The controversy .over. Indnan

* fishing rights in Washington | State -

isnot a question of ‘conservation, -

) i ability
10 tolerate a minoﬁty life ‘style,’

" according to anew book released
" July 17 by the American Fnends
Service Committe ee. i

“'ment of Fisheries of the State of
Washmgton .and’ three small
. tribes in the Puget Sound Area—

 the Puyallup, the Nisqually,. and. ot

 the Muckleshoot.

State  agencies have. accused i

“/the 'Indians. of ‘posing a major
threat to :salmon ‘conservation,
according to the book. “Indians

. have had little ‘to: do with the
changes which have so: senously
affected the salmon ' environ-,
ment,” the report explains in a’
specral chapter on fish! ecology

At issue are clauses in two
treaties which ensure the Indians
right to hunt and fish without
reference’ to reservation ‘boun- .

. daries. - Although  treaty rights .
theoretxcally supersede state law,

~the state has attempted to en- .
force fishing regulations on In- .
"dians fishing off the reservation,
the book explains. '

“The state ‘of Washmgton is
’underpressure to provide a max-

imum number - of galmon. for

both commercial and sport fish-
erman and of steelhead for the
sportsmen. Indian fishing rights
standing as special rights not a-
vailable to other citizens are un-
der attack,” the book states. "

~ Indians have a special interest’
in preserving the salmon, acpord-

ing to the study.. Fishing is not -

" only amajor source of livelihood,
it is one of the few .expressions
of  Indian-ness, remaining to In-
.dians; However, the Indians have

hadno help in developing or reg- -

ulating ‘their fisheries until re-
cently aocordmg to the report

“No program of assistance to-

: tnbal fisheries maintenance and

development was ever seriously’

contemplated by any agency be-
fore the limited program begun

in 1962,” the book states.:

“Nerther haye 'Indians been

invited by - state’ agenciés or
" others to! partrcrpate ‘as interest-

ed parties in overall conservation

plans and proj

}ects except on'a
. nominal basis.”

. :-The study calls for the esta-:
bhshment of a commission com-

“ mission oomppsed of representa-
tives: from ' the /three groups of

fishermen=commercial, sports,
- and Indian—to develop means of

‘allocatrng ﬁsh and regulatmg

ﬁslung

It points to the example of
the International Pacific Salmon

Fisheries Commission which al-
locates Fraser River sockeye and
pinks ; between : Canadian
American ﬁxbeniten i

4 reoogmzed therr nght 't X
‘ence;’ ‘the Bureau’s silence ‘had study gr

sociated wtih the Seattle Region- ;
al Office Itis based'on twenty -
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‘Ilent credence to the state’s con- .

tention thatno such rights exist,”.

ding to the book:
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“As’ members of al mmonty’
group with different ways' of
thinkingand different traditions,
Indians are at a disadvantage. in
this controversy, the authors
state. .

“The' legal : questrons center
around’ the meaning, of mon-In-

'dian ‘words in a treaty under

~'study in a non-Indian court of
law. Important decisions must
be: rendered by non-Indian, offi-
‘cials,” the study explains. . -

Pubhcrty has played an im-
portant role in'the dispute, the
book points out. . Indians do not'
have ‘access to the media, while
the state agencies have. launched
. a publicity. campargn agamst the
Indians. !

The book cntlcrzes the agen-v

cies for_frequently. ‘oversimpli- :
fying the issues and for failing to:
publicize' equally’ far greater
threats such' as mdustry and {
pollution. '

“An intelligent application of
new, values, attitudes, and rela-
tionships is required for an Era.

] by returning sorne_ of thesalmon -
and  the spawmng‘n' rsto the.'-
care + of lnd.um:, ¥

ustice Department did. m




