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ABSTRACT 

This thesis presents an analysis of the testimony of the Tsimshian 

Indians before the Royal Commission on Indian Affairs for the Province 

of British Columbia (1913-1916). The level of generality at which 

Indian concerns and points of view have been considered in the past is 

such that local and/or regional differences of opinion and interest 

have been left in obscurity. This thesis remedies, for the Tsimshian, 

this superficial coverage of what native people have said. 

'Manifest content analysis' is employed to compartmentalize the 

testimony into manageable units for study. The focus of the thesis, 

however, is on the identification of the wide range of issues or topics 

which the Tsimshian considered worthy of discussion at the turn of the 

century. It is demonstrated that while aboriginal title and land 

claims were of paramount concern, those Indians addressing the 

Commission also had much to say about the reserve system, EuroCanadian 

expansion, the importance of land suitable for hunting, fishing, 

farming, and/or logging, and the desirability of 1 White 1 versus 

traditional land ownership and economic activities. 

The thesis also provides comparisons between and among the various 

Tsimshian interests and attitudes at the local and regional levels. 

It is apparent that whether or not a local group (village community) 

chose to assist the Commission significantly affected the results of 

the analysis. Hence the greatest similarities, in terms of the 

concerns and opinions expressed, a.re shown to exist between the 

' 
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cooperative local groups on the one hand and the uncooperative local 

groups on the other. At the regional level only the testimony of the 

Nishga reflects generally similar interests, opinions, and attitudes 

toward the Commission, and although the Nishga have frequently been 

presented implicitly in the literature as representative of 'British 

Columbia Indians', it is argued here that they are not representative 

even of other Tsimshian. 

The thesis demonstrates that Tsimshian interests were neither 

narrowly nor vaguely defined even as early as the turn of the century. 

Moreover, it is shown that, contrary to the impressions given in the 

existing literature, the majority cooperated with the Commission, and 

that though dissatisfied, were not hostile. 

Examiners: 
---------



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

ABSTRACT•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• iv 

KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS USED I N CITATIONS•••••••••••••••••••••••• vi 

LIST OF TABLES•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• vii 

LIST OF MAPS•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• viii 

ACKNOWLEOOElvf.ElJTS............... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ix 

DEDICATION.................................................... X 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~ 

Statement of the Problem•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Significance of the Study••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
An Ethnographic Sketch of the Tsimshian ••••••••••••• 

II. HISTORICAL CONTEXl' OF THE 1913-1916 ROYAL 
-~ COMMISSION ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• . •••••••••••• 

1 

2 
5 
9 

18 

18 
21 

iv 

The Formative Years of Indian Policy•••••••••••••••• 
Administrative Problems: Federal vs. Provincial •••• 
The Tsimshian Reserve Controversy••••••••••••••••••• 
The McKenna-McBride Agreement••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The Royal Commission on Indian Affairs for the 
Province of British Columbia (1913-1916) •••••••••••• 

12P 

III. THE GROWTH OF INDIAN LAND CLAIMS•••••••••••••••••••• .,,,,,.---
Post-Confeder ation •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The Role of the Missionary ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·• 
A New Century -- Ano ther Era in Indian Claims ••••••• 
The Nishga Petition•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~••• 
The Alli ed Tribes of British Columbia ••••••••••••••• 
The Settlement of 1927•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

28 

31 

34 • 

35 
J8 ~ 
40 
43 
46 
48 



V 

IV. METHOOOLOGY....... • • • • • • • • • • • • •.• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 50 

Content Analysis••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The 'Testimony'•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

50 
_.a._ 

Selection of Material for Analysis ••••••••••••••••••• 
Techniques of Analysis••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The Sample••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

5 
54 
60 

V. AGGREDATE RESULTS•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 64 
/ 

Distribution of Comments by Top1c and Opinion •••••••• 
Intensity of Opinion•••••••••••·••••••••••••••••••••• 
Distribution of Comments by Testimony 'Type'••••••••• 
Distribution of Cor:unents According to Whether 
or Not the Indians Cooperated with the 
Commission ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EuroCanadian Testimony••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

66 
71 
75 

_ 8 
86 

VI. LOCAL GROUP VARIATIONo••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 93 --
Coast Tsimshian Local Groups•••••••••••••••·••••••••• 
Gitksan Local Groups••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nishga Local Groups•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Discussion •••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Local Group Variation••••••·••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Stun.mary • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

97 
103 
109 
114 
116 
127 

VII. REDIONAL VARIATION AMONG THE TSIMSHIAN............... 131 __, 
Distribution of Nishga, Gi tksan, and Coastal 
Comments••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Uniformity within Regional Groupings••••••••••••••••• 
The Nishga Case•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

132 
136 
138 

VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.............................. 143 ---
NOTES•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 150 

REFERENCES CITED••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 152 

APPENDIX A: 

APPENDIX B: 

APPENDIX C: 

THE NIS!1GA PETITION ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

INDIAN AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR EACH TSIMSHIAN 
LOCAL GHOUP AND THE DATE VISITED BY THE 

156 

ROYAL CO~fMISSION.................................. 161 

LIST OF THE INDIVIDUALS WHO ADDRESSED THE 
ROYAL COMMISSION ACCORDING TO THEIR LOCAL 
GROUP••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 162 



vi 

APPENDIX D: NOTATION SHEEI'S FOR RATING COMMENTS••••••••••••••• 164 

APPENDIX E: LOCAL GROUP REPRESENTATION BEFORE THE ROYAL 
COMMISSION ON I NDIAN AFFAIRS FOR THE PROVINCE 
OF BRITISH COLUMBIA••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 166 

APPENDIX F: DISTRIBUTION OF NISHGA COMMENTS BY INTENSITY 
OF OPINION•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 167 

APPENDIX G: DISTRIBUTION OF COAST TSIMSHIAN COMMENTS BY 
INTENSITY OF OPINION•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 168 

APPENDIX H: DISTRIBUTION OF GITKSAN COMMENTS BY INTENSITY 
OF OPINION........................................ 169 

KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS USED IN CITATIONS 

Debates of the Senate of the Dominion of Canada. Ottawa. 
1887-1920 

P.C. Pa ers Connected with the I ndian Land estion 1850-1875. 
Victoria: Queen's Printer. orig. British Columbia 
Legislative Assembly. Sessional Papers, 2d. Parl., 1st 
sess., 1875) 1875. 

P.N.W.C. Papers r elating to the Commission Aopointed to Enquire into 
the Condition of t he I ndians of t he North-1·/est Coast. 
Victoria: Government Printer. 1887. 

R.R.C. Report of the Royal Commission on Indian Affairs for the 
Province of Br iti sh Columbia. 4 volumes. Victoria: Acme 
Press Ltd. 19160 

R.R.C.E. Re ort of the Ro al Commi ssion on Indi an Affairs for the 
Province of Br iti sh Columbia - extended evidence the name 
of the Indian Agency follows the abbreviation with the page 
number from that Agency's evidence). unpublished manuscript. 
Provincial Archives of British Columbia. 

R.S.J. [Report of the] "Special Joint Committee of the Senate and 
House of Commons Appointed to Inquire into the Claims of the 
Allied Tribes of Briti sh Columbia, as Set Forth in Their 
Petition to Parliament in June 192611 Report and Evidence. 
Journals, 16th Parl., 1st sess., 1926-27. 1927. 



vii 

LIST OF TABLES 

TABLE Page 

1 DISTRIBUTION OF TSIMSHIAN COMMENTS BY TOPIC AND BY 
POINT OF VIEW EXPRESSED••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 65 

2 RELATIVE(%) DISTRIBUTION OF COMMENTS BY INTENSITY 
OF OPINION.............................................. 73 

3 RELATIVE( %) TOPICAL DISTRIBUTION OF COMMEJ:l"TS FOR 
EACH TYPE OF TESTIMONY................................... 77 

4 TOPICAL DISTRIBUTION OF COMMENTS FOR COOPERATIVE 
AND IBlCOOPEnATIVE TSIMSI-iIAN ACCORDING TO THE Tl1'E 
OF TESTIMONY IN WHICH EACH WAS GIVEN•••••••••••••••••••• 83 

5 ETHNO-LINGUISTIC CLASSIFICATION OF TSIMSHIAN LOCAL 
GROUPS.................................................. 95 

6 RESULTS OF CONTENT ANALYSIS ACCORDING TO LOCAL GROUPS... 115 

7 TOPICAL DISTRIBUTION OF LOCAL GROUP COMMENTS............ 118 

8 MISSIONIZING CHURCHES IN THE TSIMSHIAN TERRITORIES...... 125 

9 DISTRIBUTION OF NISHGA, GITKSAN AND COAST TSIMSHIAN 
COMMENTS BY TOPIC••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 133 



viii 

LIST OF MAPS 

MAP Page 

l DISTRIBUTION OF BRITISH COLUMBIA COASTAL ETHNIC 
GROUPS CIRCA 1850•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 

2 TSIMSHIAN LANGUAGES AND DIALECTS....................... 12 

3 THE LOCATION OF THE TSIMSHIAN LOCAL GROUPS IN 
BRITISH COLUMBIA....................................... 96 



ix 

ACKNOWLEIXiEMENTS 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude for the guidance 

provided by the members of my supervisOI"J coP.llili ttee: Dr. K. A. Mooney, 

Dr. L. H. Donald, and Dr. A. R. King. In particular, I wish to 

acknowledge my indebtedness to Dr. K. A. t~ooney for her continuing 

assistance and encouragement and for her invaluable comments and 

criticisms on the various drafts. Dr. L. H. Donald also deserves 

special mention since he first introduced me t o the Hoyal Commission 

testimony and later answered many of my technical and methodological 

queries regarding this thesis. 

I also wish to express my appreciation of the personnel of the 

Provincial Archives of British Columbia, the Legislative Library 

(Victoria), and the McPherson Library (University of Victoria) for 

their patience and assistance in locating pertinent do cuments. A 

special thanks as well to the Union of B. c. Indian Chiefs' librarian, 

Bess Brown. In adcution, I am grateful to my fellow graduate students 

for their interest and moral support, particularly Mrs. Grace Alexander 

who typed and edited the final version of this thesis • 

.And finally, a heartfelt thank-you to my ·family, who tolerated 

my neglect and who were there when I needed encouragement. 



X 

DEDICATION 

to my mother 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In April of 1913 a Royal Commission was appointed: 

••• to investigate and make recommendations regarding 
the lands for the Indians in the province of British 
Columbia, and regarding such adci tional lands as might 
appear to be required for the necessary use of the 
Indians of the Province ••• (Report of the Royal 
Commi ssion on Indian Affairs f or the Province of British 
Columbia. 1916: 14, hereinafter cited as R. n. C.). 

The convening of this joint federal/provincial commission was a direct 

result of the McKenna-McBride Agreement of 1912, and was to facilitate 

a 'final settlement' of the question s of reserve acreage and 

reversionary interest, about which the Dominion of Canada and the 

Province of British Columbia had long disagreed (R. R.C. 1916:17). 

To this end five Commissioners spent three years travelling 

extensively throughout British Columbia holding m~etings uith most of 

the Indian 11 bands11 (local groups). By June of 1916 the Commissioners 

had concluded their work and presented a massive four-volume report to 

both governments. After much delay, the Royal Commission report was 

accepted. It was ratified by the Provincial government in 1923 and by 

the Dominion in 19 24. 

The findings and specific recommendations of the Com.'Ilissioners are 

significant as they established the number, size, and location of 

Indian reserves throughout British Columbia. But equally important 

from an ethnohistorical standpoint are the largely untapped folios of 

evidence given by the Indians themselves at the hearings. Their 



2 

opinions on all matters connected with the work of the Commission are 

recorded in detail, but hitherto have neither been critically examined 

nor have they served as the basis for any assessment of native interests 

or concerns, excepting that done by the Commissioners in the course of 

their investigations. 

Statement of the Problem 

The majority of the authors who concern themselves with the 

191.3-1916 Royal Commission do so briefly and in the historical context 

of reserve allotment problems and/or the Indian interest in issues of 

1 aboriginal title'. The principal foci of their studies are the loss 

of reserve acreage and the subsequent growth of Indian protests in the 

Province. Comments regarding native attitudes toward the Commission 

and 1 the land question 1 are included in their discussions, although 

the authors rely almost exclusively on sources other than native 

testimony. 

It would appear that of the authors surveyed, all are familiar 

with the Commission's four published volumes. They are also, no doubt, 

acquainted with the Commissioner's summation of the responses of the 

Indian groups; however, only one writer states explicitly that he has 

used the comments of the Commissioners, concerning their reception and 

the amount of cooperation they received from the various 11 bands11 

(local groups), as an indication of 11 the attitude of the Indians to 

the land problem" (Laviolette 1961:128). 

To establish the general atmosphere existing at the turn of the 

century, numerous references are made in the literature to other 



documents which are also non-Indian discussions and evaluations of 

various Indian problems and points of view. Multiple citations of 

Papers Connected with the Indian Land Question 1850-1875 (hereinafter 

cited as !'..!.£•) and the Department of Indian Affairs Annual Reports and 

correspondence demonstrate the considerable reliance on I Whiteman I s 

documents' to establish 1 the native position' (Cail 1974:231,237,238; 

Cumming and Mickenberg 1972:172,174,176-83; La Violette 1961: 118,125). 

Furthermore, it is 1 the Indian posture' which is being discussed, not 

the posture of any specific group of Indians. 

The tendency to generalize a particular local or regional group 's 

complaints to all British Columbia Indians is pervasive in the 

treatment of 'Indian documents' also. Indian petitions sent to 

Edward VII in 1906 and 1909, as well as the specific demands put to 

British Columbia Premier McBride (1910), are reported by most authors 

to further substantiate their claims of "Indian unrest" ( Cail 1974: 

231-232; Cumming and Hickenberg 1972: 188-189 ; Druc:✓.er 1958: 92; 

Hawthorn et al 1958:56; LaViolette 1961:127,129,133-134). Similarly, 

the more formal statements and claims made in the famous "Nishga 

Peti tion11 (1913, 1915, 1916)1 are often ci teci as evidence of II general 

discontent11 (Drucker 1958:228; Duff 1964:69; Cail 1974:231-232 

LaViolette 1961:127,129,133-134). Although most authors correctly 

identify the specific group of Indians involved in each protest, this 

does not appear to discourage them from making sweeping 

generalizations. 

Immediately after the Commission's report was ratified a further 

commission met, as a Special Committee of the Senate and the House of 

3 



Commons, to consider the claims of the Allied Tribes of British 

Columbia. This petition had been drafted by A. E. 0 1 Meara on behalf 

of the Indians involved, and it summarized previous actions taken by, 

and opinions expressed by, 1 the Province's native population'. Hhile 

a particular section of the document is a reflection of the Allied 

Tribes' opposition to the Commission of 1913-1916 and its terms of 

reference, it too is implicitly presented as proof of all British 

Columbia Indians' dissatisfaction and political activism ( Cail 1974: 

243; Cumming and Hickenberg 1972:189-190; Hawthorn et al 1958:56; 

LaViolette 1961:128-129, 131). 

Therefore, any Indian protest immediately before, during, or 

after the time of the Commission has been used to establish what 1 the 

Indians' were worried about or what issues they concerned themselves 

with. That is, any evidence excepting that given by the Indians 

themselves at the Commission hearings. Investigations of the natives' 

testimony have been at best cursory and explicit references are few. 

Only in one publication --by Indians--- has actual evidence been 

quoted (Union of B. C. Indian Chiefs n.d.:52a,52c,52d). The choice of 

excerpts in this volume is obviously slanted in favour of eloquence 

and a particular viewpoint, namely 11 the unjust act of cut-offs11 (ibid: 

52a). Thus, aside from the paucity of actual references, th~re is 

doubtless considerable bias in the little that has been selected. 

In much the same way, there has been an overall tendency to 

remark upon native dissatisfaction with, and hostility towards, the 

Commission regardless of the data source utilized. Nowhere, excepting 

a brief sentence in LaViolette 1 s The Struggle for Survival (1961:129), 

4 



is mention made of the fact that the reception by some was cordial and 

that the cooperation of those Indians with the Commission's goals was 

nearly total. Cail (1974), Cumming and Mickenberg (1972), and others 

have chosen to highlight the refusal of 1 the Indians' to accept the 

Commission's recommendations since issues of I aboriginal ti tle 1 were 

not addressed. They never state which of all of the Indian gr oups in 

British Columbia were party to this 1 r efusal 1 • In fact, Drucker is 

the only author who attempts to list the various "bands and tribes" 

vhich comprised or supported the "Allied Tribes' Statement of Facts 

and Claims" ( wherein the Cominission 1 s report is deemed unacceptable), 

and his list is by no means extensive (1958:97). 

Significance of the Study 

5 

The level of generality at which the Indian's points of view have 

been considered is such that any real local and/or regional differences 

of opinion have been left in obscurity. It is the goal of th:i.s thesis 

to remedy, in part, the superficial coverage of Indian attitudes 

toward, and concerns about, issues brought to the floor by the 

1913-1916 governmental inquiry. More specific_ally, I will examine 

herein the positions taken by the Tsimshian Indians of the Nass and 

Skeena Ri vcr areas on the questions of the importance and desirability 

of reserves, and associated issues as they defined them, through a 

detailed investigation of their own testimony before the British 

Columbia Royal Commission on Indian Affairs. 

This testimony is advantageous in that it is decidedly Indian, as 

opposed to non-Indian. Moreover, it covers a 'Wide range of opinions 
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and topics, not only land claims, and permits the determination of the 

specific issues that the Tsimshian "Were dissatisfied about. The Hishga 

of the Nass River valley had a leading and visible r ole in land claim 

disputes, and have frequently been presented implicitly in the 

literature as representative of 'British Columbia Indians •. I will 

attempt to determine whether or not the Hishga are representative even 

of other Tsimshian Indians. 

Therefore, this thesis remedies, in part, the lack of attention 

paid to many aspects of the McKenna-J.!cBride Commission, and 

specifically it remedies for the Tsimshian the total lack of attention 

paid to the Indian testimony. It provides the first intensive 

examination of Tsimshian attitudes toward Indian land and reserves and 

toward EuroCanadian settlement in the Nass and Skeena River areas. It 

establishes what the various Tsimshian groups saw as the relative 

importance of land for hunting, fishing, farming, and logging, and the 

desir.abili ty of I Whi te 1 versus traditional economic endeavours. 

Generally, the analysis establishes just what it was that the Tsimshia..'"1 

considered "Worthy of discussion in the early 1900 1 s. 

As the only investigation of this sort for specific local and 

regional groupings of the Province's native people, the study furnishes 

quantified information for the Tsimshian concerns and opinions at both 

specific and more general levels, which allows the variety of interests 

and points of view to surface, as opposed to only the most salient, and 

in this way clarifies the broad generalizations previously mo.de. 

It is hoped that this thesis may provide the stimulus for others 

to undertalte equally specific investigations of other North Pacific 
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Coast and Interior 'cultures', utilizing the same primary data source, 

so that in the future the Tsimshian data can be compared to others'. 

In order to acquaint the reader with the Indians about whom this 

study is concerned, a brief ethnographic sketch of the Tsimshian is 

given at the end of this chapter. With increased 1 \-!hite ' contact, 

various aspects of the culture changed at differing rates in differing 

geographic locations throughout the Tsimshain territories. No attempt 

is made t o give a comprehensive picture of all Tsimshian 'local groups ' 

or all aspects of their culture at the time of the Commission hearings. 

For an in-depth discussion of the social, political, economic, and 

religious lives of the Tsimshian, the reader is referred to the works 

of Adams (197.3), Duff (1959), Garfield (19.39), Garfield and Wingert 

(197.3), or other general No rthwest Coast ethnographies, as listed in 

the bibliography • 

. Chapter 2 consists of a brief history of the pre-191.3 Provincial 

land and Indian policies. The events leading up to the appointment of 

the Royal Commission are also discussed, as well as the efforts 

necessary to have its final report adopted. Similarly, Chapter .3 gives 

the historical context of the Commission vis-&-vis the Indian land 

claim movements in the province of British_ Columbia. 2 

In Chapter 4 my methodology is set out. I have used a content 

coding procedure better lmown as 'manifest content analysis'. The 

methods of compartmentalizing the information into significant and 

manageable units for study are discussed. Through the utilization of 

this approach, native expressions of their own concerns are given 
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primary consideration. 

In Chapter 5, the overall picture obtained from the coded comments 

is presented. The interests and attitudes of the Tsimshian as a whole 

are discussed. The sorts of comments found in each 1 typ e 1 of testimony 

are also mentioned as well as the differing distributions of the coded 

comments in the cooperative and u.~cooperative Tsimshian testimony . The 

evidence given by the non-Indians associated with the Tsimshian is 

briefly summarized in the final section. 

In Chapter 6 the distributions of the analyzed comments of the 

twenty-one local groups are set out. The differences and similarities 

among local groups which have come to light are discussed in terms of 

possible influences internal to and external to the workings of the 

Commission. 

The regional variation among the Tsimshian is examined in Chapter 

7. Using ethnolinguistic boundaries, the concerns and expressed 

opinions of the Ni shga, Gi tksan, and Coast Tsimshian are compared. 

Whether or not t here is an internal consistency of opinion and interest 

within each regional grouping is discussed, and possible alternative 

groupings of Tsimshian l ocal groups are suggested based en the 

similarities which emerge from the content analysis. By way of 

concluding this chapter, I determine whether or not the Nishga typify 

the posture of most Tsimshian towards the i1oyal Commission on Indian 

Affairs and whether or not their concerns closely mirror those of 

other Tsimshian. 

A brief summary of the thesis and of the more iraportant findings 

of the analysis is given in the final chapter. 
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Ml Ethnographic Sketch of the Tsimshian 

The Tsimshian occupy the Nass and Skecna River valleys in British 

Columbia and that part of the coast and some of the coastal i::,lands 

from the Nass estuary as far south as Hilbanke Sound ( see Map 1). 

Their neighbours to the northwest are the Tlingit, who live beyond the 

reaches of Portland Canal. Inland from the Tsimshian are Athapascan­

speaking peoples and to the south are the Kwakiutl Indians. The Haida 

on Queen Charlotte and southern Prince of Wales Islands are their 

western neighbours. 

The Tsimshian range the sea-coast, coastal islands and river 

basins on both sides of the Coastal mountains. They have adapted t o 

varied ecological niches and are inland as well as sea-coast dwellers. 

A number of protected inlets and channels allow the exploitation of 

marine resources, including salmon, herring, cod, halibut, hair seals, 1 
sea lions, shellfish, and seaweed. Olachcn, an oily variety of 

candlefish, are caught by the Tsimshian during the February to Hay 

spaiming runs on the Nass River. Dear, deer, mountain goat, and 

other smaller animals are hunted for food and skins. Berries and 

other plant matter supplement the diet. Al though many Tsirashian now 

engage in wage-labour in addition to some of the more traditional 

endeavours, at the time of the Commission hearings (191.3-1916) 

non-traditional activities appear to have been more the exception 

than the rule for most Tsimshian. 

Culturally and linguistically the Tsimshian are one, and are 

distinct from their neighbours in both regards. In the ethnographic 

and ethnohistorical literature, it is common to see the Tsimshian, as 
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a major Northwest Coast ethnic division, divided into three 

subdivisions, Nishga, Gi tksan, and ( Coast) Tsimshian. This typology is 

based on Boas' classification of Tsimshian dialects (1909 : 287), and 

while it is still used, work in the last two decades by Bruce Rigsby, 

Lonnie Hindle, and John A. Dunn has resulted in modification and 

clarification of the Tsimshian linguistic boundaries. It has been 

established that a language barrier exists between the Coast Tsimshian 

on the one hand and the Nishga and Gitksan dialects on the other. 

Further, another dialect, Ki twancool , has been identified (Dunn 1976: 

62). Thus, the new, more accurate linguistic classification isolates 

two Tsimshian languages as opposed to Boas' one. 11 Nass-Gitksana is 

the language of the speakers of the Ki twancool, the Gi tksan, and the 

Nishga or Nass dialects who live on the Nass River end on the upper 

course of the Skeena. 11 Coast Tsimshian11 is the indigenous language of 

those on the lower Skeena River and on the coast and coastal islands 

as far south as Milbanke Sound ( see Map 2). 11 The Tsimshian language 

of the Coast is a closely related sister-language t o Nass-Gi tksan" and 

both are of Penutian stock (Hindle and Rigsby 197.3: 2). 

There exists a possibility of a third Tsimshian language. John A. 

Dunn, working in Hartley Bay, B. c., has i dentified "a putative 

intelligibility barrier" which separated those at Ki tasoo, and perhaps 

at Kitkahta, from their coastal neighbours (Dunn 1976:.3). He has added 

"Southern Tsimshian" to the languages identified by Rigsby, Hindle, and 

himself. According to Dunn, "Southern Tsimshian" was by the 18801 s the 

language of the dead ancestors of the Douglas Channel people (Ki tkahta). 

A few of those at Klemtu (Kitasoo) continue to speak "Southern Tsimshian" 
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but the majority have adopted "Coast Tsimshian" as their dominant 

Indian language (Dunn 1976: 5). 

13 

Within this thesis, it is unnecessary t o enter into the linguistic 

debate as to whether "Southern Tsimshian" is a language or a n early 

extinct dialect. Only five individuals who might fall into the 

"Southern Tsimshian" language divi sion addressed the Royal Commission 

in 1913. Such a small sample would not permit any meaningful 

comparisons and necessitates the combination of Coast Tsimshian and 

Southern Tsimshian in the analysis at any rate. 

There are some cultural differences which distinguish the Nishga, 

Gitksan, Kitwancool, and Coast Tsimshian regional groupings, although 

they have much more in common with each other than with their 

neighbours. The Tsimshian to the south show cultural similarities with 

the Kwakiutl, and those above the canyon on the Skeena were more 

influenced by inland Athapascan cultures , with \ihom they traded , than 

were other Tsimshian (Garfield and Wingert 1973: 6). Those Indians 

living in the northwest of the Tsimshian territories interacted and 

intermarried with the Tlingit. 

The Kitwancool, whose traditional winter .village is situated on 

an upper Skeena tributary of the same name, "might be said to belong 

more to the Nass than to the Skeena" (Duff 1959: 11). Their territories 

extended far to the north and included much more of the Nass valley 

than was held by the Nishga. Their closest relatives are the people 

of the upper Skeena, however, and the Kitwancool are usually classified 

with them as Gitksan, rather than as a separate cultural and linguistic 

group (Adams 1973:7; Duff 1959:11; Garfield and Wingert 1973:6). 
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Herein, the Kitwancool are considered to be a Gitksan local group , as 

it is not statistically feasible to distinguish the three speakers of 

the Ki twancool dialect from the speakers of the Coast Tsimshian, 

Hishga, and Gi tksan dialects. 

Abori~inally all Tsimshian were divided into f our matrilineal , 

totemic, non- localized, exogar.ious groups. These groups formed the 

largest kinship division of the Tsimshian and are usually referred to 

as 1phratries 1 • They were not phratries in the accepted sense of the 

term, however, since each was not a functioning unit. Each phratry 

was a loose federation of clans whose members were widespread. The 

Coast Tsimshian and Nishga phratries were commonly called Eagle::,, 

Wolves, Ravens , and Blackfish or Killer Whales. The Black.fish phratry 

was al::,o referred to as the Bears, from a crest common to many of its 

subdivisions or clans (Garfield and Wingert 1973:19). The 

corresponding Gi tksan phratries were the Eagles, Holves , Frog-Ravens, 

and Fireweed. The Gitksan Fireweed and the Coastal and Nishga 

Blackfish were subdivisions of the same phratry with no common nrune. 

Most Tsimshian villages had representatives of at least two phratries, 

although when in-marrying spouses are considered, many had 

representatives from all four. The primary function of the phratry 

was to regulate spouse selection. fin individual could not marry 

\.Ii.thin his or her own phratry. 

The members of each clan of a single phratry shared common origin 

myths, crests, names, and privileges which were the right of those 

related through their mothers. Ideally clan members provided mutual 

support and assistance but given that members were widespread, they 
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often did not lrnow of one another's existence and had little in common 

except the fact that they could not intermaxry (Gaxfield and Wingert 

1973:20). 

The individuals who functioned as a group were only those members 

of a closely related segment of a clan termed a matrilineage or house 

group. The local clan segment claimed exclusive rights to personal 

names, crests, myths, ceremonial prerogatives, and territories which 

were under the supervision and administration of the male head of the 

lineage. The lineage head also coordinated subsistence activities, 

controlled the household's wealth, and represented the house at clan 

meetings. When a number of matrilineages lived in a single dwelling, 

the house head was the head of the highest ranking lineage. If 

hunting, fishing and berry territories belonged to a house, all house 

members had equal rights to their use, regaxdless of lineage 

(Garfield 1939:174). 

Each matrilineage of a local clan was ranked vis-'a-vis all others 

of that clan. The local clan chief was the headman of the highest 

ranking lineage. He could draw upon the wealth of member-lineages for 

ceremonial feasts and was responsible for the wealth and status of the 

clan. Each of the four phratries was also ranked, although the 

sequence differed from one village to another. The village I tribal' 

chief was the clan chief of the highest locally ranking phratry. At 

one time, there were approximately thirty Tsimshian 1 tribal 1 chiefs and 

a very much larger number of lineage and house heads, who were often 

referred to as 'chiefs' as well (Garfield and Wingert 1973: 26). 

'Tribal' chiefs had more access to hereditaxy wealth and prestige than 
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often did not lmow of one nnother's eristence and had little in common 

except the fact that they could not intermarry (Garfield and Hingert 

197.3:20). 

The individuals who functioned as a group were only those members 

of a closely related segment of a clan termed a matrilineage or house 

group. The local clan segment claimed exclusive rights to personal 

names, crests, myths, ceremonial prerogatives, and territories which 

were under the supervision and administration of the male head of the 

lineage. The lineage head also coordinated subsistence activities, 

controlled the household's wealth, and represented the house at clan 

meetings. When a number of matrilineages lived in a single dwelling, 

the house head was the head of the highest ranking lineage. If 

hunting, fishing and berry territories belonged to a house, all house 

members had equal rights to their use, regardless of lineage 

(Garfield 19.39:174). 

Each matrilineage of a local clan was ranked vis-'a-vis all others 

of that clan. The local clan chief was the headman of the highest 

ranking lineage. He could draw upon the wealth of member-lineages for 

ceremonial feasts and was responsible for the wealth and status of the 

clan. Each of the four phratries was also ranked, al though the 

sequence differed from one village to another. The village I tribal' 

chief was the clan chief of the highest locally ranking phratry. At 

one time, there were approrimately thirty Tsimshinn 1 tribal 1 chiefs and 

a very much larger number of lineage and house heads, who were often 

referred to as I chiefs' as well (Garfield and Wingert 197.3: 26). 

'Tribal' chiefs had more access to hereditary wealth and prestige than 



did lineage headmen, but they had no power of law enforcement. All 

chiefs, headmen, and their heirs were high ranking, however. 
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All Tsimshian were born into a highly stratified social system. 

At the top were the chiefs and members of their lineages. Next in 

rank to t he nobility was the bulk of the population or I the middle 

class'. Members of it were by no means of the same rank, and it is 

perhaps misleading to call it a 1 class 1 • These commoners were those 

members of a clan who were not in the direct line of inheritance. 

They lived in the srune house as their headman, were related to him 

through t heir mothers, and contributed to, and shared in the benefits 

of, his wealth and prestige. At the lower end of the social scale 

were slaves and their children. Slaves were frequently captured in 

war and were the property of their owners. 

The Tsimshian tended to marry within their own social I class' in 

traditional times, since to marry beneath was to l ose status for 

oneself and one 1 s caildren. Ideally an individual also never married 

within his own phratry, so that while a husband and wife \.lere from 

different phratries, clans and lineages, they tended to be from the 

same 1level 1 of Tsimshian society. The Tsimshian were avunculocal 

and after marriage, a woman lived in her husband 1 s family's house, 

which would be the home of his mother's brother (maternal uncle). 

The most important relative for their children was, however, the 

wife's brother, from whom they inherited. 

Continuous European contact undermined lineage ties and the 

lineage function gradually diminished. By 1910, while not completely 
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destroyed, the ranldng system of the Tsimshian was considerably 

weakened and the formally clear-cut lines between 'classes ' blurreo , 

especially in those areas where missionary influence was strongest 

(Garfield 1939:178). The exact 'condition' of the ranking system in 

each village community, or local •tribal' grouping, at the time of the 

Royal Commission hearings is unlmown. 

Over the years since the first non-Indians began to settle in the 

Tsimshian t erritories , many of the I tribes', especially along the 

lower Skeena Hiver, amalgamated at new village sites closer to 

EuroCanadian settlement, while others were decimated by disease and/or 

this migration. In the 1850 1 s, there were twenty-five Tsimshian local 

tribal groupings, called 11 tribes 11 in the literature. By the time the 

Royal Commission was established in 1913, there were only twenty-two. 

Because not all had strong traditional tribal affinities (missionary 

villages), and some had multiple tribal ancestries, the twenty-two 

village communities are simply referred to as local groups in this 

study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE 191.3-1916 ROYAL COMMISSION 

The Formative Years of Indian Policy 

Prior to formal colonization, the Indians occupying what is nov 

the province of British Columbia were left much to themselves. Their ./ 

land was of little concern to the non-Indian population which was 

primarily engaged in trading activities. The Hudson's Bay Company, / 

which controlled the territory, took a posture of non-interference in 

Indian affairs and interceded only when traders or settlers were 

threatened or harmed (Duff 1964:60). In the main, the Company 

demonstrated little interest in formulating either land or Indian 

policies and its impact in those regards was minimal (Cail 1974:xi; 

LaViolette 1961:102). 

The impact of 0ne of the Company's Chief Factors in the Province 

vas by no means insubstantial, however. In fact, James Douglas is / 

often credited with shaping the earliest policies regarding the 

administering of Indian Affairs in British Columbia (Cumming and 

Mickenberg 1972:172; Duff 1964:61; LaViolette 1961:102). While 

serving as the Hudson's Bay Company's Chief Factor (until 1859), 

Douglas also held the post of the Governor ·or the Colony of Vancouver / 

Island (1851-1864). As such, he undertook the drafting and ✓ 

implementation of those policies required for expedient and organized 

settlement, and of necessity confronted the problem of native 

affairs. 
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2 Based on the tenets of the British Imperial Proclamation of 1763 , 

Douglas aclmowledged that the Indians held proprietary rights to the ✓ 

lands they occupied and that title could only be extinguished through 

consent and/or compensation (Cail 1974:174; Cumming and Mickenberg 

1972: 275). To this end, Douglas negotiated fourteen treaties with the ✓ 

Indians living in and around Fort Rupert, Victoria, and Nanaimo , and 

with the exception of Treaty s3, these remain the only treaties signed 

with British Columbia's Indians (Cail 1974: 171). The land was 

purchased by Douglas from Hudson's Bay Company monies with the 

understanding that native village sites and enclosures were excluded 

and that the hunting and fishing on unoccupied lands would continue 

(Cumming and Mickenberg 1971:172). 

Douglas• policy of extinguishing title and setting ~side reserves / 

was not, however, consistently followed by either himself or his 

successors (Cail 1974:175). As Governor of the mainland col ony of / 

Bri t _ish Columbia (1858-1864) his purchases were blocked by the lack of 

necessary funds with which to buy the Indian l.mds (Duff 1964: 61). 

Both the Imperial and local governments supported his views in / 

principle but no money was forthcoming from either , since each claimed 

that the other had financial responsibility (Fisher 1972: 10). The ✓ 

result was that no further treaties were signed, no other titles 

extinguished. 

Douglas did nevertheless continue to have 'generous' dealings 

with the Indians. Before resigning from public life (1864), he set ✓ 

aside numerous tracts of land for the indigenous inhabitants, 

especially on Vancouver Island and along the Fraser River on the 
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mainland (Drucker 1958: 79; Duff 1964: 61). In these areas colonial / 

settlement was progressing rapidly and immediate reserve allotments 

were necessary to protect native interests. For the most part, the 

Indians established the size and boundaries of these allocations 

(Fisher 1977:154; LaViolette 1961:105). Title to these reserve lands ✓ 

remained ·with the Crown, 11 with the lands inalienable by the Indians, 

and [with] white settlers unable to directly purchase the la.'11d11 

(Cumming and Mickenbcrg 1972:179). 

Douglas essentially followed a policy to protect Indian rights, ✓ 

but he believed that I the solution to contact ' was for the Indian to 

become 1 a red-skinned European' (Fisher 1977:68). To assist in this✓ 

assimilation, he granted reserves that were small, relative to the 

size of the ones in Eastern Canada, and rather than separate from 

colonial populations, they were in their midst. Ten acres per family / 

was used as a minimum figure for the basis of allotments (Fisher 1977: 

165). 

Following Douglas' retirement, Indian policy in British Columbia 

and the Colony of Vancouver Island altered considerably. This was / 

accompanied by a shift in attitude towards the Indian. He was now II an ./ 

obstruction to settlement and progress" (La Violette 1961: 107). Joseph ,/ 

Trutch, the Commissioner of Lands and \forks responsible for Indian 

Affairs (1864-1871), enforced policy based on his beliefs that Indians 

had 11 no right to the land they claim", nor did they have the right to 

sell 1 their 1 land to the Government or private citizens (Trutch in 

~. 1875:42). This drastic change of premises, and hence policy, v 

effectively ignored the precedents set down by Douglas and denied 
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British acknowledgement of native land rights. 

With the idea of speeding colonial development, Trutch took away 

much of the land acquired by the Indians under Douglas. Trutch 1 s 

'adjustment policy' of the 1880 1 s led to the drastic reduction in the 

number of reserves in British Columbia, and also led to even smaller 

reserves themselves. Estimates for Trutch ' s cut-offs go as high as 

40,000 acres, but regardless of the actual figure, it should be clear 

that Trutch 1 s notion of native land requirements was considerably 

lower than his predecessor's and even that of the Indians themselves 

(Fisher 1972:17). Further, it was considerably lower than that of the 

Dominion and after Confederation this disagreement would prove to be a 

major stumbling block to the establishment of reserves in the 

Province. 

Administrative Problems: Federal vs. Provincial 

On July 20, 1sn1, British Columbia, including the former colony 

of Vancouver Island, became a province of the Dominion of Canada. As 

such, jurisdiction for Indian Affairs passed from the local Government' s 

office to that of the Secretary of State in Ottawa. According to 

Clause 13 of the Terms of Union: 

The charge of Indians, and the trusteeship and 
management of the lands reserved for their use and benefit, 
shall be assumed by the Dominion Government, and a policy 
as liberal as that hitherto pursued by the British Columbia 
Government ::;hall be continued by tho Dol!linion Government 
after the Union. 

To carry out such policy, tracts of land of such 
extent as it has hitherto been the practice of the British 
Columbia Government to appropriate for that purpose , shall 
from time to time be conveyed by the Local Governnent to. 
the Dominion Government in trust for the use and benefit of 



the Indians on application of the Dominion I s Government; 
and in case of disagreement between the two Governments / 
respecting the quantity of such tracts of lana to be so 
granted, the matter shall be r eferred for the decision of 
the Secretary of State for the Colonies. (quoted in 
Cumming and Mickenberg 1972:180-181) 
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The wording of the phrase II a policy as liberal as that hitherto 

pursued by the British Columbia Government shall be continued", was 

indeed unfortunate and its acceptance demonstrates the Dominion ' s ./ 

total lack of lmowledge regarding the Colonial Indian policy to which 

it fell heir. There are conflicting accounts as to who was responsible 

for the drafting of this clause. Shankel claims that those in British 

Columbia would not have suggested just this wording since they were 

very much aware of how un-liberal that province's policies were as 

compared to those in the rest of Canada (1945:91-92). The more common / 

account, however, stresses Trutch 1 s responsibility, given his position 

on Indian reserve allotments (Cail 1974:136; Fisher 1972: 28 ). 

Regardless of where one places t he I blame', Clause lJ was aptly 

numbered. It was unlucky for the Dominion Government as it stood as a , 

major stumbling block for the effective federal administration of 

Indian Affairs in the province for many years to cor.ie , and it was 

unlucky for the Indians since British Columbia's previous land 

allocations a.Ild policies under Trutch had been sanctioned as 1liberal 1 

and were destined to continue until such time as another agreement was 

reached. And such an agreement between the Dominion and the Province 

was a long time in the offing. 

Given the conflicting conceptions of Indian policy at the time of 

Union, the management of Indian Affairs was bound to be beset by · 
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problems. This situation was made all the more acute by the fact that 

the Federal Government allo1,1ed the ad.ministering of Indian Affairs to ✓ 

be conducted entirely by correspondenc e from Ottawa for mor e than a 

year after Confederation (Sha.nkel 1945:169). 

In November of 1872, I . H. Powell was appointed Superintendent of ' 

Indian Affairs in i3ri tish Columbia and a yee.:r later he cii vided his 

responsibilities with James Lenihan (Cail 1974: 191). Tho two made ~ 

little progress and in 1874 they joined with Trutch to form an Indian 

Board in the hopes of resolving the increasing number of problems 

being encountered in this area. The Federal Government p:r-oved lax in 

defining the scope of powers of individual members of the Board, and 

plagued by internal disagreements and no FederaJ./Provincial 

cooperation, tha Indian Board was abolisheci in 1876 ( Cail 1974: 191). · 

It had been a complete failure and the organization of an Indian 

Department in British Columbia was no closer than it had been at the 

time of Union. 

In 1875-1876 a three-member Joint Committee on Indian Reserves ✓ 

was appointed: 

••• to fix and determine for each nati0n separately, the 
number, extent, and locality of the Reserve or ileserves to 
be allotted to it ••• [ and that] no basis of acreage be 
fixed - but that each nation of Indians of the so.me 
language be dealt with separately • • • [ and that J in the 
event of any material increase or decrease hereafter of 
the numbers of a nation occupying a Reserve , such Ileserve 
shall be enlarged or diminished, as the case may be ••• 

[and that} the c::-..-tra land required for any lteserve shall 
be allotted from Crown lands, and any land taken off a v 
Reserve shall revert to the Province . (quoted in il . 11. .C. 
1916:17) 

After one year this I Jleserve Commission' was reduced to a single member,..--
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Gilbert Sproat, who remained active only until 1880 when Peter O'Reilly / 

took up the position ( Cail 197 4: 217) • 0' Reilly worked for eighteen 

years allotting and re-allotting reserves throughout the province. 

Upon entering Confederation, British Columbia had attempted to 

reach an agreement with the Dominion r egarding reserve size. The / 

Province argued that the usual 80 acres .E_£!: family of five, which \,.las 

Federal Government policy, was excessive. It suggested that 10 acres 

per family was adequate. The compromise of 20 acres illustrates the , 

Province's determination and power. But in any case , this agreement, 

finally reached in 1874, collapsed when the Province claimed that the ./ 

figure would apply only to future reserves and not to those already in 

exi.stence ( Cail 1974: 196; Duff 1964: 67; Fisher 1972: 23). Hence, the ✓ 

Reserve Commission (1875-1908) operated in a vacuum in regards to a 

frame of reference for deciding upon reserve size. 

In 1894 the Commission's work was effectively stopped for a time . 

because Federal funds f or surveying were eYllauste r1 (Cail 1974: 225). 

0' Reilly did, nonetheless, continue some of his work for the next four 

years, though without the benefit of surveyors. In 1898 A. W. Vowell / 

assumed the role of commissioner in conjunction with his task of Indian 

Superintendent in British Columbia. Vowell 1 s activities were confined✓ 

to redefining exi.sting reserves and making small additions ( Cail 1974: 

2Z7). Vowell served until 1908 when Premier McBride of British ✓ 

Columbia ended the Commission's allocations of Indian reserves. 

The Commission, while active for more than thirty years, was v 

responsible for laying out many of the reserves in the province (Duff 

1964: 68), but it did so under constant provincial criticism and in the 
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shad0w of continuing federal/provincial disagreement/. For example , 

the two Governments could not agree as to who was responsible for 

effective law enforcement on the reserves. In the three decacies 

preceding the twenti eth century several incidents occurrec whereupon 

each Government waited for the other to Qct, and when one finally did , 

the other accused it of jurisdictional infringement (see Shanlcel 1045: 

173-176). Indian Agents, first appointed in 1879 , were ineffecti vc , 

because they lacked any local support. Difficulties arose over taxes 

and fines since the Pr ovince often administered the justice but i t was 

not allowed any of the benefits or revenues accrued from enforcing the 

law on Indian reserves since these moneys went into Federal coffers to 

be held in trust, 

. ~ 
Fundamentally, the administrative difficulties experienced from 

1871-1908 stemmed from the dual control of Indian lru1ds. The Province , 

had to be consulted when lands were acquired for Indian reserves as 

per the terms of the 1875-1876 agreements (Re serve Commission). 

Moreover, the Province had to agree when title to Indian land was / 

granted, for without its consent the Federal Government was unable to 

act. The Dominion Government ,ms helpless whe_n the Province decided to , 

encroach on Indian lands or to dispose of them, because mari.y of the 

allocations were never properly surveyed or recorded. Further, the/ 

Reserve Commission agreements gave the Province the right to cut-off 

'excesses' so it was able to counter the Dominion's claims of 

impropriety by claiming that it was merely adjusting improper 

allotments. 

Following in their long tradition of disagreement, the two 
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Governments could not resolve what was to be done about the Reserve 

Commission. Both sides recognized the lack of progress. The Dominion / 

was angered by what it saw as the Province's moves to block the proper 

establishment of adequate reserves and the Province was becoming more 

and more dissatisfied with constant re serve augmentation. In 1901 the .......­

Province suggested that a new commissi on should be established ( Shankd 

1945: 214). The Federal Government would have nothing to do with this , 

since the agreement of 1875 was still in effect and any new commission 

would only be reviewing the work of the first before it was completed 

(Shankel 1945:214). 

With another deadlock between them, the two Governments allowed 

matters to drift unresolved, as had been their habit. In 1906 the ✓ 
Dominion allowed the Grand Trunk Pacific and Development Company to 

purcl;iase some 1.3, 519 acres of Tsimshian Re serve near Metlakatla for 

$107,650. This action incensed the Province and by 1908 it had✓ 

effectively disbanded the Re serve Commission, and ,:as focusing its 

attentions on 1 the new crisis' (Cail 1974:230; Shankel 1945:214). 

The Tsimshian Reserve Controversy 

The Order in Council of November 10, 1875 (Reserve Commission), ~ 

stated that II any land taken off a Reserve shall revert to the Province" . 

In order that the Federal Government could conclude the sale 

aforementioned, the Indians had to surrender their land. This was done 

on August 17, 1906. But upon surrender of the land title the ✓ 

beneficiary interest was invested in the Province as per the 1875 

agreement. Legally then, the Province could, and did, claim that the 
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Dominion had no right to grant or lease or effect the transfer of any 

part of the Tsimshian acreage to the Tiailroad ( Cail 1974: 229). The / 

Dominion claimed otherwise, contending that only when an Indian I tribe' 

became extinct did the Province hold any reversionary interest. The v✓ 

Province continued to disagree with the Dominion's stand on reversionary 

interest and it further strengtheneci its own case by pointing out that 

because of population decline it had the right to 1 adjust 1 the Tsimshian 

Reserve, and that regardless of the rationale used, it, the Province, 

had the legal right to enter into the purchase agreement with the 

Railroad. The Dominion took issue with the Province's second claim too 

but all of its attempts to have the Province waive its reversionary 

interest failed (Shankel 1945:218). 

Frustrated by the stalemate both Governments threatened the other / 

with lawsuits ( see Shankel 1945: 218-221). Nothing definitive came out 

of this and in 1909, when a petition was presented to his Majesty by ..v' 

three Indians, representing twenty Salish and/or Int erior tribes 

(LaViolette 1961:127), the Dominion decided to secure some kind of 

judicial decision for the claims of the Indians ( Cail 1974: 232). Ten / 

questions were prepared by the Deputy Minister of Justice .for Canada 

and the Attorney-General of the Province for submission to the Supreme 

Court of Canada. These questions concern those areas about which the ~ 

Federal and Provincial Governments had long disagreed, namely, 

aboriginal title, reversionary interest, and less directly, reserve 

size. Answers to these questions would have resolved their longstandine 

difficulties and facilitated the effective administering of Indian 

Affairs in British Columbia. Both sides had to agree upon the questions / 
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for submission for conciliatory efforts to proceed. 

J The Province objected to the three questions concerning aboriginal 

title and refused to proceed unless these were removed. On I-lay u,J 

1911 the Dominion announced that once again no arrangement could be 

concluded, and that further, they intended to institute proceedings in 

the Exchequer Court of Canada, on behalf of the Inaians, against 

'a Provincial grantee or license' (Shankel 1945: 222). Reference of the✓ 

question to the Exchequer Court was complicated and in 1912 when the 

Liberal Laurier Government was defeated, the new Conservative Federal 

Government decided that another approach was desirable. It did not 

want to end up in court with the Government of British Columbia as the 

defendant, 

The McKenn.a-McBride Agreement 

I3y an Order in Council of May 24, 1912, J. A. J. 1-lcKenna was / 

appointed to a speci:tl. committee to investigate the claims advanced by 

the Indians of British Columbia and to negotiate a settlement with the 

Province concerning all questions at issue between the Dominion, the 

Province, and the Indians (R. R.C. 1916:10-11) • . 

McKenna first dealt with the issue cf aboriginal title and his ✓ 

lengthy report was submitted to Premier McBride of British Columbia in 

July of 1912. The memorandum read, in part: 

I understand that you will not deviate from the position 
which you have so clearly taken and frequently defined, 
i.e., that the province's title to its l ands is unburdened / 
by any Indian title, ar,d that your government will not be v 
a party, directly or indirectly, to a reference to the 
Courts of the Claim set up. You take in that the public. 
interest, which must be regarded as paramount, would be 



injuriously affected by such reference in that it would 
throw doubt upon the validity of titles to land in the 
province. As stated at our conversations, I agree with ,_.,-,­
you as to the seriousness of nou raising the question, 
and, as far as the present nego tiations go, it is dropped . 
(quoted in Cail 1974:233) 

Having removed the Indians' claims to proprietary land rights from 

the problems at hand between the two Governments, J.lcKenna went on to 

investigate the problem of reversionary interest. Again no agreement 

was forthcoming since British Columbia stood firm behind the terms of 

the Agreements of 1875-1876. It was McKenna1 s decision that a Royal / 

Commission, comprised of representatives from both the Federal and 

Provincial Governments, should be appointed to settle the two problems 

of reserve acreage and reversionary interest (Cail 1974:234). McBride ::?" 

concurred and on September 24, 1912, the McKenna-McBride Agreement was 

signed. The preamble to this agreement reads: 

Whereas it is desirable to settle all differences between 
the Governments of the Dominion and the Province resp ecting 
Indian lands and Indian Affairs generally in the Province 
·of British Columbia, therefore the parties abr ve named have, / 
subject to the approval of the Governments of the Dominion 
and of the Province, agreed upon the following proposals as 
a final adjustment of all matters relating to Indian 
Affairs in the Province of British Columbia: ••• Ut. :1. .c. 
1916:10). 

The McKenna-McBride Commission, as it is commonly referred to, was 

set up quickly and put into action shortly thereafter. According to :? 

the Order in Council of March 31, 1913, Mr. E. L. Wetmore, ex-Chief 

Justice of Saskatchewan, was the Commission's chairman, and Messrs. 

N. W. White and J. A. J. McKenna represented the Dominion, while 

Messrs. J. P. Shaw and D. H. Macdowall were appointed on behalf of the 

Province. On November 27, 1912, the members had been empowered: ,fl 
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••• to investigate and make recommendations regarding the 
lands for the Indians in the province of British Columbia, / 
and regarding such additional lands as might appear to be 
required for the necessary use of the Indians of the 
Province •••• (R. R.C. 1916:14) 

To facilitate this 'final settlement', the two Governments agreed to ✓ 

share equally the costs of the Commission (R. R.C. 1916:10-11). 

Moreover, Briti sh Columbia agreed to withhold from preemption or sale 

any lands over which it had disposing power. The Province further ./ 

agreed to cede to the Dominion its claims to reversionary rights 

(Debates of the Senate of the Dominion of Canada 1916:523; hereinafter 

referred to as D.S.). In the event that any Indian lands were sold as a ✓ 

result of the Commission's cut-offs, the net proceeds of such sales were 

to be divided between the Province and the Dominion, the latter holding 

its half in trust for native benefit (n. R.C. 1916:10). 

The path was now clear to proceed to settlement excepting that 

the Indians of t he Province had to accept the arrangement. At t.' 

least some of the native people were aware that the issue of aboriginal 

title would not be addressed. In an attempt to placate them, an v 

Order in Council was passed on June 20, 1914, stating that if the 

Indians would abide by the decisions of the Commission as to the 

size and location of reserves, the question of Indian title would be 

submitted to the Privy Council ([Report of the] Special Joint 

Committee of the Senate and House of Commons Appointed to Enauire into 

/ I 

Claims of the Allied Tribes of British Columbia 19.2'7:55; hereinafter 

referred to as R.S.J .) • This attempt to satisfy the Indians came after ✓ 

the Commission was under way, and in no way appeased native fears. 

They recognized the contradiction here and with the issue of aboriginal ~ 

title uppermost in their minds, failed to comprehend how the Commission 
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could presume to settle all questions with no reference to native land 

rights. Hence, of the three parties involved , the Indians, the 1 
1., 

Province, and the Dominion, only the latter t\.10 had any part in 

drafting the agreement , and only they concurred as to t he conditions 

therein. Those with the most to l ose, had the least say . 

The Royal Commission on Indian Affairs f or the Province 
of British Columbia (1913-1916) 

The Commissioners spent three summer s travelling extensively 

throughout British Columbia holding meetings with all of the Indian 

1 bands 1 (local groups), engaging the servi ces of interpreters where 

necessary. They advised t he Indians as to the purpose of the v 

Commission and heard vi ews on all matters with which the natives were 

concerned. Other interested parties were also permitted to voice 

their opinions at these meetings . Each I ndian Agent was interviewed :? 

privately and asked to provide pertinent demographic and economic 

information for his agency. Each was further encouraged to offer ../ 

suggestions as to which parcels of land might be best set aside, 

given his knowledge of EuroCanadian settlement and the use to which 

the Indians put the land. The Commission's secretary, Mr. J. G. H. 

Bergeron, worked until the summer of 1915 when Mr. c. H. Gibbons 

assumed his role. Each kept up with the correspondence that 

accumulated in Victoria during the Commissioners' absences. 

By June of 1916 the Commission had concl uded its work and / 

presented a massive four-volume general report to both the Provincial 

and the Federal Governments. Included therein are its findings and 

specific recommendations, preceded by pages of statistical calculations 
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concerning each of the 1103 reserves found in the province (Cail 1974: 

235). Confirmations, cut-offs and additions to existing reserves were / 

discussed and precisely defined. Some 47,058 acres, valued at 

i1,522,704, were cut off from previously granted British Columbia 

reserves, and some 87,291 acres, valued at ~444, 838, were added , the ✓ 

amount added being approximately one-quarter the value of the lan<is 

removed (n. R. C. 1916:19). The Tsimshian of the Nass and Skeena iliver ✓-

areas had 88 , 252. 27 acres of previously allotted Indian reserves 

confirmed, while 8,620.52 acres of ne\.1 reserves were added . The new .,. 

total acreage of Tsimshian aliotments after the Commissioners' 

recommendations was approximately 97, 871. 89 . Reductions had included 

more than 11,928 acres. The Commission's considerations of numerous 

requests for Indian land for municipal, railroad , and other uses, are 

found in the 104 interim reports also contained in the published 

volumes. All of the reports and recommendations were signed by the 

Commissioners. Mr. Wetmore had resigned in the sp· ·ing of 1914, and 

Mr. White had become the Commission's chairman. Mr. M. S. Carmichael 

represented the Dominion in the position vacated by the latter. Their 

signatures on the documents and the official memoranda reflect this 

change of personnel. 

✓ It took considerable effort to have the final neport adopted. The / 

Allied Tribes of British Columbia insisted that if claim to title were 

to be decided that the final Report ought to be withheld until then. 

At the same time, there was a change in the Provincial Government and / 

the new legislators opposed their predecessors' surrender of 

reversionary right (Shankel 1945:233). All of this seemed to put 
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things back to square one , and the Dominion , still reticent to settle 

the disagreement in court , introduced Bill 13 ( Cail 1974: 237). Dill 13✓ 

empowered the Federal Government to negotiate with finality on the 

Indian question ( D. S. 1920:951). Revcrsionary right woul cl rest with ✓ 

the Governor in CoW1cil in Ottawa, and he was given the po,-rer to 

negotiate on Indian matters about which the Dominion and the Province 

disagreed. Section 3 of the Bill allowed f or cut-offs from reserves v 

without surrender by the Indians and further , the Bill provided for 

the enfranchisement of Indians (D. S. 1920:952) . British Columbia 

likewise , drafted legislation necessary for the adoption of the 

Commi s sion I s final Report, though somewhat later, and ac.opted the 

revised Report in August of 1923 . In July of the following year the 

Dominion followed suit (Shankel 1945: 235). 

Joint ratification of the :'eport of the l\oyal Comr.iission on I ndian v 

Affairs for the Province of :Sritish Columbia coni'i2"111ed the Dominion's 

right to r eversionary interest unless a 1band 1 or 1 tribe 1 became 

e:Ktinct, and added 456 new Indian reserves in Briti sh Columbia. The 

total acreage increased from 66o , 640 to 773,642 or an avera3e per 

capita increase of 3. 58 acres. Arrival at this mutually agreeable v 

settlement enabled the Depart□ent of Indian Affairs to apply the same 

policies in British Columbia as elsewhere . And all were satisfied / 

except the I ndians l 
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CHAPTER .3 

THE GROWTH OF IlillIAH LAliD CLAIMS 

Paralleling the events described in the previous chapter, and 

closely identifi ed with them, were the growing claims of 'the Indians ' 

themselves (Shanlrnl 1945: 212). Their concerns focused primarily on the ..-­

problems of aboriginal title, and reserve allotments and acreage. 

Their questions concerned land. / 

Prior to British Columbia joining the Union there was no 

particular issue over land title. That is not to say that the Indians 

had no conception of their rights or that th0,y were not concerned about 

the loss of land to settlers, traders or miners. Native coiilplaints at 

this time were usually directed to and dealt with by l ocal officials , 

and on the whole were very specific in nature (Shanlrnl 1945:186). An 

Indian would most likely have objecteci to a certai1~ individual or group 

taking 'his' land or abusing native generosity . 'Indian conceptions ' of 

aboriginal title, t hough not_ sharply defined and not very eloquently 

stated, nevertheless existed. 

In the Interior of the Province at least some of the Indians felt 

that they vere in the right when demanding -r ental payments from miners 

vho were extracting gold, while others believed that the colonials 

who lived and farmed among them did not 1 o~m• the land they used ( see 

Shankel 1945:186-187). l/tfore importantly, Indian attitudes towards land ..,,/ 

were not challenged publicly and most of the Indians in the Province 

probably had little idea of the discr epancy that existed between their 
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points of view and the Government 1 s.11rn British Columbia generally, 

colonial settlement uas such that there seemed to be ro om for nll. 

Hi th no apparent threat looming, the Indians, not yet confined to 

reserves, had little reason t o express concern on a widespread scale. 

Post-Confederation 

Hi th Confederation (1871), Indian claims in British Columbia 

appear to have begun in earnest and 11 from the year 1875 until the 

present time [ Indian. claims J have become more definite, growing in 

clearness with the passing years, and gradually developing into an 

organized plan, to compel both the Provincial and Dominion Governments 

to acknowledge aboriginal title and to give compensation for i t 11 

(R.S.J. 1927:6). 

After the Federal Government assumed responsibil ity for native 

affairs in British Columbia, □any of the points at issue between the 

Indians and the two Governments began to crystallize. The Reserve v­

Commission Is attempts to allocate systematically Indian reserves 

throughout the Province (1875-1908) no doubt focused native attention 

on many of these problems, and indeed may have created many more. 

From the Indians' point of view, settlers were increasingly✓ 

encroaching on their lands, and some sort of protection from this loss 

was necessary. The Dominion Government set about allotting tracts of 

land to the various local groups. Soon, however, native questions 

began to emerge about the Government's actions. 

As more and more reserves Here set aside their less thon adequate 

size and location became the concern of many. Others questioned the 



J6 

right of the Dominion to take Indian land avay and grant small portions 

thereof as reserves. Still others wanted some sort of 'proof' of their 

rights to these newly allotted r eserves . They f oresaw the day \.Jhen 

these lands too could be in jeopardy. The Reserve Cammi ssion its elf _.-­

provided a forum for some of the native dissatisfaction to be heard. 

The Commissioners received petitions from some of the Interior 

Indians in 1875 and 1876 protesting against the inadequate size of 

reserves and demanding that a large basis of acreage be fixed f or 

allotments (D.S. 1877 No. 11:32). Further, at least one Shuswap 

1 chief1 echoed these concerns and threatened violence if more land was 

not set aside (Shankel 1945:189) . It would appear from the 

Commissioners' reports that the vast majority of the native queries 

and demands put to them concerned the same problem, reserve size. But 

even at this time, complaints were not all f ocusing on the problem of 

acreage. 

The Commission of 1887, appointed to enquire into the conditions 

of the Indians on the Northwest Coast, also heard numerous Indian 

accounts of the unacceptable state of affairs. Many of these directly 

or indirectly addressed the subject of aborigi?al title. A Haida 

individual wanted to lmow: 

I/ • • • Why should we ask you t o set aside land for us? / ) 
The territory is ours and has been as far back as ,.,re ca.'1. 
remember. Why do you come here and ask us what land 
would satisfy us? (n.s.J. 1927: 52) 

This concern about the right t o establish reserves was voiced many 

times over. The Indians at Greenville and on the upper Nass Ili. ver 

also questioned the Government's actions but apparently fought harder 
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to ensure their own position under the reserve system than to halt the ~ 

process. They demanded a treaty covering both reserve and non-reserve -

lands and an annual subsidy of 160 acres (R.S.J. 1927:422,432). They 

wanted some sort of documentary proof of their rights to the reserves. 

The Indians at Port Simpson pressed for similar aclmo'Jledgements 

from the Commission. All eleven of the Port Sinpson I chiefs' \-rho 

addressed the Commissioners reiterated that they had given their land 

to no one: 

It [ the land] is still ours and will be ours till we sign )) 
a strong paper to give part of it to the Queen . ( i\ . S.J. 
1927:461) 

Moreover, this transfer of title was to be accompanied by payment : 

{ i• • • pay us for the things that we may have to leave I J 
behind, our fisheries, villages and improveraents ••• 
(R.S.J. 1927:434). 

The Tsimshian who met with the 1887 Commission also impressed , 

upon its members their firm desire and intention to live as 1Whitemen 1 

(Papers relating to the Connission Appointed to Enquire into the 

Condition of the Indiru1s of the lJorth- \/est Coast. 1887: 420,437; 

hereinafter cited as C. N.H.C.). Several spokesmen from various local 

groups challenged the application of an Indian Act. They felt it 

was an unjust barrier to native progress and demanded that the Indians 

be relieved of it and the Indian Agents (C~ N. H.C. 1887:450). They 

would agree to live by I Whiteman' s I laws. 

_The majority of the claims put forward in the 1870 1 s and 1880 1 s 

were presented to Commissioners of one sort or another. The most 

noteworthy exception, however, was an appeal by a Port Simpson and area 

delegation. They went to Victoria in 1887 to ask not only for a treaty 
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but for additions to their already substantial reserves (R. S. J. 1927: J 

,/ 
152). LII'hey claimed, as they had before the Commissioners , to possess 

all lands by right of inheritance and that they had never surrendered 

them by treaty. They had received no satisfaction from the 

Commissioners and unfortunately their claims fell on deaf ears in 

Victoria as well l 

The Role of the Missionary 

It is a frequently expressed opinion that the missionaries on the 

Northwest Coast hastened the cievelopment of Indian land claims. The 

exact number directly involved is uncertain since many of their roles 

would have been played out from behind the scenes. Missionaries served 

as the primary native educators. Their attempts to Christianize the ~ 

Indians spilled over into secular matters, and doubtless in many 

instances, led to the Indian desire to live like a 'Whiteman'. 

Missionaries also worked in the forefront , serving as go-betweens 

in Indian/Government disputes. According to LaViolette 11many 11 were 

responsible for formalizing the native point of view (1961: 115). The .-­

majority of the Commissioners active in British Columbia between 1875 

and 1916 remarked upon the importance of the missionaries' work and 

most believed they were responsible for stirring up the Indians and 

directing native attention to the issue of land title. None is more 

famous/infamous than the Rev. William Duncan 

c. F. Cornwall, a member of the 1887 Commission sent to report on 

the conditions of the Indians on the Northwest Coast, charged that the 

beginnings of the idea that the title to all land in the Province was 

I 



vested in the Indians lay in the dispute between Duncan and Bishop 

Ridley, both of the Church Missionary Society (Shankel 1945 : 189 ). 

Clearly such is not the case, but in terms of the reali zation t hat 

there was a l egal concept of title, Cornwall may have been correct . 

Hilliam Duncan was a lay missionary who established a succes sful c 

community of converts at Metlakatla. Between 1862 and 1885 he uas 

politically active on the Indians' behalf and actec as 'a consultant' 
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for the Government. He suggested that where r eserves were set aside , ..-----­

that each Indi an 'nation' should be dealt with separately and that no 

basis of acreage should be fixed (LaViolette 1961:117). His advice 

was heeded and the terms of agreement of the Reserve Commission (1875-

1876) echo Duncan's suggestions. 

When Duncan was I replaced ' in 1879 by Bishop Ri dley·, he refused 

to hand over t o his successor the con t r ol of the Mission store . The 

two acres on uhic.h it stood became the centre of a highly publicized 

debate between the two men. Duncan ar.iassed Indian witnesses t o prove 

that the native community had never ceded the land to the Society. 

Therefore, the land need not be turned over to the Bishop . This 

notion that the Indians had to transfer o,mership r est ed on the belief 

that they held aboriginal rights to the land. Duncan ultimately lost 

his fight for the two acres and moved his loyal followers to Hew 

Metlakatla, Alaska, in 1887. His conviction that aboriginal title 

could be used as legal leverage in land disputes apparently remained 

in the minds of many of those left behind, however. .__,, 

Duncan's role in the early development of IndiD.11 land claims was 

no doubt crucial. A cursory glance to see who were the vocal . Indians 
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of the times reveals that most were Tsimshian living relatively close ~ 

to his mission, espousing his views of native justice. Furthermore, 

Duncan's leaving seems to have left a void in the Indian movement. 

For nearly twenty years after his departure "it appeared that Indian 

claims were a matter of history, as far as the Indian effort was 

concerned11 (Shankel 1945: 193). Other missionaries may have been vital 

to the revival of the land question, drafting peti t ions and 

crystallizing local Indian dissent, but few if any match Duncan's 

import. In his dispute with Ridley he provided the pivotal issue 

around which subsequent claims would be focused. 

In the period between Confederation and the da\.m of the twentieth ~ 

century, Indian attention was variously directed t owards reserve 

acreage, aboriginal title and the abolition of the Indian Act. Yet 

native efforts were by no means widespread or unifi ed. Given a 

population in the neighbourhood of 28,000 (Duff 1965:39), clearly only 

a very small percentage of the Indians were vocal ::m their own behalf. 

Further, there were no organizations; each Indian spoke only for 

himself; a unified front of any size was not yet apparent. 

A New Century -- Another Era in Indian Claims c---­

Early in 1906 a delegation of Cowichan Indians decided to send a 

deputation to England to petition the King. In July of the same year 

its representatives met in London with Edward VII claiming that: 

1. Their land title had never been properly extinguished, 
as Jamcn Douglas had promised it would be. 

2. Whites had settled on their lands, against Indians ' 
.wishes. 

3. All appeals to the Canadian Government had been in 
vain. 



4. They not only had no vote, they were not even 
consulted by the Indian Agent s on matters of grave 
concern to themselves. (Drucker 1958 : 92) 

The advisability of the Indians taJcing their claims to England has 

been variously remarked upon. Shankel deems their move t o have been 
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ill considered (1945:193). Macinnes and LaViolette , however , point out 

that the Indians then and later considered the Crown to be the only 

sovereign power from whom they should ask recognition of their title 

(LaViolette 1961:127; Macinnes 1946: 15). n.egardless , the distances and L­

costs involved alone indicate considerable renewed interest and 

determination on the part of some of the Province 's Indians. 

The first group of EuroCanadia."ls to promote the rights and claims 

of the Indians organized shortly after the Cowichan move. Formed in ~ 

1909, they ceJ.led themselve s HThe Fri ends of the Indi ans 11 • Their .__... 

members were principally from the congregations of one of the churches 

active in missionary work along the Northwest Coast (Drucker 1958 : 92) , 

and through their o\m petitions and financial aid they attempted to 

assist •the Indians' in their fight for a settlement.,__...------

~ n the same year the 11 The Friends of the Indians11 formed, a 

delegation of three Indians, r epresenting twenty Salish and/or Interior 

tribes, went to England with another petition, simil ar in tone and 

content to the Cowichan one of three years earlier (Drucker 1958:92). 

The Province was in 1909 attempting to secure a decision from the 

Supreme Court which would deny aboriginal title (n.s.J. 1927:10). It 

was probably in response to this threat that these twenty tribes banded 

together and drafted their statement. Indian claims apparently received 

a much needed shot in the arm from British Columbia's court action for 



42 

immediately after 1909, the protests concerning land issues began in 

earnest. 

/The Hishga Indians on the Nass raised !~500 to secure legal advice 

·about their claims and to test their rights in a British court of law 

(Colonist June 25, 1909). The Land Cammi ttee hired a lawyer and 

invited the Port Simpson Indians to j oin i n their fi ght . 3i tterness 

existed between the Port Simpson and Metlakatla people because the 

latter had received all of the proceeds of t he sale of reserve lands 

for the Prince Rupert to"msite (Drucker 1958:93 ). The Port Simpson 

Indians refused to join with the Nishga Land Cor:unittee. Undaunted, the 

Committee continued to urge others to prohibit access to Indian lands 

to prospective settlers until the matter of title could be determined. 

// Prime Minister Lauri er (Liberal) toured British Columbia in 1910 

and a number of Coast Salish and/or Interior groups and "The Friends of 

the Indians" took this opportunity to present him with requests 

(Drucker 1958 : 92). The content of the petitions was by now familiar; 

the single overriding issue was aboriginal title to the land. {{McBride, 

the Conservative Premier of British Columbia, felt that the Indians had 

no claim to the land and denied that the Indi~s, excepting the vocal 

few, were not satisfied (D.S. 1911:1081). McBride's 1untruthfulness 1 .,_. 

was the subject of an address signed by 68 1 chiefs 1 of 'nine tribes' 

that was presented to the Imperial Government in 1911 (Shankel 1945:195-

196) / 11 The Friends of the Indians 11 also realized the Province's 

unsympathetic posture and met with members of the Federal Cabinet, 

urging them to institute some sort of proceedings on the Indians' 

behalf (D.S. 19ll: 37). A group of I tribes' which met in Kamloops on 



March 15, 1912, appealed for similar measures. If the Canadian 

Government had no influence over the Province, it should at least 

assist the Indians in referring the matter to England (Shankel 1945: 

196). 
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A number of groups, then, were gaining momentUL1 in their fights 

for native justice. In a period of just a few short years more I ndian 

and non-Indian support had been amassed than ever before. There was 

also the financial means to continue their efforts. With the Liberal 

Federal Government sympathetic to the Indian cause, favourable 

settlement did not seem far off. In 1911 however, there was a change .::_ 

in Federal Parliament. Sir Robert Borden became the new Conservative 

Prime Minister and the Dominion and the Province of British Columbia 

found themselves in political agreement. The efforts by Ca..~ada tc 

bring the Province to court ceased. The following year, 1912, became ,_____ 

particularly significant in the history of British Columbia Indian land 

claims. Two major events took place which affecteJ , in opposite ways, ✓ 

the outcome of the land question (Drucker 1958:93). The Royal ,_ 

Commission on Indian Affairs for the Province of British Columbia was 

established, and the Nishga Petition was drafted. 

The Ni shga Petition 

In August of 1912, the Land Committee of the Nishga tribe on the t--­

Nass H.iver decided to draft independently a petition to be submitted 

to the Judicial Committee of the Imperial Privy Council. They were 

demanding clarification of native rights in matters of land title 

especially ( for full text of this petition see Appendix A). The Ni shga 
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"Nation" unanimously adopted the statement at a meeting at Kincoli th on 

/ January 22, 1913 and further resolved to send copies of this do cument to 

the Prime Minister, the Minister of Indian Affairs, and the Hinicter of 

Justice ( see page 159). In J.!ay or June of the same year it was 

presented to the Dominion Governr:ient with a request that it be 

submitted to the Privy Council. 

The Nishga statement outlined the advantages t o be gained from 

establishing aboriginal rights: 

1. The Indians would be placed in a position t o reserve 
for their o"m use and benefit such portion of the 
territory as required for their futur e well being. 

2. It would enable them in a free and independent ma11Iler 
to make use of fisheries and other natural resources. 

3. It would bring to an end the reserve system and 
substitute a system of indi viduo.l o,mership . 

4. It would remove the danger of serious troubles 
between Indians a_r1d whites. (Shankel 1945: 197) 

? The petition also included an outright accusation of Provincial neglect 

(see page 157). The general tone of the document was nonetheless 

positive and conciliatory. 

Duncan Campbell Scott of the Indian Department was convinced of 

the Indians' genuine intention to assist in a settlement and in 1914 he 

drafted a memorandum to the Federal Government. Scott proposed t hat 

proceedings be instituted in the Exchequer Court of Canada for a final 

legal decision on the land question (R.S.J. 1927 Appendix F:12-13). 

This action would only proceed on the conditions that: 

1, The Indians be willing to surrender t itle in accordance 
with past usage of the Crown and to accept the findings 
of the Royal Commission on Indian Affairs in British 
Columbia as a full allotment of reserve lands. 



2. That the Province by grnnting such reserves should be 
regarded as having satisfied all claims. 

3. If the Court should decide that the Indi ans have no 
title to the lanci, the policy of t he Dominion should 
still be governed by consiaeration of the interests 
and future development of the Indians . 

4. That the Government of the Province be r epresented by 
counsel and that t he Indians be repr esented by counsel 
nominated by the Dominion Governnent. (Shanl:el 1945: 
197- 198) 
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v The proposal embodied in the I Scott J.lemorancium' was never put into 

effect for the obvious reason that at least the Hishga found the 

conditions unpalatable. They had stated in their original petition v 

t hat the findings of the Royal ColllI!lission could not be accepted since 

the Indian terms for settlement included representation on any comnittec 

appointed (see page 158) . 

Prior to the appeara11ce of the I Scott Memorandt.u"':1 1 , the 1Ji shga 

received notice frolil London that the 11 whol e matter11 raised by their 

petition was under the consideration of the l·lcKenna-llcBricie Colilllli ssion. 

Accordingly they sent delegates to Victoria t o present their stateBent 

t o the Royal Commission on September 19, 1913. The Co!i!missioners l..-,----­

informed the Indians that they were not empowered to deal with the 

land question. The Commission was to establish reserves and its work 

would not affect one way or the other the title question. That issue 

was to be settled in the future as per the· Scott proposal . The Nishga t.--""' 

had reason to be leary of the rarumer in which the Federal Government 

wanted to effect a settlement, leaving the central question t o the end , 

but in refusing to accept the terms of the McKenna-HcBride Agreement as 

a basis for settling the land question, they lost the only opportunity ~ 

they were offered to settle the title issue in a. Canadian court. 
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Blame has been placed on the Nishea advisors for the tribe's 

stubborn refusal to permit t heir petition to be brought as a suit in a 

Canadian Federal court and for the resultant delay in settlement 

(Shankel 1945:199 ). Hot until 1915 and 1916 did the Hi shga Land ~ 

Committee send delegations t o Ottawa. Even then the Indians were still 

pleading to have their petition processed in a I3ri tish court . \1i th 

little or no affirmative r esponse from the Dominion , the lfi shga 

delegates returned to British ColUL1bia and called a conference in 

Vancouver. There they decided once again to further their cause by 

enlisting the support of other tribes (Statement I ssued by the 

Committee Appointed by the Indian flights Association at meeting held 

June 20-23, 1916). 

The Allied Tribes of British Columbia 

A number of Interior Salish groups met at Spence's Bridge , British 

Columbia, in February of 1915 to form an organization for the support 

of the Nishga Petition, the cause cblebre among the Indians of the 

Province (Shankcl 1945:201). Shortly thereafter the Council of the 

Allied Tribes set forth their position in a rather extensive statement 

of facts end claims. The recommendations of the Hoyal Commission of 

1913-1916 would not be accepted, it said, for the following reasons: 

1. All the rest of Canada has acknowledged Indian title. 

2. Since no extinguishment of title has been made in 
British Columbia, the r eservations have been made 
arbitrarily and are totally inadequate. The Act 
under consideration not only ignores Indian rights 
but expressly prohibits Indians from enjoying the 
rights of recording or preempting land, except by 
consent of the Lieutenant-Governor. 



J. (!Sir Hilfred Laurier when Prime Minister proraised 
~~thout any condition whatever that the land controversy 
would be brought before the Judicial Cornmittee. JJ 

4. The Duke of Connaught as Governor-General gave ~ositive 
written assurance that if the Ni shga tribe should not 
be willing t o agre e t o the findings of the Joyal 
Commission, His Maj esty 's Privy Council would consider 
the Nishga pcti tion . 

5. The additional lane.i s set apart are inferior in quality 
and much less in value than the lands cut off . 
(Shankel 1945:201- 20 2) . 

The Allied Tribes ' grounds of refusing to accept the Eeport of the 

Commission were stated to be that: 

1. The fundamental question of triboJ_ ownership shall be 
dealt wi th first . 

2. The McKenna- McBride agreement and the report of the 
Commissioners ignore not only the land rights but 
also the power conferred by Article J upon the 
Secretary for the Colonies . 

J. The additional reserve lands are inadequate . 

4. The Commission faileci to adjust inequoli ties between 
tribes. 

5. It is unfair that half the proceeds of the lands cut 
off should go to the Province . They should go to a 
trust fund for the Inciians. (Shankel 1945: 202) 
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Among the seventeen proposals put forth by this organization of Indiann 

(Shankel 1945 :208) were that: 

10. the ownership of all the reserves should belong to 
t he tribe . 

11. A system of individual title should be inaugurated. 

Obviously the sophistication of land claims had increased immensely 

since 1875. Furthermore most contingencies wer e provided for. A clear 

plan of action had been thought out for a time when reserves would be 

abolished. 
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he Allied Tribes were active in the Province as a powerful and 

vocal inter-tribal organization until 1927. Led by two outstanding 

and educated Indian leaders, Peter Kelly (ilcida) and Andrew Paull 

(Squamish), funds were raiseci to further enlist Inclan support anci to 

send a petition to Ottawa in 1923 . The Allied Tribes , and the Hi shga ,.._­

who never formally joined with them , continued to press f or hearings . 

The hearings were still to be before the I~perial Privy Council, 

according to the Indians' wishes. 

The Settlement of 1927 

✓In 1926 the Dominion Government established a Special Joint 

Committee whose members were from the Senate and the Eouse of Commons. 

This J oint Commi ttae wo..s au:.horized to examine B:ri tish ColWllbia ' s .__.... 

Indian claims. Hearings were held in Ottawa on !-larch JO and Jl, and 

on April 4, 5, and 6, 1927. Kelly and Paull and some of the Interior 

Indians addressed tL.3 Committee on behalf of the Province ' s native 

people. 

VThe principal finding of the 1927 Committee went ag.:rinst native 

peoples. It was decided that the Indians had 11 not established any 

claims to the lands of British Columbia". The Committee members also .....,....---­

recommendcd that the question of Indian title should henceforth be 

regarded as closed. They suggested that $100 ,000 be paid to British ~ 

Columbia's Indians in lieu of treaty payments antl that the Indian Act 

should be amended so that it would be illegal to solicit funds for the L 

purpose of pursuing aboriginal title claims (R.S.J. 1927: 31-38). 

The report of the Joint Committee was approved by the Dominion 



and accepted in 1927; the Federal Government had successfully settled 

the land issue out of court. The Allied Tribes begrudgingly droppeu 

49 

the title question and disbanded. The Nishga too let the matter ride ~ 

for decades, but the subject never died . 
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CHAPTER 4 

MEI'HOOOLOGY 

Content Analysis 

Content analysis for the present purpose is essentially a research 

technique whereby "communication content is transformed , through the 

objective and systematic application of categorization rules, into 

data that can be summarized and compared" (Paisley, quoted in Holsti 

1969:J). As such it does not constitute 11 a total mode of social 

inquiry standing alone, independent of other kind s of research 

operations" (Markoff et al 1975: 6). It is simply an efficient data 

coding proced.ure based upon the compartmentalization of in.formation 

into significant and manageable units for study. Content analysis, 

then, is perhaps a misnomer and would be better thought of as CONTENT 

CODING or TEXTUAL CODI NG as suggested by Markoff , Shapiro , and Weitman 

(1975:6). I have chosen to use the conventional t erminology herein to 

avoid confusion, however. 

Salisbury, Elberg, and Schneider (1974) aptly demonstrate the 

utility of this methodological approach in their monograph entitled 

Development? J\.ttitudes to Development Among tho Native People of the 

Mackenzie District, and it is after their model that my own is 

fashioned. Salisbury and his colleagues attempt to discern the 

attitudes of native people towards the development of the Mackenzie 

District of northern Quebec through a statistical analysis of the 

content of the Native Press, a bi-weekly native newspaper. No attempt 
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is made by them or by myself to codify the latent content of 

communications. That is, no attempt is made to infer what any speaker 

'really meant' by his statements, a form of speculation which has been 

justly criticized ( see Markoff et al 1975 for a review of the 

cri ticisns). Rather, the statements are taken at f ace value, only the 

manifest content being examined and coded. 

The impl ementation of this investigative pro cedure permits the 

establishment of some very basic informc.tion r egarding t he Royal 

Commission hearings, i.e., how many spoke , who t hey were, and what 

local groups were represented. Further and mo r e i mportantly, it yields 

a structured description of Tsimshian attitudes and interest, in 

quantitative terms, which allows the variety of t heir concerns and 

opinions t o surface, a s opposed t o only the most salient . 

The "Testimony" 

The Royal Commission on Indian Affairs for the Pr ovince of British 

Columbia (1913-1916) recorded the pr oceedings of each of the meetings 

they held with the Indians of that province. This r ecor d is usually 

referred to a s 'the extended evidence' of the Commission, and 

originally it is said to have consisted of 5,655 folios of typ ew:ri tten 

evidence and 253 exhibits (R. R.C. 1916:19). Accor ding to the published 

report of the Commission, one typescript copy of this 1 evidence 1 was to 

have been delivered to both the Dominion and the Provincial governments. 

These 'original' copies, assuming they still exist, have not recently 

been made available to researchers who must now rely on one of the 

several microfilm copies in existence. Microfilm copies are held by 
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the Public Archives of Canada (P.A.C.), the University of British 

Columbia, the Provincial Archives of British Colwnbia (P.A.B.C.), and 

the Union of British Columbia Indian Chiefs. 

The microfilms contain the record of testimony given at the fo:'.:T.lal 

hearings held for the fifteen British Columbia Indian Agencie s , as \.,ell 

as the notes taken by the Commission curing its private meetings ill. th 

each of the Indian Agents. Only the 'evidence ' of the Cow~chan Inciia.~ 

Agency is comple-te, however, as it contains copies of exhibits and 

reports received by the Commission in the course of its investigations , 

in addition to the record of testimony. It is not known whether or not 

the exhibits for the other Agencies were contained ill.th the original 

records of testimony. The location of most has not been established to 

date, and in all probability they have been lost or destroyed. 

The testimony of twenty-one Tsimshian local groups can be founc in 

the 'evidence' of the Nass, I3abine, and Bella Coola Indian Agencies . 

One local group , Killutsal or Lakelse, was not rep:cesentcd at the 

Commission hearings and, thus, there is no testimony for it. The 

testimony of the other twenty-one groups consists of all of tho oral 

statements and declarations made by the Tsimshian to the Commissioners . 

Although numerous references are made to maps and other exhibits that 

were submitted, most apparently have gone the way of the majority of 

the exhibits received by the Commission. 

For someone working in Victoria, the Tsimshian testimony is 

available in two forms at the P.A.B.C. It holds the typescript 

microfilm copy previously mentioned, and an amended typescript copy of 

the same prepared from the various provincial microfilms by a 1978 
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Youth :Elnployment Programme group . The latter, though easier to work 

~Tith , has by their own admission questionable transcription quality , 

and thus was not used except in a supplemental manner . The microfilm 

copy of the testimony is unfortunately in far from i deal conuition. It 

is faded, with im1umerable typing and spelling errors. It has been 

copied incompletely such that the left-hand portion::; of many pages are 

blurred. 

Because the Tsimshian did not fall under the jurisdiction of one 

Indian Agency, their testimony was recorded by several different clerks 

employed by the f:o yal Commission. Furthernore , the services of various 

translators were utilized by the Co!Jfilissioners as they went from village 

to village talking i-li th the nunerous local groups. The capabilities of 

the clerks and translators are unknown and , hence , we are given no 

assurances as to the consistent accuracy of transcription within the 

Tsimshian testimony as a whole . 

Nonetheless, the testimony stands as perhaps the best sample of 

Tsimshian views at the turn of the century . Unlike many historical 

documents it is not a summary written after the fact. Tho testimony is 

a detailed record of ' events' as they occurred. It covers a id.de range 

of opinions and topics , and not just the 'native dissatisfaction ' and 

land claims which tend to be remarked upon in the literature. The 

t est imony has the advantage of being decidedly Indian, as opposed to 

non-Indian, anu its examination allows us to give primary consideration 

to the native viewpoint . A content analysis of the Tsimshian testimony 

is one ·way in which we can attempt to take seriously \.That native people 

have said. 
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Selection of Material for Analysis 

In 1913 the Commission held □eetings with t he <rr • .1. 
1,l va soo on August 

26th, with the Ki tkahta on Septcr;iber .3ro. , nncl with the Io. tkatla on 

September 4th. The remaining eighteen Tsim shian local groups \lhi ch 

addressed the Commission di ci. so in 1915 bet ween April 15th cm6 October 

9th (for exact dates see Appe!1clix 3). All of the n~ti-✓ e t e stir.iony 

given at these meetings is consider ed relevant t o t his invest iGation . 

That is, ill of the comm ents, questions , and suggest i ons maci e by the 

Tsimshian are examined through content analysis. 

Though from a technical point of view any interested party was 

permitted to address the Commission, in the case of the Tsj_mshian 

meetings only four non-Indians appeal eci. t o this board of inqui:ry, and 

they did so on the Indians' behalf. Thoy were throe ministers nnd a 

representative of a fourth. Their testimony is ge:.::T.iane t o t his 

investigation, as is that given by the three Indian Agents, their 

Agency Inspector, ar. d two government surveyors. In the C:.iscussi ons of 

the aggregate results of the analysis, t he EuroCD.11adian testimony is 

considered separately, at the end of Chapter 5, however . 

Techniques of Analysis 

There is no one standard procedure for content analysis. Depending 

upon the constraints and limitations cf the research situation, each 

analyst must formulate a 'programme ' which best meets his or her goals, 

while at t he same time striving to have a methodology that is 

systematic, objective, and quantitative. It must be systematic in two 

senses: (1) all of the relevant te)..-t must be processed, not only those 
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parts that appear interesting, and (2) the srune coding criteria must be 

u sed throughout (;-larkoff et al 1975: 5- 6) . It must also be objective , 

that is, as free from personal feelings , opinions , and prejudices as 

possible, to ensure the r eliability of the measurements . This being 

the case, care is taken in the explanation of the procedures follo\-/ed , 

so that they are replicable . 

Because all of the Tsimshian testimony has been deemec relevant t o 

this investigation, it was n ecessary only to isolate where in the 

Commission's extended evidence that it could be found . I3ascd on Hilson 

Duff ' s (1964:18-20) list of Tsioshian ' bands or tribes ' (local group s) , 

t heir testimony was lo cated in the Nass, Babine, and Bella Coola Indian 

Agencies ' evidence. Identification of the Tsimshian testimony is 

r el a ti vcly easy, but it shoulc. be noted that the Babine o.J1d Bella Ceola 

evidence also contain Carrier , Bella Coola, and KwaJdutl t est omony. 

Having isolated the Tsimshian testimony it was then broken do\m 

into UNITS. Generally, the unit of analysis is each indi victual I s 

t estimony but data sheets were prepared fo r every T~imshian address 

f irst , and then those of a single individual were combined . A total of 

1 28 data sheets were filled out al though only 105 Tsimshian addr essed 

the Commission. (Their names are listed in Appeno.ix C a ccording to 

l ocal group member chip.) Ten data sheets were for the Euro Canadians 

and thirteen of the Indians IJade double addr esses which were initially 

coded separately. The data ~1eets were used to code the various topics 

about whi ch the speaker s were concerned and the nature of the i nterests 

voiced. At the top of each sheet was recor ded o.11 of the identifying 

i nformat ion available for the specific indi vidunl , i . e ., n ame, r ank, 



place of residence, occupation, religious affiliation, local group 

membership, etc. Because all of the I Tsimshian testi□ony 1 Has not 

Indian, space was provided at the top of each data sheet t o inc.i. icate 

whether the speaker was Indian or EuroCanac.i.ian. (.Appendix D is ari 

example of the data sheets u sed .) 
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It should be mentioned here that the hearings were conductec.i. in 

such a way that I the chief's speaker ', or someone who hao been 

selected by the Indians of each local group t o speat on their behalf, 

would make an opening statement after the Conmission had advised those 

present as to its scope an'a. powers. Following this, any r.iember of the 

local group could address the Comnission, bringing up any issues that 

ho fcl t were germane to the proceedings. After all had spoken who 

wis..'1-ied to do so, the Commissi:me:rs would question one or two 

individuals from each local gr oup , with the hopes of enhancing their 

abilities t o make decisions and recommendations. The Commissioners 

asked for populatioL estimates, locations of 1 homes 1 , fishing stations, 

hunting grounds, timber stands, and the like. They also enquired as to 

the Indian assessment of current church, school, and medical facilities, 

and as to what uses the local group intended to put certain plots of 

land if they were set aside or confirmed as r eserves. In this latter 

part of each group's testimony more attitudes or points of view became 

more apparent if the Indians cooperated in answering the questions put 

to them. The majority echoed or eA~anded upon the volunteered concerns. 

In any case, it should be clear tnat there are at least three 

different 1 types 1 of native testimony, depending upon the situation in 

which the speaker found himself. Some were speaking as representatives 
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of their local groups. Others spoke only on their own behalf. Still 

others were r eplying to questions Md/or issues put to them . The data 

sheets were coded for each s:_,ca.1rnr c.ccording to the t opics discussec: , 

but notation was □ ade of t he circut1stc1I1ces in which t he testimony was 

given. Notation was clso □ade of whether the individuals of whom the 

Commissioners asked questions uere cooperative or uncooperative , since , 

as □entioned previously , only the uncooperative stc1I1c e of I the Indians ' 

is usually discussed in the li teratme. 

After a close examination of the Tsimshian t estimony , thirteen 

topics were chosen as the major foci of thi s analysis . These range 

from the very gen eral , such as aboriginal title ru1d the desirability 

of reserves the□selves , to the very specific desires of particular 

fishing stations or parcels of land for hunting and farming . Note 

that aboriginal title is based unon 11 those pr operty rights which inure 

t o native peoples by virtue of their occupation upon certain lands fror.i 

time imm emorial " (Cumming and Hickenber g 1972:J fn 3) . 

Initially, the desirability of timber land and the de sirability of 

logging land were coded as two separate topics . This was done to 

separate those Tsimshian who si□ply wanted foresteu land set aside 

from those who intended to engage in the non- traditional activity of 

loggin g. In the end , the two topics , as I considered them to be, were 

listed together since it is fr equently difficult to determine the use , 

if there was one, to which the l ocal group members intended to put 

timbered land . Those who said that they intended to engage in logging, 

as opposed to those who intended to lease logging lands , had their data 

sheets coded as 1pro 1 non-traditional economic activities for Indians. 



Education was also originally included as a t opi c but wa::, later 

disqualified. It appeared to be discussed pri□arily in the question 

periods and as a subject of interest uas non-InG.ian in oriein . ~lrn.t 
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is, the Commission members , not the InC.ians, usually brougi1t the: bpic 

up. Furthermo r e, conments about education , electricity , r oad s , churches , 

and the like woul c. ~1ave co□prised far less thaJ1 one p erc ent of the: 

total, and as such, can hardly be consic:.ercd as significant Tsim shi en 

concerns at the time of the Com□ission hearings. 

It should be montionec. here that two topics arc not □utually 

exclusive, based on the accepted =ur0Canadiru1 cefinition of each . 

Comments ucre coded for both I incli vi dual land o\mership I and I cmmunal 

land owner ship 1 , al though one woul ci presillile that if an indi vic.ual was 

1pro 1 one that he was also against the other . Such nay riot have been 

the case for the Tsimshian at the turn of t:1e centur:,' , however . \lhile 

the majority of the t opi cs were discusseG. in terr;Js of I I an against 

____ and I want ____ ,, the spealcers who were l :1 favour of a 

certain type of land ownershi p seldon had anything necative t o say 

about I the opposite '. r~ather than assuming that t:1e Tsi□ shian di C:. not 

conceptualize another sort of o\mership , perhaps a co□µroraise beti1ccn 

the two, I chose to keep the two topics separate for codi ng purpose s , 

although they are frequently discussed in .the tc::-~t as I opposi tcs ' of a 

single topic, 'land ownership' . 

Hi thin a unit --- that is, scored on the same shectn --- norc 

thrui one topic is usually discussed . Every topic brought up by an 

individual was recorded, since it is assumed that concern is evidenced 

merely by mentioning an issue. If tho individual then went on to 
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express a solid opinion, then this too was noted a11d recor ded. Thus, 

if an individual asked 11 what arc reserves for?" note was r:w.de of this 

interest in I the reserve s:,r stem I by checking the a)prop:-iatc ::;pace . If 

he then went on to agree or cisagree with the stated. pUI;_)os e , then this 

too was recor dec. . In this way , concerns reflected both directly, as 

statements of want , worry, er cii.sagreement, anci incirectly by mere 

questioning, are accomo ciate:: in the analysis of the testimony. The 

percentage of times a topic is remarked upon, as compm-oci to the 

percentage of times all other subjects were mentioned, is usea t o 

measure the degree of interest in that issue. Similarly, the 

percentage of times a particular view on each topic is recorded 

measures the relative degree of support for that vi ewpoint. 

Initially, it was thought that simply chec}--.ing off the 

appropriate topics of interest would suffice to arrive at a clear 

picture of what Tsimshian ind.i viduals or local or dialect groups were 

concerned with. After one complete analysis, however, it becrune 

apparent that no allowru1ce had been made for the measurement of the 

1 intcnsi t y ' of any particular incii vi c.ual 1 s interests. In ot her wor ds, 

no distinction had been made between someone who simply felt that 

Indian reserves were unacceptable and the individual who went on at 

great length to support a similar point of view. To remedy this 

oversight, it wa.s decided that the length of oration would also be 

considered. A scale based upon the length of discussion was devised 

such that one or two sentences of average length about a particular 

topic were coded with one check mark. A longer discussion of three to 

six sentences received two checks on the data ::ilieets and for a 
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discussion of seven sentences or more three checks vere maae . In this 

way, moderate, high, and intense interest can be detemineu at the 

individual level and , through combination , at the l ocal rui~ r egional 

group level as well . Theref ore, comparisons herein are baseci on bo th 

relative frequency and intensity of interest in the various t o9ics. 

As an aside , it might be mentioned here that the num ber of 

sentences as opposed to the number of typewritten line s had t o be used 

as an indicator of intensity of interest because the microfilm copy 

that was used, and presumably the original , rler c not typ eci in a 

particularly standard manner . Some pages have no r:1argins t o speak of , 

while others appear to have substantial ones. Furthcrnore , the typing 

appears somewhat haphazard in that sora c lines are typed completely 

whereas others go across only half way and the sentence continUE::s on 

the next line . Hence, the number of lines \.Ioulu have pr oved a rather 

inaccurate measure of intensity of interest. 

The Sample 

Although a sample size of 105 individuals is somewhat smaller 

than would be ideal, the evidence of the Hoyal Commission on Indian 

Affairs is the only survey of Tsimshian interests and opinions which 

exists for the early 1900 1 s . That the Commission had a narrowly 

defined purpose, to establish Indian reserves, does not appear to 

have precluded discussions of other subjects. ' Land ' was the primary 

issue, however , and most Tsimshian addresses focused on it . Other 

topics were brought up by the Commissioners in the question periods , 

as previously mentioned, but the Tsimshian as a whole did not appear 
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overly interested in the majority of the ' Commission's topics '. Given 

that the Commission spent twenty- one clays in hearings with the Tsimshian 

Indians, it may be assum eci. that the inquiry was relatively thorou1:;h nnd 

not a I fly by night ' affair . The diligence with 11hich the t estimony was 

r ecorded and the number of months spent in Victoria considering the 

Indian evidence and other land applications seem t o support the 

credibili ty of the Commission ' s work. 

Furthermore, all but one of the twenty- two Tsimshian l ocal gr oups 

arc repr esented in this sample . The Killutsal (Lakelse) local group 

which was not represented became 1 cA-tinct 1 shortly after the Commission 

hearings (D. I . A. Annual Reoort 1917) , and it is do ubtful , given the 

broad geographical distribution of the Tsimshian comments within their 

traditional terr itories , that significant regional interests and/ or 

viewpoints are not incluc.eci. . It is r elatively safe t o assume , then, 

that the kinds of concerns evident from the 341 coded comments of this 

study may be generalized to reflect those of the larger Tsimshian 

population circa 1910 . 

While the numbers of r epresentatives or the percentage of the 

group population which spoke at the meetings with the Commissioners 

would normally be one gauge of the amount of concern demonstrated, it 

is not a particularly accurate measure in this instance for two reasons. 

First, the local groups which chose not to assist the Commission 

fr equently had f ewer representatives than di d the cooperative ones, 

through no fault of their o.m. (This is expanded upon in Chapter 6.) 

The uncooperative groups' lower representation may have been due, in 

part, to the actions of the Commissioners. They would interrupt the 
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proceedings when it appeared that land clai□s Here to be the focus of 

too many native addresses , remind the Indiarn:; that the pr oblem wns not 

one that they could solve , anci ask if the l ocal gr ~)Up me;:ibers hac. 

anything further t o say about other co:?1cerns. If not , the meeting uas 

adjourned with any of those who also intended to discuss aboriginal 

rights unheard from. Therefore , the uncooperative l ocal groups may be 

under-represented in this sai-:1ple , a.'1d t o say that one local or r egional 

group was more interested in the hearings than others were , based upon 

the number of individuals or the percentage :)f t he l ocal group 

population which represented it, would be erroneous. (Appendix E does , 

however, present the Tsimshian local gr oups accor-ding to the number of 

representatives and the percentage of local population irhich addressed 

the Commission) . 

Second, three of the Coastal Tsi□ shian local groups had hearings 

with the Iloyal Commission neaTly two full years before any of the 

others since they alone fell under the jurisi ictic1 of the Bella Coola 

Indiru1 Agency ( see Appendix B). Two full years would have given the 

others a considerable edge in preparation ti.we . l-!oreover, a larger 

percentage of the population was probably aware of the hearines, as 

word gradually spread to the more isolated c::,mmuni ties. In terms of 

the regional groupings, the Nishga and those Coastal Tsimshian from 

Port Simpson and 11etlakatla , met with tho Commission more than five 

months after the Gi tksan local groups di d , and the former would aeo.in 

have had the advantage i n organization and preparation time. 

Clearly then, the number of representatives for each local or 

regional group of Tsimshian, or the percentage of the local population 
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whi ch spoke t o the Commissioners , is not an accurate gauge of interest 

or concern since tine and ether variables which would directly affect 

these measurements cannot be controll ed fo r . 
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CHAPTE:( 5 

AGG ~EGAT~ rrESULTS 

Prior t o examining the vo..riations in Tsimshian concerns and 

attitudes , and their possible relationship s to factors external to the 

worl-d.ngs of the Coooission , I will present the overall picture on e 

obtains from the 341 coaed comnents contained in the 105 units of 

Indian te stimony. The unit of analysis is each individual' s testimony . 

Although thirteen individuals made ciouble adciresses, the testimony of 

each person is compiled and codec here as one unit. Table 1 presents 

these data in summary form . The table does not take i n to n.ccount the 

1 intendty of ind:i.vidual inter est ' which will be discussed presently . 

An examination of the di stribution of the Tsiri shian comments 

according to the topics discussed r eveal s the Inciia.11 interest in the 

various subjects. The degree of interest in any :t='.E'ticular topic is 

most simply measured by the nwnber of times i t is discussed in r elation 

to the total number of comments f or all t opic s . Si milarily, the 

relative support f or specific vi ewpoints on each t opi c has been 

determined by comparing the number of comments of one opinion t o the 

number of comments expressing other opinions on the topic. 

In the third section of this chapter , the distribution of Tsimshian 

comments according t o the 1 t ype 1 of t estir.iony in which ench was given is 

discussed, while in the fourth they are re-cxrunined vi s-~-vis the 

cooperative and uncooperative Indians. In the concluding section the 

EuroCanadian comment::, contained in the Tsimshian evidence are briefly 

summarized. 
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TABLE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF TSIMSHIAN COl•U•fENTS BY TOPIC AHD BY POINT OF 
VIEW EXPRESSED ·:l-

COMMENTS POIHT OF VIEW 
(per t opic) 

TOPIC % of cf cf % 
Number /o ,~ with no 
of com- Total for against explicit 
ments corn- opinion ments 

1. aboriginal title 59 17. J 88 . 1 J . 4 8. 5 

2. the reserve system 42 12.J 26. 2 69 . 0 4. 8 

.3. non-Indian t erri- .39 11.4 o.o 100. 0 o.o 
torial expansion 

4. desirability of .30 8. 9 90 . 0 o.o 10.0 
traditional fish-
ing stations 

5. desirability of 28 8. 2 89 • .3 o.o 10.7 
traditional hunt-
ing territories 

6. new reserves and/or 26 7.6 96. 2 .3. 8 o.o 
addi tbns to 
existing reserves 

7. desirability of 26 7.6 88.5 o.o 11.5 
farm land 

8 . non-traditional 24 7.0 100.0 o.o o.o 
economic activi-
ties for Indians 

9. desirability of 23 6.7 82. 6 o.o 17.4 
timber and/or 
logging land 

10. individual land lJ J . 8 84.6 15. 4 o.o 
ownership 

11. Euro Canadian 13 3. 8 100.0 o.o o.o 
legal status for 
Indians 

12. desirability of 11 J . 2 100.0 o.o o.o 
fishing licenses 

1.3. communal land 7 2.1 100.0 o.o o.o 
ownership 

.341 99.9 

*based on testimony of 105 Tsimshian before the Royal Commission on In-
dian Affairs for the Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913-0ct. 1915) 
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Distribution of Comments by Topic and Opinion 

As seen on Table 1, 1 aboriginal title' was undoubtedly the t opic 

of greatest interest , constituting 17. 3% of the t otal con□ents . Given 

the nature of the Commission ' s inquiry and the fact that the I I;ishc:a 

Petition• (1913) had been widely circulated by the ti□e of the hcfil'ings, 

it is not surprising that the land ti tlc issue would emerge as t he 

paramount concern. Members of the 1 :r:Ti shga Li11d Comoi ttee I had oeen 

actively soliciting support from other locoJ. group s , and es~ecially 

those in close proximity must have been aware of the claims being put 

forward and their relevance to a.11y discussion of 1 final 1 r e serve 

allotments. The sample analyzed here suggests that the Tsimshian as a 

whole overwhelmingly supported the recognition of aboriginal title by 

Government. Over 88% of the comments on this t opi c r eflect this 

positive point of view. Only 11.9% of the comments about ' aboriginal 

title ' reflect opposition or indecision. Those co□ments ,;hi ch did not 

support the recognition of Indian land title tenderl. to f o cus on the 

speaker's desire to be dissociated from those who supporteo. 1 thi s land 

trouble'. 

'The reserve system ' itself came under considerable fire ci.uring the 

course of the Commission ' s hearings. Next to the question of land title, 

the individuals who testified considered 1 the reserve system ' to be of 

greatest import: 12.3% of the total comments concerned this subject. 

The predominant sentiment eA'})ressed was to abolicli reserves or 

drastically rework the entir e basis of allotments. Sixty-nine percent 

of the comments about 1 the reserve system' reflect this negative point 

of view. Though it is only slightly more than on&-quarter of the 
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speakers who support I the system' against their fellows, on no other 

topic is the minority viewpoint so well represented. In fact , only on 

the question of I individual land ownership ' is any other cace of 

significant difference of opinion apparent, and in this instance it is 

only two individuals (15.4% of 1.3) who go against the r:1aj ority, while 

on 1 t he reserve systera 1 issue eleven individuals dissenteu. Thus , the 

subject of reserves and reserve allotments, while not the most debat ed 

question ( 1aboriginal title'), is certainly the most debatable question 

from the Tsimshian point of view. 

Of only slightly less interest than I the reserve system ' was the 

subject of I non-Indian territorial expansion 1 • Complaints about the 

loss of land and fishing territories to EuroCanadian and Japanese 

individuals and comp2..rrie s comprise 11 . 4% of all comm ents. For obvious 

reasons no Tsimshian supported the expansion of non-Indian endeavours 

or the resultant loss of Indian lands. Comments regarding this topic 

tended to be very specific. In most cases particular incidents 

involving the Grand Trw1.k Railroad, Japanese fishing boats, or local 

non-Indian entrepreneurs were reported. Though comments were not coded 

according to the Indian solution proffered , most Tsimshian did not seek 

the return of lost lands but aci(ed for financial compensation instead. 

The remaining ten topics for which comments were coded each 

comprise less than 10% of the total, but this is not to say that actual 

frequencies are inconsequential. The relatively strong desire to have 

access to traditional fishing stations secured is reflected by the fact 

that thirty comments were made about this subject . These comments 

constitute 8.9% of the total. Again the point of view expressed was 
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positive or neutral, \.lith 90% of the Indians who talked about fishing 

stations specifically asking that they be set aside as the property of 

a Tsimshian local group . Sone cu. sputes aro se , however , over which 

groups were to be assigned the sr.iall reserves f or seasonal fishine . 

In some cases the Commissioners attempted t o avoi d this controversy 

and siraply set aside such a reserve , □ a.Jr..ing note th3.t several local 

groups had rightful access t o the land (2 . C. 2 . 1916: 591 ,621 , 622) . 

Al□ost equal to the interest in tracli tional fishing stations was 

the interest voiced about traditional hunting camps, territories , and 

trap lines. Just over 8% of the 341 coded comments concern this 

Tsimshian economic endeavour. The i dentity of the group s primarily 

interested in hunting and those primarily interested in fishing will 

be discussed later . 

The desire to see changes in reserve boundaries, without refe rence 

to abolishing I the reserve system 1 , a!ld the ir.rportance of set tint; aside 

land suitable for f~rming are also much in evidence. Though by no 

means of greatest concern, a sizable pr oportion of the t otcl comments 

(7.6%) dealt with each of these issues. Only one individual felt that 

his re serve' s location and acreage were adequcJ,te . In reference t o the 

distribution of comments concerning fa.rm land , 11. 5~~ either contained 

no explicit opinion or else the spealccr appeared undecided on the 

advisability of Indians engaging in agricultural activities . 

The remaining topics r ankeu in order of the r elative degree of 

interest shol-m are as follows: 1 non- t raditional economi c endeavours 

for Indians ', including work in sawmills , canneries, lumber camps, etc • . 

(7.0%); the ' desir ability of timber and/ or logging land' (6.7%); 
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1individun.1 land ownership ' (3. 8%); ' no special treatr:ient of Indians 

under the law' or no special Indian status (3. 8%); the ' desirability of 

fishing licenses ' (J. 2%); and I comDunal land ownership ( 2. 1%). 

Note should be taken here of tho loH level of certainty with \Jhich 

we may speak of the ranking of many of the topics in terns of interest 

demonstrated . Because of the relatively small number of connents on 

which this study is based , where the differ ence between r elative 

frequencies is small or non- existent , no particular stre s s can 

confidently be placed on the rank-or dering of topics. ron ethelcss , it 

is still possible to determine the single t opic of paramount concern 

('aboriginal title ', #1 in Table 1) , those issues of high and 

approximately equal relevance t o the native people who addr e ssed the 

1913-1916 Commission ( 1 t he reserve system ' and 'non- Indian territorial 

expansion', //2 and #3 respectively in Table 1) , those subj ects wher e 

moderate i nterest is demonstrated (// 1 s 4- 9), and those questions which, 

for whatever reasons, were not addressed by a large number of Tsimshian 

(f/ 1 s 10-13 ) . 

Since no attempt was made to code I latent content', many of the 

percentage figures reported up to this point may leave inaccurate 

impressions in the mind of the reader . Therefore t wo aspects of the 

techniques of analysis will bo reiterated here . First , not all of the 

comments or opinions which have been coded as neutral indicate 

indecision on the speaker' s part. The comments simply contained no 

explicit viewpoint. In many instances inferences could easily have been 

made about the speaker's opinion but the analysis would then have 

entered into the realm of speculation. Only in the cases of 'aboriginal 
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title' and the 'desirability of land suitable for farming' were cases of 

indecision obvious. Second, though 2.1% of the comments concerned 

1 communal land ownership ', this is not to say that only 2.1% of the 

Tsimshian were interesteo in, or supportive of, this type cf land 

ownership. Had each of the 105 individuals who adcire ssed the 

Commission stated the type of ownership they favoured , the frequencies 

for the topics 'communal land ownership ' and 'individual land owership 1 

would, in all likelihood, have been different , and more importantly, 

would only then reflect the type of land ownership the Tsimshian 

supported. Hence, where the actual number of comments on a given t opi c 

is small, only the relative degree of interest in that t opic as 

compared t o the others can be determined. Absolute frequencies have 

no validity beyond the confines of this analysis. The relative degree 

of interest on the part of the testifiers may, however, reflect the 

relative interest on the part of other Tsimshian in the various topics 

for which comments were coded. 

Perhaps the major finding at this point is the wide range of 

native interests expressed. There is not merely one single feature of 

'reserves' or 'reserve allotments' which was discussed. Hany topics 

which the Tsimshian associated with 1 land 1 · were addressed. 

Also apparent from the nnalysis is the seemingly complete agreement 

of opinion amongst the Tsimshian witnesses for the majority of topics. 

Nine of the thirteen topics reflect no native disagreement, the points 

of view explicitly stated being all 1 for 1 or all 'against'. The 

Commission hearings no doubt provided a forum for Indian differences of 
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opinion to be aired and we have seen that some of the previously 

discussed questions of interest had proponents on both sides. Yet for 

the most part, the Tsimshian appear to have been in agreement. 

Even given the methodological problems discussed above, the 

popularity of I aboriginal ti tle 1 is nevertheless worthy of note. The 

distribution of Tsimshian comments demonstrates that the Indians as a 

whole were most interested in the land question. Had those Tsimshian 

which cooperated with the Commission not been so complacent in 

accepting that I aboriginal ti tle 1 was not really a topic f or discussion 

at the Royal Commission hearings, the number of comments coded about 

this topic would in all likelihood have been even higher. (This notion 

is expanded upon elsewhere.) 

Native concern about 1 the reserve system' and the problems arising 

from the continual loss of land are also shown in this analysis. 

Substantial numbers of individuals focused attention on fishing stations, 

on farming, logging and hunting lands, on addi tion ..: to reserves, and on 

the need for Indians to engage in non-traditional economic activities 

to support their families. Addresses concerning land ownership , 

fishing licenses, and the inferior status of Indians under Canadian 

law were not infrequent. 

Intensity of Opinion 

Although the discussion to this point has focused on the intensity 

of group interest in one topic relative to all others, it is also 

possible to determine the intensity of individual interest, combine 

that information with the opinion expressed (i .e. pro or con), and 



TABLE 2: RELATIVE(%) DISTRIBUTION OF COMMENTS BY INTENSITY OF OPINION * 

RELATIVE(%) I NTENSITY OF OPINION FDR 
TOPIC f COMM::Jm:; PE1'L TOPI C 

-+++ ++ t- f3' - -- ---

1. aboriginal title 59 13. 6 16,9 57. 6 8 , 5 1. 7 1.7 

2. the reserve system 42 2, 4 23. 8 4. 8 26. 2 19 , 0 23 . S 

3. non-Indian t erri- 39 71 . 8 1 2 , 8 15 , /, 
torial expansion 

4, desirability of 30 6. 7 13. 3 70 . 0 10. 0 
t raditional fish-
ing stations 

5. desirability of 28 14. 3 28 . 6 46 . 4 10. 7 
traditional hunt-
ing territories 

6. new reserves ano/ or 26 15. 4 11. 5 69 , 2 o.o 3, 8 
additions to 
existing reserves 

7. desirability of 26 7. 7 23, 1 57.7 11. 5 
farm l and 

8 . non- t r aditional 24 12. 5 16. 7 70 , 8 
ecJnomic activi-
ties for Indians 

9. desire.bili ty of 23 13 , 0 69 , 6 17. 4 
timber and/or 
l ogging land 

10. individual land 13 7. 7 7. 7 69, 2 o.o 15 , 4 
ownership 

11. EuroCanadian legal 13 23 . 1 76.9 
status for Indians 

12. desirability of 11 27.3 36. 4 36. 4 
fishing licenses 

13. communal land 7 14. 3 85 . 7 
ownership -

341 

A plus sign(+) indicates a positive opinion ; a negative sign(-) indicates a 
negative opinion; qJ indicates no explicit opinion. 

The number of signs indicates whether interest is moderate (one ~ign) , high (two 
signs), or intense (three signs) . 
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T 

% 

100 . 0 

100 . 0 

100 . 0 

100. 0 

100 . 0 

99 . 9 

100 . 0 

100 , 0 

100. 0 

100 . 0 

100. 0 

100 .1 

100. 0 

*based on t estimony of 105 Tsimshian before the Royal Commission on Indian Affairs 
for the Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913-0ct. 1915) 
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identify the intensity of group opinion. 

In order to distinguish between moderate, high, and intense concern 

about a given topic, a scale was devised whereby an individual ' s 

'intensity of interest' could be measured. In brief, interest is 

considered to be intense when an individual's address about a specific 

topic involved seven or more sentences of normal length. High interest 

is reflected in a discussion of three to six sentences, while moderate 

interest is noted when only a sentence or two of normal length dealt 

with a single topic. The individual's 'intensity of opinion' i s 

determined by combining the intensity of interest with the point of 

view given. For example, is his comment 'intensely for', 'moderately 

against', or merely 1neutral 1 ? Some comments are coded as 'neutral' 

because the intensity was not ascertained for those containing no 

explicit opinion. 

After determining the intensity of opinion for every comment about 

a topic, it is possible t o examine the proportions of opinions which 

are of a moderate, high, or intense nature. Table 2 presents the 

varying 'intensity of opinion' distributions by percentages for all 

topics. In order to present these data in a single table, the opinions 

have been coded as neutral ( fl), po si ti ve ( +), or negative ( - ) , with 

the number of signs indicating moderate, high, or intense interest. 

Clearly interest of the most intense sort is evident for the vast 

majority of topics. All but two have comments in the '+++ 1 or '--- 1 

categories of the table. Although frequently there are only two or 

three comments making up the percentage figures in the intense interest 

categories, interpretation of this observation must be tempered with 



the knowledge that if a preceding speaker clearly and at length 

explained an individual's point of vi m1, it is possible the latter 

would simply r efer to the earlier address and bri efly affirm support. 
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The widest ranges of intensity of opinion are found in the native 

addresses about the two most talked about issues. As di scussed below, 

'aboriginal title' and 1 the r eserve system ' were the fo ci of the mont 

intense individual interest, just as they were the subjects most 

frequently mentioned. Attention will first be directed to the topic 

of greatest concern to the Indians as a whole . 

Of the comments regarding the land title question, 59.7% (57.6% 

positive and 1.7% negative) are of moderate intensity, while 18.5% 

(16.9% positive and 1.7% negative ) and lJ .6% are of a high and 

intense nature respectively. In terms of the actual number of comments 

in the 1+tt 1 and '-t+- 1 categories, 1 aboriginal ti tle 1 has the highest 

frequency of any topic. Moreover, comments about this topic are often 

more than ten senten~es in length . Thus, over JO% of all land title 

comments indicate that native concern was more than a passing fancy. 

To the speakers, 'aboriginal title' was not a subj ect to be dealt with 

lightly. The tenets of the Indian argur:ient bo~e r epeating over and 

over again. 

The most intense differences of opinion are evident in the 

discussions of 'the reserve system '. Obviously, this issue not only 

had a substantial number of proponents on both sides, it had 

substantial numbers of proponents who went on at length. The moderate 

point of view is represented by approximately equal numbers of comments 

for both the positive and the negative. Comments in the high and 
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intense range of opinion constitute more than 45% of the total for this 

topic, however. The Tsimshian who addressed the Commission did not 

agree on the question of 'the r eserve system' , and they made certain 

that the Commissioners knew exactly where they stood. 

The largest percentage of comments about eleven of the twelve 

other topics reflect a moderate intensity of interest. Those Tsimshian 

who discussed the ' desirability of fishing licenses 1 indicated an equal 

amount of moderate and high concern; 36.4% of the total comments on this 

subject fall in both the'+' and'++' range of the table. On the whole 

though, the majority of the Indians who expressed concern about a topic 

did so in brief, using only a sentence or two. 

To reiterate, the intensity of opinion discussed here is based on 

the length of oration and the point of view expressed . The comments 

addressed to the Commission are obviously wide-ranging not only in 

scope but in opinion and in intensity. Though r.10 s-1: of the comments 

are of a moderate nature, eleven of the thirteen topics were discussed 

in at least one speech of the most intense sort. The addresses about 

'aboriginal title' and 1 the reserve system' reflect the most intense 

and widest ranging opinions. 

Distribution of Comments by Testimony 1 Type 1 

As mentioned in the discussion of methodology in the previous 

chapter, it is possible to identify three 1 types 1 of testimony 

depending upon the circumstances of an individual's address to the 

Commission. These are: (1) opening addresses, where an individual 
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would welcome the Commissioners and make a brief introductory statement 

on behalf of his local group ; ( 2) voluntary t estimony, where the 

speaker presumably stated only his own interests and opinions; and (3) 

questioning, where an individual would answer questions put to him by 

the various Commissioners. Table 3 shows the distribution of comments 

according to these types of testimony. The r elative topical 

percentages for each type are given. 

Since these data are presented in order t o discern whether or not 

the circum stances of testimony significantly affected the kinds of 

topics discussed , the unit of analysis is each Tsimshian address. The 

total units for this table only is 118, and a careful comparison of the 

figures in Tables 1 and 3 reveals that the total frequencies for topics 

#1,4, 5,7, 8, 9 , and 12 are not the same. These small discrepancies are 

the result of thirteen individuals addressing the Commission twice and 

discussing some of the same topics both times. In no case is the 

frequency of any topic increased by more than six. The total number 

of comments on which this table is based is 362 (not 341. as in the 

previous tables) . 

The overall distribution of comments, accor ding to the type of 

testimony in which each was given, reveals that 14. 4% of the comments 

were made during the Tsimshian's opening addresses to the Commission, 

while 25.7% resulted from the questioning periods . By far the majority 

(59.9%), however, were given in freely volunteered addresses, addresses 

where the speaker was presumably not acting as a 'representative ' of 

his local group but where he could express his own interests and points 

of view. The relative number of comments from the volunteered and 
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TABLE 3: RELATIVE(%) TOPICAL DISTRIBUTION OF COMMENTS FOR EACH TYPE OF 
TESTIMONY 1• 

TYPE OF TESTIMONY 

TOPIC f % % Cl 
opening ,o 

addresses volunteer ed questioning 

1. aboriginal title 65 25 . 0 19.4 10. 8 

2. the reserve system 42 17.J 10 .1 11.8 

3. non-Indian territorial 39 11.5 12.9 5.4 
expansion 

4. desirability of 32 7.7 8. 3 10. 8 
traditional 
fishing stations 

5. desirability of 29 7.7 7.3 9.7 
traditional 
hunting territories 

6. new reserves and/or 26 5.8 8. 8 4.3 
additions to 
existing reserves 

7. desirability of 28 3.8 6.5 12.9 
farm land 

8. non-traditional 30 7.7 8. 8 7.5 
economic activities 
for Indians 

9. desirability of timber 24 3.8 6.0 9.7 
and/or logging land 

10. individual land 13 3.8 2. 8 5.4 
ownership 

11. EuroCanadian legal 13 1.9 3.7 4.3 
status for Indians 

12. desirability of 14 1.9 3.7 5.4 
fishing licenses 

13. communal land ownership 7 1.9 1.8 2.2 

99.8 100.1 100.2 

Total nUIJber of comments 362 52 217 93 

*based on the test imony of 105 Tsimshian before the Royal Commission on 
Indian Affairs for the Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913-0ct. 
1915) 
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questioning testimony would have in all likelihood been larger had not 

eight of the Tsimshian local groups refused t o answer the Commissioners' 

questions. (This observation is expanded upon in the next section.) 

Without putting particular stress on the exact percentages, it is 

possible to identify the topics most often discussed in each of the 

three types of testimony. Cc□paring these observation~ t o the 

testimony as a whole, it is then possible to determine the o.ifferences 

and similarities between each type and the wi1ole, as well as those 

between each type and the other two . 

Opening addresses most frequently concerned 1 aborigintl title' , 

'the reserve system', and 'non-Indian territorial expansion ': 53. 8% 

of the comments addressed these issues. Many of the other topics 

which ,-1ere addressed in openin.g addresses have roughly siwilar 

percentages, but appear to be not nearly as salient as the three 

topics at the top of the list in Table 3. The overwhelming 

preponderance of opt,ning address comments about the land title question, 

the subject of the reserve system, and the loss of Indian land, 

indicates that these topics were emphasized more in the opening 

addresses than they were in the other two types of testimony and more 

than they were stressed in the testimony as a whole, 

Those giving volunteered testioony indicated that they were also 

interested in I aboriginal title', 1 non-Indian territorial expansion 1 , 

and 1 the reserve system', but in that order. Thus, while a large 

number of comments were about the topic of reserve allocations, a 

greater number addressed the problems resulting from local non-Indian 

activities. By far the majority, though, reflect the primary and 



continuing native interest in the que stion of aboriginal title. The 

rank-order of the other topics discussed in the voluntary testimony 

generally corresponds to that of the testimony as a whole . He may 
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conclude that the volunteered testimony was similar in content to 

opening addresses and to the testimony as a whole , excepting that 

r elatively greater emphasis i1as put on I non-Indian territorial 

expansion 1 • 

-'-' v.'1e 

Examining the comments offered during tne periods of questioning , 

it is apparent that both the topics of greatest interest , and the 

ranking of these topics vis-i-vis one another, do not resemble those 

noted for either the opening addresses, the volunteered testimony , or 

the testimony as a whole. The topic most frequently addressed during 

the questioning was the I desirability of land sui ta.ble for fo.rminz' : 

12. 9% of the comments focused on this issue. The next five most 

commonly discussed subjects, rankeo in or der, are ' the reserve sy stem' 

(11~ 8%), the ' desirability of traditional fishing stations ' (10. 8%) , 

'aboriginal title' (10. 8%) , the ' desirability of traditional hunting 

territories' (9.7%), and the ' desirability of timber and/or logging 

land' (9.7%). 

Clearly, then, the questioning testimony is vastly different from 

the other types . The greater emphasis put on farming , fishing , hunting, 

and logging lands is probably the direct result of the Commissioners 

asking disproportionate numbers of questions about these topics. 

Since it vas their job t o establish Indian r eserves, the Commissioners 

used the question period to determine the Indians' perceptions about 

the adequacy of previously allotted or promised lands. They did this 
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by asking 'where do you fish? 1 , 1 do you hunt anywhere other than 

Reserve No . 7?', 'your band asked for this pieceofland, what do you 

intend to use it for?', etc. Further, the native people were pressed 

about their local group's intention to engage in non-traditional 

subsistence activities. If an individual indicated that his group 

had or intended to establish a sawmill or cannery, the Commission 

would note this and presumably consider it when they allotted or 

confirmed reserves. Similarly, the Commi ssioners demonstrated 

considerable concern about farming and farming land. All individuals 

who cooperated and answered their questions were asked if they farmed 

or would consider it, and if so, where? Hence, the topical foci of 

much of the questioning testimony reflect the interests of those who 

did the questioning, as would be expected. The opinions expressed, 

however, are decidedly Indian. 

The Tsimshian testifying were also asked, though some volunteered, 

their opinions about schools, roads, electricity, the churches, and 

the like. These topics were not included in this study since, with 

few exceptions, they were not discussed at any time but in the 

questioning periods and none comprised even 1% of the total topics. 

Given that all thirteen topics presented in this thesis are 

mentioned at least once in each of the three types of testimony, it 

can be said with a high degree of certainty that none of the topics 

which form the basis of this analysis were non-Indian in origin. 

That is, none was first introduced by the Commissioners as a subject 

for discussion. 
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To recapitulate, the bulk of the comments made during opening 

addresses and those of the volunteered testimony demonstrate native 

concern about 'aboriginal title', 1 the reserve system', and 'non-Indian 

territorial expansion'. The relative degree of interest in each of the 

topics for these two types of testimony resembles that shown in the 

testimony as a whole. Comments offered during the question periods of 

the hearings, while reflecting the Indian point of view, were 

decidedly biased by the Commissioners' interests in terms of the 

topical f oci. Hence , whereas the questioning by the Commissioners 

increased the total number of comments by approximately 35%, the 

ranking of topics overall, in t erms of the interest apparent in each, 

most likely reflects the Tsimshian representatives' concerns and not 

those of the Commission, in that the distribution of volunteered and 

opening address comments mirrors that of the aggregate, including the 

questioning testimony. 

Distribution of Comments According to Whether or not the Indians 
Cooperated with the Commission 

Many of the Tsimshian appear to have been misinformed about the 

Commission's scope and powers. All but one local group had at least 

some members who were prepared to present arguments for the recognition 

of aboriginal rights. Upon being enlightened that the Commissioners 

could not adjudicate land title claims, some groups adjourned and/or 

reorganized their presentations, frequently still including some 

references to the title question. Others, vhen given time to reconsider, 

chose not to assist the Commission. Based upon each local group's 
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attitude toward the Commissioners - that is, whether it was 

cooperative or uncooperative --- the comments for each type of 

testimony \.Jill now be briefly re-examineci. . Comparisons in terms of the 

actual topics discussed are made in the follo,ang chapter . 

Each local group I s atti t uc.e toward the Cammi ssion was ascertained 

in part from the Commissioners ' description of their reception and in 

part from the statements of the Tsimshian representatives at the 

hearings. Most uncooperative l ocal groups blatantly refused to answer 

more than a few of the questions put to them and all made it very clear 

that they would not jeopardize land claims by assisting the Commission. 

The attitude of only one local group, Port Simpson, is equivocal. The 

Commissioners considered its representatives to be uncooperative but 

bused on seven pages of testimony in response to Commission queri es 

and the fact that the Indians were at all times polite, Port Simpson is 

treated as a cooperative group herein. Table 4 presents the 

distributions of thE" cooperative and uncooperative Tsimshian 's comments 

according to the topical interest coded and accor oing to the type of 

testimony in which they were given. Note shoulci be made of the fact 

that, as in the previous table , the unit of an_alysis is each Tsimshian 

address, not each individual ' s testimony . 

Perhaps the most obvious and important difference between the 

comments given by the twenty r epresentatives of the uncooperative local 

groups and those given by the eighty-five cooperative Indians emerges 

not by comparing distributions, however, but by comparing the to tal 

number for each. As shown in the table, the cooperative Tsimshian made 

more than seven times as many codable comments as the uncooperative 
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representatives, 319 as compared to 43. Clearly, the aggregate results 

discussed in the previous sections reflect p~imarily the interest and 

opinions of the cooperative Tsimshian, since over ei ghty- five percent 

of the coned comm ents are theirs. All generalizations , then, must be 

tempered ~~th the knowledge that the uncooperative Indians are sorely 

under-representen i n this sampl e. 

Another significant differ ence between the col!ltlents of the 

uncooperative and the cooperative Tsimshian ~s reflected in their 

distributions accor ding to the type of testinony in which they were 

given, ho\.lever. Both the coop era ti ve and uncooperat ive Indians made 

roughly the same number of codable comments during opening addresses, 

27 and 25 respectively. But there the similarities end. The 

uncooperative Tsimshian almost t otally lack comments from volunteered 

testimony, whereas the bulk of the cooperative Indians' comments were 

made in freely volunteered addresses to the Commission . As sho,m in 

Table 4, only three codabl e volunteer ed comments were i dentified f or 

the uncooperative local group represent atives, while 214 were 

identified for the cooperative Tsimshian. Similarly, although 78 

comments were coded from the question period t?stimony of the 

cooperative Indians, only 15 codable comments were identified in the 

same type of uncooperative Tsimshian testimony. 

As might be predicted, the uncooperative Indio..ns, with fewer coded 

comments and fewer representatives, also discussed a narrower range of 

topics in each of the three types of testimony as compared to the 

cooperative Tsimshian. While the opening addresses of the cooperative 

Tsimshian focused on eleven of the subjects for which comments were 
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coded, those of the uncooperative Indians focused on only eight. 

Similarly, while the volunteered comments of the cooperative local 

group representatives addressed all thirteen of the t opics for which 

comments were coded, those of the uncooperative Indians addressed only 

aboriginal title and the reserve system. The distributions of coded 

comments from questioning period testimony also reflect that while at 

least one individual from a cooperative l ocal group discussed each of 

the thirteen subjects which are the focus of this analysis, those of 

the uncoop erative Indians indicate that only six diff er ent t opics were 

addressed. Clearly, the more adamant the Indians were about discussing 

aboriginal rights, the less likely they are to have addressed other 

issues or problems. 

In sum, the cooperative Tsimshian made more than seven times as 

many codable comments as the representatives from the uncooperative 

local groups. The cooperative local group r epresentatives outnumber 

those of the uncooperative Tsimshian by more than f our to one, however. 

The vast majority of the cooperative Indians' comm ents are found in 

their volunteered testimony, wher eas the bulk of the uncooperative 

Tsimshian's coded comments were made during opening addresseso The 

choice not to assist the Commissioners app_arently resulted in the 

uncooperative Indians having relatively few codable comments in their 

volunteered or questioning testimony, as well. Moreover, it resulted 

in an apparently narrower range of interest in terms of the number of 

different subjects addressed by them. Discussions of the Tsimshian as 

a whole, then, are necessnrily biased in favour of the cooperative 
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Indians' concerns and opinions. 

But generalizations about 'the Tsimshian' have limiteci relevance. 

'The Tsimshian' vere not a political or social entity. Its members nad 

cultural and linguistic similarities but in terms of day to day living 

only a small part thereof interacteci on a regular and meaningful basis . 

Shortly, the demonstrated concerns of each ~simshia.11 l ocal tribal 

grouping will be examined and many of the points brought up in this 

section will be expanded upon. First, however, the EuroCanadian 

testimony will be summarized. 

EuroCanadian Testimony 

Included in the 'Tsimshian evicence 1 of the ~oyal Commission on 

Indian Affairs are the addresses of several non-Indian indi vi.duals. 

The hearings themselves were not closed and anyone Yishing t o speak 

could do so. Only four EuroCanadians, however , addres sed the Commission 

during the actual meetings with the various TsimsLian local groups. 

These were three 'missionaries' and the r epresentative of a fourth. 

While hearings with other British Columbia Indians were apparently 

attended by municipal officials and other interested parties, only the 

clergy were present in the Tsimshian case. 

Also included in the extended ' Tsimshian evidence' are records of 

private interviews with the three Indian Agents, the inspector of the 

Indian Agenci es, and two British Columbia government surveyors. These 

interviews usually took place in Victoria, though one was held while 

the Commissioners were in transit. Each of these individual's 

statements was duly recorded and a transcript can be found after the 



Indian testimony for its respective agency in the unpublished 

Commission record. 
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The testimony of all of the aforementioned inci.i viduals was 

excluded from the aggregate swnmary and from all subsequent chapters . 

Each non- Indian I s comments were , however , subj ecteci to content analysis 

and what follows is a brief discussion of the results of those 

particular analyses . Comments were coded in exactly the same way for 

the non-Indians as they were for the Indians. 

Comments of the 1missi onaries 1 : The most visible man of the cloth was 

1 the Venerable Reverend Archdeacon Colli (n) son 1 • (NOTE: The spelling 

here is probably incorrect . In all likelihood , the individual r eferred 

to is Rev. Colli son) . He was present throughout the meetings w-l th the 

Kincoli th Indians, a Nisb.ga local group . He had previously worked 

with Duncan at 1-!etlakatla and informed the Commission about this fact 

on several occasions . After the Indians at Kincoli th had been advised 

of the Commission's inability to deal with the land title question, 

Colli(n) son amced for an adjournment so that the Indians could discuss 

and plan how to pr oceed. After the r ecess, the Indians began 

presenting their case but when the topic of education was brought up, 

Mr. Colli(n)son interrupted. He reiterated how bad the school 

situation was and urged that the standard of local education be 

upgraded so that it would no longer be necessary for so many children 

to leave t heir families in order t o receive the most basi c academic 

&Cills (n.n.c.E. Nass: 64). The remainder of this Anglican Archdeacon's 

comments can be found in a six- page address (R. R. C. E. Nass : 66-74). He 

had again interrupted the proceedings, having decided to give 11 a little 
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history for a change", a history of his over fifty years in the area. 

None of Reverend Colli(n) son's comments 'were codable. Ther e was sooo 

hint that he favoured EuroCanadian legal status for Indians but nothing 

about this or any other topic was expli citly stated . 

Mr. Charles Horton addressed the Commission at the meetings in 

Aiyansh, another Nishga settl ement . He 'wa s 11 taking the place of 

Reverend Mr. McCulloch 11 (H. R.C. E. Nass :140). \-/hether he was a 

clergyman himself i s unlmown. llr . Morton di d not claim any local group 

or ' band ' membership and it is presumed that he was non-Indian. Such 

may not be the case but the equivocal nature of his i dentity led t o the 

exclusion of his t estimony from any consideration of the Inciians 1 

testimony. The comments of Mr . lfortcm indicate that he, and presumably 

Reverend McCulloch, were moderately against I t he reserve system' anci. 

supporters of Indian land claims, Morton 's addr ess about I aboriginal 

title' reflect s a high intensity of positive interest. 

T'wo other ministers spoke on behalf of two Coastal l ocal groups. 

The Reverend George Read discussed the occupat ions of the Kitasoo 

Indians in regard s to a piece of land that the Indians had requested . 

In response to the Commissioners' questioning, Mr . nead put forth a 

strong argument for the Indians' need t o retain traditional fishing 

stations and hunting territories. They 'were n ec e ssary f or the native 

peoples' survival, he said (n.n.c.E. Bella Cool a:79-85). Mr . Read 

provided the Commissioners with some clarification of the various 

reserves and the use to which they were put, and he later served as the 

interpreter at Hartley Day (Ki tkahta Indians). 

The Kitkahta Indians met with the Commission in September of 1913. 



They did not cooperate in any fashion and 11 t heir minister", James 

Herbert Matthews, abided by their choice not to do so. Mr. Matthews, 
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a member of the Methodist church, suppor ted t he Indians in their fight 

for aboriginal title (R. R. C. E. Bella Coola:117-118). While he submitted 

to questioning, Mr. Matthews made very few r eplies . The r esul t was that 

the Commission gathered little information about the Ki tkahta, their 

reserves, or their land r equirements at that time. Hearly two years 

later, in March of 1916, Mr. 1-latthews sent a letter to the Commission 

which in part remedied that situation. He stated that though the 

Indians had been uncooperative, "they now see matters in a different 

light11 (R. R.C. E. Bella Coola:205). Land suitable for firewood, hunting, 

fishing and trapping was then specifically requested. 

Clearly the 1missionaries 1 made few codable conment s. Aside from 

the topics pr eviously mentioned, namely 1 the r eserve system', 

1 aboriginDl title', and hunting and fishing territories, no others were 

discussed. The topics mentioned and the point of view demonstrated will 

later be shoi-m t o echo, or at least not oppo se, those of t he Indians 

themselves. It i s diff~cult to assess the role the clergy played at 

the Commission hearings. Perhaps their primary purpose was to clarif y 

for the Commissioners the various incidents and lands t o which the 

Indians ref erred. There i s no way of telling whether or not the Indians 1 

concerns and opinions were given more weight because of non-Indian 

support. Similarly, whether or not adjournments would have been granted 

had the Indians asked for them themselves is debatable. 

Comments of the Indi an Agents, their inspector, and two land surveyors: 

Other than the clergy, no non-Indians made addresses that could be 
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classed here as I voluntary'. Six government employees did however have 

private interviews \rl.th the Commission members. At these times each 

answered the very specific questions put to him. During these question 

periods the Commission went over each I band' allotment , ,-1hat was asked 

for, and what was available for Indian use. The individual being 

intervie,,ed would reply in a similarly specific manner . 

The two British Columbia government surveyors, George Ro binson and 

A. H. Harvey, simply t old whether or no t a given area was available 

based on their studies. Later under official direction they surveyed 

the lands before final allotment. They had no codabl e comnents. 

The I inspector of Indian Agenci es ', I.fr. A. M. Tyson, had 

accompanied the Commissioners on some of their travels. In November of 

1913, he reported to them on his inquiries at China Hat (Klemtu). 

Several Indian applications for additional reserves had been received. 

The Ki tasoo Indians had up until that time been granted only two small 

reserves. Mr. Tyson reported that there were 11 no white men 11 and that 

granting the specified lands would not cause any 11 racial problcms11 or 

tie up agricultural land ( rr . R.C. E. Bella Coola:124). The inspector 

also stated that, in his opinion, adequate fi~hing stations and hunting 

camps ought to be set aside (R. R.C. E. Bella Coola:127). His opinions 

about these topics were of moderate intensity. 

Iver Fouger, the Bella Coola Indian Agent, was interviewed about 

the Coast Tsimshian under his jurisdiction on September 4, 191.3, 

aboard the S.S. Queen City. n.. E. Loring, t he agent of the Babine 

Indian Agency, answered questions about 1his Indians' from November 

4 to 22, 1915, in Victoria. C. C. Perry of the Nass Agency was 
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interviewed December 16 to JO, 1915, also in the capital . Nearly 250 

pages of evidence were recorded from the three Indian Agents . Each 

agent provided pertinent demographic and econom2.c info rmation for his 

agency. Each was further pressed to offer suggestions as t o which 

parcels of land might best be set aside, given his 1mowledge of 

settlement and the use to which the Indians put the land. 

Because of the number of l ocal groups discussed with each agent , 

and because the same sorts of questions were asked f or all Indions in 

his agency, the interest of each agent in the topic s discussed appears 

intense . That is, addresses totalling more than seven sentences in 

length were noted for every agent. As □ight have been predicted the 

Commission questioned the Indian agents about the same sorts of things 

they questioned the Indians about at the hearings . The t opi cs which 

the agents mentioned include the desirability of fishing , hunting, 

timber, and farming lands, new reserves and/ or additions, and the 

importance of Indians engaging in non- t raditional a~tivities. 

All three agents appeared realistic in their advice to the 

Commissi on. While the Commission members pushed farming and farm land, 

the agents suggested that in many places it was too \.ret or otherwise 

unsuitable. Moreover , all said that the Indians were not farmers and 

that land should be given permitting the continuation of mor e 

traditional activities. They said fishing was perhaps the most viable 

commercial enterprise (n. R.C. E. Babine:107-123) ; Bella Coola:119-122, 

l/4].-201; Nass:186-293). 

In sumraary, the topical foci of the Indians agents' comments were 

wider than those of the other non-Indians but nevertheless narrower than 
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those of the Indians themselves. Because the agents were questioned 

repeatedly about similar subjects, their interest in each topic 

discussed appears intense. All three appear to have been lmowledgeable 

about the local groups under their jurisdiction and all see□ to have 

been r ealistic about where the economic future lay for the Indians . 

Overall , the EuroCanaciian testimony is less diver se than the 

Indians' both in i nterests indicated and in opinions expressed. 

Relatively few topics were dscussed by non-Indians and no conflicting 

points of view are apparent . The Commission's questioning determined 

the foci of much of the EuroCanadian comments. The questions were 

usually specific and opinions about debatable I issues' were not 

solicited. Generally the non-Indians assisted the Comoission and the 

Indians by clarifying the situations surrounding incidents or lands 

previously referred to. In those cases where the Indians refused to 

assist the Commission, t he non- Indians provided the information the 

Commissioners felt was necessa...7 for them to make reserve allotment 

decisions. 
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CHAPTER 6 

LOCAL GROUP VA:-:IATICH 

In the previous chapter, a generalized picture of the interests 

and opinions of the Tsi□ shian as a whol e was pr esented . This picture 

does not necessaTily reflect the expr essions of concern and attituc c 

of any part thereof, however. It is the purpose of this chapter t o 

examine j ust what it was that each of the twenty-one l ocal groups 

considered worthy of di scussion and t o suggest some possible 

explanations for the similarities and differences observed. 

The 105 Tsim&~ian testifying before the Royal Commission in 1913 

and 1915 usually gave their Christian surnar:ie. The Indians al so stated 

the local group or village to which they belonged. Clan and lineage 

membership were not di scussed and inc.ications of status and rank are 

few and far between. The village or local group, ~,hen, forms the 

smallest i dentifiable grouping of individuals based on the information 

available in the extended evidence of the Commission. 

The distribution of the analyzed comments of each of the Tsimshian 

local groups is first briefly summarized. Note is made of those local 

groups which cooperateci with the Commissio:µers, and of those local 

groups which were granted adjournments to prepare. Because it has 

already been established in which type of te::;timony the bulk of 

cooperative and cooperative codable comments were given, matters are 

simplified in this chapter by using each individual's testimony as the 

unit of analysis. In the discussion section, comparisons are made 
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between the cooperative local groups on the one hand and the 

uncooperative groups on the other wherever feasible since much of the 

overt variation between and araong local groups is pr obably determined 

by their posture towards the Cor:unission and not by r eal differences in 

interests. By way of conclusion, it is established which of the 

twenty-one local groups see~ closest in general concerns and attitudes. 

Whether or not the consensus varies significantly from one local group 

to another is also discussed. 

In Table 5 the Tsimshian local groups are listed accor ding to 

ethnolinguistic classification. Map 3 shows the location of each 

according to the Commission ' s published volumes. The comments of 

those groups comprising the Coast Tsimshian are outlined first , 

followed by the comments of the Gi tksan and Nishga local groups . Note 

that a copy of the data file has been left with the Department of 

Anthropology, University of Victoria, for those wishing to see the 

exact results of the coding procedure . 



TABLE 5: EI'HNO-LINGUISTIC CLASSIFICATIOl! OF TSIMSHIAN LOCAL G;~OUPS " 

Kitasoo 

Kitkahta 

Kitkatla 

LOCAL GROUP 
( 11 Band11 ) 

Port Simpson 

Metlakatla 

Killutsal (Lakelso) 

Kit sUwkal ura 

Kitselas 

Kitwanga 

Andimaul 

Kitsegukla 

Getanmax 

Kispiox 

Glen Vowell 

Kisgegas 

Kuldoe 

Kitwancool 

Kincolith 

Lachkal tsap 

Ki twilluchsil t 

Gitlakdamix 

Aiyansh 

DIALi CT 

GI TKSAII 

IUT\-IANCOOL 

NISHGA 

-~based on Hindle and Rigsby 1973:1-2 

COAST TSH1SHIA.;i 

l!ASS-GITKSAH 

NASS-GITKSA11I 
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Map 3: The location of the Tsimshian l ocal s in British Columbia 
adapted from R. H. C. 191 : 179 , 223 , 549 

* some Ki tsumkalum and Ki t selas also lived at Port Essington in 
1915 
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Coast Tsimshian Local Groups 

Eight Coast Tsimshian 11 bands11 or 11 tribes11 were identified by the 

Commission in their final report . All but one of these l ocal groups 

were represented at the hearings. 1;0 individual spoke on behalf of 
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the Killutsal (or Lakelse) local group . Accor ding t o the Hass Indian 

Agent, one member of the Killutsal 11 band. 11 , a Hr . Charles Powell , was 

apparently present at the Port Simpson meeting . He did not identify 

himself however, nor did he address the Commission. A brief discussion 

of the comments of the other seven Coastal groups follows. 

Kitasoo: Two Kitasoo individuals addr essed the Commission on August 

26, 1913. Both expressed moderate concern about their t~aditional 

fishing and hunting territori es and about t ho need of more land 

suitable for farming (R. R.C. E. Bella Coola: 79-85). One of the tuo also 

discussed his desire for additional reserves , where the land would be 

individually owned. He otherwise supported Indians having full 

Canadian legal rights (R. R.C. E. Bella Coola:8 2). The other 

representative talked of the problems of non-Indian t erritorial 

expansion and briefly mentioned timber land, prcsooably to the end of 

having it secured for native use and/or access ( R. R.C. E. Bella Coola: 

80). One of the two representatives responded to all of the 

Commission's queries. A total of eleven comments vere coded for the 

Ki tasoo r epresentatives. No differences of opinion between the two 

speakers were apparent. 
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Ki tkahta and Ki tkatla: Seven representatives of the Ki tkahta a.'1d 

Ki tkatla local groups met with the Commission on Septer:1ber 3 and 4, 

1913. They apparently spoke of Indian title to the exclusion of all 

else and would not cooperate in answering the Commissioners' questions 

(R.R .C. E. Bella Coola:117,119). The addresses of these individuals 

were not recorded so it is impossible to determine whether or not 

other topics were also discussed . From the little information 

available it was assumed that each of these Coast Tsimshian 

representatives was at least a moderate supporter of aboriginal rights. 

The notation sheets for the seven were coded accordingly. Hence, four 

Ki tkahta Indians appear 'moa.erately for' aboriginal title and three 

indi victuals from Ki tkatla seem similarly inclined. 

Port Simpson: After being advised that the Commission could not 

address the land title question, the Port Simpson Indians briefly 

adjourned from their September z:J, 1915, meeting to consider how to 

proceed. Seven individuals later spoke to the Commission, three of 

whom claimed that the land title question really should have been 

settled first (n.n.c.E. Nass : 35 , .37 , JS) . The Port Simpson 

representatives, as a whole, appeared most concerned about the 

continual loss of lands to non-Indians. Four r epresentatives discussed 

this subject. Aboriginal title and the inacceptability of the reserve 

system received a considerable amount of attention from three Port 

Simpson individuals. Moderate interest in fishing, hunting, and 

farming lands was also demonstrated. Two Indians asked for additional 

reserves and another indicated his groups willingness to engage in 
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non-traditional endeavours. 

A total of eighteen codable comments were i dentifi ed f or all 

r epresentatives and the Indians appearei to be in compl ete agreement. 

There is some evidence that the Port Simpson Indians delegated the 

re sponsibility of discussing certain topi cs ta specific individuals. 

Three of the seven repr esentatives had been appointed by the various 

chiefs of all Port Simpson 11 tribes 11 t o discuss differ ent subjects irl th 

the Commission (n. 11 .c. E. Nass : 37) . 

The Commission noted in their final report that the Port Simpson 

Indians refused to give the information required (~. rr . c . 1916:175) . 

Such is not strictly true. Moses J ohnson answered many of their 

questions (2. . R.C.E. Nass :42-49). In the end, he had to stop as a 

heated discussion ha~ arisen among the Indians present. Some did not 

want him replying to the Commission. Others were dissatisfied with the 

interpreter. Only then did Johnson refuse t o answer, saying that he 

would not go against the Indians in his 1 band 1 or ~heir wishes (R. 2. C. E. 

Hass: 49). Given the aforesaid , it may be concluded that while the Port 

Simpson Indians did not cooperate fully with the Commissi on neither did 

they absolutely refuse to give all of the information a~ced for. The 

Port Simpson representatives were at all times polite and respectful. 

Metlakatla: When the Commissioners arrived for the J:1eeting at 

Metlakatla on September 15, 1915, they were treated to a rausical r ecital 

and a host of welcoming speeches (R. R. C. E. Nass:23). The six 

individuals who represented the Hetlakatla Indians at the hearings were 

cooperative and discussed all of tho topics vhich form the basis of this 



100 

st udy, excepting the 'desirability of traditional hunting territories '. ~ 

All six individuals discussed 1 the reserve system '. Three were 

satisfied with it and three were not . As one speaker pointed out , 

there was "a division in the Village about the reserves - some wants it 

cut up and others again wants it to r emain just as it is no1-1tr ( R. R. C. ;-;; . 

Nass : 22) . 

Next to the system of reserves , t he necessity of securing adequate 

numbers of fishing stations and the desirability of indiviQual land 

01-mership were mentioned most frequently . Tlu~ee l·letlakatla 

r epresentatives supported individual o.mership of land , while one 

individual was against i t . All who focused on fishing stations asked 

t hat more be set aside as reserves. Three other r epresentatives also 

indicated more than moderate interest in fishing licenses a..'1cl 

non-traditional economic activities. Some Indians already had trades , 

they said , and many were seeking wor k in canneries and sawmills or with 

t he railroad (R. H. C. E. Nass : 22, 2&-27,JO). 

Two of the Metlakatla representative s complained about non- Indian 

expansion. No one from this local group spoke up in favour of 

aboriginal title . One individual discussed the subj ect and he claimed 

t hat he and his fellows did not support the other Indians in I this land 

trouble ' (R. R. C. E. Nass: 23). All of the other topics addressed , 

incl uding the desirabili ty of farm and timber land , EuroCanndian legal 

statu s , and communal l and ownership , were discus:,ed in a sentence or 

two by a si ngle i ndividual . A total of twent y- nine comments was coded 

for t he Metl akat la representatives. 

Clearly the comments of these Indians were wide r anging i n focu s 



101 

with approximately one-quarter of the total indicating nore than a 

moderate intensi ty of interest. Opposite points of view were apparent 

f or two issues , nwnely the r eserve system and individual land own ership . 

The systematic mo.nner in which vari ous subjects were dealt with , and 

the fact that the India11s held a welcoming reception indicates the 

considerable amount of tine those at Metlakatla spent preparing for the 

Commission ' s arrival. lfo other group went t o the same sorts of 

troubles. 

Kitsumkalum: On September 25 , 1915, six members of the Kitswnkalum 

Indians met with the Commissioners at Port Essington . The t opic s on 

which they focused attention were also wide and variec. , but unlike the 

Metlakatla Indians, the Ki tsumkalum were in cor:rplete argeement. 

The Kitswnkalum appeared most concerned about the r e serve system 

and EuroCmadian legal status for Indians. ?ive of the r epresentatives 

claimed that the reserves siraply did not work and that they considered 

the Indian agents and the Indian Act to be of no value ( R. R. C. E. Nass : 

2, 4, 6, and 13). The five also demanded that t he reserves be abolished 

and that Indians have the same rights and re sponsibilitie s as other 

Canadians under the law. 

Continuing non-Indian territorial expa.~sion al so warranted 

Kitsumkalum attention, though slightly less than di d either the r eserve 

system or Canadirui legal status. Discussions about fishing stations 

and non-traditional economic endeavours were apparently next in 

importance to the loss of Indian lands, judging from the number of 

comments made about each. Two individuals addressed the Commission 
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about fishing licenses, farm land and/or aboriginal rights. These 

individuals favoured the granting or recognition of all three. Hunting, 

logging, and individual land ownership wer e di scussed by one individual 

each. The Ki tsumkalum made twenty-nine coo.able com;,ients , vnd at no 

time did the Indians appear uncooperative . 

Kitselas: Five Y..itselas addressed the Commi ssion on April 15 , 1915. 

One of their chiefs later spoke to the Commission members on September 

25, 1915. Like those at Ki tsumkalum, the Ki tselas c.ier:ion strated interest 

in eleven of the thirteen t opics which are the fo ci of this analysis. 

In totals twenty-six codable comments were i dentified for the Ki tselas 

representatives. 

At the meeting greatest native concern was evicient about 

non-Indi an territorial expansion, incl uciing t he activitie s of the 

railroad, farmers, and cannery owners. All five repr e sentatives 

addressed this problem and nearly one-fifth of all coded Ki tselas 

comments focused on this subject. 

Slightly less interest was apparent concerning aboriginal rights . 

Several Kit selas made references to the 1908 (1909?) petition sent to 

Sir Wilfred Laurier and the Department of Ind.ian Affai:!'cs ( 2 . R.C. E. 

Nass:1,2,11). They apparently supported the arguments put forth in 

this document. One Ki tselas representative was willing to wait until 

the aboriginal title question was brought up in the courts before 

assisting the Commission in their final r eserve allotments (n.n.c.E. 

Nass:3). Comments equal in number to those about land title were coded 

for 1 the desirability of timber and/or logging land'. Four individuals 
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addressed the Commission about each of these tcpics. 

Three Kitsclas discussed •the re serve system•. One was 'moderately 

for', while the other two shoued high and intense negati vc interest. 

Three r epresentatives also ciemanded that trai itional fishing station s 

be secured for their u se and their u se only, and two individuo..l s 

demanded similar action fo r their traditional hunti ng territori e s . One 

Ki tselas appeared willing to engage in non-tram. tional a ctivi t ies, 

including farming. One individual also addressed the Commission about 

the t opics of fishing l icenses , communal land o~mership and/ or 

EuroCanadinn legal status for Indians. 

On t he whole the Kitselas were decisive and in agreement. 

Moreover, 11 t he Indians were willing to answer questi ons and seemed 

to appreciate the visit of the Commission11 (R. ?.. .C. 1916: 175) ~ 

Gitksan Local Groups 

Nine Gi tksan local gr oups addressed the Commission during their 

various meetings with the Indians of the Babine Indian Agency. Seven 

of the local groups met Hi th the Commission in April of 1915. Two 

local groups were unable to attend these meetings , as previously 

arran~ed, and they were affor ded another audience ~nth the 

Commissioners in July of the same y ear. The gr oups that were 

uncooperative in April were instructed by the Indian Agent, Mr. Loring, 

that they could have another opportunity to address the Cammi ssion 

later in the year if they so chose (R. R.C. 1916:172). None accepted 

the offer. 
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Ki twanga: Two individuals represented the Indians of Ki twanga at their 

April 17, 1915 , meeting .ath the members of the ~oyal Commission . 

Between them these two individuals mace six coclable comr.ients . 13otlc 

Ki twanga representatives spoke out in favour of aboriginal rights , one 

in a sentence or two , the other in four or five (::. ::. c. :::: . Babine : 13 , 14) . 

Both individuals also addressed the~selves to the subject of the system 

of reserves and allotments . They were , however , not in agreement about 

this issue as one appeared ' moderately for ', the other ' highly against '. 

The Indian Hho di ci. not support the reserve syste□ nevertheless suggested 

that a few more reserves shouid be set aside (R . R. C. Z. Babine : 15) . :le 

also indi cated that non- Indian expansion was a problem of ever 

increasing gravity that must soon be controll ed. 

The Ki twanga stand on aboriginal rights evidently precluded 

answering questions about their reserves and adclitional r equirements. 

The two r epresentatives \/Ould not reply to the Commissioners ' queries 

and neither would any of the other Ki twanga p:-esent . \fnile decidedly 

uncooperative from the Commission ' s point of vi ew, beth representatives 

were at all times polite . Despite being disappointed i n the 

Commission ' s narrow scope of powers , the first Ki twanga Indians to 

speak at the meeting claimed that 11 all the 1;1aj ori ty in this place here , 

we are all happy because we have seen you people 11 ( !1 . :t . C. E. E3abine : 13) . 

Andimaul: Two individuals from the Salvation ,\rr:ly vi llage of Andimaul 

addr essed t he Commission on April 20 , 1915 . Three topics were discussed 

by both representatives. The se included I aboriginal ti tle 1 , 1 the reserve 

sys t em ', and the ' desirabi l ity of traditional hunting terri tories '. 
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Addressed by one of the two , were six other subjects, namely the 

desirability of farming , fishing , and tir:ibor land s , cor.u:nmol lancl 

O\mership , non- traditional eccn~□i c a ctivi ties , a.~d the p r oblens o f 

I i · · ( -, :-, r• ~ n b . ,...,,,_ -:io ) non- na.i rui expansion ! . • : , . v • ...:- . ,Al inc : ,::o-_,, • Onc- qcla:-tcr of the tiJCl v e 

total cotlillents reflected no e:xplici t opinion ·out c iffering :)Oints of 

vi ew were no t app arent . The Andir:iaul :::- cp:..~e sentati v es er.. s i-rere :::. all c f 

the Co:c:u:iissioners 1 questions abcut their local 6r oup anC:. lane:. 

requirements . 

Kitse&WEla: Those f r om I(itsegukla met with the Co:c:mission on April 20 , 

1915. Of the local group me□bers present , three addressee the 

Commission ers but only ti.ro :c:iac.e codabl e comments . 'I'ie individual fo r 

whom no cor.unents uere codeci. was skeptical of the Cor.imission ' s □otive s 

and decidec. not t o say anythinc of con sequence in their p r esence 

(l~.n. c.E. Babine: 32- 33) . The o the::- two representatives of the 

Ki tsegukla Indians we-re cooperative t hough deci dedly in favour of 

aboriginal ri ghts. Hhile one individual cl emonstratec moderate concern 

about lanci claims, the other indicated interest of t ne most intense 

sort. The inadequacies of the reserve system and the loss of Indian 

land were discussed by both inciivi ciuals . The solution proff ered t o 

appease both problems was t o give the I ncii ans full legal status and 

allow them individually to stake claim to 100 acres 'just like anyone 

else ' ( H. R. C. E. Babine : 33 ). One of the Ki tsegukla representatives also 

showed concern about the po ssi bili ty of cut-offs . He suegcsted that 

more fishing stations and timbered lancis were needed . Between the two 

of them, the Ki tscgukla individuals made eight codablc comments while 
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addressing the Commission, seven of which were of moderate intensity. 

Agreement was evident for the only topic which they both discussea , 

aboriginnl title. 

Getanmax: The Indians of the Getanmax locnl group met wi tn the 

Commission on an Indian reserve near Ola Hazelton on April 21 , 1915 . 

At the meeting the Indians did not cooperate with the Commission ana the 

three Getanmn.x representatives stood firm in their belief that the 

aboriginal title question had t o be settled before any di scussion of 

final reserve allotments could begin . Two of the three representatives 

thought that the reserves themselves \.lere unnecessary and that the 

Indians should hold their lands just like other Conadians (R. It. c. r: . 

Babine:39,40). When the ColllI:lissioners attempteu to question the 

Getanmax, the Indians adjourned to discuss the matter and in the end, 

decided not to answer any questions. The nine coded Getanmax comments 

reflect the Indians' narrowly focused concerns. 

Kispiox: Members of the Royal Commission net with th:::-ec representatives 

of the Kispiox local group on their reserve on April 22, 1915. Like 

many of the other Gi tksan groups, the Ki spiox were uncooperati vc and 

interested primarily in aboriginal rights and the dissolution of the 

reserve system. Two of the three Kispiox representatives addres see 

themselves to these two issues. Moderate concern was evident about 

aboriginal ri ghts while high and intense concern was apparent for the 

reserve system issue. One or another of the representatives also 

di3cussed the problems of non-Indian territorial expandon, tho 
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desirability of Euro Canadian l egn.l status for Indions, and communn.l or 

traditional lancl o\.fficrship . lio native disagree□ent ,.;a::; apparent from 

the seven codable Kispiox conments. 

Glen Vowel l : Hhen the Col!llJission arrived at the Glen Vowell Indian 

Reserve on September 23 , 1915 , the members r eceived the same cold 

reception that t hey had on t11e day previous at Ki spiox. Only two Glen 

Vowell Incians spoke wi th the Com□issioners and both stressed that the 

reserves ought to be abolished and that all native lands ought to be 

returned t o the Indians {:t . ~. C. E. Babine:48- 49 ) . The total codable 

comments i dentifieci for the Glen Vowell representatives was four . The 

two representative s would ciiscuss nothing aside from the title question 

and the r eserve ::,ystem, though they wore both urged several_ time s t o 

reconsider . The Commissioners wer e not pleased with t he Indians ' 

uncooperative stance but claimed that they did not hold them responsible 

since they !mew that others were ' behind the movement' ( rr . :t .C . E. Babine : 

50 ). 

Kuldoe: The Kuldoe local group first met wi th the Commission in the 

Indian Agent's offic e on July 131 1915. Decause the Indians were not 

satisfied with the arrangements , the meeting was moved t o another 

building. There, the by then f amiliar tenet s of the native case were 

reiterated once more by one of the two Kuldoe repre::,entatives . He 

asked that the government rid the Indians of the reserves and grant 

t hem the right to all their traditional lands (R. R. C. E. Babine: 73- 74) . 

He also 11peti tioned" for all one Skcena nation, including tho Kuldoes , 
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Kisgegas, and Kispiox, and those at Gl en Vo uell and Ol d Ha zel ton . The 

exact intention of such a :rpeti tion 11 i s unknoim. 

Chief D~Bc initially agreed to be questioned about the Kuldoe 

Indians, their population, anci lane r equirements . i{ e briefly mentioned 

farm land and hunting, and t hen chose to cooper ate no f urther . The 

Indian Agent , Mr. Loring, then pr ocecieci to give tne per tinent 

information . Only f our Indian coI:llll ents i1ere coded i n total for tho 

Kuldoe local group . 

Kisgegas: At the July 13, 1915 meeti ng with t he Kuldoe s, the Co□□ission 

also heard from the singl e i ncli vi dual who alon e r epr e senteci. the 

Kisgegas ::..ocal group . Thi s IZi sgegas repr esentati ve spoke briefl y about 

the systen of reserves and abor i ginal rights, indicating that the fo rmer 

ought to be abol i shed and that t he lat t er was the I ndians' ri ght by 

birth (R. R.C. E. Babine : 76-77) . The Ki sgegas representat ive also 

refused to answer any question s put to him. Hi s addr ess wa s s imilar in 

tone t o the maj ority of the Gi tksans 1 • 

Kitwancool: On April 18, 1915, Chief Alexander welcomed t he members 

of the Commission to his village of Ki twancool. He then o.ppointod two 

individuals t o speak on his and t he other Indians' behalf (l~ . n. c. :s . 

Babine: 16). The representatives wer e coop era ti ve yet somewhat 

suspicious of the Cor.imission ers 1 mo tive s, and in total they made 

thirteen codable comments. Both Ki tuancool bri efly tclkeci. of their 

support of Indian land title claims nnd their preference to sec the 

reserve system done away with. Those topics were not discussed at 
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length however and the representatives seemed willing to shelve these 

issues for the time being. Ho reserves had previously been allotted to 

the Ki twancool and the Indians appeared eager to assist the Commission 

in their undertaking. 

The Ki twancool were obviously prepared for the Commission I s visit 

and presented the members of it with a map , drawn by an Indian, that 

had "little red spots showing" the land the Ki twancool wanted set aside 

for reserves. 11 We don 't \.!ant the whole province" only that which is 

indicated ( lt . R.C. E. Babine:16). 

Both of the Kitwancool r epresentatives addres sed the problems 

resulting from non-Indian expansion, especially the poor er hunting. 

Each displayed a willingness to engage in agricultural activities when 

pressed by the Commission about farm land. The Ki twancool were "trying 

to be civilized", one said (R. R. C.E. Babine:19). The desirability of 

fishing stations and lo gging land was also mention ed by one of the two 

representatives. In all the Kitwancool presented a united front to the 

Commission, and if there were native disagreements about land or 

associated issues they were not discussed. 

Nishga Local Groups 

Of the Tsimshian local groups, the Commission met last with five 

Nishga groups. These hearings were held in October of 1915. Ea.ch 

meeting was apparently well attended, al though no specific information 

exists as to the numbers of individuals in attendance. The 

Commissioners were duly impressed by the reception they received, 

however, and little of the negativism characteristic of the majority of 

the previous meetings was evident ( R. R.C. 1916:550). 
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Kin coli th: Those of the Kin coli th local group attended the hearings of 

the Royal Commission on Friday October 2 and Monday October 5, 1915. A 

total of sixteen individuals addressed the Commission over the two days 

and every topic which forms the basis of this study was discussed at 

least once. The subject most frequently mentioned was the new re serves 

and/or additions to existing r eserves. Ten representatives indicated 

that more reserve land was required and most requested that specific 

pieces be set aside. The next most popular topics included aboriginal 

rights and traditional fishing stations. Seven individuals discussed 

each of these topics and just over 10% of all Kincolith comments 

focused on each of these ti-10 subjects . Following closely behind these 

concerns was the interest demonstrated in hunting territories, 

non-traditional economic endeavours, the reserve system, farm land, loss 

of Indian lands t o settlers, and logging land. Each of the 

aforementioned was discussed by four or more Kincoli th Indians. One or 

two speakers addressed themselves to the types of land ownership they 

preferred, to fishing licenses, and to full Canadian legal status for 

Indians. A total of sixty-one codable comments were identified for the 

Kincolith who addressed the Commission. 

The representatives appeared polite and cooperative, a~d as a 

group the Indians seemed decisive though nearly 20 percent of the coded 

Kincolith comments contained no explicit opinion . The only difference 

of opinion evident among the Indians concerned aboriginal title. One 

representative did not support Indian land claims. 
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Lachkalt sao : After the Collll'Jission advised t hose present at Greenville 

on October 5, 1915 of their powers and the intended scope of their 

inquiry, the Lachkal tsap Indians adjourned until that evening. "-/hen 

the meeting r econvened seven individuals who hac been appointed t o 

represent their l ocal gr oup addr essed the Commissioners (:: . :~ . C. E. !;ass : 

97). Five discussed non-Inclan territorial cxpension, four spoke out in 

favour of aboriginal t itle , and three indicated the de sirability of 

traditional fishing stations. Two representatives discussec hunting, 

farming, or logging lands as well as fishing licenses and 

non-traditional economic endeavours. It was not necessarily the same 

two individuals who addressed each of these five subjects, however. 

Only one Lachkaltsap a~~ed f or additional r eserves . Be had been 

appointed to do so and his address i ndicated interest of the most 

intense kind. He also presented the Commi ssion with a map indicating 

the lands requir ed. A total of twenty- three comments were coded f or the 

Lachkaltsap local group and the consensus on each and every topic was 

complete. The repre sentative chosen to respond to the Commissioners ' 

queries cooper ated fully and answered all questions put to him or. else 

directed the Commissioners to someone who coulq . 

Kitwilluchsilt : The Indians of the Kitwilluchsilt l ocal group were 

given extra time to prepare since the Commission was not empo,,ered t o 

deal with land title as the Indians had expected. When the meeting 

proper got underway on October 7, 1915, five diff erent individuals spoke 

to the Commissioners and cooperated fully with them. Three chose to 

make it clear that they supported Indian land title regardless of the 
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Commission's inability to address the issue. Three Kitmlluchsilt also 

talked of the desirability of timber and/or l ogging land , i1hile two 

representatives discussed non- traditional activities including fur~ing. 

Two individuals also requested additional r eserves. Only on e coc~able 

comment ~as identified which addressed the r eserve syste□ issue , and it 

clearly indicated the spea}:er 1 s support of the t~cn pr esent s;y stcm . 

Only one ccmm ent focused on the necessi ty of Inoians having full legal 

status a.~d similarly only one comment r eflected concern about 

non-Indian territorial expansion and accompanying pro bl ems . A total of 

fifteen comments, mo st of mo derate intensity , were coded for the 

Ki twilluchsil t . All indicated the Indians ' similar points of viei-1 . 

Gi tlakdaXJ.ix : On October 9 , 1915 , six members of the Gi tlakdamix local 

group met i-li th the Comt1i ssioners to discuss reserve allotment s and 

associated issues. Four of the six asked that □o r e r eserve land be set 

aside (R. ~.C. E. Nass :163,164, 165,168). One of those r equested a piece 

of land knomng full well that those at Aiyansh wanted it t oo ( El . R. C. E. 

Nass :163) . Two of the Indians aslr..ing f or reserve la.~d s indi cated that 

they were intensely concerned about this matt~r, while the other two 

indicated only moderate concern. One-half of the representatives of 

the Gi tlakciamix spoke out in favour of aborigintl ri ghts and two of the 

three thought that the reserve system ought to be abolished as well 

( R. R.C . E. Nass :164, 165). 

Four other topics ~ere also discussed by the Gitlakdamix, including 

the problems of non-Indian territorial e:>.-pn.nsion , hunting and farming 

land and non-traditional economic activities for Indians. Orie 
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individual , thouGh not necessarily the same individual , discussed each 

of these subjects . A total of fourteen comments were co ded for the 

Gitlakdaraix representatives . 

Aiyansh: On October 8 and 9 , 1915 , seventeen individuals represented 

the Aiyansh local group before the :l.oyal Commission ::m Inciian Affairs. 

After the Commi ssion members \.Jere welcomed by the I head chief' , his 

representative discussed the ?;ishga Land Committee and its fight for 

aboriginal rights (R. R. C. E. :!ass: 134- 1.35) . Over the two days of 

meetings seven other individuals affirmed their support of Indinn land 

claims. This topic was the subject most frequently discussed by those 

at Aiyansh. Despite the Indians ' posture on this question, the;y 

cooperated fully with the Col:liilission. 

Six of the Aiyansh representatives talked of the continual loss of 

their lands nnd the same number of individuals a~(ed that hunting acreage 

be increased . As one Aiyansh Indian said , his people needed more than 

just 11 camps" ( i1 . It .C. E. Hass : 136). Farming apparently appealed to five 

individuals and when pressed by the Cornnission, four members of the 

Aiyan sh local group appeared \.rilling to engage in other non-traditional 

activities including logging and sa\.nnill wo r k . The □ore traditional 

occupation of fishing was discussed by three individuals. Three other 

representatives discussed the merits of individual land ownership . Two 

of the Aiyansh Indians suggested that the r eserve sy stem was neither 

fair or necessary, while another two representatives asked for additional 

reserves. Of the forty-three codable comments i dentified f or the Aiyansh 

local group, approximately one-half reflected that the speakers were more 
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than moderately interested in the topics they discussed. 

Discussion 

The evidence given by each Tsimshian local group at the Royal 

Commission hearings was obviously unique in that the manner of 

presentation and the 1facts 1 brought to bear on the discussions of the 

various topics were different at each and every meeting. Moreover, 

based on my analysis no two local groups had the same nw;iber of 

representatives who discussed the same subjects and mace the same number 

of codable comments. Some of the local groups do appear to have been 

much more similar than others, however. 

In the previous chapter, a radical difference was noted between 

the cooperative and uncooperative Tsimshian in terms of the number of 

topics addressed, the number of codable comments made, and the number 

of representatives who spoke. At the local group level, the same kinds 

of distinctions appear to hold. As sho,m in Table 6, the five Nishga 

local groups, plus the Gi tksnn Indians of Andimaul, Ki tsegukla, and 

Ki twancool, and the Coastal people of Ki tasoo , Port Simpson, Metlakatla, 

Ki tsumkalum, and Ki tselas, discussed at least seven of the topics which 

are the foci of this study. Most of these cooperative groups mentioned 

nine or more, however. The uncooperative Indians on the other hand, 

including the six remaining Gitksan local groups and the Kitkahta and 

Ki tkatla groups of the Coast Tsimshian, never discussed more than five 

different subjects based on my delineation of the topics. Similarly, 

Yhile the number of coded comments for the cooperative local groups 
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TABLE 6: RESULTS OF CONTENT ANALYSIS ACCORDIHG TO LOCAL GilOUPS* 

number of number of 

local group 
number of 

representatives topi cs codable cooperative? 

Ki tasoo 

Kitkahta 

Kitkatla 

Port Simpson 

Metlakatla 

Killutsal 

Ki tsumkalum 

Ki tselas 

Kitwanga 

Andimaul 

Ki tsegukla 

Getanmax 

Kispiox 

Glen Vowell 

Kisgegas 

Kuldoe 

Kitwancool 

Kincolith 

Lachkal tsap 

Ki twilluchsil t 

Gi tlakdamix 

Aiyan.sh 

2 

4 

J 

7 

6 

0 

6 

-2. 
JJ 

2 

2 

J 

J 

J 

2 

1 

2 

..-2 
21 

16 

7 

5 

6 

17 
51 

ci scus sed comment s 

8 11 yes 

1 4 no 

1 J no 
9 18 yes·:,-:, 

12 2!9 yes 

11 

11 

4 

9 

7 

5 

5 
2 

2 

4 

8 

lJ 
9 

8 

8 

10 

2!9 

26 
120 

6 

12 

8 

9 

7 

4 

2 

4 
lJ 
65 

61 

2.3 

15 

14 
..J]_ . 

156 

yes 

yes 

no 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

*based on the testimony of 105 Tsimshian before the Royal Commission 
(Aug. 1913-0ct. 1915) 

**I consider the Port Simpson Indians to have cooperated with the 
Commissioners, albeit not fully (see pp . 98-99). 
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ranges from ei ght to sixty-one, filth the 'average' group making 

approximately twenty-three codable comments, the number of comments 

coded for the uncooperative local groups ra.~ges from only two t o nine, 

IDth a mean number of approximately fou= comments f or each of these 

groups. Likewise , although the cooper ative local groups were 

represent eci by between two and seventeen speakers (x = 6. 5), the 

uncooperative local groups had between one and four repr esentatives 

who addressed the Commission (x = 2.5). The 'average' cooperative 

local group, therefore , had approximately three times more representatives 

than did its uncooperative counterpart. 

Obviously, if a local group decided not to j eopardize Indian land 

claims, and hence, not to cooperate with the Commission, it would take 

fewer individual s to acquaint the Commissioners ~~th this fact than if 

the opposite posture were taken . Thus, the number of representatives 

which spoke on behalf of a l ocal group may not accurately reflect the 

amount of l ocal group interest in the Commission pr oceedings. Similarly, 

comparisons based simply on the number of t opics mentioned or the number 

of comments coded lead to erroneous conclusions when generalizations are 

made about local (or regional) concerns based on these f eatures since 

they vary directly filth the nuraber of representatives. The most 

meaningful comparisons, therefore, must be made between those local groups 

which took similar approaches to the Commission hearings and must focus 

specifically on the subjects addressed by each. 

Local Group Variation 

Among the uncooperative Tsimshian local groups l ittle meaningful 



117 

variation is apparent. As shown in Table 7, at least one representative 

of each spoke about 'aboriginal ti tle1 since it iJas on this ground that 

the Indians decided not t o assist the Commissioners. The system of 

reserves and reserve allotment s were also mentioned by at least one 

representative of all of the uncooperative local groups , excepting 

perhaps the Kitkahta and Kitkatla Indians whose test ir.iony is not 

recorded. Aside from one Ki twang a indivi dual who seemed t o support the 

reserve system, the representatives of t he uncooperative local groups 

appear t o have been in complete agreeraent about the inacceptability of 

reserves. No other differences of opinion are evident, though few 

references were made to other subjects by the India~s of Kitkahta, 

Ki tkatla, Ki twanga, Getanmax, Ilispiox, Glen Vowell, Kisgegas, or 

Kuldoe. 

Yet whlle the variation of interests or attitudes between and 

among the uncooperative local groups seens minimal, such is apparently 

not true for those groups which cho se to assist the Commission in its 

endeavours. An examination of the subject matter of the addresses of 

the cooperative l ocal groups indicates a general consensus of opinion 

on the questions of aboriginal title and the r~serve syst em for the 

majority of the groups, however. The r epresentatives of Ki tsegukla, 

Ki twancool, Gi tlakdamix, Port Simpson, Andimaul, Aiyansh and 

Ki tsumkalum were united in their support of aboriginal land claims. 

Members of these local groups also voiced strong objections to the 

reserve system. One Kitselas Indian indicated that the reserve system 

was not problematical to his way of thinking, but the comments of other 

Kitselas suggest that this local group can nevertheless by grouped with 
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TABLE 7: TOPICAL DISTRIBUTION OF LOC AL GROUP COMM ENTS l 

➔J ,, r-i 
i:: •rl 
0 s r-i g, <1 X 

* * I/] d ,, r-i Cl) * r-i * 
r •rl 

p _, r-i ~ 0 i " Q.) .c <1 u a 
TOPIC "' "' e +' I/] "' .~ 0 X ;. ,1 .,. +' +> :::l 

0 +' r-i •rl <U ,-'< "' tJl :.:, u "' X 0 d · rl ~ r-i ''-' .c 
0 {l +' U ) ~ § r-i a "' § bl) § 0 > L:l u r-i r-i 7i 

.,, 
I/] d Q.) E 0 •rl 0 0 0 ,-'< · rl 5 Cl) :j3 ~ +' r-i <1 tO J •rl :, I/] c.. i:: t.:l -::; 0 .c :, rl 
+' +' H ➔J +' .J 'O +> +' +' " 0 co 3 C: 0 +> . , J >., 
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1 . aboriginal title 4 .3 3 1 2 4 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 7 4 3 3 8 

2. t he reserve system 3 6 5 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 5 1 2 2 

J. non- Indian t erri - 1 4 2 4 5 1 1 2 1 1 4 5 1 1 6 
torial expan sion 

4 . desi r abili t y of 2 1 4 3 3 1 1 l 1 7 3 3 
t r aditional fish-
ing stations 

5. desirability of 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 6 2 l 6 
traditional hunt-
ing t erri tor ies 

6 . n ew r eserves and/ or 1 2 2 1 1 10 1 2 4 2 
adcii tion s to 
existing r e serve s 

?. desir ability of 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 5 2 2 1 5 
f arm land 

8 . non- traditional 1 .3 3 1 1 6 2 2 1 4 
economic acti vi-
t i es for Indians 

9. desirabili t y of 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 4 2 3 4 
timber ano./ or 
l ogging land 

10. individual land 1 4 1 1 2 1 3 
o~mer ship 

11. EuroCanadian l egal 1 1 5 1 1 1 2 1 
status f or I ndians 

1 2. desi r ability of 1 3 2 1 2 2 
fi shing licenses 

1.3. communal land 1 1 1 1 2 1 
ownership 

Total No . of Comments 11 4 3 ]8 29 29 26 6 12 13 8 9 7 4 2 4 61 2 .3 15 14 4.3 

*local gr oups t hat di d not cooperat e ill t h t he "oyal Commi s sion 

1bas~d on t estimony of 105 Tsim shian bef or e the Royal Commission on Indian Aff air s f or 
the Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913--0ct. 1915) 
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the aforementioned in terr.is of the stated attitude towards aboriginal 

rights and the issue of reserves. 

The Yo.twilluchsilt and Kincolith loccl groups appear to have 

supported the reserve system while favouring the land claims fight of 

the Indians. They seem to be unique in this r egard. Yo. tasoo and 

Lachkal tsap appear to stand alone as well . IJo Lach.1<al tsap 

representative discussed the system of reserves per se , end neither of 

the two Ki tasoo representatives mac.e mention of either aboriginal title 

or the reserve system. 

Metlakatla too seems to be in a class by itself vis-a-vis its 

members' stand on the two questions of utmost concern to the Indians as 

a whole. The six representatives of this Coastal l ocal group were 

divided equally on the question of whether or not to have Indian 

reserve s, and the only Metlakatla incl vidual who discussed land title 

appeared not to favour the fight for its recognition. 

• As mentioned previously only the representati Yes of the southern 

most Tsimshian local group made no mention of either aboriginal rights 

or the reserve system. Among the Tsimshian, Yo.tasoo is unique in this 

regard. Its winter village is geographically closest to that of the 

Kwakiutl Indians of Bella Bella, nnd it is possible that if comparative 

data existed for the Bella Bella, the intqrests and opinions of the 

Ki tasoo, as reflected in their testiJJony before the Iloyal Commission, 

might be found to be similar to the Bella Bella' s , at least, more 

similar than they are to other Tsimshian's. 

That three of the five Nishga local groups raised no objections to 

being confined to reserves seems worthy of note since no other local 
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group which supported land claims took this posture on the re serve 

system issue. The Nishga stand on this question is doubly noteworthy 

given their petition of 1913, wherein it is stated that Indian Agents, 

the Indian Act, and Indian Re serves are unacceptable (see page 159). 

Four villages comprised the l!ishga Land Cammi ttee , namely Kincoli th , 

Lachkaltsap , Ki twilluchsil t , anci Aiyansh (Drucker 1958 : 91). Of the 

forty-five representatives from these four l ocal groups, only two 

(from Aiyansh) said anything against the r eserve syster.i. The Nishga 

Land Commi ttec may have had some line of attack planned for the 

Commission heru~ings which excluded antagonizing the Comr.iissioners, 

although there is no documented proof of this. In any event , the 

coded comments of the representatives presumably do not reflect the 

interests of the Nishga on the queGtion of t he desirability cf Indian 

reserves. Moreover , the Lane. Committee local groups ' stand, as 

reflected in their coded coI:11llents , is different from all other 

Tsimshian's. These groups appeared most willing to set aside the land 

title question, although the Indians vere supportative of aboriginal 

rights. Hence the vast majority of the Nishga representatives seemed 

not to link the reserve system and land claims together in their 

testimony, as did the members of manyother Tsimshian local groups. 

Approximately one-half of t he local groups requested new reserves 

and/ or additions to existing reserves without specific references to 

what the land 1,10uld be used for, i.e., the land was not for hunting, 

farming, or fishing, it was necessary because allotments were inadequate. 

These "included the five Nishga groups and Port Simpson, Kitasoo, 

Kitwanga, and Kitvancool. Two Metlakatla representatives also 
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discussed this topic; however , one Metla.katla indiviciual f elt that the 

then present allotments were adequate . Hence, Mctlakatla is the only 

local group without a con sensus of opinion on the need for more 

reserves. 

Of the l ocal groups which ciiscu ssec:. land o\.mership , appr oximately 

one-half favoured inciividual land own ership , anci ap:prorimately one- half 

favoured coramunal land o,mership . The representatives of E:ispiox, 

Andimaul , Gitlakdamix, Kitselas , and Kincolith, supported communal land 

owcrship, while those from Aiyansh , Getanmax, Ki tasoo , Ki t"'egukla, and 

Ki t sumkalllul , appeared to favour the individual holding of land and 

property. The members from the Hetlakatla local group appeared divided 

on the merits of communal versus private land owership , however . 

Three representatives supported the individutl holding of land, whereas 

t1-10 others seemed to favour the more tracli ticnal communal land 

owership system. Again, J.!etlakatla alone lacked a consensus of 

opinion vis-A-vis tLe type of land ownership which i ts merabers 

supported. 

~nu.l e no Tsimshian advo cated non-Indian territorial expansi on, 

some local groups seemed much more concerned with this topic than did 

others. The percentage of local group comment s about Uris subject 

ranged from 0.0% to 22. Zfo . Only two of the uncooperative local groups , 

Kitwanga and Kispiox, made mention of their negative experiences in 

regards to tho encr oachment of EuroCanadians. All of the cooperative 

groups discus sed this problem , however, and seven of the t hirteen 

seemed very concerned about it. More than 10 percent of the Port 

Simpson, Lachkal tsap, Aiyansh, Ki tselas, Ki tsegukla, Ki twancool , and 
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Kitsumkalum comments f ocused on non-Indian territorial expansion. It 

appears that the majority of these local groups had greater exposure to 

the disruptive influences of non-Indian economic 1 develop~ent 1 • This 

exposure \.las a result of the particular settlement history of the Port 

Simpson Indians and of the choice of the Grand Trunk Pacific t o build 

a railroad connecting Prince Rupert t o Hazelton. 

The Port Simpson local group was an arnalganation of various Indian 

11 bands 11 (Duff 1964: 19). It included many Met lakatla Indians, some 

southern Tsimshian and many of the previous residents of lower Skeena 

River villages (Duff 1964:93; Garfield and H:.ngert 1973:7). The 

ancestors of the Port Simpson people had camped around the Hudson ' s 

Bay post at Fort Simpson and had direct contact with Europeans from 

1834 onwards. Their descendunts similarly experi enced I Hhi teman' s ways', 

including more intense exposure than other Tsimshian to disease, alcohol, 

and the exploitative practices of store, cannery, and sawmill owners, 

and of other non-Indians living in tho area or passing through on their 

wa:y to the gold fields of the interior. 

The Indians living and/or fishing and hunting along the Skeena 

River, including the Ki twanga, Ki spiox, Ki tselas, Ki tsegukla, 

Ki tsumkalu, and Ki twancool, were first directly influenced by outsiders 

when the railroad was built between Hazelton and Prince Rupert in 1908-

1909 (Adams 1973:6). The Grand Trunk Pacific Company expropriated their 

land along the river and utilized their timber resources for railroad 

ties. Moreover, the Indians were not compensated for these losses 

through 'adequate payments' or through jobs, since the G.T.R. did not 

hire native work crews (R.C. R. Babine:17). The railroad was the only 
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major development project in the Tsimshian area circa 1913 , and that 

tho so local groups mo st affected by it should make mere remarks about 

the problems of non-Indian territorial expansi on than others is bo~ne 

out in this analysis . 

The importance of fishing to the Tsimshian livelihooc is r eflected 

in the comments of eleven of the local groups . Similarly , the 

significance of hunting to the native way of life is indi cateci. in the 

coded comr.10nts of twelve groups . Of the cooperative local groups , only 

Gi tlakdamix and Ki twilluchsil t on the upper Hass dici not mention the 

desirability of traditional fishing stations, The Ki tasoo and Port 

Simpson were the only groups living on the Coast to expre ss an interest 

in increased hunting territories. Likewise , the desirability of 

timbered lends wets mentioned by the :-epr ::;sentati ves of lu tasoo and Port 

Simpson , while all other references to t his subject were made by tho se 

situated inland . Therefore, based on the distribution of comments, the 

non-coastal Tsimshi:,n appear the most concerned with hunting and tinber 

lands , whereas fishing appears ir:1portant to all of the native local 

groups. 

Approximately one-half of the Tsimshian l-0cal groups demonstrated 

~hat might be called ' progressive t endencies ', in that they appeared 

willing to engage in fan:1ing , in fishine as a cor:1mercial enterprise , or 

in the wage-labour market . The groups for which corunents were coded for 

the desirability cf farm land and non- traditionnl economic endeavours, 

and to a lesser extent, fishing licenses, are Kincoli th, Ki twilluchsil t, 

Gi tlakdamix, Lachkal tsap, Aiyan sh , Port Simpson, Metlakatla, 

Kitsumkalum, Kitselas , and Andimaul. The addresses of these cooperative 
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local groups' representatives suggest that they wer e t he most willing 

of all Tsi mshian t o participate in t he capi t ali st economy anci. t o sheci 

some of t he vestige s of their t r adi t i onal occupations. It shoula be 

noted here that t he bulk of the cooments coced f or 1 the de sirability of 

non-traditional economic activiti e s fo r Inuians ' were given ci.uring 

opening addr esses or volunteer ed t e sti mony ( see Tabl e 4, page 83) . 

Therefore, they r efl ect what the TsiDshi an ,,er e thinkin6 about anci are 

not simply the r esult of r epr es ent at i ves r esponding t o t he 

Commissioners' questions . 

Exposure to the EuroCanadian lifestyle s may a ccount , i n part , for 

the distri bution of Tsim shian comments r egarc5..ing non-traditi onal 

endeavours. Doubtl ess, t he Anglican (Church Mis si onar y Soci ety), 

Methodist, and Salvation Army mi ssionarie s wer e al so i n some measure 

responsibl e f or t he incli nation on the part of some l ocal groups t o 

engage in 1 Hhi teman 1 s 1 economic a ctivities . I t wa s t he policy of □any 

churches active on the No rthwest Coast t o attempt 11 t o change the 

secular as well as the spiritual l i ves of the Indians11 (Duf f 1964: 91 ). 

By the early 1900 1 s , many Tsimshian had at l eas t on e mission i n 

their village and some had three or more. Table 8 lists t he date and 

some of the missionizing churche s f or the Tsimshian l ocal gr oups. All 

of the Indians who appeared willing to partake of the EuroCanadian 

cash-economy had been directly exposed t o missionary influence since at 

least the late 1800 1 s, excepting per hap s the Gi tlakdamix and the 

Ki tsumkalum whose introduction to non-tradi tion:il wrzy s would have been 

much more subtle. Some of the local groups which had been similarly 

exposed to the Christian doctrines did not, however, indicate enthu siam 
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TABLE 8 : t-iISSI0llIZil;G CifilWHES Hl TH2 TSIJ.ISliIAl! 'i'E?..?.IT0::L.:s1 

(misdonary ' s nane is given in bracketG '1he::-e lm o1m) 

Locru. Group 

Kitasoo 

Ki tkahta-:, 

Ki tkatla•::­

Port Simp Gon 

MetlaJ-:atla 

Killutsal 

Kit sur:ikru. wn 

Ki tuanga"" 

Andimaul 

Ki tsegukla 

Ge tanm ax>' 
Ki spi ox:, 

Gl en Vowell·::-

Yd.sgogas·:, 

Kulcioe·~ 

Anglican 
(c.n.s.) 

1880 1 s 

1880 1 s 

1860 1 s 1374 (Crosby) 

(1859-1862 (Duncan 
(1873 ( Collison) 

1880 1 s ('i'oolinson 

18801 s 

1880 ( Collison) 

1879 (Tomlinson) 1880 1 s 

18801 s 

Sci vcticn !.:..--r:1y 

1896 ( Sdgcc.J□ lJ) 

1696 (Eclgccoob ) 

1900 

establishe~ 1900 1 s 

cstablisheci. 1898 
(Thorkru.son ) 

Ki tuancool (r.i eobcrs moveci. to 

Kincolith (1867 (Tomlinson) 
(1880 1 s (Colli son) 

Lachkru.tsap 1864-1867 (Doolan,1877 (Crosby) 
1905 

( Aiyan sh in l GS0 I s 
(nnC:. 1890 1 s 

Ki tuilluchs:i,l t 1900 1 s 

Gitlakdrunix 

Aiyansh established 1883 
(McCullagh 

*uncooperative local groups 

1taken from Adnms 1973:7; Duff 1964:92-99; Fisher 1978:139,140; 
Garfield and Hinger t 1973 : 79 
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for non-traditional activities. The denomination of the missionizing 

churches does not appear to be related to the local group's stated 

desire for EuroCanaclian occupations either. Some villages with 

Anglican, Methodist, and Salvation Army missions chose t o engage in one 

or more non-traditional economic activities, while other groups gave no 

hint of such inclinations. Therefore , no stror-g correlation exists f or 

the stated enthusiasm for EuroCanadian economic encieavours and 

missionary influence or exposure to 1Hhitemen 1 and their ways. It is 

primarily the cooperative local groups which discussed expanding their 

traditional occupations to include wage-labour activities, and it is 

perhaps this fact which most strongly influences the distribution seen 

in the data. 

The denomination of the missionizing church does not appear t o have 

directly affected the local group I s attitude toward the Commission 

either. Both cooperative and uncooperative groups had been exposed to 

similar church teachings, but some apparently decided that land claims 

took precedence over reserve allotments. E. Palmer Patterson II points 

out that the Methodists and the Anglicans contributed equally to Indian 

protests (1978:46). Patterson's claim seems to be partially verified 

here. Some of the Methodist and some of the Anglican villages did not 

cooperate with the Commission, but neither did some of the Salvation 

Army settlements. Others of all three denominations assisted the 

Commissioners, however. A comparative study of the specific missionaries, 

their views, the length of their mission's life, and the relative size of 

their congregations, might prove rewarding. At the present time such 

infonnation does not seem to be available, and most of the literature 
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discussi ng missionaries r ecount s \.lhen missions \Jer e established a s 

opposed t o how long they were in operation or how successful t hey \Jere . 

These sor ts of dat a mi ght po s sible I ex>,iJlain 1 solile of the d. f fe r ences 

and similaritie s \.lhich have cc!ilc to light her e r egnrc.ing the l ocal 

group's s t and on Indian land claims and on t he r eserve system , t he 

de sirabili ty of individual land. o\.lller ship , and entnu si<1sn fo r 

non-tradi tional endeavours . Clearly t hough, missionary influence 

alone \Jill not account for all l ocal gr oups ' atti t uces t o -..:ard t he 

Commissi on in 1913 and 1915 or t oward t he fi ght fo r aoori ginal rights . 

Summary 

The Tsimshian l ocal group s wer e apparently no t of on e mind or one 

voice about the Royal Commission or abcut t he important question s of 

aboriginal title or the r e serve sy st em . While t he maj or ity of t he 

Indians cooperated \.lith the CoIIlli)issioners, mor e t han on e- third of t he 

local group s adher e~ t o their beliefs t hat l and claim s must be settled 

first and that aboriginal rights would be j eoparcii zed by final r eserve 

allotments. 

This fi r m stand of the unccoperative l ocal group s affected 

fundamentally the r e sults of this analysis . It r esul ted in f ewer t opics 

being discussed and fe\.ler codable comm ents being made by their 

r epresentatives as compared to those of the groups which did not take 

such a hard-line approach. It also , i n part, accounts f or the minimal 

variation evident between and among the interests of the uncooperative 

Tsimshian. Having discussed very few subj ects, the chances of 

disagreement surfacing are much lower than when a larger number of 
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issues are mentioned. 

The uncooperative l ocal groups seem to stand together, then , in 

that the stated interests and concerns of each are quite similar . 

Likewise, those groups which chose t o assist the Commissioners appear 

to have mor e in common with each other, than with the uncooperative 

local groups, based on the t estimony of their r epr esentatives. 

Metlakatla seems atypical of the cooperative local groups and of tho 

Tsimshian as a whole, however. The majority of all groups presented a 

united front to the Commission, and if any ci.isagrce□ ent exi sted between 

members i t was not openly discus sed, whereas, l-letlakatla' s 

representatives appeared at odds on several issues . 

Amongst the cooperative local groups certain other ldnds of 

differences in the topics discussed '.-iere noted ar.d severcl boar 

r epeating here . The indi vic.uals representing the villages of the 

Nishga Land Committee appeared willing to set aside the land title 

question and unlike ~any Tsimshian had little to say against the 

reserve system . Metlakatla appears t o have been the only local group 

without a con sensus of opinion on whether or not to have r eserves , and 

on whether or not additional allotments were necessary. Its members 

also appear to have disagreed about the merits of communal versus 

individual land ownership. Generally, of those l ocal groups which 

discussed the desirability of hunting, fishing , and timber lands , the 

distribution of comments suggests that fishing was important to all 

Tsimshian, while hunting and forested lands were primarily the concern 

of those situated inland. As might have been expected , those Tsimshian 

with the greatest exposure to the disruptive influences of EuroCanadian 
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territorial expansion more frequently. 
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Ten local groups indicated a \11.llingness to engage in 1 civilized 1 

economic pursuits. The majority of these had eA~erienced missionization 

prior to 1900 but each also assisted the Commissioners and it may be 

primarily this cooperative stance that is reflectea in the uistribution 

of Tsimshian comments regarding non-traditi onal activities f or Indians. 

That is, the majority of the uncooperative l ocal groups may have been 

willing to engage in wage-labour too, but because they were not given , 

or did not take, the opportunity to discuss this subject and/or answer 

to Commissioners' questions, little conclusive data exists f or them 

about such concerns. 

The influence of missionaries cannot, at this point, be directly 

related to either a local group 1 s willingness to engage in l\·/hi tern an I s 1 

occupations or a local group's stand vis-1-vi s the Commission or the 

syst.em of Indian reserves. The denom:.nation of t1ie missionizing 

churches does not at this time appear t o be a decisive factor ei t her. 

At present, the necessary,in-depth information regarding missionary 

activity on the North Pacific Coast does not seem to be available. 

While such information \11.ll not in itself account for all of the 

similarities and differences which have co~e to light , it would in all 

likilihood provide an important clue to understanding the Indian 

attitude toward both the reserve system and the Royal Commission of 

191.3-1916. No other factors have as yet been identified as possibly 

underlying the cooperative/uncooperative attitudes. Even 

geographically close neighbours had radically different postures to\.lard 
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the Commissioners and their undertaking. 

Thus, while it is cumbersome t o speak of each of the twenty- one 

Tsimshian lo cal groups separately, generalizing the interests and 

opinions of only one to the ~sirnshio..n as a whole is oeciGe~ly 

unwarranted . In the next chapter tho concerns of the three regional 

groupings of Tsimshian are briefly summarized anc c.i scusseet in order 

to determine the wisdom of using these gr oupings fer coQparative or 

genernli zing purposes. 
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CHAPTER 7 

REGIONAL VA?.IATIO!r 111-lOHG THE TSH1SIIIAH 

As become s apparent from the discussions in the previous chapter, 

all five Hishga local gr ou? s are frequently alike in terms of concerns 

indicated and the points of view expressed at the Eoyal ComDission 

hearings. The same striking agreement does not appear to exi.st among 

the Coast Tsimshian or among the Gitksan local groups. In this 

chapter, the comments of all Tsimshian are considered according to 

these regional groupings, and the variation at this level is examined . 

The distributions of the analyzed comments of the Nishga, Gi tksan, 

and Coast Tsimshian are first presented and contrasted . The picture 

derived from each is then briefly compared to those given for the 

constituent local groups in Chapter 6. Hhethcr or not the uniformity 

of interest and opinion apparent for the Ni shga is reflected within 

the distributions of the coded comments of the other two groupings is 

discussed. Possible alternative groupings are suggestea based on the 

similarities shown in this analysis. 

Because the Nishga were the most visible Tsimshian at the turn of 

the century and their views on land claims issues arc more widely 

lmown, by way of conclusion I examine whether or not they can be 

taken as representative of the Tsimshian as a whole. Similaritie s a.ml 

differences between the Nishga and the others are also clarified. 
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Di stribution of Nishga, Gi tksan, and Coastal Comments 

While, as discu ssed on page 13, it is not feasible t o distinguish 

speakers of the Ki twancool ciialect in this stuc.y , since cnly three 

Kitwancool individuals adciresseci the Commission, ·Ta.hle 9 presents the 

varying distributions of corunents by t ooic f or the liishga c1.'1d Gi tksan 
4 • 

dialect groupings. The Ki t'.-lancool are included in the Gi tk3an ciatc. 

on the basis of closest linguistic and cultural af.:'ini ty . The Co astal 

distribution is also presented. The 156 Nishga comCTents are those of 

51 individuals. The 65 Gitksan comments represent 21 indivi ducls. 

The 33 Coast Tsimshian speakers made 166 codable comments a.t the 

hearings. 

Perhaps the single most notable feature that emerges from the 

distribution of comm ents by r egional groupings is the Gi tksan 1 s 

seemingly intense concern about I aboriginal title ' and I the reserve 

system 1 • As seen in Table 9, appro::-::i□ately 50% of their comments 

focused on these tw.J issues alone . The number of Gi tksw'1 comments 

about either of these topics outnumber those in tl10 n ext highest 

categories by at least t1Jo to one . The greatest interest is shoi,n 

in aboriginal title, however. Comments about· this question constitute 

26. 2% of the Gi tksan total. The relative number of Gi tksan comments 

' about 'the reserve system ' suggests that next t o aboriginal rights the 

constituent Gitksan local groups felt that the system of reserve 

allotments was worthy of note : 23 .1% of their comments cliscussed the 

adequacies and inadequacies of 1 the reserve system'. Some Gitksan 

concern is evident about their traditional hunting grounds and the 

problems they were experiencing with 'non-Indian territorial expansion' 
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TABLE 9: DISTRIBUTI ON OF NISHGA, GITKSAN Al!D COAST TSHISHIAN COM!E~iTS 
BY TOPIC -:, 

llIS!-iGA GITKS/C·J COA3T 

TOPIC 
TSii-i3:·iI [L ; 

f % f a1 f C/_ 
jO ,o 

1. aboriginal title 25 16. 0 17 26 . 2 17 14. 2 

2. the r eserve system 10 6 . 4 15 23 . 1 17 14. 2 

3. non-Indi an t erri- 17 10 . 9 6 9 . 2 16 13. J 
torial expansion 

4. desirability of 13 8 . 3 4 6 . 2 13 10 . 8 
traditional fish-
ing stations 

5. desi rability of 15 9. 6 6 9. 2 7 5. 8 
traditional hunt-
ing t erritories 

6. n ew reserve s and/or 19 12. 2 2 J .l 5 4. 2 
additions t o 
existing reserves 

7. desirability of 15 9 . 6 4 6 . 2 7 5 . 8 
farm land 

s. non-traditional 15 9 . 6 1 1.5 " 6.7 0 

e conomic activi-
ties for Indians 

9. desirability of 13 8. J J 4 . 6 7 5. 8 
timber and/or 
logging land 

10. individual land 4 2. 6 J 4.6 6 5. 0 
o\.mer ship 

11. 1'uroCanadian legal J 1.9 2 J . l 8 6.7 
status for Indian s 

12. desirability of 4 2.6 - - 7 5. 8 
fishing liccn::ics 

lJ. c01mnunal land J 1.9 2 J.1 2 1.7 
ownership - - -

156 65 120 

*based on testimony of 105 Tsimshian before the Ro yal Commis::iion on 
Indian Affairs for tho Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913-0ct. 
1915) 
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(9.2% each) . Generally though, it appears that the Gitksan addressed 

themselves to two issues , almost to the exclusion cf all others , as 

might be predicted sinr:: e the rnaj ori ty of the Gi tk san C:.i d not cooperate 

with the Commission . 

The Hishga apparently deoonstrated a much more systenatic appr oach 

to their 1915 hearings and the t opical dist:ribution of r:isnga coraments 

is much more balanced than that seen f or the Gitksan . Their ' s does 

not appear to be a case of focusing attention on only on e or two 

subjects. Eight of the thirteen topics coded are r epresented by 

between 13 to 26 comments . Nevertheless the t'.i shga indicated that 

their primary concern was 1 aboriginal ti tle 1 , and that n e;...'t t o t hat, 

they were interested in addi tions t o their reserves and the loss of 

their land t o non- Indians. The Nishga also demonstrate.:;. their 

willingness to engage in non- traditional endeavours, incluuing farming. 

The importance of hunting lands did not go unm entioned. Hhat does 

appear t o have been of relatively little concern t o the IJishga as a 

whol e was the reserve system. Only 6.4% of their comments focused on 

this t opic. 

The distribution of the Coast Tsimshian comm ents indicates an 

apparently strong and equal concern for two topics , namely I aboriginal 

title' and the 'reserve system' . 14. 2% of Coast Tsimshian comments 

address each of these subjects . Of only slightly less concern, ho,,1evor, 

wn.s 'non-Indian territorial expansion ' (13.3%). The Coast Tsimshian 

also appear to have been more interested in the loss of their lands to 

Euro Canadians than were either the Ni shga representatives or the 

Gitksan individuals who addressed the Commission. Those included in the 
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Coastal regional grouping also demonstrated the greatest interest in 

fishing and in having traditional fishing stations set aside as 

reserves: 10. 8% of the Coastal comraents address this topic . 

1 Individual land o,-mership 1 , 1 Hhi te legal status for Inciians 1 , anc..i. the 

'desirability of fishing licenses' also appear to have been more 

important to the Coast Tsimshian local groups than t o either the 

Gitksan· or the Nishga. The relatively greater Coastal interest in the 

previously mentioned topics is accompanied by relatively l ess Coastal 

interest in all other areas. 

The distributions of Nishga, Gi tksan, anc. Coast Tsioshian c::rnu:;ents 

by intensity of opinion are presented in Apper.dices F, G, and H, 

respectively. They reveal no contraci.ctory information about the 

similarities and differences just noted, however. 

To reiterate, a distinct topical focus emerges for each regional 

grouping. Three different patterns of commEmts c.·n be i dentified. The 

Gi tksa.n distribution indicates a strong two-topic focus. That of the 

Coast Tsimshian suggests primo.ry concern with four of the subjects f or 

which comments were coded. The distribution of the Nishga comments, 

while clearly signifying the salience of the aboriginal title question, 

reflects a seemingly much more balanced interest in eight of the other 

topics. 

The pattern of comments for the Gitksan can be dir ectly related to 

the number of cooperative/uncooperative local groups in that region. 

Six of its nine villages did not assist the Commissioners, and it is 

probably this fact which is reflected most strongly in the distribution 
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of its comments. The differences between the distributions of Nishga 

and Coast Tsimshian coded comments cannot be explained away as easily. 

Only two of the seven Coastal local groups \/ere uncooperative and on 

that basis alone we woulci not expect as much variation as is observeci . 

Some possible explanations for the Hishga1 s distribution of cotl.Illents 

a.re given shortly. 

Uniformity \-Ji thin Regional Groupings 

The characteristic t opical focus for each regional grouping is 

now compared to that witnessed for the constituent local groups in 

Chapter 6, While it is not expected that all or even one of the 

distributions of local group comments will exactly mirror that of its 

regional groupinc;, whether or not there is general uniformity within 

each grouping is the subject of the present discussion . Comparisons 

between Table 6 (Hesults of Content Analysis According to Local Grouus) 

and Table 9 (Distribution of Hishga, Gitksan, and Coast Tsimshian 

Comment s ) a.re made. 

As previously mentioned the five Nishga local groups not only have 

wide ranging and relatively balanced distributions, but also no 

outstanding differences of opinion are evident. The Kincoli th group 

indicated concern for thirteen topics and its representatives also 

discussed uddi tional reserves t en times. This local group's 

representatives are, therefore, responsible for the Nishga as a whole 

seeming so much more concerned than the Gitksan and Coast Tsimshian 

about .1new reserves and/or additions to existing reserves '. Otherwise, 

the stated interests of the five Nishga local groups a.re r elatively 
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similar, though not, of course, i dentical. 

Excluding Ki tkahta and Ki tkatla for whom no testimony was 

recor ded , the Coast Tsimshian lo cal groups t end to fit the gen oralizod 

picture presented fo r the r egion. Aborieinal title, the r e serve system, 

non-Indian territorial expa..11.sion, and the ciesirabili ty of traditional 

fishing stations see□ to be the pri□ o..:-y concern of the ci::i.j ority. r:o :!.'e 

Coast Tsimshian l ocal gr oups also appear r:ior e inter ested in fi shj_ng 

licenses end 1 \Jhi te 1 l egal status f or Indians than do other Tsimshian . 

The opinions of the l-1etlakatla local gr oup r epresentati ves do not 

parallel those of the other Coast Tsimshian l ocal groups or those of 

any other region, however. 

The distributions of the uncooperative Gitksan l ocal groups reflect 

the two-topic focus noted for t he distri.buti0!l of t :i.e com;1ents of the 

Gitksan r egional grouping. The cooperative Gitksan gr oups ' do noto 

Kitwanga, Getarunax, Kispi ox, Glen Vowell , Kisgegas, and Kuldo e 

apparently discussed aboriginal rights anci the inc.,-::cept abili ty of the 

reserve system t o the exclusion of all else . J\ndimaul, Ki twancool, 

and Ki tsegu.1tla were represented by only two or t},.ree indi vi ciuals but 

each group demonstrated concern for ni n e or more t opics . The latter 

local groups appear more like the l'Iishga in this r egard, and beco.usc of 

the lack of emphasis on fishing seem unlike the Coastal l ocal groups. 

Hence, while there is general uniformity of inter est and opinion 

apparent for the Nishga local groups , \.11. thin the other r egi onal 

groupings the same does not appear to exist. The cooperative and 

uncooperative Coast Tsimshian and Gitksan indicated decidedly different 

concerns. The cooperative Coastal Indians seem to have stressed the 
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desirability of traditional fishing stations, fishing licenses, and 

EuroCanadian legal status for Indians more than the uncooperative local 

groups did and more than the Gi tksan and Hishga apparently did. The 

uncooperative Gitksan groups, like the uncooperative Coast Tsimshian 

local groups, mentioned aboriginal rights and the reserve system most 

frequently and their representatives had little else to say. 

Therefore, based on the content analysis of the Tsimshian testimcny , 

three rather different distributions of comments emerge which do not 

completely reflect the regional divisions . The comments of the eight 

uncooperative Gi tksan and Coast Tsimshian local groups are unique in 

focus and opinion. The comments of the cooperative Coast Tsimshian 

individuals demonstrate another set of concerns. (The coded opinions 

of the Metlakatla representatives are decidedly atypical al though the 

topics of concern roughly parallel those noted f or the Coastal speakers 

at the Commission hearings.) The comments of the Hishga and the Gi tksan 

Indians from Andimaul, Ki twancool, and Ki tsegukla suggest apparently 

wider ranging and like concerns and opinions. Hence , only the Nishga, 

as a Tsimshian r egional grouping, demonstrate any kind of internal 

consistency in terms of the interests whi ch were indicated and the 

points of view which were stated. In the early 1900 1 s, only they 

appear to have had unity and organization beyond the village level. 

The Ni shga Case 

The much more balanced distribution of Nishga comments suggests 

that these Indians may have taken a different approach to the hearings 

than did either the Gitksan or the Coastal representatives. Indeed, 
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t he Ni shga as a .1hole were much more or ganized and vere more cooperative 

with the Comr:iission . Hone of the five lli shga l ocal groups refu::wd o.ny 

of the information a:,ked for . 1-!oreover, all were polite and courteous . 

'l'he systeIJatic style cf the pr esentations by ?1i shga group s at the 

hearings is reflected in the f olloh~n6 sentences: 

••• we wish to tharJc you for f.., 7, ing in Hi th our plo.ns 
anci meeting us here to cay . There is a separate thing 
lmo\.m as the Land Question , and I have alreac.y ap:::,o inted 
men to address you t o nake known what it is we r equire . 
And it was given me by the people of the village t o appoint 
t hese speakers here today ••• (it . :-, .c. :r: . Nass : 52) . 

The majority of t he Nishga apparently decided prior t o their meetings 

with the Commission or during adjournments which topics , as they 

defined them , were relevant and/ or deserving of comment . Various local 

group members were then appointed to be responsible for the presentation 

of each issue and the ' proper ' point of view about it. The result was 

more structured group presentations than those apparent f or the other 

cooperative Tsimshian groups , ,.rhere the volunteered testimony often 

seem s more redundant or less or ganizeci . 

Of the Tsimshian local groups , it will be r emembered that the 

Commi s sion met wi th the Nishga last, and after facing hostilities from 

some of the other s , they were singularly impressed by the f r iendly 

r ecept ion afforded them by the Nishga: 

Thi s (friendly] di::;posi tion prevnilecl among all of the 
different bancis on the reserves along tho Nass River, and 
t he Commission a ccorded them all the time and as many 
meetings as they desired. (;t. i~. c. 1916: 175) 

The f act that the Commi ssioners 11 accorded them all the time and as 

many meet ings as they desi red 11 may , in part, a ccount for t he Ni shga ' s 

seemingly wider r angin g i nter ests. \-lhile the ot her coop era t i ve l ocal 
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groups did not appear to be pressed for time, the members were not 

encouraged to talk on indefinitely, nor di d any of the others have a 

second day of hearings as did several !Iishga grou!)s . 

Moreover, the Hishga. may have been more inclined t o discu ss 

matters with the c~mmi ssi oner s partly because of their previous 

experience in presenting land claims ~De partly becau se of t he 

Commission ' s positive attitude t owards theI:1 . Hith r espect to the I:2.ss 

River local groups, t he Commission conmented that : 

During their vi sit t o the home of the a"lcient r;i shga nation, 
the Commissioner s were ci.istinctly inpressoa. by the qualities 
of intelligence , pr ogressiveness, industry , anc self- reliance 
displayed by these Indians , and by their r equirer.1 ent of ot her 
lands suitable f or profitable use. (R. rr . c . 1916:550) 

Al though the Commissioners wrote this glowing r eport of the rn.shga 

and their coop era ti ve stance , such is not the case for t he Gi tksan. 

SpeaJdng of the explanation given to t he Indian s about the Commission ' s 

scope and limited powers , t he Commissi oners commented that 11 the tribe s 

of the Babine Agency did not even appear t o care t o understand" ( ll . ~. C. 

1916:174). The uncooperative and rather negative nature of the Gi tlrnan 

r epresentatives and their addresses i s also r emarked upon several !:lor e 

times in their final r eport (ll. R. C. 1916:172, 174). Similarly, while 

the cooperative Coastal groups arc briefly menti oned in the Commission ' s 

published volumes, little else, and that not very flatt ering, is said 

about the Coast Tsimshian ( H. R.C. 1916:175). 

Thus, not only di d the Nishga seem more organized and more 

cooperative, their addresses to the Commission appen.reci more 

sophisticated and their posture more 'progressive' than those of the 

other Tsimshian. Furthermore, unlike so many other local groups which 



seemed somewhat suspi cious of the CollllJission 1 s motives and i ntention s , 

several Nishga blatantly stated that they believed. that the 

Commissioners would do 1 the right thing by them ' and that they 

believed that land claims ,.1culct not be j eoparcii zec; by final r e serve 

allotments (R.n. c.E. Hass : 51 , 54). 

The Hishga 1 s apparently greater willingness to set asi ::i e the 

aboriginal title question , in concurrance with tne Comoission I s wishes , 

is also deserving of note . The other Tsimshian as a whole oay have 

vi ewed this action as one of naive trust . After all , no goverTutlent 

had a particularly good r eco r o. fo r giving the Indians what had been 

promised. On the other hanci. , it should be pointed ou t , that while the 

Nishga1 s stand may seem ill-advised in retrospect , it could also be said 

t hat they were simply proviciing for all contingencies . ·should the 

Indian claims fail, t h ey hac , through cooperation anci instruction , 

insured that as many reserves as possible would be set asici.e for their 

members and their descendents . 1-lor eovc:c- , the Hi snga 1 s f::-iencily and 

cooperative posture towards this joint federal/provincial Co□mission, 

and their lack of criticisms about the reserve syster.i , may be seen as 

demonstrating political sagacity in not antagonizing ti:.ose uho might 

later decide upon the valiciity of Indian title clairas. 

In any event, several aspects of the Nishga presentations and 

addresses are different from other Tsimshian's. The Nishga speeches 

t o the Commission tend to have the widest rnnging t opical f oci and 

appear more organized . Hhile the majori ty of the Tsimshian, including 

the Nishga, were cooperative and indicated their primary concern for 

aboriginal rights, an important one-third of the local groups· apparently 
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did not consider cooperation to be t he most advisable r oad to take . 

This minority posture ,..rould not be representeci were the 1:ishga talcen 

as representative of the Tsimshian . IIence , the Ifishga. are nei t h er 

representative of the uncooperative l ocal gr oups or the other 

cooperative groups which constantly reiter ated the ina cceptability of 

the reserve system . 

If one had to chose the most typical regional grouping, the Coast 

Tsimshian probably best qualify , although not perfectly. The Coas t 

Tsimshian have a minority of uncooperative l oco.l groups as do the 

TsimshiaJ1 as a whole . Though concern about land title and the reserve 

system was equal , the relative degree of interest in the other ten 

topi c s more closely parallels that of all of the Indians combined. The 

Gitksan are discounted as representative of all the Tsim shian because 

of t he preponderance of uncooperative local groups and their narrow 

t,..ro- topic foci . The rri shga are di squalifieci. for the r easons stated 

previously. But perhaps with the exception of the four l ocal groups 

compr ising the Hishga Land Coh1rni tte , each Tsimshian village or local 

group demon st rated sufficient variability and uniqueness to warrant 

con si derin g each a.s a separa.te entity with its o,m particular 

concern s . 
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CHAPTEH 8 

Sffi,1MA:-ff AND CONCLUSIONS 

Before presenting a summary of the analysis a.net my findings , tho 

two principal aims of thi s thesis shoulci be r e- stated . The first 

objective was to systematically i dentify and c1.escribe the intere3ts 

and opinions of the Tsimshian Indians as reflected in their testimony 

before the Hoyal Cammi ssion on Indian Affairs for the Province of 

British Columbia with the intenti on of r edressing , in part, the 

superficial coverage of the Indian viewpoint in the existing literature. 

The second object ive wa s t o provide a comparison between and among the 

various Tsimshian concerns at the regional and l ocal levels , sugge sting 

some factors which may have affected , in some measure , the simi larities 

and difference observed . 

To this end, t h0 unpublished Tsimshian evidence was subj octed t o 

'manifest content analysis'. This codin g procedure r eveals the wide 

range of nati ve interests expressed. Despite the C'.)mmission ' s narrow 

purpose, to establish Indian r eserves, the ove:rall picture obtained 

from the coded comments suggests that the Tsimshian were concerned with 

mnny subj ects which they associated with 1 land 1 • The t opic discussed 

most frequently Yas aboriginal rights. The reserve sy stem also came 

under considerable fire and the problems re sultin g f r om SuroCanadian 

territorial expansion were reiterated time and time again. New 

reserves Yere often requested and appeals for land suitable for hunting, 

fishing, logging and farming were made by the Tsimshian. The 
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desirability of non-traditional economic activities for native people 

was discussed and mention was made by some Tsimshian of the type of 

land o,mership they preferred. The inferior status of Indian s under 

Canadian law was also remarked upon. 

While the bulk of native addresses about specific subj ects wer e of 

moderate intensity --- that is , they arc one or t, .. 10 sentences in l ength 

--- the r:iaj ori ty of the t opics for which comm ent s wer e cocie:.i ',Jer e 

discussed by at least one incividual in a speech incicating the most 

intense concern ( seven or more sentences). At the aggregate l evel , the 

Tsimshian appear much in agreement al t hough adcire sses about I abori ginal 

title ' and 1 the reserve system' reflect intense and w~ de ranging 

opinions. 

Whether or not the Inciians cooperated .rlth the Commission appears 

to directly affect the r esults of this analysis. An examination of the 

Tsimshian comments at the l ocal group or village l evel revecls that 

eight Coast Tsimshian or Gi t k san l ocal groups di d not cooperate Hi th 

the Commissioners. These r epresentatives were adamant that title 

claims must be settled first and that final r eserve allotm ents would, 

in their opinion, seriously jeopardi ze native chances f or an equitable 

settlement of the land question. This firm stand resulted in relatively 

fewer topics being discussed and relati vely f ewer codable comments being 

made by the Indians of Ki tka.hta, Ki tlrn.tla, Ki twanga, Getonmax, Ki spiox, 

Glen Vowell, Kisgega.s, and Kuldoe. The distribution of the 

uncooperative local group colillJents by and lurge r eflects the 

reprcsenta.tives 1 attitude toward the Commission, and although these 

biases in the data are not quantifiable, they are taken into account by 
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keeping comparisons confineu to the cooperative loco..l gr oups on the one 

hand and the uncooperative groups on the other . The uncooperative local 

groups discussed aboriginal ~ights and the inacceptability of the r eserve 

system almost to the exclusion of all else . Hence , the cooperative l0 cal 

groups are responsible for the wicic ra.'1ging topical foci s een for the 

Tsimshian as a ~,hol e . 

The distribution of coru;ients about land for tro.di tiontl economic 

endeavours suggests that while the maj ority of the cooperative l ocal 

groups consider ed fishing an important occupation , those Tsim shian 

situatco. i nland were more concerneci with hunting than were those on the 

coast . Such a distinction r eflects , in part, the differing traditional 

occupational emphases . Fish was (and is) an i mportant foo d source. 

All Tsimshian had access t o lineage-cont r olled fishing stations in 

aboriginal times , which on the coast also incluci.ec.i. the rookeries of sea 
~ a-<.t:::.e, 

vl'Orc.....-.. 
mamma-1::; . The n arrower range of marine resources available inland. 

Spee,~_ 

n ecessitated hunting more land mammals and hence , r equired larger /1/ttX,dc.i,~~ f:> 

hunting territories . 

The cooperative l ocal groups with the greatest expo sure t o the 

disruptive influence s of Euro Canadian economic I cievelopment 1 , 

especially the rcllroad , tended to discuss the probl ems of non-Indian 

territorial expansion more frequently . Most of the representatives 

from the village- communities located near the tracks of the Grand 

Trunk Pacific bet11een Hazel t on and Princ e Hupert complained a.bout the 

loss of land and the loss of timber. Coastal Tsimshian n ear major 

1Hhitc 1 settlement s also ma.de similar complaints, though their s were 

directed ut store owers, settlers, and other local non-Indians. 
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The majority of the Indians who experi enced intense missioni zation 

prior to 1900 app eared willing to engage in wage-labour or i n 

non-traditional occupation s , though not to t he exclusion of traditional 

endeavour s. The data about □issionary influence arc inconclusive, 

however, and comparative wo r k needs t o be done on S:,Jecific missionaries, 

their vi e\./s, the length of their mission ' s life , anci. the relative size 

of their congregation in order to determine accurately missionary 

impact at the village l evel . The MetleJrntla representatives seemed at 

odds on several i ssues, whereas the maj ority of the other local groups 

presented a united front to the Commission . l·letlakatla' s atypi cal 

opinions and its lack of consensus may be related t o its unique 

missionization history, but without conclusive comparative data it is 

difficult to determine whether the multiple denominations vying for 

native support had radically and consistently different t eachings on 

the que stions for which varying lietlakatla opinions were coded. 

Examinin g these observations for specifi c regional groupines , the 

distributions of the Nishga, Gi tksan, and Coast Tsimshian comments are 

distinctly different. The Gitkso.n distribution suggests a strong 

two-topic fo cus . The Gi tksan r eprcsentati ves c:lis cusseci primaril y 

aboriginal title nnd the reserve system as might be predicted since the 

majority were uncooperative . The distribution of the Coast Tsimshian 

comments indicates primary concern fo r land title, the r eserve system, 

non-Indian territorial expansion, and the desirability of traditional 

fishing stations. That of the Nishga reflects a much core balanced 

interest in the majority of the topics for which coJ:llllents uere analyzed, 

although criticisms of the reserve system are notably absent. 
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The comments of several compon ent local gr oups do no t compl etely 

reflect these regional grouping interests , however. Only the comments 

of the cooper ative Coast Tsimshian mirror the regional four-topic 

focus. The distribution of all uncooperative local groups parallels 

the regional Gi tksan emphasis on aboriginal rights and the system cf 

reserves. The Nishga and t he Gi tksan Indi ans fror:1 Andinaul , Ki h1ancool , 

and Kitsegukla have distributions of comments which r eflect the 

wide-ranging Nishga regional concerns. 

Although the Ni shga were the most visible Tsimshian at tho turn of 

the century and their views on land claims are more widely lmoim 

because of their p etition, they should not be taJcen as r epresentative 

of the Tsimshian as a whole. The i'ishga were more organized, 

cooperative, and demon strated. apparently greater willingness to sot 

aside the land question than did other Tsimshian at the hearings held 

by the noyal Commi ssion on Indian Affairs . Despite the claims made in 

the Nishga Petition to the effec t that reserves wer e unacceptable , 

very few r epresentatives from the riishga Land Committee villages made 

mention of this. The lack of Ni shg3. criticisms of the reserve system 

presumably do not r eflect the Hishga position. ~lather, it is more 

likely that these Indians, who had had numerous previous dealings 

with the government and bureaucracy, may have decided that it was 

politically sagacious not to antagonize the Commission ers, thinking 

that a polite and non-critical stance would r eap the most benefits for 

the Land Committee members regardle s s of the outcome of the land 

question. 
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In conclusion, this analysis of the Tsimshian testimony suggests 

that the concerns of the r epresentatives differ in at least two 

important ways from the impr essions of native inter ests and attitudes 

given in the literature. First, they wer e nei tner narrowl y nor va.guely 

defined . While the data ver i fy that abo riginal rights wer e the 

paramount concern of t he Tsimshian as a whole , t hey also i ndi cat e that 

the Tsim shian wer e dissati sfi ed with t he r eserve system , non-Indian 

expansion, the lack of land both in general t erm s and f or specif ic 

purposes, and with the inferior status of native peopl e under Canadian 

law. Second, although overall native dissatisfaction with and 

hostility towards the Royal Commission are noteworthy, neither are 

1 typical 1 of the majority of Tsimshian. Although only the 

uncooperative local groups' stance tends t o be r emarked upon, thirteen 

of the twenty-one l ocal groups for which comments were coded were 

polite and answered all of t he questions put t o them by the 

Commissioners. 

This investi gation, t herefor e, demonstrates t he importance of 

utilizing native e:>.-pr essions of t heir own concerns in det ermining 

Indian interests and opinions . Secondary and generalized sources are 

too frequently inadequate , in that local and r egional dj_ fferences t end 

to be overlooked. The evidence given before the Royal Commission on 

Indian Affairs between 1913 and 1916 is the only survey of British 

Columbia native concerns f or the early 1900 1 s, and its examination , 

through content analysis , allows the full variety of Tsimshian 

opinions and interests to surface. Thus, this thesis not only 

contributes to our understanding of the Tsimshian generally, it also 



demonstrates what the Indians, locally and regionally, considered 

worthy of discussion at the turn of the century anc how they felt 

about the various issues as they defined them. 
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NOTES 

1. The Nishga Petition, originally drafted in August of 1912, 'Was 

adopted at a meeting of the 1 Hishga Ilation 1 on January 22, 1913. 
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In May or June of the same year it 'Was submi ttec. to the Canadian 

Federal Government for referral to the Judicial Committee of the 

Imperial Privy Council. The Petition was al so presented to the 

Royal Commission on Indian Affairs for the Province of British 

Columbi a in Victoria in 1913. This --- 1913 --- elate is the one 

most frequently given in the literature. Other dates , while not 

incorrect, refer to specific presentations of the document t o a 

particular governmental body. Wm.le the Hishga refused to allow 

their petition t o be brought as a suit before a Federal commission 

or court, they sent delegations to Ottawa in 1915 and 1916 to plead 

for its processing according to their requests. All actions were 

to no avail. The Hi shga Petition t.ms apparently finally recei vcd 

by the Privy Council some time in 1918. It was presented through 

a British law firm on behalf of the Nishga (Drucker 1958 :97 fn) . 

The Privy Council returneci the petition vi th a letter stating that 

it should first be litigated in the Canadi an courts and only then 

could an appeal be made . 

2. In this chapter, Chapter III, as well as in the proceeding, a great 

deal of the material has been taken from Shan.~el 1 s Ph . D. thesis 

entitled 11 The Development of Indian Land Policy in British Columbian 

(University of Washington, 1945). He presents an excellent analysis 

of the history of Indian and land policies, and the work provides 

references to all primary sources. 

3. The Proclamation of 1763 was a British Imperial directive 

establishing general administrative guidelines for tho colonies in 

North America. It expressly forbade 1 \·lhi te 1 encroachment and 

established that only the Crown could purchase Indian land should 

the native people be inclined to dispose of it. When the 

Proclamation was drafted it was explicitly stated to apply to the 

colonies of Quebec, East Florida, and West Florida, but it uas the 
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11 Royal Will and Pleasure" for the same guidelines to be f ollowed 

'Within the limits of the Hudson's Bay Company territories and to 

"all the Lands and Territories lying Westward of the Sources of the 

Rivers which fall into the Sea from the ',•lest and r;o rth Hest 11 

(Proclamation of 1763 quoted in Cumming and 1-!ickenberg 1972: 291) . 

Debate has arisen over whether or not British Columbia can be 

consider ed t o have fallen within the boundaries set f orth in the 

directive, but from the 1860 1 s on'.-lard the ?rovincial and later the 

Federal governments have r efused to II accept the proposition that 

the Royal Pr oclamation of 1763 applied t o any t erritory west of 

the H.o ckies11 . ( Cail 1974: 212). 

4. The Slave and Sekani Indians of northeastern Briti sh Columbia 

signed an adhesion t o Treaty No . 8 with the Dominion Governm ent on 

August 15, 1910. "This action removed 104,400 square miles of the 

territories east of the Rockies from the jurisdiction of the 

British Columbia government." ( Cail 1974: 237) Treaty No . 8 had 

been negotiated i..ri th the Cree, Beaver, Cr.ipevyan, and other Indian::; 

of northern Alberta and the Northwest Territories. 
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APPENDIX A 

STATE11ENT OF THE NISHGA NATIC!i OR TRIBE OF INDIANS 1rnmm AS THE NISEGA 
PETITION 

From time immemorial the 1:ishga Hation or Tribe of Inciians 

possessed, occupied , and use~ the territory generally knoim as the 

Valley of the Nass River , the ooundaries of which are \./ell defined . 

The claims \./hich \.le make in r espect of this territory are clear 

and simple. We lay claim t o the rights of men. \.le claim to be 

aboriginal inhabitants of t:hi s country and t o have rights as such. lfo 

claim that our aboriginal rights have been guaranteea by Proclamation 

of King George Third and recognized by Acts of the Parliament of Great 

Britain. We claim that holding under the words of that Proclamation a 

tribal o,mership of the territory, we should be dealt with in 

accordance with its provision, a.~c that no part of our lands should be 

taken from us or in any way cii spo sed of until the sane has been 

purchased by the Crown. 

By reason of our aboriginal right s above stateci , \./8 claim tribal 

ownership of all fisheries 211d other natural resources pertaining to 

the territory above mentioned. 

For more than twenty-five years , being convinced that the 

recognition of our aboriginal rights would be of very great material 

advantage t o us and would open the way for the intellectual, social, 

and industrial advance of our people , we have in common with the other 

tribes of British Columbia actively pressed our claims upon 

Governments concerned. In recent years , being more than ever 

convinced of the advantages to be derived from such recognition, and 

fearing that without such the advance of settlement would endanger our 

whole future, we have pressed these claims with greatly increased 

earnestness. 

Some of the advantages to be derived from establishing our 

aboriginal rights are: 

1. That it will place us in a position to reserve for 
our own use and benefit such portions of our 
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territory as are r equired for the futur e well-being 
of our people. 

2. That it will enable us t o a much gr eater extent and 
in a f r ee and inciepenuent manner t o maJce use of the 
fisheri es and other nat1.U"al r esources per taining t o 
our territory. 

J. That it will open the way f or bringing t o an end as 
rapidly as possible the system of r eserves anci 
substitute a system of in~vidual ownership . 

4. That it will open the way fo r putting an enc. t o all 
uncertainty and unrest , bringing about a permanent 
and satisfactory settl em ent between white people 
and ourselves , and t hus r emoving the dongcr of 
serious troubl e which no\i undoubtedly eY..ists . 

5. That it will open the way f or our taking our place 
as not only loyal British subjects but also 
Canadian ci tizens, as f or many years we have 
desired to do . 
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In thus seeking t o realize what is highest and best fo r our 

people, we have encountered a very serious diffi cul ty in the attitude 

which has been assumed by the Goverru:1ent of Briti sh Colwnbia. That 

Government has neglected and r efused to recognize our claims , and for 

many year s has been selling over OUT head s large tracts of our lands . 

We claim that every such transaction entered i nto in r espect of any 

part of these lands t.mder the assur:ieci authori ty o;· the Pr ovincial Land 

Act has been entered into in violati on of the Pr oclamation above 

mentioned. These tra.~ sactions have been enter ed into notwithstanding 

our protests, oral and written, presented t o the Governm ent of British 

Columbia, surveyors employed by t hat Government, and intending 

purchasers. 

The request of the Indian Tribes of British Columbia made through 

their Provincial Organization, that the matter of Indian title be 

submitted t o the Judicial Committee of His Maj esty's Privy Council, 

having been before the Imp erial Government and the Canadian Government 

for three years, the grave constitutional difficulties ari sing from the 

refusal of British Columbia to consent to a reference, having been 

encountered in dealing with that r equest, we resolved independently 

and directly to place a petition before His Maj esty 1 s Privy Council. 
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In following that course we desire to act to the fullest possible 

extent in harmony both with other tribes of Sri tish Colwnbi a and with 

the Government of Canada. 

We are informed that Mr . J. A. J, HcKenna, sent out by the 

Government of Canada , has r;iade a report in which he doe s not mention 

the claims which the Indians of the Province have been making for so 

many years, and assigns as the cause of all the troubl e , t he 

reversionary claim of the Province. Whatever other tr<ings i1r . McKcnna 

found out during his stay, 1,1e are sure that he di o. not find out our 

mind or the real cause of the trouble, 

We are also informeci of the agreement relating only to the 

so-called reserves which was entered into by Mr. HcKenna and Premier 

McBride. We are glad from its provisions to lrnow that the province has 

expressed willingness to abandon to a large extent the reversionary 

claim which has been made . He cannot, however, regard that agreement 

as forming a possible basis for settling the land question. We cannot 

concede that the two Governments have power by the agreement in question 

or any other agreement to dispose of the so-called reserves or any other 

lands of British Columbia, until the territory of each nation or tribe 

has been purchased by the Crown as required by the Pr oclamation of King 

George the Third. 

We are also informed that in the course of recent negotiations, 

the Government of British Columbia has conceded that under the terms of 

the Union the Dominion of Canada is responsible for making treaties 

with the Indian Tribes in settlement of their claims. This attempt to 

shift the responsibility to Canada and by doing so render it more 

difficult for us to establish our rights, seems to us utterly unfair 

and unjustifiable. We cannot prevent the Province f r om persisting in 

this attempt, but we can and do respectfully declare that we intend to 

persist in making our claim against the Province of British Columbia 

for the following among other reasons: 

1. We are advised that at the time of Confederation all 
lands embraced within our territory became the 
property of the Province subject to any interest 
other than that of the Province therein. 



APPENDIX A - continued 

2. We have for a long time lmo1,m that in 1875 the 
Department of Justice of Canada reported that the 
Indian Tribes of British Columbia are entitlec t o an 
interest in the lane s of the Province. 

J. Noti.rithstanding t he report then made and t he position 
in accordance with that r eport consistently ta.~en by 
every representative of Canada from the time of Lor d 
Dufferin's speeches until the spring of the pr esent 
year, and in defiance of our fr equent prot ests, the 
Province has sold a large proportion of the best 
lands of our territory and has by means of such 
wrongful sales r eceived a large amo unt of mon ey . 

4. While we claim the right to be compensated fo r t hose 
portions of our ter:::-i t ory which we may agree t o 
surrender , we claim as even mor e important the right 
to reserve other portions permanently f or cur o,m use 
and benefit, and beyond doubt the portions which we 
would desire to reserve would include much of the 
land which has been sold by the Province. 
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We are not opposed to the coming of the white people into our 

territory, provided this be carri ed out justly and in accor o.ance with 

the British principles embocied in the Royal Proclamation. If, 

therefore, as we expect , the aboriginal rights which we claim should be 

established by the decision of J:T..is Majesty ' s Privy Council , we would be 

prepared to take a moderate and reasonable position. In that event, 

while claiming the right to decide for ourselves the t erms upon which 

we would deal with our territory, we would be willing that all matters 

outstanding between the Province and ourselves should be finally 

adjusted by some equi table □ethod to be agreed upon, which should 

include representation of the Indian Tribes upon any commission which 

then might be appointed. 

The above statement was unanimously adopted at a meeting of the 

Nishga Nation or Tribe held at Kincolith on the 22nd day of January, 

1913, and it was r esolved that a copy of swne be placed in the hands of 

each of the following: 

The Secretary of State for the Colonies, the Prime Minister of 

Canada, the Minister of Indian Affairs, the Minister of Justice, 

Mr. J. M. Clark, K. C., Counsel for the Indian Rights Association of 
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British Columbia, and the chairman of the "Fri enc.l s of the Inciians of 

British Columbia''• 

w. J. Lincoln 

Chairman of the Meetin6 

(taken from Shankel 1945:321-324) 
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APPEIIDIX I3 

INDIAN AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR EACH TSIMSHIA.H LOCAL GitOUP Al!D DATi:; 
VISITED BY HO YAL COJ.!MISSI ON -:, 

LOCAL GROUP IliDIAll AG:::.NCY vATE VISITED 
( 11 Band11 ) 

Kitasoo BELLA COOLA Aug . 26, 1913 

Ki tkahta Sept . 3, 1913 

Ki tkatla Sept . 4, 1913 

Ki twanga BABDIE April 17, 1915 

Kitwancool April 18 , 1915 

Ki tsegukla April 20 , 1915 

Andimaul April 20 , 1915 

Getanmax April 21 , 1915 

Kispiox April 22, 1915 

Glen Vowell April 23 , 1915 

Kisgegas July lJ , 1915 

Kuldoe July lJ, 1915 

Ki t selas April 15 and 
Sept . 25 , 1915 

Ki tsumkal um NASS Sept. 25 , 1915 

Metlakatla Sept. 27, 1915 

Port Simpson Sept. 29 , 1915 

Kill utsal (Lakelse ) •:} ·:t 

Kincolith Oct. 2&4, 1915 

Lachkal tsap Oct. 5&6, 1915 

Ki twilluchsil t Oct. 7, 1915 

Aiyansh Oct. 8&9 , 1915 

Gitlakdamix Oct. 9, 1915 

*based on information in 1 the Tsimshian evidence' of the Royal 
Commission on Indian Affairs for the Pr ovince of British Columbia 
{Aug. 191.3-0ct. 1915) 

**no individuals from Killutsal addre ssed the Commission 
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LIST OF I NDIVI DUALS HHO J\DDEESSED TIE RO YAL 
COMMISSION ACCGiGING TO THEIR LOCAL G:1.CUP -:, 

KITASOO KITI~AHTA 

Robert Hopkin s Ambrose J obinson 
Charlie Collison J ohn Anderson 

H. L. Clifton 
KITKATLA Peter Bate s 

Joshua Zi basha POnT SIMPSON Joshua Brown ~ 

Moses Gl ad stone Henry Nelson 
George Kelly 

METLAICATLA William Moody 

( Charles) Peter rl.yan Chief J oseph 
Moses Ander s'.Jn Charles Venn 
Matthew Shepherd William Lei gr.ton 

Solomon Auriol 
Matthew J ohnson 

Matthew Auckland 
KITSUMKALUM 

Pet er Venn 
Sam Kennedy 

KITSELAS Charles Nelson? 

Samuel Hise 
Benjamin Bennet 

Chief Cecil 
Mr . Stevens 

Louis Edgar 
Peter Nelson? 

Walter \fright 
c. P . Nelson? 

Mr. Bolton KIT~!ANGA 

ANDIMAUL Mr . Ryan 

The Chief Chief Jim 

s. MacWeeget 
KITWAI'ICDOL 

KIT SEG lI'.tCT,A Albert Williruns? 

Chief Malcolm A. Williams? 

Daniel Cookson Chief Alexander 

J a cob Mil t on 
GETANHAX 

KISPIOX The Chief 

Charles Hesley Mr. Holland 

Mr. Mor rison Ed. Spouk 

Solomon Johnson 
GLEN VO\-JELL 

KISGEGAS Edward Sexsmith 

William Jackson 
Mr. Neeman 

• • • 
* t alcen f r om the extended evidence of the Royal Commission on Indian 

Affairs for the Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913-0ct. 1915 ) 
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KULDOE 

Chief De Be 
William Holland 

LACHKALTSAP 

Arthur N. Calder 
,Ufred MacKay 
Richard \1oods 
Mark Tait 
Peter Calder 
Charli e Barton 
Willi.am Jeffrey 

GITLAKDAMIX 

Chief Skadeen 
Andr ew Haas 
Halter Woods 
Charles Bro1,,m 
John Nass 
John N. Ksidiul 

KD!COLITH 

James G. Robinson 
Simon Seyr.iour 
A. L. Allen 
\·J . J. Lincoln 
Paul Kladak 
J. ( J.) Harvey 
Henry Smart 
Cornelius l:1clson 
J ohn Wesley 
C. B. Bathle 
S. T. Allan 
Jacob Stewart 
George Hhi t field 
Robert Stewart 
Peter Stewart 
Stephen A. Allan 

KITWILLUCHSILT 

Paul Zaloo 
Charli e Leeson 
Johnni e Moore 
George Palm er 
Samuel Heeshaks 

AIYJ\NSH 

~ 
~: 

~ e 
~ osrrerl 
.A!l'lder t-l~e.w-
Wi-3:±:mm~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 
Af"bh-~ -
~ . --D.eJ.-=.:tl.cJ-? (probably 
~ s~H-
~& 
Paul Gugag 
JI te B.a1fqITb 
~~ 
r..ichard Gosnell 
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NOTE: The spelling of the above listed individuals' nO.IJes iG taken from 
the extended evidence of the Co~mission and is not necessarily 
correct. 

? Those nnmos from one local group Yi th question marks beside them mny be 
the same individual. The comments of each vere coded separately, ho wever~ 
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APPENDIX E 

LOCAL GROUP REPRESENTATION BEFORE THE ROYAL COMMISSION 
ON INDIAN AFFAi llS F011 TIIE P:10VINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 

population percentage 
number of of population 

Local group representatives circa addressing 
1914* the Commission 

Kitasoo 2 112 1.8 

Kitkahta 4 105 3.8 

;lt- Kitkatla 3 203 1. 5 

Port Simpson 7 744 0.9 

~ Metlakatla 6 192 3.1 

Killutsal 0 unlmown 

Kitsumkalum 6 179 3.4 

Kitselas 5 76 6.6 

Kitwanga 2 151 1.3 

Andimaul 2 92 2. 2 

Kitsegukla 3 64 4.7 

Getanmax 3 238 1 . 3 

Kispiox 3 225 1.3 

Glen. Vowell 2 102 2.0 

Kisgegas 1 231 0. 4 

Kuldoe 2 37 5. 4 

Kitwancool 3 46 6.5 

Kincolith 16 245 6. 5 

Ln.chlcal tsap 7 168 4.2 

Ki twill uchsil t 5 236 2. 1 

Gitl akdamix 6 78 7.7 
Aiyansh 17 182 9. 3 

*t aken from the Annual Hcport of the Dcoartmcnt of Indian Affairs, 
Sessionn.l Paper t/27 for the year enciing March 31, 1914. 
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APPENDIX F: DISTRIBUTION OF NISHGA COMMENTS BY INTENSITY OF OPINION * 
NUME11ICAL Il!TEI/SITY OF OPINION F'OR 

TOPIC f COMMENTS PE;\ TOPIC 

+t+ t+ + £! - --

1. aboriginal title 25 3 3 13 5 1 

2. the reserve system 10 1 4 1 1 1 

3. non-Indian terri- 17 13 1 
torial expansion 

4. desirability of 13 2 2 7 2 
traditional fish-
ing stations 

5. desirability of 15 4 5 6 
traditional hunt-
ing territories 

6. new reserves and/ or 19 4 3 12 
additions to 
existing reserves 

7. desirability of 15 1 6 7 1 
farm land 

8. non-traditional 15 2 1 12 
economic activi-
ties for Indians 

9. desirability of 13 2 10 1 
timber and/ or 
logging land 

10. individual land 4 3 1 
ownership 

11. EuroCanadian legal 3 3 
status for Indians 

12. desirability of 4 1 1 2 
fishing licenses 

13. communal land 3 1 2 
ownership -

156 

A plus sign(+) indicates a positive opinion; a negative sign(-) 
indicates a negative opinion; and /?f indicates no explicit opinion. 

---

2 

J 

The number of signs indicates whether interest is moderate (one sign), 
high (two signs), or intense (three signs). 

*based on testimony of 51 Nishga before the Royal Commission on Indian 
Affairs for the Province of British Columbia (Oct. 2-9, 1915) 
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APPENDIX G: DISTRIBUTION OF COAST TSIMSHIAN COMMENTS BY INTENSITY OF 
OPINION* 

NUMERICAL INTEHSITY OF OPI~:ION FOH. 
TOPIC 

f 
COHMS!'!TS ?i::~-: TC?IC 

+++ ++ + ,Rf - --

1. aborig:L;al t i tle 17 J 2 11 1 

2. the r eserve system 17 4 6 2 

3. non- Inciian terri- 16 10 J 
t orial expansion 

4. desirability of 13 2 10 1 
traditional fish-
ing stations 

5. desirability of 7 1 6 
traditional hunt-
ing territori es 

6. new r eserves and/or 5 4 0 1 
additions t o 
existing r eserves 

7. desirability of 7 1 0 6 
farm land 

8. non-traditional 8 1 J 4 
economi c activi-
ties fer Indians 

9. desirability of 7 1 4 2 
timber and/ or 
logging land 

10. individual land 6 1 1 J 0 1 
ownership 

11. EuroCanadian legal 8 J 5 
status for Indians 

12. desirability of 7 2 3 2 
fishing license s 

13. communal land 2 2 
ownership -

120 

A plus sign (+) indicates a po::dtive opinion; a negative sign (-) 
indicates a negative opinion; and Jo indicates no explicit opini on. 

---

5 

3 

The number of signs indicates \..'hether interest is moderate (one sign), 
high (two signs), or intense (three signs). 

*based on testimony of 33 Coast Tsimshian before the Royal Commission on 
Indian Affairs for tho Province of British Columbia (Aug. 1913-Sept. 1915) 
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APPENDIX H: DISTRIBUTION OF GITKSAN COMMENTS BY INTENSITY OF OPINION {, 

NUMERICAL D fTENSITY OF OPil!IOl'! FCi1 
TOPIC f 

COMM ENTS p~:~ TOPI C 

+++ ++ + ,Rf - --

1. aboriginal title 17 2 5 10 

2. the r eserve system 15 2 l 4 5 

3. non-Inaian terri- 6 5 l 
t ori cl expansion 

4. desirability of 4 4 
tradi tional fish-
ing stations 

5. desirability of 6 2 1 3 
traditional hunt-
ing territories 

6. new r eserves and/ or 2 2 
additions t o 
existing reserves 

7. desirability of 4 2 2 
farm l and 

8. non-traditional 1 1 
economic a ctivi-
ties for Indians 

9. desira·oili ty of 3 2 l 
timber and/or 
logging land 

10. individual land 3 3 
ownership 

11. EuroCanadian legal 2 2 
status for Indians 

12. desirability of 
fishing licenses 

1.3. communal land 2 2 
ownership 

-
65 

A plus sign(+) indicates a positive opinion; a n egative sign(-) 
indicates a negative opinion; and ~ indica t es no explicit opinion. 

---

3 

The number of signs indicates 1,1hether intere st is moderate (one sign), 
high (two sign s ), or intense ( three signs). 

*based on testimony of 21 Gi tksan before the Hoyal Commission on Indian 
Affairs fo r the Province of British Columbi a (April and July 1915) 
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