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Item 4 STANDARD SETTINGS ACTIVITIES: 

First of all, Madame Daes, we support the consensus resolution adopted by the Indigenous 
Peoples' preparatory meeting which has held this weekend at the World Council of Churches 
building. The adoption of the consensus statement read by Mr. Wilton Littlechild, is only one 
in a long line of such resolutions adopted by Indigenous Peoples concerning the issue of 
definition. From the inception of the Working Croup in 1982, Indigenous Peoples have been 
opposed to the inclusion of a definition. The issue has been raised over the years not by 
Indigenous Peoples but by the state governments who view having a definition as a means to 
limit the rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
When the UN Charter was adopted, one of the purposes which was set out for the organization 
was for the development of international law norms for the "friendly relations among nations 
based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples". Madame 
Chair, Article 1(2) does not include any language to limit the rights of Peoples. This article does 
not read: self-determination of peoples except Indigenous Peoples. In this matter, the UN should 
remain consistent. If Indigenous Peoples are not Peoples then, the Charter should be amended 
accordingly to specifically state that Indigenous Peoples are not Peoples. It is ridiculous in 
international law to specifically attempt to limit the rights of a group while at the same time 
promoting friendly relations and equal rights. 
As Special Rapporteur Espiell pointed out in his study on the Right of Self-determination 
Implementation of United Nations Resolutions: Self-determination of peoples is a right of 
peoples, in other words of a specific type of human community sharing a common desire to 
establish an entity capable of functioning to ensure a common future. It is peoples as such 
which are entitled to the right to self-determination. Then in his conclusion, the Special 
Rapporteur addressed the issue of territorial integrity and t quote: "It is necessary, in the Special 
Rapporteur's view, to specify that if the national unity claimed and the territorial integrity invoked 
are merely legal fictions which cloak the real colonial and alien domination, resulting from actual 
disregard of the principle of self-determination, the subject people or peoples are entitled to 
exercise, with all the consequences thereof,  their right of self-determination. 
As Indigenous Peoples, we know why this case has developed. We are the descendants of 
Peoples who were colonized. We have never been given the opportunity to decolonize 
ourselves within the international structures, that is, we have been unable to use the 
decolonization committee and its procedures to decolonize our territories. Our territories were 
invaded by non-indigengus people who continue to occupy and use our lands and resources 
without our consent. It is a legal fiction for some states to continue to claim that Indigenous 
Peoples cannot claim rights which flow to other peoples because of our indigenousness. 
Imposition of a definition on Indigenous Peoples would limit and exclude some Indigenous 
Peoples from enjoying the rights which are recognized in international law and as drafted in the 
present Draft  Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. As already drafted, self-definition 
is critical to the continued survival of Indigenous Peoples. For too long, state governments have 
attempted to define Indigenous Peoples as a means to limit our rights. Statihave a positive legal 
duty to respect, promote and assist the exercise of the right of peoples to self-determination and 
a negative duty to refrain  from any measures which deprive peoples of that right. 
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