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Mr Chairman I bring greetings from the Maori people of Aotearoa, also known as N e w ^ 

Zealand. ^ 

I make my opening comments in this session acknowledging all those peoples and 

participants who have made it possible for us to be here to speak to the establishment of the 

Permanent Forum (PF). Mr Chairman- I to will take up your challenge to provoke and 

stimulate debate in my following address - / noted a shallow attempt by one or two 

Government delegates to do so yesterday but in the words of Frantz Fanon "Fervor is the 

choice of weapon of the impotent" 

Mr Chairman as I speak on the topic of mandate I wish to make some introductory remarks. 

The Genesis of any journey has its source in an idea, I suggest the idea which has brought us 

here today is that the historic policy of exclusion is an outdated and outmoded concept which 

should and must be replaced consciously and physically by that progressive advanced notion 

of inclusion. 

The will of the majority in these present discussions demands nothing less. As with any idea 

unless it is acted upon it is meaningless, therefore in giving life to the idea it has been 

recorded in various United Nations resolutions and reports that many Governments, 

Indigenous Peoples and N G O s have given their support for the establishment of the PF with 

full and equal participation of all its members. Any limitation on this goal implies the 

political status quo of power imbalance is still preferred. 

Mr Chairman - 1 to concur with several government delegates in the opinion that the issue of 

mandate has two components - however my perception differs slightly from theirs. 

The two components in my view are (1) the scope of the mandate and (2) the powers of the 

mandate. On the first issue, it is generally agreed the scope of the mandate 

should be as broad as possible, it should extend outside the area of human rights and include 

trade and investment - the globalization of national economies - the interconnected 

environmental reliance of all peoples - the developing disparities in health education and 

technological transfers between the advantaged and the disadvantaged - the replacement of 

democracy by the free market and so on. 

M r Chairman - the mandate should include every issue affecting humanity simply because 
many millions of earths people are Indigenous Peoples (IP) and therefore part of humanity. 
The very same issues facing UN members also confront IP. 

To allay fears that IP are seeking a takeover, a qualifier on the broad mandate may possibly 
be expressed as ''where matters affecting IP either directly and/or indirectly are of concern 

to IP and their communities"'. On this point, if matters arise that are unrelated to IP National 

governments are free to seek advice from IP in an advisory capacity. IP are not narrowly 

focused nor intellectually inflexible, but able to participate in many forums. 



As a sub-paragraph ( l a ) I would add the administrative function of the PF should be 
delegated to the PF secretariate - the logical role of information dissemination - co-ordination 
of meetings and liaison between various agencies etc to ensure the smooth effective and 
efficient running of the PF. I raise this point to distinguish the role of PF members as political 
representatives with the secretariat as its administrative arm. 
Before I move to the second point, the fact various UN agencies have engaged IP as 
advisers is not an issue, the PF will not and should not replace those advisors, those agencies 
have been enriched by having IP advisors. The question of duplication is a non-issue - IP 
participation can be increased 20 fold and I assure you duplication will be the least of your 
concerns. 
Mr Chairman the issue requiring analysis is the power of the mandate, the 
implementation and working of the mandate. The two proposed options to facilitate this are 
(1) an advisory body and (2) a policy making body. 
Let us be clear in the context of the UN the PF is a new and innovative concept, an attempt to 
alter the status quo, to include in a full and meaningful way many millions of people - this 
requires a political decision followed by a political act, the PF in my view is a political 
institution, if it were not seen as such then it is open to criticism as simply another UN 
advisory bureaucracy. 
In my view the members of the PF are political representatives. We cannot imply that 
Governments have political representatives with all the accompanying political leverage at 
their disposal while IP remain as advisors - in a political sense that is essentially what we 
have now - 1 could not be happy with more bureaucrats. Indigenous or otherwise. 

Therefore on the mandated issues affecting IP, full participation including formulating and 
reaching agreement on decision making procedures and voting powers, and including 
monitoring and giving assistance to the implementation of agreed policy to both IP and 
Governments where necessary. This is consistent with normal political practice. 
Regarding the power of sanction-the PF offers the opportunity to change the consciousness 
and therefore the attitudes, this is where the power of sanction begins, it is the very thing that 
has created the notion of a PF. The PF must be given the space to develop its own influence 
using ingenuity and not muscle. 

In making my last distinguishing point I argue that an advisory or policy making body are 
not necessarily mutually exclusive but should synchronize roles between matters not 
affecting IP and those matters which do affect IP. 
If there is insistence that a choice be made of one or the other I would say that advice would 
naturally flow to and from and advisory body whereas policy development may not 
necessarily flow from an advisory position. Therefore to be efficient I choose to adopt the 
policy approach, it is consistent with a political institution with political representatives 

Finally Mr Chairman there may be apprehension at this suggestion that the UN should include 
Indigenous brothers and sisters as equal members at the decision making table - this is a 
normal emotion - this is politics - Power concedes nothing without a demand. 
What is required is rigorous political and intellectual debate, not fear, we are here to create 
history not laboriously repeat it. I hope to see these submissions reflected in the final report. 

To all those present I thank-you for your attention 
Anthony Tauni Sinclair. 


