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The United States  Government jo ined the 
governments  of  Austra l ia ,  New Zealand and 
Canada to  re ject  the  United Nations Declarat ion 
on the Rights  of  Indigenous Peoples  when the 
United Nations General  Assembly on September 
13,  2007 overwhelmingly  approved the new 
instrument that  had been approved of  the  United 
Nations Commission on Human Rights .  Within 
months Austra l ia ,  then New Zealand and f inal ly  
Canada reversed their  opposi t ion and extended 
their  approval…with some caveats .   The United 
States  government held back i ts  approval  unt i l  
2010 before  i t  too joined endorsers .  
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US approval  came with a  k ind of  backhanded 
caveat  that  seemed to  render  a  key provis ion in  the 
Declarat ion inoperable .   In  i ts  of f ic ia ls  s tatement  
express ing US pol icy  on the Declarat ion the US 
Department  of  State  wrote:  

…the United  States  recognizes  the  
s igni f icance  of  the  Declarat ion’s  provis ions  
on f ree ,  pr ior  and  in formed consent ,  which 
the  United  States  unders tands  to  ca l l  for  a  
process  of  meaningful  consul ta t ion with  
t r iba l  leaders ,  but  not  necessar i ly  the  
agreement  of  those  leaders ,  before  the  
act ions  addressed in  those  consul ta t ions  are  
taken.  USDOS, 2010)  

On January 14,  2011 Secretary  of  the  Inter ior  
Ken Salazar  issued a  draf t  of  his  department’s  
pol icy  proposal  for  a  “Department  of  the  Inter ior  
Pol icy  on Consultat ion with Indian Tribes” (See 
Annex fol lowing this  ar t ic le)  that  re ferred only  to  
President  Barak Obama’s  November 5,  2009 
“Executive  Memorandum on Federal  Consultat ion 
with Indian Tribes” as  the underlying motivat ion 
for  of fer ing his  proposed pol icy.   The Department  
of  Inter ior  pol icy  made no reference to  the UN 
Declarat ion on the Rights  of  Indigenous Peoples,  
but  c lear ly  ref lects  the  US government’s  response 
to  the “free,  pr ior  and informed consent”  c lause to  
which the Obama, Bush,  Cl inton and Bush 
administrat ions s trenuously  objected to  over  the 
near ly  twenty years  during which the Declarat ion 
was being developed and considered in  var ious UN 
organs before  i ts  adoption by the General  
Assembly.  

American Indian governments,  inter tr ibal  
organizat ions,  and research inst i tutes  l ike  the 
Center  for  World Indigenous Studies  were  asked 
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to  comment on the draf t  US Department  of  
Inter ior  consultat ion pol icy  proposal .  The Center  
for  World Indigenous Studies  reply  makes up the 
bulk  of  this  ar t ic le .  Fol lowing the Center ’s  
comments  we provide the ful l  text  of  the  US 
government’s  proposed pol icy.   

 “Government-to-Government” is an 
International Obligation: 

Responsible  government- to-government 
re lat ions between Indian nat ions (a long with 
Alaskan Natives  and Hawaiian Natives)  are  an 
internat ional ly  establ ished obl igat ion the United 
States  government has  of f ic ia l ly  p ledged and must  
solemnly uphold and pract ice.   By vir tue of  i ts  
s ignature  on the Hels inki  Accords of  1975 and 
endorsement of  the  UN Declarat ion on the Rights  
of  Indigenous Peoples  (2007)  the US government 
has  af f i rmed i ts  internat ional  obl igat ions.  By 
concluding treat ies  and Sel f -Government 
Compacts  the US government af f i rmed that  the  
basis  of  i ts  intergovernmental  re lat ionship is  
mutual  negotiat ions and mutual  agreements.  
Changing from pol i t ica l  dependence to  a  posi t ion 
of  recognized sovereignty involves  construct ing a  
new framework for  pol i t ica l  re lat ions,  def ining or  
reforming domest ic  inst i tut ions,  and reducing the 
longstanding role  of  the  Bureau of  Indian Affairs  
as  a  governing inf luence in  the internal  a f fa irs  of  
Indian nat ions.   Sel f -government not  only  implies ,  
but  a lso requires  that  an Indian nat ion take 
responsibi l i ty  for  making and enforcing i ts  
decis ions.  

The contemporary pr inciple  of  government- to-
government re lat ions with Indian governments  
der ives  f rom the US government’s  announced 
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pol icy  to  the Commission on Securi ty  and 
Cooperat ion in  Europe that  i t  conducts  re lat ions 
with Indian tr ibes  on the basis  of  Principle  VIII  
(CSCE, 1975)  of  the  Hels inki  Final  Act  (1975),  
which s tates ,  in  part :  

 

The part ic ipat ing  States  wi l l  respect  the  
equal  r ights  of  peoples  and their  r ight  to  
se l f -determinat ion,  act ing  a t  a l l  t imes  in  
conformity  with  the  purposes  and pr incip les  
of  the  Charter  o f  the  United  Nat ions  and 
with  the  re levant  norms of  in ternat ional  law,  
inc luding those  re la t ing  to  terr i tor ia l  
in tegr i ty  of  Sta tes .  

By v ir tue  of  the  pr incip le  of  equal  r ights  and 
se l f -determinat ion of  peoples ,  a l l  peoples  
a lways  have the  r ight ,  in  fu l l  f reedom, to  
determine,  when and as  they  wish,  the ir  
in ternal  and external  pol i t ica l  s ta tus ,  
without  external  in ter ference,  and to  pursue  
as  they  wish  their  pol i t ica l ,  economic,  socia l  
and cul tura l  development.  

 

In  consequence of  the  Accord in  Hels inki ,  the  
United States  committed i tse l f  to  a  set  of  
pr inciples  that ,  among other  things,  es tabl ished 
the modern “government- to-government” rule .  

In  a  1979 report  to  the Commission on 
Securi ty  and Cooperat ion in  Europe,  the  US 
government pledged that  i t  would conduct  
re lat ionship with Indian tr ibes  on the basis  of  
government- to-government re lat ions:  

 

[The pol icy]  i s  des igned to  put  Indians,  in  
the  exerc ise  of  se l f -government,  in to  a  
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dec is ion-making posi t ion with  respect  to  
their  own l ives .  (USDOS, 1979)  

 

The report  further  asserted that  the  s tate ’s  
re lat ionship to  Indian nat ions is  one where  “…the 
U.S.  Government entered into a  t rust  re lat ionship 
with the separate  t r ibes  in  acknowledgment,  not  of  
their  racia l  d is t inctness ,  but  of  their  pol i t ica l  
s tatus  as  sovereign nat ions.”  (USDOS, 1979)  
Indeed the publ icat ion  "Fulf i l l ing Our Promises:  
The United States  and the Hels inki  Final  Act ,"  
had been issued as  a  report  on the US 
government’s  progress  toward implementing the 
Hels inki  Final  Act  of  1975 expl ic i t ly  c la iming that  
a  government- to-government re lat ionship was in  
place.  

The US government’s  commitments  under  the 
Hels inki  Accords a l tered how i t ’s  leaders  and the 
leaders  of  Indian governments  necessar i ly  appl ied 
what  is  so  of ten referred to  as  the “Trust  
Relat ionship.”   By vir tue  o f  i t ’ s  commitment  to  
conduct  i t s  re lat ions  with  Indian governments  on  a  
government- to-government  bas is ,  the  United  States  
government  assumed the  responsibi l i ty  to  exerc i se  i t s  
t rus teeship  consis tent  with  e levat ing  the  pol i t i ca l  
s ta tus  o f  Indian tr ibes  to  a  pos i t ion  o f  sovere ign  
equal i ty .  

The Modern Origins of “government-to-
government.” 

The modern orig ins  of  the  express ion,  
“government- to-government re lat ions” began in  
the US government’s  agreement to  set t le  World 
War II  boundaries  and spheres  of  inf luence in  
Europe under  the Hels inki  Accords of  1975—
commitments  made to  Europe s tates  and the 
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Union of  Soviet  Socia l is t  Republ ics  in  connect ion 
with Indian tr ibes  and nat ives  inside the 
boundaries  of  the  United States .   I t  was the 
decis ion of  Indian governments  meet ing in  western 
Washington State  in  1979 during a  Conference of  
Tribal  Governments  hosted by the Quinault  Indian 
Nation to  recognize that  the  United States  
government had made i ts  commitment  to  European 
states  under  the Hels inki  Accords and should be 
urged to  make the same commitment  to  Indian 
governments  through a  US Presidentia l  Pol icy.   
After  adopting the “government- to-government” 
resolut ion,  the  Conference of  Tribal  Governments  
submitted a  resolut ion to  the Aff i l ia ted Tribes  of  
Northwest  Indians (ATNI),  which promptly  
adopted i ts  resolut ion urging the US government 
to  replace i ts  “consultat ion pol icy” with a  
“framework for  government- to-government 
re lat ions.”   The resolut ion was subsequently  
submitted to  the National  Congress  of  American 
Indians and adopted there.   When NCAI President  
Joe DeLaCruz s igned the resolut ion,  thus urging 
the US government to  adopt  a  f ramework for  
government- to-government re lat ions,  he  promptly  
directed that  discussions with the Ronald Reagan 
Administrat ion commence with the intent ion that  
the  US government  adopt  the  pr inc ip le  o f  “government-
to -government  re la t ions”  wi th  Indian  governments  and  
immediate ly  beg in  to  negot ia te  a  f ramework  fo r  the  
conduct  o f  government  to  government  re la t ions .  

Pres ident  Reagan incorporated the NCAI 
government- to-government proposed pol icy  into 
his  “American Indian Pol icy” s tatement  of  1983.  
Stat ing,  “Our pol icy  is  to  reaf f i rm deal ing with 
Indian tr ibes  on a  government- to-government basis  
and to  pursue the pol icy  on se l f -government for  
Indian tr ibe[s]  (s ic)  without  threatening 
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terminat ion” (USGOV, 1983)  the Reagan 
administrat ion at tempted to  demonstrate  i ts  
commitment  to  deal ing with the governments  of  
Indian nat ions by moving the White  House l ia ison 
for  federal ly  recognized tr ibes  f rom the Off ice  of  
Publ ic  Liaison to  the Off ice  of  Intergovernmental  
Affairs .  The Reagan Administrat ion did not  
establ ish a  “framework for  government- to-
government re lat ions.”  As a  resul t ,  the  pol icy  has  
been in  place,  but  there  is  no consis tent  f ramework 
in  the US government or  a  consis tent  f ramework 
pol icy  for  government- to-government re lat ions 
with Indian tr ibes  despi te  the ef forts  of  Indian 
governments  for  more than twenty-e ight  years  to  
establ ish a  mutual ly  def ined framework.  

Government-wide Application 
Indian governments  individual ly  and through 

their  intergovernmental  bodies  urged the United 
States  government to  adopt  a  “government-wide” 
pol icy  on intergovernmental  re lat ions with Indian 
governments.  The current  Administrat ion has  not  
a l tered the ear l ier  pattern of  promoting the 
development of  Agency-by-Agency government- to-
government pol ic ies .   This  pract ice  continues to  
f ragment and dis tort  the  pr inciple  of  government-
to-government re lat ions.  We urge  the  Department  
and the  Adminis trat ion  to  es tabl i sh  a  government-
wide  government- to-government  f ramework for  
conduct ing  re lat ions  with  Indian governments .   This  
government  wide  f ramework must  be  mutual ly  
negot iated  with  Indian governments .  

Comments on the US Interior Secretarial  
Consultat ion Draft  

 



 

Fourth  World   Journal  Vol  10  Num 1 ,  2011       ≈   102  

1.  The notion that  the principle  of  government-
to-government relations is  embedded in  the 
history of  relations between the United States  
government and Indian nations is  largely  
true,  though the expression “government-to-
government” is  of  relatively  recent  origins  as  
we note above.   

 

The Secretary’s  Draft  Consultat ion Pol icy  
begins  with the words:  “The obl igat ion for  Federal  
agencies  to  engage with Indian Tribes  on a  
government- to-government basis  is  based on the 
Const i tut ion,  t reat ies ,  s tatues,  executive  orders ,  
and pol ic ies .  Federal  agencies  meet  that  obl igat ion 
though (s ic)  consultat ion with Indian Tribes.”  
(USDOI,  2011) 

The f i rs t  sentence in  the Draft  i s  essent ia l ly  
accurate  though the conduct  of  t reaty  negotiat ions 
is  the  basic  foundation for  government- to-
government re lat ions and the pr inciple  underlying 
these  intergovernmental  engagements  growing 
from the Law o f  Nat ions  was and is  the  “mutual i ty  
of  negotiat ions.”   This  is  so  due to  the fact  that  
t reaty  re lat ions conducted between governments  
took place between colonial  governors  and Indian 
governmental  representat ives  and later  between 
representat ives  of  the  Continental  Congress—both 
of  which occurred before  the US Const i tut ion.  
Therefore  present  day “government- to-government 
re lat ions must  be,  by the s tatement  of  the  
Secretary  and,  indeed,  predecessor  
Administrat ions going back to  Lyndon Baines  
Johnson predicated on “mutual ly  def ined 
negotiat ions,”  and “mutual  agreement”—the 
essence of  intergovernmental  re lat ions.  
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2.  The second sentence may well  represent  the 
view of  the Secretary,  but  “consultations” per  
se  can only be understood to represent  a  small  
part  of  the government-to-government 
process.   “Consultations” are  only a  part  of  
the process.   They are  not  THE process.  

 

US government of f ic ia ls  have insis ted on 
c la iming the exis tence of  a  “government- to-
government pol icy,  but  the emphasis  has  been on 
“consultat ions.”   This  rather  narrow emphasis  has  
prevented the development of  a  government-wide 
“government- to-government” framework in  large 
measure  due to  the fa i lure  of  US government 
of f ic ia ls  and many Indian government of f ic ia ls  to  
recognize that  “consultat ions” are  but  a  part  of  a  
“government- to-government” re lat ionship.  

The ful l  range of  government- to-government 
re lat ions involves  negotiat ion of  mutual ly  
benef ic ia l  pol ic ies ,  set t lement  of  disputes  v ia  
negotiat ions,  resolut ion of  past  wrongs,  
es tabl ishment of  protocols  for  the conduct  of  
intergovernmental  act iv i t ies ,  ass ignment of  
contracts ,  adjustment  of  economic re lat ions,  and 
the conduct  of  foreign re lat ions among other  
things.   These matters  may be ini t ia ted by e i ther  
an Indian government or  by the United States  
government.  In  any case,  negot iat ions  mutual ly  
formalized  with  protocols  mutual ly  agreed  to  must  be  
unders tood by  a l l  part ies  to  be  the  essent ia l  
mechanism for  def ining,  address ing  and reso lv ing  
intergovernmental  matters  o f  mutual  concern .  

Now i t  i s  possib le  that  an Indian government 
may chose not  to  exercise  i ts  responsibi l i t ies  as  a  
co-equal  partner  in  the intergovernmental  process .  
Such a  government may choose not  to  engage in  a  
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government- to-government act iv i ty .  The United  
States  government  could  not ,  in  good fa i th ,  proceed  
to  an act ion  unless  the  government  a f fec ted  
spec i f i ca l ly  re l inquishes  i t s  responsibi l i ty  to  engage  
in  a  mutual ly  es tabl i shed  intergovernmental  act iv i ty .   
To e f fec t  a  dec is ion  o f  re l inquishment,  an  Indian 
government  must  “of f ic ia l ly  opt-out”  with  the  opt ion  
to  reserve  the  r ight  to  “opt- in .”  

 

3.  Communications between an Indian 
government and the US government (agency)  
must  be delivered well  in  advance of  an action 
that  may have an effect  on the interests  of  the 
party  (Reference:  Paragraph V).    

 

A def ini te  t ime of  thir ty-days advance notice  
by e i ther  the United States  to  an Indian 
government or  an Indian government not ice  to  the 
United States  must  be  assured.   I f  that  amount of  
t ime is  not  possib le  due to  an emergency,  both 
part ies  must  agree  to  g ive  t imely responses.  The 
emergency must  be  real  and unavoidable.  

Where more than one Agency or  even a  
department  (perhaps Just ice,  or  Human Resources)  
is  involved,  the  sponsoring agency must  
coordinate  part ic ipat ion,  and when more than one 
agency of  an Indian government is  involved the 
sponsoring tr ibal  agency must  coordinate  
part ic ipat ion.  

 

4.  Both the US government and Indian 
governments  must  be held accountable  for  the 
intergovernmental  process.  (Reference.  
Paragraph VI)  
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Both part ies  must  maintain report ing 
procedures  internal ly  including scope,  costs ,  and 
evaluat ion of  the  qual i ty  of  those communicat ions.   
Accountabi l i ty  by both part ies  is  essent ia l  to  
ensure  appropriate  intergovernmental  balance and 
fa irness .  

 

5.  Any changes in  the structure or  practices  of  
intergovernmental  engagement between an 
Indian government(s)  and the US government 
must  be formalized by mutual  agreement 
avoiding unilateral  changes.  

 

While  i t  i s  benef ic ia l  for  the  Department  of  
the  Inter ior  to  work toward innovating i ts  
pract ices  to  of fer  examples  across  the 
Administrat ion,  i t  i s  essent ia l  that  these  
innovations or  adjustments  when offered become a  
part  of  of f ic ia l  communicat ions to  Indian 
governments.   I t  i s  equal ly  appropriate  that  i f  an 
Indian government seeks  to  innovate  with new or  
di f ferent  intergovernmental  pract ices  i t  must  
communicate  such changes to  the United States  
government.  When each s i te  has  essent ia l ly  
communicated i ts  proposed innovation,  each s ide 
must  formally  establ ish a  mutual  agreement on 
changed protocols .  

 

6.  Consultation Guidelines  must  incorporate  
mutual  agreement and Opt-In and Opt-Out 
provisions.   I t  must  be a  two-way process  that  
respects  the intergovernmental  nature of  the 
relationship.  Where the US government is  
obliged to behave in  a  particular  way, and 
Indian government must  have similar  
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obligations.  Such is  the nature of  mutual  
arrangements  between governments.  

 

Here  are  the minimum requirements  for  
government- to-government consultat ions:  

 

•  View consultat ion as  a  f i rs t  s tep in  gover nment-
to-gover nment communicat ions that  may 
involve bi - la tera l  mutual ly  agreed discussions 
or  US agency dia logue with many Indian 
gover nment representat ives.  

•  Recognize that  an intergover nmental  US and 
Indian tr ibal  f ramework mutual ly  agreed to  by 
the par t ies  is  essent ia l  for  the  conduct  of  
e f fect ive  gover nment- to-gover nment re lat ions,  
and for  the implementat ion of  protocols  for  
which both the US gover nment and each Indian 
gover nment is  accountable.  

•  Convey the expectat ion that  consultat ion wil l  
not  be  regarded as  merely  a  procedural  s tep for  
uni latera l  decis ion-making,  but  rather  as  par t  
of  an intergover nmental  process  of  good fa i th  
communicat ion,  col laborat ive  dia logue,  and 
information exchange to  t r y  to  reach decis ions 
that  re f lect  mutual  accommodation of  interests.   
Early  (pre-decis ional)  and continuing dia logue 
on matters  of  concer n to  Indian tr ibes  should 
be required.  

•  Encourage the use  of  formal  understandings 
and agreements  to  memorial ize  expectat ions 
and commitments  with Indian tr ibes.  

•  Recognize and respect ing protocols  and 
procedures  adopted by tr ibal  gover nments  for  
their  interact ions with the US gover nment.   
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•  Clari fy  that  consultat ion requirements  extend 
to  the development of  agency posi t ions 
regarding l i t igat ion involving Indian r ights  or  
interests.   

•  Require  federal  agencies  to  coordinate  with 
each other  to  minimize the potent ia l  for  
conf l ic t  and inconsis tency and to  ensure  that  
re levant  decis ion makers  are  involved in  
discussions with Indian tr ibes  at  appropriate  
t imes.  

•  Require  information regarding issues  to  be  
discussed with Indian tr ibes  to  be  provided in  
advance,  consis tent  with the pr inciple  of  f ree,  
informed,  and pr ior  consent,  so  that  t r ibes  have 
the oppor tunity  for  substant ive  review.  

•  Require  agencies  to  inform Indian tr ibes  of  
how tr ibal  concer ns are  addressed in  f inal  
agency act ions.   

•  Establ ish protocols  to  ensure  that  individuals  
with appropriate  decis ion-making authori ty  are  
avai lable  to  par t ic ipate  as  needed to  conclude 
agreements  or  understandings.  

•  Encourage the use  of  waivers  or  opt -out  c lauses  
for  formal  agreements  in  instances  where  t r ibal  
values  and needs may be incompatib le  with 
regulator y requirements  designed for  
appl icat ion to  the general  publ ic.  

7 .  The Trust  Responsibil i ty  must  not  be used as  
a  rationale  for  US unilateral  action that  
affects  the interests  of  an Indian Nation 
without i ts  prior  or  informed consent.  

 

The Trust  Responsibi l i ty  is  evolving and the 
mere exis tence of  the  pol icy  of  government- to-
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government re lat ions,  and the Sel f -Governance 
Compacts  are  test imony to  the evolut ion.  The 
Trust  Responsibi l i ty  must  be  understood to  be  a  
dynamic obl igat ion and re lat ionship that  must  
enhance and not  retard the pol i t ica l  development 
of  Indian governments  or  their  r ight  to  evolve a  
pol i t ica l  s tatus  and s tructure  benef ic ia l  to  their  
interests .   The US government must  be  now 
understood to  have an “internat ional  t rusteeship 
obl igat ion” that  not  only  requires  i t  to  preserve,  
protect  and guarantee  the r ights  and property  of  
Indian nat ions,  but  of  Alaskan Natives  and 
Hawaiian Natives.  Furthermore the Trusteeship 
must  be  socia l ly ,  economical ly  and pol i t ica l  
dynamic to  support  the  continuing improvement of  
l i fe  and decis ion-making powers  of  increasingly  
se l f -determining Indian communit ies .   At  the same 
t ime,  i t  i s  only  fa ir  to  ensure  that  the  exercise  of  
se l f -determinat ion and se l f -government occur  at  a  
pace suff ic ient  to  the interests  of  each Indian 
community  and each nat ive  government must  have 
the recognized authori ty  to  opt - in  or  opt -out  of  an 
intergovernmental  act ion.  

Final Comment: 
A relat ionship between governments  must  

respect  the  sovereign decis ion-making power of  
each one.  A framework for  government- to-
government re lat ions must  operate  at  several  
levels  and must  be  mutual ly  def ined.   The 
re lat ionship must  a lso be  bi -direct ional .  Either  
party  must  be  able  to  take the ini t ia t ive  and the 
other  party  must  respect ful ly  respond.  The United 
States  and Indian nat ions (Alaskan Natives  as  wel l  
as  Hawaiian Natives)  have a  great  many mutual  
interests  that  benef i t  both part ies ,  but  nei ther  
party  must  presume to  decide for  the other.  Indian 
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nat ions and their  Alaskan Native  and Hawaiian 
Native  equals  have socia l ,  economic and pol i t ica l  
interest  that  may di f fer  f rom one another  and 
those di f ferences  must  be  understood and 
respected.   The whole  of  the  US government must  
act  as  one just  as  the whole  of  each Indian 
government must  act  as  one in  pr inciple .  

Where American Indian nat ions have 
domest ic  interests  that  diverge from those of  the  
US,  there  must  be  a  mutual ly  def ined process  for  
deal ing with di f ferences.   Where Indian nat ions 
have internat ional  interests  that  diverge they must  
seek to  f ind accommodation in  mutual  agreement 
based on negotiat ions.   The process  of  
government- to-government re lat ions is  about  
mutual ly  agreed negotiat ions and mutual  
set t lement  of  di f ferences.  The balance is  the  t ight  
wire  on which both governments  must  walk.  

 

Quinault  President  Joe DeLaCruz ( former two 
term President  of  NCAI and the National  Tribal  
Chairman’s  Associat ion,  and North American 
delegate  to  the World Counci l  of  Indigenous 
Peoples)  spoke before  the National  Congress  of  
American Indians on the nature  of  se l f -
determinat ion and se l f -government that  is  worth 
repeat ing.   He said,  

No r ight  i s  more  sacred to  a  nat ion,  to  a  
people ,  than the  r ight  to  f ree ly  determine i t s  
soc ia l ,  economic,  pol i t ica l  and cul tura l  
fu ture  without  external  in ter ference.  The 
fu l les t  express ion of  th is  r ight  occurs  when a  
nat ion f ree ly  governs  i t se l f .  We ca l l  the  
exerc ise  of  th is  r ight  Se l f -determinat ion.  The 
pract ice  of  th is  r ight  i s  Se l f -Government.  
(DeLaCruz,  1989)  
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This  sent iment  can truly  be  real ized only  
through a  mutual ly  determined framework for  
government- to-government re lat ions between the 
United States  and Indian and other  nat ive  peoples .  

References 
CSCE (1975) .“Dec la ra t ion  on  Pr inc ip les  Guid ing  

Re la t ions  be tween  the  Par t i c ipa t ing  S ta tes )  
Conference  on  Secur i ty  and  Co-Opera t ion  in  
Europe  (CSCE) ,  F ina l  Act ,  He l s ink i  1  Augus t  
1975  –  
(h t tp ://www.hr i .o rg/docs/Hels ink i75 .h tml  
Ret r ieved  on  28  February ,  2011)  

DeLaCruz ,  Joseph  B .  (1989)  “From Se l f -Dete rminat ion  to  
Se l f -Government .”  in  Ind ian  Se l f -Governance .  
Ed .  Caro l  J .  Minugh,  Glenn  T .  Morr i s  and  
Rudolph  C.  Ryser .  Four th  Wor ld  Papers  Ser ie s ,  
Cente r  fo r  Wor ld  Ind igenous  S tud ies :  O lympia .  1 -
14pp .  

USDOI (2011)  “Dra f t  Tr iba l  Consu l ta t ion  Po l icy ,  
Depar tment  o f  the  In te r io r  Po l icy  on  
Consu l ta t ion  wi th  Ind ian  Tr ibes .”  14  January  
2011 ,  Secre ta ry  Ken  Sa lazar ,  Deputy  Chie f  o f  
S ta f f  Laura  Davis ,  Depar tment  o f  the  In te r io r .  

USDOS,  (2010)  “Announcement  o f  U.S .  Suppor t  fo r  the  
Uni ted  Nat ions  Dec la ra t ion  on  the  R ights  o f  
Ind igenous  Peop les :  In i t ia t ives  to  p romote  the  
government - to -government  re la t ionsh ip  & 
improve  the  l ives  o f  ind igenous  peop les .”  US 
Depar tment  o f  S ta te .  

           (1979) .  "Fu l f i l l ing  Our  Promises :  The  Uni ted  
S ta tes  and  the  He ls ink i  F ina l  Act , "  Wash ing ton ,  
D.C. :  Commiss ion  on  Secur i ty  &  Coopera t ion  in  
Europe .  November  1979 ,  p .  149 .  This  document  
was  or ig ina l ly  d ra f ted  in  the  US Depar tment  o f  
In te r io r ,  approved  by  the  Nat iona l  Secur i ty  
Counc i l  and  submit ted  to  the  Commiss ion  on  
Secur i ty  and  Coopera t ion  in  Europe .  

USGOV (1983) .  “Amer ican  Ind ian  Po l icy ,”  January  24 ,  
1983 ,  Preamble :  “Pres ident  Rona ld  Reagan  i s sued  



 

Fourth  World   Journal  Vol  10  Num 1 ,  2011       ≈   111  

an  Amer ican  Ind ian  po l icy  s ta tement  which  
rea f f i rmed  the  government - to -government  
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the  1970  na t iona l  Ind ian  po l icy  o f  se l f -
de te rminat ion  fo r  Ind ian  t r ibes .   P res ident  
Reagan  sa id  i t  was  the  goa l  o f  h i s  admin is t ra t ion  
to  tu rn  the  idea l s  o f  the  se l f -de te rminat ion  po l icy  
in to  rea l i ty .”  
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