A Native preference is the only solution
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The Alaska Federation of Natives
has gone behind the backs of Nutive
people i endorsing & state constity-
ternad amendment which would pro.
vide o rural prioeity Tor the "sub-
sistence’” taking of fish and game

What right do they have o go
hehind closed doors and make a deci-
ston to lobby i Juneaw over the fale
wl baniing el Fishing righis for Mative
peaple?!

AEN has been runnmg around say
g they would do nothing until the
Mative community has had o chance
t develop a consensus. Their talk is,
vrvce agaom, at odds wath their actions,

Who cares of thewr pressdent, Julie
Koatki, says that the constitutional ap-
proch lowrkied the most viable with the
governor and lawmakers working w
et the necessary twirthinds viste 1o got
o the November ballot?

MNuative people haven 't had o chance
w determine whether thas s the way
we want to o, What f we decide we
want an winendiment 0 the Alaskn Na-
tindl  Interest Lanids  Conservation
Act, providing for o Nanve
prefercnce”

AFNM, acting in coneert with the
stule, wonld destroy obr wishes Tor
other options which we may choose.
AFMN went off and did their thing even
hefore the Alaska Native Coalition
statewide gutheting of tribal govem:
menl representatives hod a chanee (o

discuss this issue and help w develop
i Natrve consensus from the Villages

A bill introduced by stale Rep.
Gieorge Jacko, D-Pedro Buy, appears
10 be supported by AFN. But it could
huve the unascceptable result of wking
us hack to the status quo, which village
people already have had enough of

Jacko's legislation would allow 4

=subsistence preference "“hased on rural
residency, traditional wse or
dependence on fish and gime (oo
food." Tt doesn't even provide Tor o
preference based on a culwral
Nuative — prionity. The state would
likely alwiys 1mke the most restnciive
approach (o this proposed constiti:
tional amendment.

Rural restdency doesn’t work
becawse there is always going to be i
battle over who and what s rural
Cystonury and traditional use won't
vt 1 because the children may oot be
comsidersd customary and traditional
users, net o menbion some ol our
acdults.

Depemience on fish and game won't
wiirk because the state would deter-
mune whao s dependent, which means
thot o needs-based preference would
he in place which would be depemdent
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L't 1t gereat that AFN is endorsing
a constitutional amendment so thiat the
o Nistve mamjority can determune, by
maponty vie, the futore of Native
people’s absolute nght to u huntin
wrwl fishing priovity in our homelands’

MNothing, i my opinion, will pro-
vide for all of our people except o
Nitive preference. We cannot revert
buck 1o the status gquo where some of
us get hunting and %sl!.ing rights, while
others of 'us don'L. R

Our cultioral survival |8'mt siake,

I'm committed to op-
posing anything AFN,
the Cowper administra-
tion, the Legislature or
anyone else does which
is not the result of
statewide Native dis-
cussions. . .

regardless of what AFN and s at-
tormey advisor Don Mitchell think. We
have 1o stick together. 11 we don’t
abude by the rule ““all for one and one
for all,” the many Native people, both
village and urban, will net be able 1o
legally hunt and fish and eventually
we'll all lose the priority.

However, whatever we decide on
miust be by consensus of the Native
commumty, not a vole of the AFN
board.

That AFN would even consider get-
ting im0 bed with the siate, and
especilly the Cowper admimstrition,
15 un Outrage. In commenting on this
situntion, Gov. Steve Copwer says he
disesn’t think a Native preférence is
“politically viable

Why would he? He's opposed (o a
Native preference and has proven ths
by fighting Native people’s custimary
and traditional hunting and fishing
rights in the courts

AFN has no right or authonty to go
e the very people, the state ad-
munistration and  Legisluture, who
have committed themselves o the
destruction  of  Native sell-

determuination and Nanve hunting and
fishing nghts, You'd think that their
culiures are at stake instead of ours.
Although far from certain, a Native
preference may nol be g politically
viable position to the non-Native
Epuhthm in Alaska. However, the
5. Congress may not care i o
Native prionty is popular among non-
Matives in Alasky, 50 long uy it"s no
unpopular with their constituents,

It seems o me 1w all come down 1o
the same old thing: Pivide and con:
quer. Which one of us is willing to ac-
cept hunting and fishing righis for
ourselves at the expense of these swme
nghts for other Native people?

Obviously AFN is, but 1 suspedt
they're by themselves. A Native —
cultural, if you prefer — preference
15 the only way all of us, ool just some
of us, will be able 10 hunt and fish,
thus assuring the cultural survival of
all of our villages, and subsequently
all of our people.

I'm committed 0 opposing anythin
AFN, the Cowper udml'm.-nt?uhuu. III1E
Legistamre or anyone else does which
s ol the result of stntewide Native
discussions and consensus, and which
does pol guaranice that all of our
respective peoples have the sume
rghis.

We cun no longer stund by and
allow two classes of Natives, those of
us who have a prionity right to humt
and fish, and those who don’t. You
can plways bet that if the stae
eliminates one village, that the villages
which ure left are their next tirgets.

I AFN wants to lobby for what all
ol our villages agree we want, that's
fine. And ' be the first to pat them
on the back. By they can’t be ol
lowed to mun wild any longer.
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