to what was Indian law?  How did they deal with their 
         trade amongst Indian people and so on.  To see how this relates 
         to what happened after the treaty, during the treaty or after 
         the treaty? 
          
         GO
         direction as far as our archival research is concerned. 
          
         AL
         concerned?   
          
         GO
         approach but possibly look at different things.  But it's not 
         going to mean that much of a change in direction. 
          
         ALFRED:  I don't know if we are saying the same thing but it 
         seems to me that if you say that there is a threat not just to
         treaty rights but also to Indian culture, and if you say also 
         the Indian people are trying to retain their Indian culture, 
         and also if you say that to understand the  Indian view of the
         treaty you must understand his culture, then to me the culture  
         is some sort of unknown element that we are dealing with, at 
         least that I am dealing with to some extent.  And if we look a
         what comes out from the anthropological tests from the feedback 
         that I have, this does not always represent Indian culture.  
         Again there are ways of finding out what is Indian culture or 
         at least opening that area without necessarily going into the 
         secrets and so this is what I was thinking that it might be 
         important to start to look into Indian culture per se, by 
         itself, from the point of view of field research.  I don't 
         what your reaction to this is. 
          
         BO
         treaties and the establishment of a reserve to be a sanctuar
         for them as a method of guaranteeing that they could preserve 
         their culture?  You know as opposed...  economic trade-offs. Do
         you think when the treaty was signed that they may have been 
         aware of hordes of white men to come and be very concerned abo
         losing their culture?  At the signing of the treaties, aside 
         from the economic consideration they thought, well here's a 
         guarantee that we will preserve our culture? 
          
          
         GORDON:  Ya, this goes back to Morris's statement, and Morris 
         made that statement I don't know how many times and the treaty 
         says the Indians would not be forced to abandon their ways and 
         this is one of the things they were free to do, is to retain 



         their mode of life.  The reserves as I said, they were promised 

ad 

s 

HN FOSTER:  You know, Bob, when we use the term culture there 

  

       That may be the feature that Gord is getting at, not that they 
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ith what 

 

cultural evolution as is 
itten, as is evident to the public, obviously there has been 

 

 
em haven't.  That may be the key point. 

lture, how would the understanding be in Treaty 6 in relation 

 of 

at culture and also perhaps learning farming or because that 

 is right. 

iscuss that at all or...? 

d what's 
king place, what should be taking place.  I think we're at a 

         that no white settlers would be allowed on that reserve. 
          

B YOUNG:  I've always in the past, you know...  I've re         BO
         statements like that and the mode of life, I've always been an 
         economic oriented person.  First of all we thought of their 
         rights to hunt, fish and trap, never really thought before 
         today the fact the Indians were concerned about their culture 
         and their living.  You know, not just where they could hunt, 
         fish and trap, it's deeper than that.  They signed the treatie
         because they believed this could be a way to preserve, not just 
         their way of life but their culture, but religion and 
         everything else. 
          
         JO
         is one thing we have to be on guard against; that is having a 
         static concept.  I mean for the history viewpoint from the 
         period 20 to 70 it changes things with Indian culture there.
         But what I'm getting at, they're in control, they make the 
         decisions of what they'll adapt and what they won't adapt.  
  
         necessarily want to go back to living in the tipi and chasing
         cows instead of buffalo or something.  But they're going to 
         make the decisions about what elements their experiences are 
         going to incorporate.  This is what I think lay behind the 
         argument that I was trying to make, to lay across 
         unsuccessfully before I totally rejected it.  I rethought ab
         it last night.  But this is the idea that I think w
         Gordon was saying is underlying.  I'd like to see these 
         interviews now, the types of interviews, the kind of evidence
         that will allow me to make it up. 
          
         GORDON:  Again when you talk about 
         wr
         a lot of changes.  On the other hand there are still a lot of
         people there that are still hanging on. 
          

but the valves behind         JOHN FOSTER:  I think the eggers change, 
         th
          

point of Indian          RICHARD PRICE:  Gordon, in that particular 
         cu
         to schools?  Because it seems to me right there on that 
         particular point.  Was it the understanding of Indian people in 
         terms of schools on the reserves... were they to be a way
          
         maintaining that culture, or were they to be of maintaining 
         th
         is where...? Right away we get into some kind of a cultural 
         conflict.   
          
         GORDON:  That
          
         RICHARD PRICE:  Did you d
          
         GORDON:  I've thought about it, and have my idea, an
         ta



         point now where Indian culture will almost have to be taught 
         at schools. 
          

 In making a point, that even originally in the          JOHN FOSTER: 
         treaties, the Indians saw schools and a tape in European 
         knowledge that he might use, there is nothing wrong with the 
         fact that it's changed and now concedes that the school is a 

t the signing of the 
g, what the 

derstanding was of the schools. 

re some of 
ols, some of it cannot be 

  Question:  Are our schools designed to 
filtrate values or to teach the need of skills.  I think 

 
ds 

 

 

cept one. Maybe it was because they weren't asked about that, 

 

e 
 I just said, some 
t some of the basic 

posed to teaching of the basic spiritual concepts.  I think 

n example.  Indian culture is a 
hat you mentioned it. Hobbema is 

s that 

 

         way of perpetuating some of his values.  I don't think that 
         this necessarily throws anything out. 
          
         RICHARD PRICE:  I just wondered that a
         treaty if there was partly understandin
         un
          
         GORDON:  When I say we're at a point in time now whe
         this will have to be taught in scho
         taught in schools.  It is a type of learning that cannot be 
         taught in schools. 
          
         KEN:  As I understand some of the basic philosophies of 
         education generally,
         in
         those Saskatchewan people are making an important distinction
         there.  They feel the understanding of the Indian people towar
         the education problem; they would teach them the skills that
         they would use. 
          
         LYNN:  I found it interesting that none of the Treaty 6 elders

g about teaching Indian culture in schools,          mentioned anythin
         ex
         but only one man said anything at all about it and that was to 

l         say he didn't approve of it.  Is this something the elders fee
         that shouldn't be taught, whereas younger Indians think it 
         should be taught?  Is it an age difference? 
          
         GORDON:  I think probably the old people and the young peopl
         are talking about two different things.  Like

 these things can be taught in school.  Bu         of
          
         spiritual aspects cannot be taught in school.  Possibly there's 
         two lines of thinking there.  I think the elders would be 
         op
         they would be opposed to that. 
          
         DICK:  Lynn, where you speak of Indian culture and you 
         specifically state Treaty 6 as a

ry large field; it is funny t         ve
         in Treaty 6 and also St. Paul.  These are the two school
         are teaching Indian culture, elders are doing the work.  But 
         like I say, the area is quite large and maybe by teaching the 
         Cree language in Hobbema or elsewhere, it is regarded as Indian 
         culture, yet it is much deeper than that.  Maybe the people in
         Treaty 6 or the people asking the question take it for granted 
         that their children are being taught Indian culture, you know.  
         Nobody questions it all. 
          
         KEN:  I kind of felt that a lot more white people in our 



         society ought to feel like Gordon does.  The schools shouldn't 

igned and Treaty 7, 
at I know of anyway, Treaty 6 and Treaty 7, the chiefs had as 

, 
Now when 

nt, 
ms 

ay.  

now 

s a commitment, there was something sacred?  Do the 
give much guidance in terms of what action is to be 

 

t phrase "treaty," all the 
omises that were made during the negotiations.  You see when 

en 

         be part of something that give them new lives and so on. 
         Schools should have a limited function.  Certain cultural 
         activities they can do but family and communities should take 
         more responsibility in this whole area. 
          
         GORDON:  Maybe the other thing I could mention is, maybe get 
         back to the treaties. When Treaty 6 was s
         th
         consultants Indian elders and medicine men and when they were 
         about to sign the agreement, the chiefs brought the pipe to the 
         commissioner.  And the pipe was handed to the commissioner and 
         when he took that pipe and put that stem in his mouth, that 
         symbolizes, or at least I should say symbolized, that what was 
         promised would be upheld.  And when that happened, like I say 
         this was the only way the Indian... how would you say, well 
         just the whites have a contract.  To the Indian the pipe was 
         the... we have to look at or try to understand how important 
         that kind of agreement is to the Indian.  The pipe is 
         everything to the Indian; it is very important, very sacred.  
         And what is said when a pipe is being used can never be broken
         that is the way the Indian understood that agreement.  
         the commissioners promised that the Queen would look after her 
         red children and all the other promises, the Indian really 
         believed that this is what would happen.  They placed their 
         entire trust in the hands of the government, so they believed 
         that all their affairs would be administered by the governme
         and all the administration would be done according to the ter
         of the treaty.  Right away the signing of the treaty, this was 
          
         not the case.  The government set out to do something right 
         away in a different direction.  And that was a violation right 
         aw
          
         RICHARD PRICE:  Gordon, what were the consequences to think 
         today of the understanding, you know, with using the pipe that 
         there wa

ders          el
         taken today?  Does that mean to go back and search for the 
         original understandings?  Or would it be a new approach to the 
         treaty?  I think this is terribly important for a lot of the 
         things we are doing.  I mean, perhaps it's even premature to
         even ask the question, but somewhere along the way that 
         question will have to be faced. 
          
         BOB YOUNG:  When you speak of treaties, Gordon, I get the 

hey          feeling that the Indian people speak treaties, and when t
         use that word they include in tha
         pr
         the government speaks of treaty they speak of what is writt
         down.  Is it fair to say really that the Indians who were 
         signing the treaty or who was there negotiating, because of 
         their importance, you know, of what was said during the smoking 
         of the pipe, were really not that concerned about what was 
         written down.  Let me put it in another way.  Before they 
         signed or put their X or whatever they did, were they very 
         concerned about what was in writing?  Were all their suspicions 



         set aside by virtue of what the negotiator said? 
          
         GORDON:  I don't think so. 
          
         KEN:  There is one piece of archival evidence that bears on 

is and a trader from northern Manitoba claims that the 
e to what is written on paper and 

 
 

ly 

B YOUNG:  I think that is quite important, but the problem I 
 

ou know in our favor.  That still falls far 
ort of what I understand of the Indians' present day position 

rkings on a piece of paper with sprawling on it, that it was 

n the 
r trading, the account books that the company keeps on every 

 

 
t 

 

rpret it as far our way 
 you can, it's so different from what the Indians say.  You 

made. 

 

l that referred to a written document.  It's just assumed that 

derstanding about what treaty meant.  We still don't have any 

         th
         Indians have great importanc
         they insist on writing letters to Morris and saying that the
         Indians insisted that this be put on paper and attached great
         importance to it.  It may be a local thing, it may be whol
         wrong.   
          
         GORDON:  Again that is one of the things that we are going to 
         have to look for. 
          
         BO
         find is what is written.  Even if you take an interpretation of
         some of the works y
         sh
         to be as what it was meant. 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  Would it be fair to say, Bob, that you talk about 
         the pipestem in the mouth which is the Indian way to put 
          
         ma
         the white man's way of doing things, that he'd go along with 
         it.  And just to kind of support this, for instance back i
         fu
         Indian.  Now they have everything written down, the Indian 
         knows exactly what his debts and credits are; he can't read or
         write but he remembers with the memory.  He and the company 
         will have an agreement.  He sees the white man writing it down. 
         He doesn't acknowledge debt by signing his signature; he jus
         implicitly accepts that this is the nature of the relationship. 
         It is just sort of a verbal thing. 
          
         BOB YOUNG:  Well, this is what I'm starting to think, and this 
         would then, in my mind, explain as to why it was written 
         so different.  When you have to inte
         as
         know, what is the deal, if the deal was made in their mind when 
         the negotiator said ABC and smoked the pipe, the deal was 
         And the white man wanted to put it down in the language they 
         didn't understand, they put their X on it because in their mind
         the deal was made with the smoking of the pipe sort of thing.  
         And that was quite a difference. 
          
         RICK DANIEL:  Thinking of all the elders interviews that I've 
         read, I can't remember offhand.  A certain elder is asked what 

remember a single elder at          the treaty promises were, I can't 
         al
         isn't what the treaty really is. 
          
         KEN:  One thing disurbs me about our whole research or 
         interviews about treaty.  And that is, we have a lot of helpful 

re and present day          and useful information about cultu
         un



         that I can make, any account of the treaty. We can't say this is 

Morris's 

he deal was 
nsummated or the pipe was smoked.  I'd like to have somebody 

as?  

n.  That means 

 

B YOUNG:  Well then that raises the next question, 

RDON:  Well, as I said, the Indians understood that things 
 

 
r you 

goes back and forth.  You know, maybe I'm 

 
s, what was the deal they made?  What did the 

dians think it was.  We know what the white man thought. The 
ans 
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ery general terms that would 
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e Mounties have moved in and they moved the whiskey traders 

         what happened when the treaty was signed.  We can't say "This 
         is what so and so said."  The only account we have is 
         account or the white people present at the time. 
          
         BOB YOUNG:  I would like to know too, I mean we know what the 
         white man thought what the deal was by his written document.  
         You speak of the promises made and never mind if t
         co
         from TARR, or you know... what did the Indians think the deal w
         You know, to put it in Mickey Mouse language.  What did the 
         Indians think the deal they made was in treaty? 
          
         GORDON: I think that, one of the things I've been looking at is 
         the reference that is used when the Indians talk about the 
         treaty.  And the term they use is Tipa-amat-too-i
          
          
         "payment."  But the connotation there implies compensation. 
         But I don't know how old that term is, how long it's been used.  
          
         BO
         compensation for what? 
          
         GO
         were to be given to the Indians for allowing the white
         settlers to move in. 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  Bob, would it be too far to push you back to the
         old fur trade ceremony, where you can say compensation o
         can say the gift.  It 

shing here.          fi
          
         BOB YOUNG:  It might well be, but it would certainly be 
         interesting to have the Indian point of view as to, you know, the
         commercial term
         In
         government said they surrendered the land. Surrendered me
         gave it up and good-bye. 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  Now we'll take Sweetgrass's speech or something 
         like that.  Of course he's not talking in specifics is he?  In
         his speech, Morris quotes 

is.  He is talking in v         th
         substantiate Gordon's terms, thinking in terms of cultural 
         survival. And the essence of the whole damn thing.  Specifics 

 we         merely mean a lesser part of it.  This is the whole, I think
         have.  You know Sweetgrass and Morris makes reference t
         Bear.  I realize there are few and far in between but not th
         tendency to substantiate that kind of a position. 
          
         RICHARD PRICE:  You also have Erasmus sort of account to the 
         treaty.  There Mistawasis gives a very interesting speech where
         he talks about, you know, he didn't have any choice
         th
         on to the south into Blackfoot country. 
          



         RICK DANIEL:  The overall sort of impression that I keep 
         getting in reading Treaty 6 and 7 elders interviews, it's by 
         no means sort of a unanimous thing. There

ings that sort of conflict with it, bu
 are elders who say 
t the overall 

er 
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         th
         impression I think - I don't think it could be summed up bett
         then what Gordon said a few minutes ago when he said the treat
         was understood as compensation for allowing the whiteman to 
         move in. It seems to be that it was understood in terms just 
         that simple.  It was not sale of the land, it wasn't sale of 
          
         resources and water, everything they've always used.  It was 
         simply a payment that the government is giving to the Indians 
         to allow the settlers to move in for them.  It meant to farm t
         land, and perhaps it was after the treaty that this notion ca
         up, repeated again and again in the elders interviews that the
         only surrendered that much land.  Maybe it wasn't specifically 
         put in those terms at the signing of the treaty.  But because 
         it was understood that we're only allowing the white man to come 
         in and farm the land not selling the land.  Because farming was 
         mentioned and minerals were mentioned, then it was only farming 
         rights or something. 
          
         BOB YOUNG:  That is certainly different than as I understand 
         Treaty 3 to be.  Like down there I understand from yesterday 
         when the question of m
         told, "No, you don't get the minerals." 
          
         KEN:  Well, going back to the original point, I heard in 
         Saskatchewan where they're doing interviews, they say they've g
         a story that when Treaty 6 was made there
         be
         on the treaties and see how things went with him and Mista
         was going to go in.  Now from Morris and from Erasmus and so 
         on, it was obvious that there was a lot of conflicting opin
         amongst the Indians as far as their negotiations were concerned,
         who had insights about what the conflicting opinions were.  Now 
         I know this can be imposing our standards of historical and 
         legal exactitude.  I sort of suspect that some of this stuff is 
         around. I shouldn't be revealing some of this but when I was 
         working for Enoch, (this isn't treaty but this is a similar 

r          period) as we went to interview an old fellow on the Alexande
         reserve. The interview was totally conducted in Cree. I have no 
         idea what was being said, our interpreter didn't tell me 
         anything.  We had it on tape and took it back to the office t
         get people to undo the tape.  This guy tells the story that 
         Poundmaker, he says that Poundmaker came to Papaschase.  This 
         is before the Riel Rebellion.  He tells Papaschase that 
         they've got to get off that reserve because if they don't the 
         white man is going to shut them in like in a concentration ca
         and that is it.  He says this is related to why these people 
         moved off. Anyway they come back, there are certain thing
         aren't clear on this thing.  We come back to try and get this 
         straight and he wouldn't tell us.  If there are reasons why we   
         are not getting this type of story.  I would think that is as fa
         as we're going to go and present a statement on the treaty or 

          something.  Things like this would be the best happening we can
         find, the most convincing happening.  If we're going to try and 



         upset the accounts of Morris and other people's opinions to the 
         treaty, this is the kind of thing we really need to convince 
         the other side. 
          
         RICK DANIEL:  I agree of the importance to have it.  I'm not, maybe 

f 
et the impression, especially like in Treaty 6, 

f 

 

lberta Indian 
ll 
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         I'm not as optimistic as you, being able to get at that sort o
         information.  I g
         stories of what the treaty meant, what they generally agreed, 
         have been passed down fairly consistently it seems.  The 
         specific details about people involved and what the discussions 
         were are sort of concrete.  They don't seem to have been passed 
         on, or at least they are not coming through the interviews.  
         There's one exception to that is that there are a number o
         Treaty 7 interviews that talked quite a bit about the 
         difference in opinion between Crowfoot and Red Crow. 
          
         LYNN:  Treaty 7 interviews are so much alike in any event and
         even in the order in which they were told. 
          
         KEN:  I think Treaty 6 was laboring under great disadvantages 
         because so little of the actual negotiations took place in 
         Alberta.  Only a few of these were now the A
         branch ...?.....  Fort Pitt and a small area of bands there; a
         the other bands come in by adhesion.  So you are not going to 
         get that kind of detail from many people. 
          
         LYNN:  Yet in the Treaty 7 interviews, at least from my point 
         of view, what we're getting is more of a discussion of the 

 not necessarily          ritual of the treaty signed.  Who did what,
         wh
         But rather how they changed, how they solidified the pipe and 

me         made it a lasting agreement.  That is exactly what the agree
         is; you have to read that in yourself. 
          
         KEN:  But the details we can provide like this will improve our
         credibility.   
          

HN FOSTER:  But it's good beginning a         JO
         what he did as secondary primary literature of what we do know 
         as to what the I

pears.  And c         ap
          
         BOB YOUNG:  I don't know how Richard feels but I think this is 

ve          what your whole program is working towards.  Over here we ha
         the treaties and the white man's point of 
         yo
         find it interesting to hear Gordon say this morning that maybe 
         in fact the Indians didn't... maybe it wasn't really explained 
         to them what the written word said.  And if they did, you know 
         I've always been "hung up" what does surrendered mean?  How did 
         they interpret that?  Maybe they never even thought about it.  
         They weren't that concerned when it came to the final thing.  
         They thought the deal had been made with their promises back 
          
         and forth verbally and the smoking of the pipe.  So they 
         weren't concerned with this word which they couldn't read 
         anyway.  That was just something that happened.  The white man



         wanted to do it and wanted the X down.  In their minds it was the 
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         white man's way of smoking the pipe. 
          
         RICHARD PRICE:  I think the way I understand that what we 
         should now be doing is try to get involved in two concepts of 
         treaty.  And at some stage try to sort
         of
         could proceed taking both sources and then try to find the 
         concept of treaty. 
          
         BOB YOUNG:  What I find interesting is the concept of 
         geography.  And so, fine, you have down there Red Crow agree
         to a certain boundar
         he didn't have any comprehension of between this river
         river, and that latitude, and that would result in so m
         What comprehension did he have of 540 square miles?  How did 
         the Indians understand geography?  Did they do it by lake, you 
         know?  When it came time to surrendering, how did they know 
         what they were surrendering? 
          
         JOHN FOSTER:  This is the other thing you get from the fur trade
         period is that you get Indian maps, and when you initially lo
         at them, they make no sense.  
         bu
         in terms of travelling time between positions.  So if you could 
         make quickly over 100 miles one day, and 15 miles another day 
         that thing would be the same proportion on the map.  There are 
         maps in the fur trade period to demonstrate the Indian concept 
         specifically.   
          
         BOB YOUNG:  What we should be working for is the Indian 
         concept of the treaty.  Forget what the white person works 
         with.  What did t
         wh
         At least what I see is written, there's no way you are go
         reconcile the written treaty to what I understand the Indian
         version to be.  There's no way you are going to take that white 
         word surrender and ceded and all the rest of the legalistic 
         terms and say they didn't mean exactly that and move it over to 
         the Indian position. Those words won't just go that far. 
          
         CLAIRE:  There's no need of us to ever expect them to go that
         far either, because the Indian people did not rely on that 

nding          written word at that time.  They relied on their way of ha
         do
         because of the commissioner said, "Okay everybody agreed. I wil
          
         now smoke the pipe."  As Gordon said they felt they agreed to 
         something.  The commissioners may have understood that the 
         Indians think that this is what it's going to be but really 
         th


