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ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 

ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
 

ᓂᔅ ᒋᐲᓯᒽ  30, 2015 
ᒥᒋᓲᐲᓯᒽ  2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑳ ᑯᒀᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ (BAPE) ᒑ ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᔪᕃᓂᔨᒻ  ᑳ ᐃᓯᓂᐦ ᑳᓱᑦ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ JBACE ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᓂᔥᑐᔨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  
ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , JBACE ᒌ 
ᐐᒑᐙᐅᒡ  BAPE ᐋ ᓂᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᓈᓈᑎᐦ ᐊᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ, ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 22 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᒌᔑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐹᔨᑯᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ  2014 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ  2015, 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒧᐙᒡ  
JBACE, ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐐᐦ  ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᓯᒋᔮᓯᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒥᒋᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐐᐦ  ᒌᐦ ᑳᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒫᒨ ᒑ 
ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 13᙮  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᓂᑎᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᓈᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᓐ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒨ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᐅᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᒑᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
  
 
 

__________________________     __________________________ 
ᑆᓪ ᒞᓐ ᒥᕐ ᑣᒃ , ᐅᒋᒫᐤ    ᒣᓕᓵᐦ  ᔖᑲᓈᔥ, ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ  
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ᒫᓍᐦ  ᓰᕐ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ    ᒞᓐ ᐱᑳᕐ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 





 

 

 
 

ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ   

 
ᓂᔅ ᒋᐲᓯᒽ  30, 2015 

 
 

ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ (KEAC) ᒌ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, “ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒌᐙᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ ” ᑳ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒨ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ᙮  
 
ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  KEAC ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔮ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒨ ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᓂᓂᓈᔅ ᑯᒫᓈᓂᒡ  BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐆ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ ᙮   
 
 
 
 
_____________________________ _________________________ 
ᒫᐃᑭᓪ ᐯᕃᑦ, ᐅᒋᒫᐤ    ᓯᓪᕖ ᓓᑐᕐ ᓅ, ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________ _________________________ 
ᑭᓘᑦ ᐁᐱᓪ, ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ    ᐯᑦᓰ ᐹᓛᓯᕐ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 
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ᐋ ᑎᐹᑐᑖᒡ  

ᒥᒋᓲᐲᓯᒽ  3, 2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᔨᕝ-ᕕᕌᓐᓱᐙ ᐱᓛᓐᔐᑦ, ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ , 
ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᒫᐤ ᐱᔦᕐ  ᐹᕆᓪ, ᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ 
(BAPE), ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᔥᑎᒥᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  “ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒧᔖ ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ”᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓐ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ  20, 2014 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ  20, 2015᙮  

ᐐᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᐅᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  BAPE 
ᒌ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐋᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  
ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᒡ  BAPE ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔮᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐅᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐋ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ 
ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  BAPE ᒌ ᑎᐹᓂᓂᒧᒡ  ᐅᔮᐦ  ᒧᔖ ᐋ ᓂᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒦᔥᑯᒡ  ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓐ ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
20 ᑎᐦ ᑣᐤ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᒑᒃ  35 ᑎᐦ ᑣᐤ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  254 ᐊᔨᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐹᒋ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ  radionuclides ᐋ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ , ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓂᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐆ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᒫᒃ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
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ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᑦ 
ᓃᔓ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳᓵᒃ ᔅ ᑖᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᔥᑐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐅᔅ ᑎᕃᓕᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  2013 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ 9,000 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᑳ ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᑎᐹᐹᔥᑯᒋᑭᓈᔮᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 16% ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᔥᑐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑮᑆ ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ᙮  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᔫ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᒽ  ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 8,800 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᑳ ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᑎᐹᐹᔥᑯᒋᑭᓈᔮᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  0.12% ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  
2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᑦ-ᓍᕐ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑌᒥᔅ ᑲᒦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᐅᑦ-
ᓨᕎᓐᑎᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑖᐌᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᒥᒋᓈᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓐ (CNSC) 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐐᔓᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯ ᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  
ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  CNSC ᒦᔨᐙᐅᒡ  
ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  

ᒧᔮᒻ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐐᐙᐤ ᐱᔑᔑᒄ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ 
ᐐᔓᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᑮᑆ 
ᔖᔥ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒫᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ 
MERN ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌᔑᒄ  
(MDDELCC)᙮  ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MERN ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ 
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ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᔔᔮᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  MDDELCC, ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  
ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐎᓈᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  2007 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  2009 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒦᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᑖᓯᑯᓰᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐱᑯᓈᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  MDDELCC, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᑯᒋᒃ  ᒑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ: ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᑖᒥᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐲᐦ ᑖᔑᑭᐎᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑖᑭᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐲᐦ ᑖᔑᑭᐎᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑖᑭᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᐅᑎᐦ ᐅᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐄᑖᒥᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᑖᒥᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑭᐦ ᐅᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᐦ ᐅᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒥᓈᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐱᔮᐱᐦ ᒄ  ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᒧᔥᑖᐅᐦ ᒋᓯᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᔦᓘᑫᐃᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒧᔥᑖᐅᐦ ᒋᓯᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᔮᐦ ᔮᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐃᔮᒀᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᐐᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᕃᐃᑣᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐲᐳᑖᐱᔨᑦ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  
ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ 
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ᑯᔥᑖᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  (ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᑯᓯᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ )᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  1950 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒫᒧᔮᒻ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᔥᑳᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  CNSC ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐱᓯᑖᐅᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐅᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒻ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᐅᔥ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐱᓯᑖᐅᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐅᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᒋᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᑎᑑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓂᐲᐅᔅ ᑭᒥᑳᒡ , ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐹᐦ ᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᒫᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᐆ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   

ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒋᑭ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒥᔔ ᐋ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐲᐅᔅ ᑭᒥᑳᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᑯᔅ ᑭᒥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᒀ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ  
ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  
1 mSv/ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ CNSC ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
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ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒧᔮᒻ  ᑳ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᑯᒋᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᒀᔣᓐ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑰᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓈᓈᒥᒌᒻ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔖᔥ 
ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  1 mSv/ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  50 mSv/ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓐ᙮  ᒥᒄ  
ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ 
ᑏᑯᒡ  20 mSv/ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒥᔪᔥᑳᑐᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᒥᑯᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑖᐱᑑ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐐᓵᐙ 12% ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  
2035 ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐐᓵᐙ 67,000 ᑳ 
ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᑎᐹᐹᔥᑯᒋᑭᓈᔮᒡ  ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ , ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᑭ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 72,000 ᑳ 
ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᑎᐹᐹᔥᑯᒋᑭᓈᔮᒡ  ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  122,000 ᑳ ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᑎᐹᐹᔥᑯᒋᑭᓈᔮᒡ  ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  
ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ 2035 ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐹᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ , 
ᓂᒧᔨ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ  CNSC, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐙᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᒥᑎᑐᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  
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ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᔻᐤ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᐱᔅ ᒋᑎᔓᐙᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐐᐐᑎᒫ ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  
ᐋ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᒑᑦ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᑏᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  CNSC ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᑎᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ 2000 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐐᔥᑖᐤ ᒑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐅᒌ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᒫᒡ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᔔᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᙮  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᑎᑐᓐ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐐᐱᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒌᑰᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ 
ᒥᔻᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᔔ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  

ᒥᔔ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐋᐦ ᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑳ ᑖᑎᐹᓂᔥᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐐᐙᐤ ᒋᑭ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  MERN᙮  
ᐋᑦ ᒥᒄ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ MERN ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ , ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
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ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᑭ ᒥᔻᐤ ᒑ 
ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᒦᔨᐙᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ   
ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , ᒌ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓯᒥᑑᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᒋᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᑭ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ-ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᒌᑯᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᐋ 
ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ᙮  
ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , 
ᒥᓯᐙ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᓈᔥᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᐙᐤ ᑎᐲᐙ ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  
ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᒋᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
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ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓃᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᒑᑳᑦ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ 
ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒥᒋᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, 
ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒫᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᔖᔥ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᑳ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ 
ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ 
ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᒑᔨᒃ  ᑳ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐐᓵᐙ 30 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᔖᔥ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒑᑳᑦ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᓐ ᓂᒥ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
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ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  
ᐙᐃᐱᔥᒌᔥ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒌᔥᑎᑉ ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐅᓵᒻ  
ᒋᑭ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᔔᔮᓐ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔥᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒀᔣᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᑖ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᓂᔥᑐ 
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒧᔖ ᒋᑭ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  

ᓃᔓ, ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒋᑭ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒋᑭ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ, ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᓂᔥᑐ, ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ 
ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐹᔨᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ 
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑖᑯᑎᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᒥᔻᐤ ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ 
ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  
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ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 13 ᒫᒨ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 

ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᒋᑭ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑎᐹᑐᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᑯᑣᔥ ᒡ  ᐱᔅ ᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ : 1) ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓐ ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ; 2) ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ; 3) ᐋ ᑎᐹᑐᑖᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ , ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔥᑳᑐᒡ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ; 4) ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑳ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ; 5) ᐋ ᐹᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ; ᑭᔮᐦ  6) ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  

13.1 ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ (JBNQA) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ (NQA)᙮  ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᔖᔥ ᐅᑦ ᐦ  
ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᒦᓐ ᒋᑭ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᑭᔥ ᒑ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᔥᑐ ᐊᔨᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔑ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ: ᐙᒥᔥᑎᑯᔒᐅᔨᒧᐎᓐ, ᐄᔨᔨᐅᔨᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᔨᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᒥᒋᓲᐲᓯᒽ  3, 2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ, 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌᔑᑯᔨᐤ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒨᐙᐤ BAPE ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒧᔖ ᒑ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐃᔮᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᒋᓈᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  BAPE: 
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[…] ᒥᓯᐙ ᒋᑭ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  22 ᑭᔮᐦ  23 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ 
(JBNQA), ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 14 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ (NQA), ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ II ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA᙮  ᓂᐱᑯᓵᔨᐦ ᑖᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑳ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᒫᓐ JBNQA, ᑭᔮᐦ  NQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ II ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒧᔖ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔻᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐋᑳ ᐲᑯᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  22 ᑭᔮᐦ  23 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 14 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ NQA᙮  
(CR4, p. 1, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᓗᐐ-ᔑᓪ ᕕᕌᓐᑯᕐ  (ᐅᒋᒫᐤ), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᔐᓪ ᒀᔦᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒍᓯᕝ 
ᓵᔦᑦ (ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ ), ᒌ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ (JBACE) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ (KEAC) ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ, ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᔥᑐ ᑳ 
ᒋᔥᑎᐱᔥᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  
(ᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 13.1)᙮  

ᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 13.1 ᐋ ᐃᑎᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ JBACE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  

ᑆᓪ ᒞᓐ ᒥᕐ ᑣᒃ , ᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᒫᐃᑭᓪ ᐯᕃᑦ, ᐅᒋᒫᐤ 

ᒫᓍᐦ  ᓰᕐ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ ᑭᓘᑦ ᐁᐱᓪ, ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 

ᒞᓐ ᐱᑳᕐ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ ᓯᓪᕖ ᓓᑑᕐ ᓅ, ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 

ᒣᓕᓵᐦ  B. ᓵᑲᓈᔥ, ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ ᐯᑦᓰ ᐹᓛᓯᕐ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 

ᑳᕪᕆᓐ ᓘᓯᔦᐃ, ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᓨᕃᐃᓐ ᐱᕉᒃ , ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᑦ 

 ᐯᓐᒐᒥᓐ ᐹᑌᓅᑦ, KEAC ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ 

ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓃᔓ ᑳ 
ᒋᔥᑎᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ (PREMNAT21 ᑭᔮᐦ  
PREMNAT22)᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐴᔥᑯᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒦᔥᑯᒡ  
ᓂᔥᑣᐤ ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  BAPE ᑳ 
ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ : 

– ᐊᓐ ᓅᒻ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ; 

– ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᑎᑑ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
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ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ; 

– ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᒡ , ᒑ ᒌ ᐹᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᑎᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ  ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  ᒥᑯᔖᒌᔑᑭᓂᐲᓯᒽ  2014, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᑑ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 
13.2)᙮  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᓯᑏ ᒥᔑᑳᒫᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  3 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  26, ᐊᓂᒌ JBACE ᑭᔮ ᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐐᐙᐤ ᐅᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 13.2 ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᑎᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 

 ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  

ᓅ
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ᐃ
ᑖ
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ᐦ
ᑎ
ᒥ
ᐦ
ᐄ
ᐙ
ᒡ
 ᒋᓵᓰᐲ 

ᒧᔖᐙᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  3, 2014 

ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  
ᒧᔖᐙᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  12-13, 2014 

ᔑᐴᑲᒨ 
ᒧᔖᐙᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  4, 2014 

ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ 
ᒧᔖᐙᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  5, 2014 

ᐋ
 ᑯ
ᒀ
ᒋ
ᔅ
ᒑ
ᒧ
ᓈ
ᓂ
ᐎ
ᒡ
 ᑭ
ᔮ
ᐦ
 

ᐋ
 ᒋ
ᔅ
ᒑ
ᔨ
ᐦ
ᑎ
ᒨ
ᐦ
ᐄ
ᐙ
ᓂ
ᐎ
ᒡ
 ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ 

ᒥᔑᑳᒫᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  3-4-5, 2014 

ᑲᓐᒋᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  
ᒥᔑᑳᒫᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  25, 2014 ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐎᓐ: ᑳ ᑎᑳᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒌ 

ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᔑᔥᒑᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒋᓵᓰᐲ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊ
ᐱ
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ᑯ
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ᑖ
ᑭ
ᓂ
ᐎ
ᒡ
 

ᒑ
ᒀ
ᓐ
 

ᒋᓵᓰᐲ 
ᑭᔅ ᑭᑎᓂᐲᓯᒽ  11, 2014 

ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ  
ᒥᑯᔖᒌᔑᑭᓂᐲᓯᒽ  1, 2014 

ᔑᐴᑲᒨ 
ᑭᔅ ᑭᑎᓂᐲᓯᒽ  12, 2014 

ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  
ᒥᑯᔖᒌᔑᑭᓂᐲᓯᒽ  2, 2014 

ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ 
ᑭᔅ ᑭᑎᓂᐲᓯᒽ  13, 2014 

ᑲᓐᒋᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  
ᒥᑯᔖᒌᔑᑭᓂᐲᓯᒽ  3, 2014 

ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒨ 
ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  BAPE ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  JBACE ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  KEAC, ᑭᔮ ᐦ  
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  
ᐐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
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 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒧᔖ ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  BAPE ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

13.2 ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᐊᓐ ᒌᐙᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓍᕐ -ᑑ-ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔮᐤ ᐦ ᐊᑦᑎᓐ ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐦ ᐊᑦ ᓯᓐ ᔅ ᑎᕃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᓐᑳᕚ 
ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑖᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᐲ-ᑌᒥᔅ ᑲᒦ, ᒸᕆᓰ, ᓵᒃ ᓀᐃ-ᓛᒃ -ᓭᓐ-ᒞᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑰᑦ-ᓍᕐ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓍᕐ -
ᑑ-ᑯᐯᒃ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑰᑦ-ᓍᕐ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒥᓕᔨᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ 
ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᑭᒌᐦ ᒑᔮᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ “ᐋ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ”, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓐ 49 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

13.2.1 ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᑳ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  NQA ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  1975 ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᐤ 
JBNQA, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᐦ ᐋᐃᑎᕉ-ᑯᐯᒃ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ 
ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᑎᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ  (ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ , 2010: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ; ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , 2001, p. 5, 7 ᑭᔮᐦ  24; BAPE, 2000, ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 142, p. 451 
ᑭᔮ ᐦ  452)᙮  

ᒋᔖᐲᓯᒽ  7, 2002 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒥᔔ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑣᐤ ᑳ ᐃᔮᐦ ᑭᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA, ᐊᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᒥᒋᓐ ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ 50 ᑎᐦ ᑐ 
ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  “ᐯᐃ ᑌ ᐱᕌᕝ” ᐋ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ 
ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒥᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  (ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , 2002b)᙮  
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ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᓴᓇᕐ ᕈᑎᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ 2002 ᑲ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  
ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ (KRG) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  “ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ”, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒫᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᐃᓂᐎᒡ  (ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , 2002a)᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᔑᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  JBNQA, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 1975 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑯᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒨᔥ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮   

13.2.2 ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓐ JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ NQA ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, ᐋ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 24, JBNQA; ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 15, NQA), 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, 
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ (ᐱᑏᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2011, 
p. 187 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  193)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ (I, 
II ᑭᔮᐦ  III ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ) (ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ 13.1)᙮  ᐊᓐ I ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
1.3% ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐱᔑᔑᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐊᔅ ᑎᓯᓈᓱᒡ  JBNQA᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
ᐊᓐ II ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  14.8% ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐙᔅ ᑳ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᐊᔅ ᑎᓯᓈᓱᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ III ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  83.9% ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐊᓯᑎᓯᓈᓱᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐃᔪᐎᓂᔨᐤ (MDDELCC, 2015: 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  
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ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᑑᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  JBNQA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᓍᕐ ᕪ ᐋᒣᕆᑳ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ JBACE, ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC, ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᒑ ᐊᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐅᐦ ᒌᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  
ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
(MDDELCC, 2015: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮   

ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 22 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ JBNQA, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  49 ᑭᔮᐦ  55 ᑳ 
ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  “ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ”, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 23, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ “ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ” ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᒄ  ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ1᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᓲᒋᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐊᓐ 
ᐋ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  EQA ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ 2᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  NQA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ ᐋ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
(ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ 13.1)᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  NQA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᓵ ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  
                                                
1. ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ, ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , 

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᔥᒋᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ ᙮  

2. ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ II ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA ᒥᓯᓈᑖᐤ ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  NQA᙮  
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ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᐯᒃ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᒑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, 
ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑳ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ 3᙮  

ᒥᓯᐙ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᑎᐲᐙ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒃ  ᐅᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐋ 
ᐐᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  I ᑭᔮᐦ  II ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ JBNQA (ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  A ᑭᔮᐦ  B ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA) ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒄ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᐆ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᐆ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  55 ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑯᑣᔥ ᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ : 1) ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒃ  ᐅᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐋ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐙᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐊᒧᐙᑦ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ; 2) ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑯᐯᒃ -ᑳᓈᑖᐦ -ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ (COMEV) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ -ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᒥᔪᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  (KEQC) ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ ; 3) ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ ; 4) ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ -
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ (COMEX) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᒌ 
KEQC, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒑ, ᒧᔖ ᒑ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  
ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ ; 5) ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  COMEX ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
KEQC, ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ; 
ᑭᔮᐦ  6) ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ 
ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  COMEX ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ 

                                                
3. ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA, ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᐙᓐ ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 

ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  COMEV, COMEX ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  
ᐊᐙᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌᔑᒄ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐐᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  



ᐊᔅᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᑯᐯᒃ Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

8 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  KEQC᙮  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐊᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᓂᔥᑐᔨᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  COMEX, 
COMEV ᑭᔮᐦ  KEQC (ENC4, p. 8; MDDELCC, 2015: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ; ᒌᓀᑦ ᓛᔓᐙ, 
TRAN21, p. 106, 110 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  112; ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN27, p. 96 ᑭᔮᐦ  97; ᐱᑏᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2011, p. 187 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  193)᙮  ᐊᓐ JBNQA ᑭᔮ ᐦ  NQA ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ 
ᐐᓯᓈᑖᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᒋᑭ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ , 
ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  (COFEX) ᒋᑭ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᔮᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ - ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ COFEX-Sud (ᑳᓈᑖᐦ -ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  COFEX-Nord (ᑳᓈᑖᐦ -
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ )᙮  
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ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  “ᒑ ᐋᑳ 
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐅᓵᒻ  ᒑ ᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ 
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ” (ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  22.2.2b ᑭᔮᐦ  
23.2.2b JBNQA) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 24 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ JBNQA᙮  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ 
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

13.2.3 ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  JBNQA 
(ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 7) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ (ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 5) ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔮᑦ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᑖᒥᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ A 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA, “ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᔅ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐋᐦ ᒋᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ” ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᔮᔨᑖ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐐᒫᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  I ᑭᔮᐦ  II ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ JBNQA (ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  A ᑭᔮᐦ  B 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐊᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᑖᐦ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᔨ ᒑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᒫᑯᑦ COMEV ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  KEQC᙮  ᐊᓐ COMEV ᑭᔮᐦ  KEQC ᐋ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒑ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᓯᒑ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  22.2.4 ᑭᔮᐦ  23.2.4 
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ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  151 ᑭᔮᐦ  186 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ EQA (QUES19.1; 
ᒌᓀᑦ ᓈᔓᐙ, TRAN21, p. 106 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  108; ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN27, p. 94 ᑭᔮᐦ  
95, TRAN30, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4 ᑭᔮᐦ  TRAN34, p. 41)᙮  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 24 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ JBNQA, ᐙᔥ 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᓈᔥᑐᐎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᒑ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᒑ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  (ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  
ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ)᙮  

ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  (CQLR, c. R-13.1) ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᒦᔨᐙᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ 
ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒥᒄ  ᐐᔨ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓃᔓ ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑮᑆ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ 
ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
“ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᓯᓈᓱᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐅᔥᑳᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ” (INFO24, p. 19, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ, ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒋᑭ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐐᔓᑎᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᔖᔥ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ᙮  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ , ᐊᓐ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ (2012) 
(CEAA), ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  CNSC ᒑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐅᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  
ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒃ  CNSC ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔑᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  (ENC4, p. 10)᙮  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒀᔣᓐ ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᔑᔓᒡ  ᐐᓂᐹᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐐᓂᐹᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐎᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  2006 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
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ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐐᓂᐹᒄ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐎᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  
ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ, 
ᐦ ᐊᑦ ᓯᓐ ᐯᐃ, ᐦ ᐊᑦ ᓯᓐ ᔅ ᑎᕃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᓐᑳᕚ ᐯᐃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐐᓂᐹᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᔮᔮᐅᐙᔮᒡ  ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ (ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, 2015a ᑭᔮᐦ  
2015b: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

13.3 ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  NQA, ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓐ 49 ᑳ 
ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
(ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ 13.1)᙮  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐐᒋᐅᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ,4 ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  44,000 ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 16,000 ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , 11,000 ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  900 ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ,5 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ 15,000 ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑎᒋᒦᓱᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ (ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 2015a: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ; ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , 2013: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

13.3.1 ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  “ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ”, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ 350,000 km2 ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᔥᑎᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  49 ᑭᔮᐦ  55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  640 km ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᔨᑭᔥᑳᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐊᒋᔥᑑ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᒋᔥᑑ ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᔮᔮᐙᔮᒡ  ᐐᓂᐹᒄ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᑖᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᓐᑌᕇᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᑖᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᐲ-ᑌᒥᔅ ᑲᒦ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓵᑭᓀᐃ-ᓛᒃ -ᓭᓐ-ᒞᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑎᔥ ᑳ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑎᔮᒋᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ (ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , 2011, p. 2)᙮   

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᔔᔮᓈᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᒀᓪ ᑦ, ᒀᐱᕐ , ᓯᓪᕕᕐ , 
ᓰᓐ ᒃ , ᑖᐃᒥᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮   

                                                
4. ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐅᔖᐤ ᐄᓅ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ (ᒫᑎᒫᑯᔥ-ᓛᒃ -ᒞᓐ) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᔓ ᐋᓪᒀᓐᑶᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  (ᓛᒃ  ᓰᒸᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑯᑳᓐ) ᐐᒋᐅᒡ  ᐲᐦ ᒡ  

ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᔅ ᑎᓯᓈᓲᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
5. ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
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ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᒋᒡ  ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓅ ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔑᑭᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐦ ᐊᑦᓯᓐ ᐯᐃ ᐐᓂᐹᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ – ᒫᐅᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒥᔑᑭᒫᒡ  ᐐᐦ ᑳᐳᐃ ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  2,335 km2 ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔑᑭᒫᒡ  – ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒋᔖᔥᑎᒄ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᒋᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᔥᒡ  ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
(MDDELCC: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐱᑯᒋᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ , ᒨᔅ , ᒋᔖᔮᒄ , ᐊᒥᔅ ᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐃᔪᐎᓐ ᙮  
ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᐤ ᐱᔮᓯᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  238 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐱᔮᓯᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐙᐦ ᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᒃ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᓈᐦ ᐋᐤ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᒌ 
ᐱᔮᓯᐅᒡ ᙮  ᐙᔫᑎᓰᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᓂᒫᔅ  (ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , 2011, p. 8)᙮   

ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᔖᔥ ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  5,000 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  7,000 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  
ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  17 ᓭᓐ ᑦᕇ ᑳ ᐃᒋᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᒌ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐊᑳᒥᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒦᐤ ᐙᒥᔥᑎᑯᔒᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔪᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒌ ᓂᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐱᐹᒦᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒦᒋᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  (ᑌᓐᑎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2002, p. 19 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  21, 34 ᑭᔮᐦ  35)᙮  

ᒑᑳᑦ ᓂᔥᑣᐤ ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔪᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐊᑎ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔪᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑᒃ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᒡ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒥ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᐹᒦᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑᒃ  ᐊᑎᑑ 
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐙᒥᔥᑎᑯᔒᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ (ᒸᕌᓐ ᔅ , 2002, p. 24-26)᙮  ᐊᓐ 
ᒫᒀᒡ  17 ᓭᓐ ᑦᕇ ᑳ ᐃᒋᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ, ᔖᔥ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑕᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᑳ ᒌ ᐙᐱᒥᑐᒡ  ᐊᑖᐙᓯᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓛᒃ -ᓭᓐ-ᒞᓐ (ᔑᐴᑲᒨ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, 2012: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐐᐱᒡ  20 ᓭᓐ ᑦᕇ ᑳ ᐃᒋᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ, ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑰᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒫᐦ ᒋᓂᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐃᔪᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᑳ ᐱᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
(ᒸᕌᓐ ᔅ , 2002, p. 109 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  113)᙮  1940s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ 
ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᒥᔅ ᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᑳᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒫᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ 
ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᒥᔅ ᒄ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᒡ ᙮  

1950s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  1960 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐐᓵᐙ 8,000 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒌ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᑳᑦ 5,000 ᒌ ᐐᒋᐅᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᒥᔻᔨᒧᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᒦᓯᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ 
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ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑᒃ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  1980s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  (ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, 
2012: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

1980s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ ᙮  1990s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒑ ᒫᒨᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒫᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ  
ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ ᓰᐲᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᑳ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  1994 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᒫᒃ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐋᔨᒥᓂᔨᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᒫᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑳ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᒨᔥ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (ᕚᐃᑦ, 1995: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᒦᓐ ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᒥᐦ ᒑᑑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᐙᐙᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐹᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᑦ ᐊᓐ km² 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐋ ᑭᒌᐦ ᒑᔮᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ 
ᐐᒋᐅᒡ : ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ᙮  ᓂᔮᔪᔖᑉ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐦ : ᓈᐤ ᐋ ᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᒌᐦ ᑳᓱᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  (ᔖᐯᐃ, ᔑᐴᑲᒨ, ᓓᐯᓪ-ᓯᕐ -ᑫᕕᔻᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᑖᑲᒦ), ᓂᔮᓈᓈᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  
(ᒋᓵᓰᐲ, ᐄᔅ ᒣᓐ, ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ, ᓇᒣᔅ ᑳᐤ, ᐅᒉᐴᑯᒨ, ᐙᔅ ᑳᐦ ᐄᑲᓂᔥ, ᐙᔂᓂᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒥᓂᒌ), ᓂᔥᑐ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  (ᕚᓪᑳᓐᑕᓐ, ᕕᓪᐳᐙᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᕌᑎᔂᐦ ) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᔓ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᔥ ᐦ  (ᑌᒫᕃᕕᓪ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᑫᓨᐦ )᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ, ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᔥᒋᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ; ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕌᐱᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒌ ᒫᒨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐃᔮᐅᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ , 
ᓂᔥᑎᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᒋᔥᑳᑐᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᒦᓐ ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐙᔖᐤ ᓰᐲ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐁᒥᔅ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᐅᒡ  ᒫᔖᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ 
7,600 ᐋ ᐃᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᓃᔓ ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓓᐯᓪ-ᓯᕐ -ᑫᕕᔻᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  2,159 ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
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ᒦᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᔖᐯᐃ (1,610 ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ ) ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᒫᑖᑲᒦ (1,526 ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ ) (ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ , 2013, p. 10 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  13)᙮  

ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ 
ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᐅᑖᐦ  30 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᔑᔑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᔑᔑᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓅᑯᓯᒡ  (ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ , 
2013, p. 7 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  9)᙮  

ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  90% ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐃᔑ ᐊᔨᒥᐅᒡ  
ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᔨᒥᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐙᒥᔥᑎᑯᔒᐅᔨᒥᒡ ᙮   

ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔻᔨᒧᐎᓐ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐙᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ (CBHSSJB), ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲ ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᑯᔥ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐅᑭᒥᑯᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐐᒋᐙᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᐱᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐤ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᔮᔪ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ (RHSSC), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᒄ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ RHSSC ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᕚᓪᑳᓐᑕᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᕕᓪᐳᐙᐦ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ, 
ᒥᑖᐃᐦ  ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᔮᐦ ᔮᐎᓐ ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋ ᔔᑳᐅᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᓵᒻ  ᑖᐦ ᒋᐳᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐋ ᔔᑳᐅᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᔅ ᒃ  
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ RHSSC ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒥᒑᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋ ᐊᑯᓰᐦ ᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  
(MEM80, p. 9 ᑭᔮᐦ  10 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ RHSSC: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᐤ 
ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐊᑎ ᒋᔖᔨᔨᐅᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᒋᔖᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑ ᒫᑯᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐙᓵᒻ  ᑖᐦ ᒋᐳᒡ  – ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᓈᑎᑯᒡ  ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ ᐦ  – ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᑳ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  
(ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ RHSSC: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  
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ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓐ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᓵ ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   

ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓃᔑᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒦᔑᑯᒡ  
ᐊᑎᑑ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 2008 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  2013 ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  2003 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋᔥᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑳᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓃᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥ ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐐᐐᑎᒫ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 2014, p. 15)᙮  

ᐱᔑᔑᒄ  ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒧᔮᒻ  
ᐊᓐ ᐯᐃ ᑌ ᐱᕌᕝ ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒥᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᓐ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᒡ ᙮  

ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ   
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᒋᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᑭᒥᑯᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐅᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒦᒋᐙᐦ ᐱᔥ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑎᑭᓯᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᒦᒋᒻ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᒨᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᔅ ᒋᓃᒋᓯᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᐋ 
ᓯᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  

ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒫᑎᐙᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒥᐦ ᒑᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᒋᒀᒋᒑᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋ 
ᐱᐳᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᒋᒀᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᐐᑎᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᑎᐙᐤ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᒋᐦ ᑳᐙᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒌᔑᒄ , 
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮᔥᑖᐦ ᙮  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᑣᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐙᐱᑭᑑᔔᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᓰᑯᓈᔮᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᑭᒥᑯᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮   
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ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᑭᒥᑯᐙᐤ ᐦ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐦ ᒌᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓈᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᓄᐙᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ 
ᔔᔮᓂᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᐅᑦ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮   

ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑎᔫᐦ ᒑᐅᒡ  ᒋᔖᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᓈᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  (ᕚᐃᑦ, 1995: 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ : “ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᒫᐅᒡ  ᒫᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔮᐦ ᒡ ᙮ ” (MEM205, p. 15)᙮  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ 
ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒌᔑᒄ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᓂᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᓈᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓈᓐ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᓂᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓈᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᓂᒋᔖᔨᔨᒥᓈᓂᒡ  
ᐅᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓂᐙ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᙮  
(ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, 2008, p. 4) 

ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮   

ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 

ᒫᒨ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ JBNQA, ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐯᐃ ᑌ ᐱᕌᕝ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓐ, 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ ᙮  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  
ᓃᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᑎᐦ ᐊᒫᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᒥᔪᔥᑳᑐᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
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ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᐱᑳᐳᐎᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  
ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐆ ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᐳᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ-ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ (EIJBRG) ᒋᔮᓵᔅ ᑯᓂᐲᓯᒽ  1, 2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ-ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᐅᐱᔥᑰᐲᓯᒽ  24, 2012 ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᑯᔖᒌᔑᑭᓂᐲᓯᒽ  31, 
2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓐ II ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐆ ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐋ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᑦ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ ᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᒡ  (ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
CRÉ ᐋ ᑎᐦ ᒀᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ) ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  (ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  CRRNT ᐋ ᑎᐦ ᒀᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮   

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓍᕐ -ᑑ-ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  CRÉ 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐴᔥᑯᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (JBRA), ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ, ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐄᓅ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌᑯᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ CRRNT, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒌᑰᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌ III ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ ᙮    

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ-ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ 
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᓃᑳᓈᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐱᑯᓵᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  

ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᒥᓯᐙ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᑖᐦ ᒋᔥᑭᐙᑦ ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓂᔑᔑᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐄᓅ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ᙮  

ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ, ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
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ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 

ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒌ ᑳ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ JBRA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒦᔥᑯᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (CRÉ), ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᑦ ᐋ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (JBRA, 2015: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ-ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ, ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  

ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ   

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑖᑎᐹᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  300 ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᒑ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
(ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , MEM205, p. 3)᙮  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒦᓱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮    

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᔨ ᐋ ᐅᒋᒫᑭᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓐ ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᑎᓂᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᔨᐤ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒦᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᓂᔨᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐐᔨ ᐋ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᑦ ᐋ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  JBACE, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ, ᐐᔥᑖᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ, ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ (ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᔔᔮᓐ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᔥᑎᐙᒡ , 2010, p. 15)᙮   

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐋᔔᐱᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᑖᑆᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
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 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  
ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ ᙮  

13.3.2 ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  500,000 km2 ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐐᓵᐙ ᐹᔨᒄ  
ᐱᐦ ᒀᔑᑭᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔥᑐ ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᑖᐦ ᒋᔥᑳᒑᒡ  ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔮᔮᐤ ᐦ ᐊᑦ ᓯᓐ ᐯᐃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐦ ᐊᑦ ᓯᓐ ᔅ ᑦᕃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᓐᑳᕙ 
ᐯᐃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᔮᔮᐙᔮᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  2,500 km ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᐹᑭᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ 
ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐤ ᒥᓂᔥᑎᒄ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓂᓵᒄ ᐦ  (PREMNAT18)᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᑳ ᐹᐹᒋᐱᔅ ᑳᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  ᐋ ᐱᓯᓯᑭᒥᑳᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᓐᑳᕚ ᐋ ᐱᓯᓯᑭᒥᑳᒡ ) ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ, ᓂᑭᓪ, ᐋᔅ ᐯᔅ ᑎᔅ , ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᐱᕐ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᒥᔖᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓈᓯᐹᑭᒥᒡ ᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑳ ᒥᔥᑎᒀᒡ ᐦ  
ᓰᐲᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑯᒃ ᓱᐊᒃ  ᓰᐲ, ᒞᕐ ᒡ  ᓰᐲ, ᓖᕝ ᓰᕖ, ᐯᐃᓐ ᓰᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐙᐱᒫᑯᔥᑐᐃ ᓰᐲ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔑᑭᒫᒡ ᐦ  ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐎᔮᔖᑭᒦ, ᔮᑎᐐᓂᐹᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑎᒥᔅ ᑯᒦ 
ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᐐᓂᐹᒄ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , 
ᐱᔮᓯᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒫᓯᒡ  (ᐐᐦ ᑳᐴᒫᑯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᓂᐹᑯᒫᑯᒡ )᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑳ ᒥᔥᑎᒀᒡ ᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐐᓂᐹᒄ  ᐋ ᔮᔮᐙᔮᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᑯᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
(ibid.)᙮  

ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᔖᔥ ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  4,000 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐐᒋᐅᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓂᒥ 
ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒨᔑᐦ ᐋᐅᒡ  ᐹᑎᔥ ᐐᐱᒡ  1700s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐹᑖᔮᔑᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᓅᑖᐱᒫᒀᔨᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒨᔑᐦ ᐋᒡ  1800s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ , 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᒋᒥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᑮᑆ ᑳ ᒨᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑳ ᐊᑖᐙᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐹᒦᐦ ᑖᒡ ᙮  ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᑳ 
ᐹᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐋᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᑖᐹᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  1950s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᐤ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐙᔅ ᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ , 
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᑑᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ , 2014, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4)᙮  



ᐊᔅᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᑯᐯᒃ Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

22 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

ᐐᐱᒡ  1950s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᑎᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔪᑖᒧᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᑳᐦ ᒋᔥᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᒌᒫᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ 
ᐴᓯᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐅᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᓄᐙᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᓈᐅᔥ ᑳ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔮᐙᐱᒫᒡ  ᐅᐙᐦ ᑯᒫᑭᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔮᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᑎᓈᑦ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐊᐙᔑᔥ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐲᐦ ᑐᒑᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᑑᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐲᑯᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ , ᓈᐅᔖᑉ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᔮᔮᐙᔮᒡ  
(Figure 13.1), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑮᑆ ᓄᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐙᐱᐦ ᑐᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐱᒥᒨᐦ  ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᑎᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᑳ 
ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒌᒫᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᒧᔖᐹᔮᒡ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᔅ ᑖᑯᓂᒋᐱᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐱᐳᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  12,000 ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᐅᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 2015a: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ), ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  90% ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑎᔑᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  195 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  
2,350 ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  5% ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  10% ᐋ ᐃᑎᔑᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᐳᕕᕐ ᓂᑐᕐ ᒃ , ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᓄᒃ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  
ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  1,000 ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᐅᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐅᒋᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒫᐅᒡ  ᒫᔖᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  2,350 ᐋ ᐃᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ , ᐐᓵᐙ 24% ᐋᑳ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ 
ᐋ ᐃᑎᓯᑳᓈᓯᒡ  (PREMNAT16; ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 2)᙮  

ᐅᓵ ᐅᔅ ᒋᓃᒌᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐅᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  (58.4 %) ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  25 ᐃᐦ ᑐᐳᓍᓯᐅᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᔥᑣᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓈᐅᐙᐤ ᐊᑎᑑ ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (ᑑᐦ ᐁᐃᒻ , 2008, p. 6; 
PREMNAT16; ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 8)᙮  

ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᔨᒨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᔨᒧᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  
ᐅᑎᔨᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒦᓱᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐙᐦ ᑎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒨ ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ (ᑑᐦ ᐁᐃᒻ , 2008, p. 30)᙮  

ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔻᔨᒧᐎᓐ 
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᓃᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐄᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᓯᐙ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᔖᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  (CLSCs) ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ ᑯᓯᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ 
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ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐅᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐋ ᒥᔖᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 2)᙮  

ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᓃᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᔔᒦᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ 
ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒥᐦ ᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᒡ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᔮᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᑳ ᒥᔪᑖᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
(ibid. p. 9 ᑭᔮᐦ  10)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ (2004), 
ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐲᐦ ᑣᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒨᔥ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐙᐳᐃ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐲᑯᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ (ᐋ ᒫᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓰᐦ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᐋ ᓅᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᐋ ᑭᒑᒧᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ) ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᑯᔥᑳᑯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᒋᔥᑳᑯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᑖᐱ 
ᒥᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, 2008: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋ 
ᒌᐦ ᑳᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑭᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᐱᔥᑎᐙᔑᔑᒡ  
ᐋ ᐴᓂᐱᒫᑎᔒᔑᒡ , ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 9 ᑭᔮᐦ  10)᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑎᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐊᑎᑑ ᐋᐃᒥᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᒣᑳ-3 ᐱᒦ ᑳ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᔒᔥᑳᒑᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᔖᐲᐅᔥᑳᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒦᒋᒥᔥᑳᒑᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒦᒋᐅᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌᔖᑎᓂᔨᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᔒᔥᑳᒑᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮ 6 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᔒᑐᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐙᔅ ᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ᑑᐦ ᐁᐃᒻ , 2008, p. 92; ᕇᕚ, 2012, p. 110; ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, 2010, p. 204)᙮  

ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ, ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᑖ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓃᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ 
ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 

                                                
6. ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ (2004), ᒥᒄ  16% ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐋ ᒦᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ 

ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᒋᔖᔨᔥᒋᒦᒫᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  28% ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒦᒋᒡ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHHS, MEM199, p. 21)᙮  
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ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮  ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐋᐃᒥᒋᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᑐᐎᔥᑖᐤ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 60% ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐋᐃᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (ᑑᐦ ᐁᐃᒻ , 2008, 
p. 74 ᑭᔮᐦ  83; ᒪᑭᕕᒃ , 2014, p. 45; ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, 2010, 
p. 203; ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, MEM161, p. 4)᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑮᑆ ᑖᐱᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᑖᑭᔅ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᐦ ᐋᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ, ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒦᒋᒡ ᙮  ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᑎᓂᒫᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐙᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  
ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  
(ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᔨᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓲᐦ ᒋᓰᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐙᐦ ᑯᒥᑐᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᑐᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᐃᓚᒌᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  “ᐋ ᐙᐦ ᑯᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ ”, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐙᐦ ᑯᒥᑐᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᔒᑐᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᒡ ᙮  ᐐᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᐙᔑᔥ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ 
ᒑᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᒑ ᓵᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᒡ , ᒑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᒥᑐᒡ , ᒑ ᒫᑎᓂᒫᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᒡ ᙮  ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᒋᔖᔨᔨᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᔔᒥᔮᒡ  ᐅᑎᐙᔑᔒᒥᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐙᐦ ᑯᒥᑐᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒫᑎᓂᒫᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ  (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ , 2014, p. 56 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  60)᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᔖᐳᔥᑭᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓈᐹᔑᔥ ᐋ ᐅᔅ ᒋᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᑦ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒑ ᐹᑎᐙᑦ ᓴᓇᔨᒃ 7 ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᔅ ᒋᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒫᒃ  ᐃᔥᒀᔑᔥ ᒑ ᐹᑎᐙᑦ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᑭᔅ ᒋᒀᑎᐦ ᒃ ᙮  ᐋ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ 
ᐊᐙᔑᔥ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐙᑎᓱᒫᑭᓂᓂᐎᑦ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᑳᓱᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᓂᒧᔨ ᔮᔨᑖ ᐅᐙᐦ ᑯᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 

                                                
7. ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᒥᔮᑎᔑᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᐙᔑᔥ ᐅᑎᓰᐙᔮᐲᔨᐤ ᒥᔔ ᐋ ᓅᑯᓯᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔑᔥ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᒋᔮᐦ ᒑᑦ 

ᐊᐙᔑᔥ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᙮   
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ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᔮ ᓴᐅᓂᕐ ᒃ 8 ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒫᑦ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒌ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓐᒐᑯᒃ 9 ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᒫᐤ 
ᒥᓂᑑᐦ  ᒑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᒫᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔻᔨᒧᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᐃᔮᒀᐦ  ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ 
ᓅᓱᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᓂᐱᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᑖᐙᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᒥᑖᔥᑎᒥᐦ ᑯᑳᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐊᓐ 
ᐊᓐᒐᑯᒃ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐐᓵᐙ 850 ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᐅᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᐹᔨᑯᓐ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ : ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 15 km ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐊᔨᒥᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᐙᒥᔥᑎᑯᔒᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  (ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , 2009: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐙᒥᔥᑎᑯᔒᐅᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᐋᒡ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ, ᒑ ᐎᔮᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐲᔖᑭᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒋᔥᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ ᙮  ᒨᔥ 
ᒌ ᐱᐹᒻ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᔔᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔥ ᑭᐙᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᒌᐦ ᑳᓱᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓵᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐃᔪᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᒑᒃ  1893 ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐅᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ ᐊᑎ 
ᑭᐎᐦ ᑭᑖᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 1916 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  1948, ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᕛᕐ ᑦ ᒥᑫᓐ ᓰ, ᒑᒃ  
ᒦᓐ 1952 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᕛᕐ ᑦ ᒑᐃᒨ (ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ )᙮  1956 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑᒃ  ᑳ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒫᑎᒫᑯᔥ, ᐙᔖᐤ ᐄᓅᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐱᑯᓵᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ (ibid.)᙮  

1978 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ NQA, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᒄ  ᐐᐙᐤ ᒑ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᒡ  326 km2 ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
4,144 km2 ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᒥᒄ  ᐐᐙᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  KRG ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  NQA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  1983 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  
ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᒥᑭᓂᔨᒡ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒌ 

                                                
8. ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  “ᐃᔥᒌᔣᐎᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ ”, ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐐᒋᓯᓂᐦ ᑳᓲᒫᑭᓂᑦ ᐊᐙᔑᔥ ᐦ  

ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐦ ᑯᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  
9. ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᐎᓐ “ᒥᑖᐤ” ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ ᙮   
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ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᐅᕐ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ (ibid.)᙮  

1984 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ-ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ (ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑯᐯᒃ ) ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᐋᑳ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  
ᑳ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐲᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑣᓱᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐃᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᑭᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑖᐙᓂᐎᒡ , ᒫᓂᒑᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒫᓂᒑᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐃᔪᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑖᐙᓂᐎᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ (IBA)10 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓃᔓ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ , ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ ᔅ  ᓕᒥᑎᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᐤ 
ᒥᓓᓂᔨᒻ  ᑳᐱᑎᓪ ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ -ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ ᙮  

ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ 

ᐊᓐ KRG ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔖ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  1978 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
JBNQA᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ (CQLR, c. V-6.1), ᐋᐅᒄ  “ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ” ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  KRG ᐊᓂᔮ ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ 11 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑯᑎᒋᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐋᑳ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᑯᐱᓈ (ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ 244) (KRG: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ KRG ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑐᐙᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ 
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᒋᐱᐦ ᐙᓯᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ , ᐋ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  
(ibid.)᙮  

2003 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (CQLR, c. M-22.1), ᒌ 

                                                
10. ᐊᓐ IBA, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒧᔖ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 

ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᔥᑖᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

11. ᐊᓐ ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓐ 55 ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᔥᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓐ Ia ᑭᔮᐦ  IB ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐙᐱᒫᔥᑯᑐᐃ᙮  



Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 ᐊᔅᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᑯᐯᒃ 
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ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᐤ KRG ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᒨᔨᒡ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
(ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ 21.5), ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᒑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᑦ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋᑳ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  1978 ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  JBNQA, ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ (CQLR, c. S-18.1)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒦᔥᑯᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐅᒌ ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  JBNQA᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᒑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ ; ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ; 
ᐋ ᒫᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᓈᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔻᔨᒧᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ ; ᐋ ᐅᑎᑎᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ , ᐋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᒡ , ᐋ ᒫᑎᓂᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᐋᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  JBNQA (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, 
2015: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ IBAs ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᔮᐱᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ (ibid.)᙮  

ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ 
ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, 
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐹᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ JBNQA, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐋᔔᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RHSSB)᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑐᐙᐅᒡ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  (ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , 2001, p. 12)᙮  

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᑎᐸᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 
ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ 
ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐋᔨᒸᐅᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐱᐦ ᓛᓐ ᓍᕐ , ᐊᓐ KRG ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᒧᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐋ ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᓃᑳᓈᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᐦ ᓛᓐ ᓍᕐ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
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ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  25 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ 
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐙᔅ ᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ , ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ, ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᑐᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕆᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, 2010, p. 171 ᑭᔮᐦ  172)᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  2010, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐋᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ 2015 ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᐱᐳᒻ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᑳ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᐅᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ , 2014, p. 1 ᑭᔮᐦ  2)᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒀᔣᓐ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ 
ᒑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᑳ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᑎᐸᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᙮  

13.4 ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ: ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  

ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᑎᐹᑐᑖᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒑ 
ᑎᐹᑐᑖᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ, ᐋ 
ᒥᒋᓈᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑎᐦ ᑣᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᒋᔥᒋᓂᐙᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᑐᑖ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ 
ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
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13.4.1 ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᔫ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (MERN), ᐐᔖᑯᐲᓯᒽ  30, 2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  
155,000 ᑳ ᒋᔥᒋᓂᐙᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒨ 4.4% ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᒥᓯᐙ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒑᑳᑦ 95,000 ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐋ 
ᒋᔥᒋᓂᐙᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ of 4,500,000 ha ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒫᒃ  4.9% ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒫᒨ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  61% ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᒌ ᒋᔥᒋᓂᐙᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (EXPLO16, p. 1)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐱᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᐅᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᑯᔥᑖᐤ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐱᔑᔑᒄ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐱᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  $4.6 ᐱᓕᔨᓐ 
ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᑎᑎᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  10% ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᐦ ᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ $5.1 ᐱᓕᔨᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᑎᑎᒃ  
2012 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒑᑳᑦ 34% ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᑎᑎᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ, ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᐅᑦ (ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 2015b: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒨᔥ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᔔᔮᓈᐱᔅ ᒄ , ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐃᒥᓐ ᔅ  ᐅᓵ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑎᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓈᐱᔅ ᒄ , ᓰᓐ ᒃ , ᑖᐃᒥᓐ ᔅ , 
ᒀᐱᕐ , ᒸᓕᑉᑏᓐ, ᓂᑭᓪ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓯᓪᕕᕐ ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᔖᔥ ᒌ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᕐ ᓂᕐ  ᐯᐃ, 
ᔅ ᓖᐲᓐ ᒑᔨᓐ ᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓛᒃ  ᕎᔐᐃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᑳᐙᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᐦ ᑖᓰᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒀᓪ ᑦᒀᕐ ᑉ ᐄᓐ ᒃ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐁᓓᔪᓍᕐ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓈᐱᔅ ᒄ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᒨᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᐱᔖᔑᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᒡ , 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᔅ ᑳ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
(MERN, 2015: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᓂᔥᑐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᐱᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ : 
ᔅ ᑣᕐ ᓄᐌᐃ ᑖᐃᒥᓐ ᐄᓐ ᒃ  ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᕃᓈᕐ  ᑖᐃᒥᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ, ᓇᒣᔅ ᑳᐤ ᓕᕠᔨᒻ  ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐙᐴᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᓛᒃ ᕎᒃ  ᒣᑕᓪ ᐄᓐ ᒃ  ᑳ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᒡ  ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ , ᑖᐃᐦ ᑌᓂᔨᒻ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᕚᓀᑎᔨᒻ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ (ibid.)᙮  
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ᓂᔮᓈᓈᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔥ ᐅᒌᔥ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐙᐱᓅᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ, ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐐᒥᓂᒌᐅᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᑑᔥ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᓂᒥ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᓂᔥᑐ ᒦᓐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ , ᐊᒋᔥᑑ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒦᓐ ᐊᒋᔥᑑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒫᑑᔥ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  

ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᐆ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᒋᑭ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒑ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒥᒋᓈᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(PREMNAT6, p. 4, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒀᔣᓐ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  2001 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᔒᑐᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᒑ 
ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒥᐙᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
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ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  

ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  (CMEB) ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐯᐃ ᑌ ᐱᕌᕝ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ 2002 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᔒᑐᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᔅ ᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
(MERN, 2013a: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

MERN ᒦᔮᐤ CMEB ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᒨᒋᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᙮  ᓂᔥᑎᓐ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᓂᑭᓪ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑕᑕ ᔅ ᑎᔨᓪ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  
(PREMNAT19, p. 19)᙮  

1997 ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᒌ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐐᓵᐙ 20 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᓐᒐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
(ᓃᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᒃ ᕃᐃᑎᕐ ), ᒋᔥᑎᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑲᓐ ᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  
ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  70 km ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᓍᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᐊᒋᔥᑑ, 
ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᑭᓪ ᑳ ᒥᔻᐱᔅ ᑳᒡ  (PREMNAT14, p. 27; 
PREMNAT18; ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 4)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᑯᑎᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᓂᑭᓪ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 20 km 
ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐊᒋᔥᑑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᙮  2014 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑭᓪ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᐱᕐ  ᑳ ᒥᔻᐱᔅ ᑳᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐹᔓᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ 
ᒫᐃᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᒡ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ (ᑳᓀᑎᔨᓐ ᕎᔨᓪᑏᔅ  ᐃᓐ ᒃ , 2013: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ; 
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 5)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᓂᔥᑐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑕᑕ ᔅ ᑎᔨᓪ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓴᓃ 1 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑰᑦᐎᑦ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᑳ 
ᒥᔻᐱᔅ ᑳᒡ ᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 50 km ᑎᐦ ᑐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐹᔥᑖᒌᐙᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐹᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  2017 ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
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ᐅᔑᔮᓂᒃ  ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᐅᕐ  ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᐃᔮᐤ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᑦ ᔮᔮᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᓐᑳᕚ ᐯᐃ, ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  
20 km ᑭᔮᐦ  50 km ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᔮᔮᐙᔮᒡ ᙮  ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᓂᓂᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᓅᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ : ᐦ ᐅᑉ ᔅ  ᐋᑦᕚᓐ ᔅ , ᓓᐃᒃ  ᒸᕐ ᑭᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓓᐃᒃ  ᕎᐱᕐ ᑦ ᔅ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  ᐋ ᐱᓯᓯᑭᒥᑳᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  25 km ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓯᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᐙᐙᒡ  200 ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ ᙮  ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᒋᑭ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐋᔔᑭᓂᔨᐤ 
ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐴᔅ ᑖᓱᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒋᔖᒌᒫᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᓐᑳᕚ ᐯᐃ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒋᑭ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  
ᒑ ᒦᑯᑦ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ (ᐅᔑᔮᓂᑭ ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᐅᕐ  ᒀᕐ ᑉ: 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ; ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 5)᙮  

ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒫᒃ , ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᕃᕐ  ᐁᕐ ᕪ ᒥᓂᕆᓪ ᔅ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔅ ᑎᕃᓐ ᒡ  ᓓᐃᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 220 km ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐹᔥᑖᒌᐙᑎᓂᒨᔖᐙᑎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᔐᐦ ᕕᕐ ᕕᓪ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᑖ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 2017 ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒑ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ 
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᒽ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒌ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒥᐙᑦ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐤ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐹᒋ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᑦ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ: 

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ 
ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ, ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒃ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ 
ᐋ ᔒᑐᔥᑭᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᐙᒑᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(PREMNAT19, p. 20, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 
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 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒀᔣᓐ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᙮  

13.4.2 ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐆ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᒑᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒥᔪᐐᒑᐦ ᑐᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐱᑐᑖ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ 
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᓃᔣᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒋᓵᓰᐲᔥᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 1974 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  1994 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ 
11,000 km2 ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐊᔅ ᒋᐳᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐐᐙᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᓂᔮ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ ᒌ ᓂᔓᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᐊᔅ ᒋᐳᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐅᑖᐃᐦ ᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ 
ᒋᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑰᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᑆᐱᔥ: 

[…] ᓂᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᓐ ᓃᔓ ᒑᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᑮᑆ ᑎᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᔮᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓂᒫᔅ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᒫᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   
(MEM48, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4) 

ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᔮᐅᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᔖᔥ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  
ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
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ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐐᔓᑖᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᒥᒄ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒨᔥ ᒑ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᔮᔅ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᑎᑑ ᐋ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ, 
ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᒡ  ᔮᐦ ᔮᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔻᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᔅ ᓂᒑ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᔻᔨᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   

ᔖᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒥᔪᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᒥᔔ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒑ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᓂᐦ ᑖ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐱᑐᑖ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋ 
ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᙮  

ᑳ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  

ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᔖᔥ ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᔨᑭᔨᒥᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓵᐱᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑦ 
ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑳᐦ ᒋᔥᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
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ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᓂᒑᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
(ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ , 2014, p. 3)᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ISQ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  2011 
ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ 1,311 ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᒦᓐ 2,596 ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᑳ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  (ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ , 2015c: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑦ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  

ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ, ᐋᐅᒄ  1998 ᑳ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
(ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᔒᐦ ᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  CMEB ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒌ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ : ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  

ᐊᓐ ᑎᕎᔨᓕᔅ  ᒫᐃᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑳᐦ ᒋᔥᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐯᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᕎᑫᑦ, 2008, 
p. 62, 64, 67, 68, 121 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  125)᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐦ ᒌᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑᔅ ᑭᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᑎᕎᔨᓕᔅ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  1995 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐃᓐᒣᑦ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᓯᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᒋᓈᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐤ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᓂᑐᐦ ᑎᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐋᔨᒧᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑮᑆ ᓄᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑎᕎᔨᓕᔅ  ᒫᐃᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
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ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᒫᓱᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐄᑑ, ᐋ ᒫᑯᔥᑳᒑᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐙᐦ ᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ, ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒥᒋᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒀᓪ ᑦᒀᕐ ᑉ ᐁᓓᔪᓍᕐ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒥᓂᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᑐᐊᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  2011 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , 
ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐱᓂᑳᐤ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᐐᒥᓂᒌᐤ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ: ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᔖᔥ ᒌ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐅᐱᓂᑳᐤ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ: ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᑦ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒥᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒨᔥ ᒑ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐐᔥᑖᔨᐤ 
ᒀᓪ ᑦᒀᕐ ᑉ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋᑳ ᒥᒄ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒑ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐅᐱᓂᑳᐤ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᔒᑐᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋᑳ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᒨᔥ ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 1990s ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ 
ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  
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1995 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ (ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ) ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᙮  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐆ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐐ ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐙᔥ ᐆ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᒥᓯᐙ ᒧᔖ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓃᔓ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔖᔥ ᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒥᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐐᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᒑ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑦ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᔮᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑦ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  (ᑏᐦ ᕇ ᕎᑣᓐ, 
TRAN45, p. 16 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  18; ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ , 2013: 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᒌ ᐐᔥᑖᐤ ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᐅᓵᒻ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒌ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ 
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  20% ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᔨᐤ ᐋ 
ᐊᑎ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  15% 
ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  17% ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᐦ ᑖᔮᔨᒡ  
(ibid.)᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒥᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑏᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᒫᑎᓂᐙᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌᑰᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐊᔓᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒦᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒫᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  

ᑮᑆ ᐙᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ 
ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒥᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑐᑖ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒦᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓂᒥᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᒦᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓃᔑᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮   
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ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ , ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐆ ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᒥᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᒦᐙᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓂᒥ 
ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᔔᔮᓐ ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᒫᓂᑖᐦ  ᑏᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᒋᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᑏᐦ ᕇ ᕎᑣᓐ, 
TRAN45, p. 17 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  23; ᕎᑣᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᑭᒡ , 2013: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

2012 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓃᔓ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  
ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᓵ ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ , 
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐊᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥ ᐹᔨᑯᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐹᔓᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  
ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒦᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᓃᔑᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐙᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐐᒋᐙᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᐙᐃᐱᔥᒌᔥ ᒋᑭ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐙᔥ ᒥᔔ ᐋ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑖᐹ ᒦᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᔮᐅᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᓂᑭᓪ ᒫᐃᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᔖᔥ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᑎᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑦ, 
ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓂᔥᑐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  (ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᐳᕕᕐ ᓂᑐᕐ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᑦ ᐆ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᐱᑑ ᒑ ᒫᑎᓂᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ KRG, ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ, ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ 
ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᓓᓐᒀᕐ  ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ, ᑳᓀᑎᔨᓐ ᕎᔨᓪᑏᔅ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᔑᔮᓂᒃ  ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ ᐅᕐ  ᒌ 
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ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑲᐅᑖᐱᒃ ᑯᑦ ᐋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒫᒨᐱᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐙᔨᔥᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐆ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ 488 ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  200 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  230 ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  
ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑲᐅᑖᐱᒃ ᑯᑦ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᓃᔣᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᓃᔓ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐄᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑦ ᑯᒋᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  
ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋᔑᔑᒄ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐆ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐅᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

13.4.3 ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ , ᑮᑆ ᑎᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ 
ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᑦ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  488 ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , 275 ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  213 
ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᙮  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 2007 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  



ᐊᔅᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᑯᐯᒃ Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

40 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᙮  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᒥᒋᓲᐲᓯᒽ  31, 2012 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  $1.2 ᐱᓕᔨᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᑎᑎᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  $880 ᒥᓕᔨᓐ ᒑ ᒥᔪᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐦ ᒃ , ᑭᔮᐦ  $336 ᒥᓕᔨᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐦ ᒃ  (INFO46, p. 7)᙮  

ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  

2008 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ (CRA) ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐋ ᑎᐱᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ 
ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, 2008b)᙮  2010 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ 
ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐊᓂᒌ CRA ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐐᓵᐙ 325 ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒥᒋᓈᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ᙮  2013 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ JBACE ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 164 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᒑ ᐋᐦ ᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓂᑭᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MERN, ᐋ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᔥᑖᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᐅᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (JBACE, 2013, p. 10)᙮  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᑑᒡ  MERN ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ 2014 ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
213 ᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ (ᕎᒃ  ᒀᑦᕉ, 
TRAN27, p. 7)᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  16 ᑳ 
ᒥᔅ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᔖᔥ ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔨᑯᔥᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᔖᔥ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᐱᕆᓐᓯᐹᓪ ᒀᐱᕐ  ᒫᐃᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐅᒉᐴᑯᒨ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ 
ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᓯᕐ ᑖᒃ  ᒫᐃᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒉᔅ ᐹᕐ  ᒫᐃᓐ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑌᒫᕃᕕᓪ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  2011 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  (MERN, 2013b, p. 122; MERN, 2012-2013: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᔖᔥ ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒥᔖᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  

ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᒄ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᐅᒫᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᔑᔑᒄ  ᐋ 
ᓂᔥᑐᔨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᔖᔥ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐦ ᐋᐃᑎᕉ-ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  
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ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒋᓵᓰᐲᔥᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒻ ᐦ ᙮   

ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ, ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᒥᔨᐤ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒀᔥᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐙᐦ ᒌᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᐱᑑ ᒑ 
ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐊᔅ ᐹᔨᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐋᑦ ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA, ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᒡ  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ (EIJBRG), ᔖᔥ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ ᙮  

ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  

ᔖᔥ 1950s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᔑ 
ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒃ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᑳᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

1999 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , KRG, ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓛᕚᓪ ᔫᓂᕕᕐ ᓯᑏ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  2000 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒌ ᐹᒋ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  , ᐋᐅᒄ  595 ᑳ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  2000s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  193 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  90 ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  (18 ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 27 ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  45 ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᐋ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ )᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ 15 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 18 ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒥᔪᐦ ᑳᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  23 ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 27 ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑳᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᔖᔥ ᒌ 
ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  KRG ᔔᔮᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
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ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  2004 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  2005 ᑳ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  
2007 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒦᓐ ᑯᑎᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓲᒡ  KRG, ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᕃᔅ ᑣᕐ -ᐋᒃ ᔑᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  (ᓈᓐᓰ ᑏ, TRAN28, p. 11; PREMNAT2, p. 1 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  3)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐐᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮   

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ, 
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐋ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐙᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ . 

ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  

ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᑳ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋᔅ ᐯᔅ ᑎᔅ  ᐦ ᐃᓪ ᒫᐃᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 
50 km ᓅᐦ ᒋᒥᔒᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑏᓭᑉᔑᓐ ᐯᐃ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑳ ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  
1970 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  1984, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᔅ ᐯᔅ ᑎᔅ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  400 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  450 ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᑳ ᐅᑖᔅ ᑯᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᔖᔥ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ ᐆ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ JBNQA, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᒦᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔅ ᐯᔅ ᑎᔅ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓂᒥ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᙮  

ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ JBNQA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  
ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑳᔥᑳᒑᒡ  ᓂᐲᐤ ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  
ᑳ ᐱᒫᐹᑭᒧᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᔒᐹᔮᔥᑭᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᔔᔑᑭᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᓰᐲ᙮  ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  1990s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐄᔮᒄ  ᑳ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᕌᒃ ᓚᓐ ᒫᐃᓐ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  
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13.5 ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  

ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓐ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᓂᔥᑣᐤ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  

13.5.1 ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐅᓵ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᑮᑆ ᒑᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ᙮  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  
ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃ ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔨᒡ : “ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒫᒨᑳᐳᐎᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐹᔨᒀᐙᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋᑳ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ” (ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , 
MEM205, p. 1 ᑭᔮᐦ  9)᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ (MEM22, p. 1), ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (MEM27, p. 1), ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ (MEM80, p. 22) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ 
CMEB (MEM104, p. 7)᙮    

ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ , ᐋ ᐃᔮᔅ ᑯᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  (ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓰᓂᐤ 
ᐄᓅᐦ , MEM25, p. 2; ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , MEM49, p. 4; ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  
ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , MEM205, p. 1-2)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒥᒄ  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ – ᐊᓐ CMEB – ᒌ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᒽ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐦ ᒃ  CMEB, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ 
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ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ , ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (MEM104, p. 7)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (JBRA), ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐋ ᓅᓯᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐋᑳ 
ᓈᔥᑏᒡ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  
ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (MEM101, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4)᙮  

ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒌ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒨᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᑳ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᑑᔥ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  2009 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᔮᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ (CRÉ) 
ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᐱᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒫᑎᓂᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐅᒌ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᑳ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
CNSC ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᔖᐯᐃ, ᔑᐴᑲᒨ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐹᐱᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  (JBRA, MEM101, p. 4)᙮   

ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ , ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  
ᒥᑯᔖᒌᔑᑭᓂᐲᓯᒽ  13, 2010, ᒥᓯᐙ ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  ᒑ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔅ ᑎᕌᑎᑰ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔥ ᐅᒌᔥ ᐦ  (MEM25, 
p.5)᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᓃᐱᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᐱᐦ ᐆᐲᓯᒽ  2012, ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐐᒋᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐙᒡ  ᒥᔥᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  (CTA, MEM35, 
p 4)᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐱᐦ ᐆᐲᓯᒽ  2012 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒨᒡ  
ᒑ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (MEM205, 
p. 1 and 9)᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐱᒧᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
800 km ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒨᓕᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑐᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐅᔅ ᒋᓃᒋᓯᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᒡ  
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ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  (ᒞᔓᐙᐦ  ᐋᐃᓯᕎᕝ, 
TRAN74, p. 59)᙮  

ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑎᐦ ᑣᐤ ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐙᔥ 
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᓈᔥᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ (ᑳ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᐦ , MEM25, p. 8; ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , 
MEM205, p. 35)᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ : “ᒨᔥ ᒌ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᔮ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ” (MEM26, p. 2), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ, ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐙᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᒋᐊᐅᐦ ᐋᓱᓈᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᔥᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  (ᑣᒥᔅ  ᓃᐴᔥ, MEM51, p 1)᙮  ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᑌᐃᕖ ᑆᐱᔥ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  
ᒨᔥ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓰᐲ, ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  (ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , MEM49, p. 3)᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ , 
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ:  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᔨᐤ – ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ – ᒋᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᑖᑆᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ , 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑏᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐃᑎᒥᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ , 
ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᐦ  […] ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  ᓂᔥᑣᐤ ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐤ ᑳ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  […] ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  […] ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᓈᓂᐤ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐄᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᓂᑭᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑎᔅ ᒌᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(MEM35, p. 1 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  5) 

ᐊᓂᔮ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐋᑳ ᐱᔅ ᑳᑎᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᒉᐃᓃ ᐹᒑᐦ ᐊᓅ, MEM200, p 1)᙮  
ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒥᑦ ᑌᐃᓰ ᐦ ᐋᐅᔅ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐋᐦ ᒀᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᓄᐱᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (MEM61, p. 2)᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒫᔑᑭᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ , MEM25, p 9; ᒞᕐ ᒡ  M. 
ᔐᐦ ᑳᐯᐤ, MEM54, p. 2; ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , MEM205, p. 11)᙮  

ᒦᓐ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ JBRA ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᐋ ᐄᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᓈᔥᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᒑᒀᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥ ᒋᑭ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᐱᔨᒡ  
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ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ JBRA ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᑳ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᒌ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  “ᒑ ᓃᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᐹᒫᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᐹᒫᔑᑭᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ” (MEM101, p. 8 ᑭᔮᐦ  12, 
ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  
ᐅᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᒌ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ (ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ, 
MEM22, p. 1; ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑖᕐ ᓖᓐ ᑭᑏ, TRAN57, p. 34)᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐃᑎᒥᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  (ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ , MEM35, p. 3)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ : “ᐙᔥ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑖᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ” ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ “ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥᒡ  
ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓂᔨᐤ” (CBHSSJB, 
MEM80, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  7, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐋ ᓂᔓᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑎᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
CBHSSJB ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑐᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ (CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 22)᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  
ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔨᑦ: “ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ” (ᕕᕃᑎᕆᒃ  ᕛᕐ ᑎᔦᐃ, MEM29, p. 6, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐤ ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ, ᐊᓐ ᒫᐅᒡ  
ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒑ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒦᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , MEM49, p. 5)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ 
ᒥᓂᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒦᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᒦᒋᒻ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᒋᔖᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  (ᒫᕠᔫ ᑰᓐ-ᑳᒻ , MEM205, 
p. 11)᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ JBRA ᒌ ᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑎᑯᑦ 
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ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐤ ᑳ ᒧᐙᔨᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᑎᑭᔨᐤ ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐃᔑ 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  (MEM101, p. 6)᙮  

ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  JBRA ᐊᓐ “ᔖᔥ ᓈᐦ ᐹᒻ  ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ”᙮  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  CNSC ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒌᔖᒡ  
ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  JBRA ᐋ ᓃᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᓈᐦ ᐹᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  (MEM101, p. 6 ᑭᔮᐦ  7)᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ : 

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ, ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ 
ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᑭ ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   
(MEM101, p. 10, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐙᔖ ᒦᔥᑯᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᓂᒥ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ (ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᑆᐱᔥ, MEM48, p. 4; ᐐᓂᐹᑰᓐ ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ 
ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , MEM205, p. 15)᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐋᑦ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᐹᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐲᓯᒽ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰ ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ, ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ (ᒋᒦ 
ᓈᐦ ᐄᑳᐴ, MEM53, p. 1)᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  CMEB, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ 
ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (MEM104, p. 6)᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ JBRA ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᒀᔅ ᒋᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  “ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ”᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᒫᐅᔮ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ :  

[…] ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑖᐹ ᓂᒥᔮᐤ ᐊᓐ 
ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑏᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥ ᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐙᔖ ᐐᐱᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᑎᒥᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᑦ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
(MEM101, p. 8, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 
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ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑣᐤ ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᐦ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ 
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (MEM25, 
p. 10)᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑦ ᓲ ᐦ ᒃ  ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓂᒥ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐤ 
ᒑ ᒌ ᓃᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ (ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᑆᐱᔥ, MEM48, p. 4; ᑣᒥᔅ  ᓃᐴᔥ, MEM51, 
p. 3; ᑌᐃᓰ ᐦ ᐋᐅᔅ , MEM61, p. 2)᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ 
ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᑯᔥ ᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (ᓲᕖ ᑲᓂᕐ , 
TRAN22, p. 48)᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ CMEB ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᒌ 
ᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  (MEM104, p. 15)᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᓵ ᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  (MEM25, 
p. 10)᙮  

ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒫᒀᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᒌ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑ 
ᐹᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
(MEM205, p. 12)᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  CMEB, ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ 
ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓈᔥᑐᐎᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  CMEB ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  
ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (MEM104, p. 6)᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒋᔖᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒌ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ: 

ᒋᑭ ᒋᔥᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᓂᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᓈᓐ ᐦ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ 
ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᒑᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᓈᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᑎᔥᑣᐎᓂᓈᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒫᑎᑯᒡ : ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᓂᑏᔨᔨᒥᓈᓂᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  
ᐆ ᐃᑖᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒑ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᑎᔅ ᒌᓈᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐃᐱᔥᒌᔥ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ ; ᓂᒧᔨ ᓂᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᓈᓐ ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(ᒫᕠᔫ ᑰᓐ-ᑳᒻ , TRAN74, p. 22) 

ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᑯᔥᑖᒋᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
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ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᑆᐱᔥ, MEM48, p. 4; ᑣᒥᔅ  ᓃᐴᔥ, MEM51, p. 2; ᑳ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐙᔂᓂᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , MEM78, p. 1), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑏᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  ᒑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  (ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , MEM49, p. 4; ᑌᐃᓰ ᐦ ᐋᐅᔅ , MEM61, 
p. 4)᙮  ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  ᒌ ᐋᔨᒸᐅᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᐱᑑ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒑᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  “ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᒥᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᔮᐦ ᒡ ” (MEM205, p. 17)᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  
ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ , ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᑎᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᒑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  (ᑣᒥᔅ  ᓃᐴᔥ, MEM51, p. 2)᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA (ᒞᕐ ᒡ  M. ᔐᐦ ᑳᐯᐤ, MEM54; ᑳ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ , MEM49, p. 7; ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᓂᔒᔨᔨᐤ ᒋᔖᔨᔨᐅᒡ , MEM26, 
p. 6)᙮  

ᓃᔓ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᑎᑯᔑᒡ  ᐋ ᔒᑐᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᔨᒡ ᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒌ ᓂᓈᔅ ᑯᒫᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  “ᐋ 
ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᑯᔨᐦ ᒄ  ᒋᔥᑖᔨᒥᑐᐎᓐ, ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᑎᓂᒫᑐᐎᓐ” (ᔨᕙᐦ  ᑭᕉᑑ, MEM42, 
p. 2, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  ᑯᑎᒃ  ᒦᓐ 
ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐊᓂᔮ “ᐋᐃᐦ ᑭᒻ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ ᐋ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐋᑦ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓅᑯᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒌᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥᑏᒡ  ᒋᔥᑖᔨᒫᒡ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ ” (ᕕᕃᑎᕆᒃ  ᕛᕐ ᑎᔦᐃ, MEM29, p. 8, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  

ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᒌ CMEB ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐋᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑐᑖ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  (MEM104, p. 15)᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  JBRA, ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᐐᐱᒡ  1970s ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒫᐅᔮ 
ᒦᓐ ᑳ ᔨᒡ : “ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᓂᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᔨᐦ ᒄ ” (MEM101, p. 18, 
ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  

ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑐᑖ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒑ᙮  ᐊᓐ 
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ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ 
ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᓂᑖᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓐ ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
(MEM27, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4)᙮  

ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐄᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ 
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  (ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᑆᐱᔥ MEM48, p. 5; ᑣᒥᔅ  ᓃᐴᔥ, MEM51, p. 3; ᐄᔨᔨᐅᔅ ᒀᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒫᒨᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, MEM52, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4)᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ JBRA ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  CMEB ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᔓᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ : 

[…] ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᔻᐤ 
ᒑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᐄᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  
(MEM101, p. 12) 

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒌ 
ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᒀᔣᓐ ᐲᑯᐱᔨᒑ ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᔮᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒥᔔ ᒌ ᒫᒌᑣᐙ ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑖ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐊᔓᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ 
ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ , MEM205, p. 25 ᑭᔮᐦ  35)᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐙᔥ 
ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒥᒋᓐ ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐊᔓᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ JBRA ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒋᑭ 
ᐐᔥᑖᐅᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ, ᒑ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᔓᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᔥᑭᐙᒡ ᐦ  
ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐆᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  (MEM101, p. 14 ᑭᔮᐦ  19)᙮  
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13.5.2 ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒑᑳᑦ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  
ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓂᒥ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᙮  (MEM161, p. 12)᙮  

ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕆᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
KRG, ᒫᐅᔮ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ :  

ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑖᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  (ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐱᐹᒧᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ) ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᓂᒥ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐅᔮ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(MEM161, p. 8) 

ᐊᓂᒌ ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᑆᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᑆᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔥᒡ  
ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒃ  ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (MEM161, 
p. 5)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐊᔨᒥᑦ ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , 
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ :  

ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᓐ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᔮᒀᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᒋᓐ ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᙮  
(ᓭᕐ ᔥ ᑌᕇ, TRAN72, p. 41) 

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᑯᐱᓈ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
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ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐊᑎᑑ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  
ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᓄᐙ ᓱᐙᐲ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ : 

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐅᒌ ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᓂᒥ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᐱᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ , MEM185, p. 1) 

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᒥᔻᔨᒧᒡ ᙮  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᑖᒋᐦ ᐆᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  (ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, MEM161, p. 9)᙮  
ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐋ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  (ᑭᑏ ᐊᓇᓇᒃ , TRAN72, p. 48) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᔓ ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᑎᑎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  (ᓗᑲᓯ ᐊᒻ ᓇᕐ ᒃ  
ᐃᑐᒃ , TRAN72, p. 51; ᓄᐙᐦ  ᓱᐙᐲ, TRAN71, p. 7)᙮  

ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐱᐹᒧᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒋᑦ ᐙᐱᔅ ᑭᒥᑯᔨᐤ (ᒞᓃ ᐃᑐᒃ , TRAN72, p. 56; ᓗᑲᓯ ᐊᒻ ᓇᕐ ᒃ  ᐃᑐᒃ , TRAN72, 
p. 50)᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑳ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑰᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᔨᐤ: 

ᑮᑆ ᓂᐱᐦ  ᒌ ᑯᔥᑖᓐ, ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  […] ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᐅᒡ  
ᓂᑎᐙᔑᔒᒥᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓅᔑᔑᒥᔑᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᒌ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᒃ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᑰᔮᓯᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  
(ᑭᓘᑦ ᑳᑦᐳᐙ, TRAN54, p. 35) 

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐅᔮ:  

ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , 
ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐊᐅᔑᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ , ᐋᔔᑭᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ ᙮   
(ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 23) 

ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓂᔮᓂᑖᔑᒧᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ, ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
RBHSS, MEM199, p. 22 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  24)᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓐ ᒌ ᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐤ ᑳ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ: “ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒦᒋᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᓂᒦᒋᒥᓈᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᓈᔥᒡ  
ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒑ?” (ᑌᕕᑏ ᐊᓇᓇᒃ , TRAN72, p. 49)᙮  ᑯᑎᒃ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᒌ 
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ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ 
ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  (ᐎᓖ ᐃᑐᒃ , TRAN72, p. 53)᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᒌᐦ ᑳᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓃᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (MEM161, p. 10)᙮   

ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ 
ᑆᓖᑭᓨᕆᓀᑎᑦ ᐹᐃᕓᓂᓪ ᔅ  (PCBs) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒫᔅ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ 
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
(MEM161, p. 10)᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥᑏᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
“ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ” (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 20 ᑭᔮᐦ  21)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ, ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑳ 
ᒫᒨᐱᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᔨᐤ (MEM226, p. 1)᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᒥᑐᑭᐦ ᑉ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐦ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ) ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  “ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᒥᑐᑭᐦ ᑉ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐦ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒫᒀᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ” (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 27 ᑭᔮᐦ  28)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒌ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᔖᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐆ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ 
ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᑎ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 28)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᒀᔣᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  “ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  
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ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ ” (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 35)᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᒧᔮᒻ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᔖᔥ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᓯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᔖ ᒦᔥᑯᒡ  ᓂᓈᓂᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥ ᒌ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ (ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  
ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ , MEM185, p. 1; ᒪᑭ ᓱᓯ ᐊᓇᓇᒃ , TRAN72, 
p. 55)᙮  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  (ᑳ 
ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ , MEM185, p. 1)᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ 
ᑳ ᐹᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᐦ ᑖᓰᒥᑭᓂᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔻᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᒌ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  BAPE ᑭᔮᐦ  
KEAC ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᓯᒋᔮᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᐤ, ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥ ᑖᑭᔥ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐙᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔮᒡ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᒧᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  (ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᔨᒧᐎᓐ), ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ (MEM161, 
p. 11)᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ “ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  
[ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ ] ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  […] ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᔖᐳᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᑳᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ” (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 35)᙮  
ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᐐᐦ  
ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᔔᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ 
ᑳᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (ᒞᓐ-ᒫᕐ ᒃ  ᓰᑫᐦ , TRAN72, p. 25)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ:  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᑐᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᐙᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ ᙮  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒋᑭ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᔮᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᑎᐹᑎᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  
(PREMNAT19, p. 15) 

ᐊᓂᒌ ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓂᒥ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᓂᔮ BAPE 
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ᐅᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᒄ  
ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᑏᑯᒡ  
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᒋᓐ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᓯᓈᑖᐤ, ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ , MEM185, p. 2)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐐᐙᐤ ᓵᐦ ᒑ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᒄ  
ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔪᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
RBHSS, MEM199, p. 36 ᑭᔮᐦ  37)᙮  

ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  
ᐅᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᑎᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ :  

[…] ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒌᐙᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᑎᓰᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮   
(ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 15) 

ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐋ ᓂᑳᔥᑳᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  
ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐙᐙᒡ  ᓂᒥ ᓵᐱᑎᐱᐦ ᐊᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ “ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᐱᑯᓵᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ ” (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 15)᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᕐ ᑭᓂᕐ ᒃ ᑎᕐ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᐊᓪᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐙᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᓕᑦᑕᓂᐅᔭᓕᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᔨᒡ ᙮  
ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᒋᒀᒋᒑᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (MEM184)᙮  
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ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ 
ᐋᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  CNSC ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔓᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᒫᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  
ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG ᐋᑳ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
CNSC᙮  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᔮᐤ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᓵ ᑎᔮᑆᐅᒑᔨᒫᑦ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᔨᒡ ᐦ  (MEM161, p. 10 ᑭᔮᐦ  11)᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᐦ ᑖᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐙᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ: 

ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᔮᐅᓈᑯᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔻᒡ ᐦ  
ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᑯᑎᒃ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐄᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮᔥ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒑ᙮  
(ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  KRG, MEM161, p. 11) 

ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᔮᐅᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᓂᐎᒡ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 31)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ 
ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ : 

[ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ] ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ 
ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒫᔮᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 30) 

13.6 ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ : ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 

ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐹᔥᑖᒋᓂᑭᓐ ᐦ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔪᔥᑳᑐᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒌᒡ  
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ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᒑ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ᙮  

13.6.1 ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ: ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ 
ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᒫᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ  ᐆ 
ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᒦᓐ ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  
ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮   

ᑯᓯᒀᐱᔅ ᒋᓯᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒨᔥ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᐦ ᔮᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , 
ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐲᐦ ᒋᔨᐤ ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ, ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᐃᓱᑐᑉ ᔅ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ : ᔪᕃᓂᔨᒻ -238 (U-238), ᔪᕃᓂᔨᒻ -235 (U-235) ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᔪᕃᓂᔨᒻ -234 
(U-234), ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ 99.28%, 0.71% ᑭᔮ ᐦ  
0.0054% ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  ᐆ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᐦ ᑳᐙᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐹᑎᔥ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ ᐦ , 
ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐄᔮᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐃᓱᑐᑉ ᔅ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐲᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  
ᐃᔥᑯᑖᔥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋᔪᓈᐃᓰᓐ ᕃᑎᔦᐃᔑᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  
ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓵᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ : ᐋᓪᕚ, ᐯᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑳᒫᐦ  
ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  
ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ, ᐊᓐ U-238 ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᕃᑎᔨᒻ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  (Ra-226) ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᕃᑣᓐ (Rn-222)᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᑳᓐ ᓓᑦ ᑳ ᐃᓯᓂᐦ ᑳᓱᑦ (Pb-206), ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓂᒥ ᑯᔥᑖᑎᑯᓐ (GEN2, p. 2 
ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  10; PR3, p. 23 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  29 ᐱᐦ ᔨᒻ  39; SAN3, p. 23 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  26; 
SAN6, p. 2 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  10)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᑎᓰᑦ (ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᐊᓐ 
ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒫᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᑦ)᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᑦ ᐋᐃᓱᑐᑉ ᐲᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᑎᓰᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥᒡ  ᐙᐃᐱᔥᒌᔥ, ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐴᔥᑯᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒌᐦ ᒋᓈᑯᔥ ᐲᐦ ᔨᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᑎᓰᑦ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  U-238 ᐋᐅᒄ  4.5 ᐱᓕᔨᓐ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ , ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  U-235 ᐋᐅᒄ  0.7 ᐱᓕᔨᓐ 
ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ U-234 ᐋᐅᒄ  0.25 ᐱᓕᔨᓐ ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  (ibid.)᙮   

ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐤ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᒌᔑᑳᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᔮᐦ ᔮᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ 
ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒦᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 
1 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  2 μg (ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ 1 ᒫᐃᑭᕉᑭᕌᒻ , ᐋᐅᒄ  1 ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓕᑭᕌᒻ ) ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦᐦ  ᐅᒦᒋᒥᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ 1.5 μg ᐊᓂᑦᐦ  
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ᐅᓂᐲᒥᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒋᔨᐤ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, 
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ᐋ ᔖᑆᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ, ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᑦ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᑑᐱᔨᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ  
(ibid.)᙮  

U-235 ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐃᓱᑐᑉ ᓵᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔑᑖᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᒫᐦ  ᕃᐃᔅ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ  ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᙮  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒦᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓂᑑᐱᔨᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  

ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ 
ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐲᐦ ᑎᐙᐱᔅ ᒋᓯᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐹᐦ ᐹᐅᑖᐱᔅ ᒋᓯᑦ ᐊᓂᓰ᙮  
ᒫᒀᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑖᐱᔅ ᒋᓯᑦ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᔥᑐ ᐱᐦ ᒀᔑᑭᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᑦ-ᓍᕐ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐄᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑎᔥ 
ᐅᒌᔥ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ , ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 12 ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐋ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ 
ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔥᑖᒌᐙᑎᓂᒧᔖᐙᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᓵᓰᐲ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐦ ᐱᓪ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓐ 4 ᑳ ᐃᒋᔥᑖᒡ  ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒻ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐊᑎ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᒥᔅ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐄᑑ ᐊᓐ 
ᑎᕌᓐ ᔅ ᑖᐃᑳ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ, ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐹᔥᑖᒌᐙᐱᓂᒧᔖᐙᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃ 
ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐐᓵᐙ 15 ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 13 ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᒋᓵᓰᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  LG1, LG2 ᑭᔮᐦ  LG4 ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒋᓵᓰᐲᔥᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓃᔓ ᒌ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ LG2 ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᒫᑑᔥ ᑳ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ (MERN, 2009: 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ ; ᕎᒃ  ᑰᑦᕉ TRAN26, p. 115 ᑭᔮᐦ  116; CMEB, MEM104, 
p. 10 ᑭᔮᐦ  11)᙮  
                                                
12.  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒥᒄ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐆ ᐋ 

ᐃᔥᒌᔣᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᔖᔥ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᐤ ᑏᑯᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ : ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (EXPLO3)᙮  

13.  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᐱᑯᓈᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᒑᒄ  ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (EXPLO3)᙮  
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ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᓛᑉᕌᑣᕐ  ᐋ ᐱᓯᓯᑭᒥᑳᒡ , ᒋᔥᑎᐎᒡ  ᑲᐙᐙᒋᑲᒪᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᓱᒃ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᔑ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᓐᑳᕚ ᐯᐃ (ᒋᕐ ᒋᓪ ᐱᕎᕕᓐ ᔅ ), ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ (ᐅᓐᑳᕚ ᐋ ᐱᓯᓯᑭᒥᑳᒡ ), ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᑲᓐᒋᕐ ᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔮᔮᐤ 
ᐦ ᐊᑎᓯᓐ ᐯᐃ (ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ 13.2) (ᕎᒃ  ᑰᑦᕉ, TRAN26, p. 115 ᑭᔮᐦ  116; MERN, 
2009: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᑯᑖᐦ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐤ 
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐅᑖᐦ  40 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᑎᐦ ᑣᐤ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ 
ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ 
ᒌ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐊᒽ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  2013 ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒃ  ᒑ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᒑᒄ  
ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓂᑦ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑖᐱᔅ ᑳᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᑯᓈᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  (ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2013, p. 2, 
10, 28 ᑭᔮᐦ  54)᙮  

ᒋᑭ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᒥᔪᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᒑᒃ  
ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  (ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ )᙮  ᐆ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒦᓐ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐱᑯᓈᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓈᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐋ ᒥᓯᒋᔅ ᑎᒡ  ᐊᓯᓃᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᐋ ᒨᓈᐱᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔔᑭᓐ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐹᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔮᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ 
(ibid.)᙮  

ᒀᔣᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᑖ ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᓂᔮᓂᑎᐙᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᔔᔮᓐ, ᐊᓐ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ ᒋᑭ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ (ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ , ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐅᑖᐹᓐ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ , ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᐤ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒌᒫᓐ ᐋᔔᑭᓐ ᐦ ), ᐋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ 
ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᓄᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐱᒋᔅ ᒋᐱᑖᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒧᔥᑖᐅᐦ ᑳᐅᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ; ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᙮  ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ : ᐃᑖᒥᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒨᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᔔ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
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ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᒫᒦᓄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ibid.)᙮  
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13.6.2 ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔖᔥ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 9, 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑏᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑮᑆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᐦ ᐋᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒀ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᓂᐲ, ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᔮᐦ ᔮᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᔮᐦ ᔮᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐹᒫᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐹᒫᔑᑭᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐲᐳᑖᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐱᐹᒫᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᔫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᐹᒫᔥᑭᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒥᒄ  ᓰᑎᐤ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓃᔑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᑖᒫᑎᒥᐤ ᒑ ᐊᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓴᓪᕕᕐ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᑯᓯᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ (ᕃᑣᓐ, ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᑳᓐ, ᑆᓨᓂᔨᒻ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᕨᕆᔨᒻ ), ᐊᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᒸᓕᑉᑏᓐ, 
ᕚᓀᑎᔨᒻ , ᓭᓓᓂᔨᒻ , ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᕐ ᓯᓂᒃ ᙮  ᐆ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐤ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓰᑎᐤ ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (SAN6, p. 6; INFO3.1, p. 4 ᑭᔮᐦ  5)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᒌᐦ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐲᑐᔥ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ IAEA ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᒌᐦ ᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑳ ᑯᓯᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐊᑎᑑ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᑳ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MDDELCC ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ : “ᐊᓂᒌ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᑖᑆᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ  
ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔑᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐ ᒌᔑᑳᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ (IAEA, 2005, p. 7; INFO3.1, p. 5; ᓈᑎᓖ ᐹᑫᑦ, TRAN37, p. 10)᙮  
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ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᔖᔥ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐋᔥᒄ  ᓈᔥᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐃᔮᒡ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ, ᐋᔥᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ , ᐋ 
ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒧᐎᓱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒥᔻᔨᒧᒡ  ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒦᓱᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑳᓱᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᑎᐦ ᐄᐹᒡ  ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ , 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᑮᑆ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᑑᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᒋᓐ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, 2012, p. 146)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐐᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ 
ᐋ ᒥᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓯᐎᓐ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ CNSC ᐋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓐ 0.1 mg/l ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᑖᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐋ ᐐᐐᐱᔨᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᐊᒋᐎᓂᑭᓃᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᐐᐱᔨᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐹᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᐋᐅᒄ  0.02 mg/l 
ᒫᐅᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐲ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᒃ  ᑳ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ  (INFO29, p. 13; NAT24, 
p. 27, 28; QUES4.1, p. 3 ᑭᔮᐦ  4)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᓐ 2010 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐐᓵᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᔓᑎᐦ ᒃ  0.02 mg/l ᒫᐅᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐊᓐ ᓂᐲ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒌ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  CNSC ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒥᔪᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  2000 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᓂᐲ 2 km14 ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓯᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᐐᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑳ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  0.0073 mg/l, ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ ᐐᓵᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
                                                
14. ᐊᓐ 2 km ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓯᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑖᔑᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 

ᐐᐐᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔻᑭᒥᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᔮᐤ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓵᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮   
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ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒌᔖᒡ  0.001 mg/l ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  CNSC ᒀᔣᓐ ᒌ ᐹᒋ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ 
ᒧᔥᑖᐅᐦ ᑳᐅᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᔑᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐋ ᒥᐦ ᒀᓂᐎᒡ , ᑮᑆ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐦ  
ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᐲ (INFO29, p. 8 ᑭᔮᐦ  12; NAT24, p. 27 
ᑭᔮᐦ  28)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐹᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ 
ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᓂᐲ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᓂᒫᓯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᒥᓂᑑᔑᒡ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᐦ ᒋᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᒋᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐃᓴᐯᓪ ᑫᐃ, TRAN37, p. 18; INFO3.1, p. 32 ᑭᔮᐦ  39)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᑭᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᓂᒫᓯᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓯᐹᒋᐎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᐐᔮᔑᑭᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᒫᔅ  ᐅᐦ ᑭᐙᐤ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ 
ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᑣᐙ ᓂᒫᓯᒡ  (NAT24, p. 49; NAT33, p. 5)᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᔮᒀᐦ  
ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᐤ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ “ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓭᓓᓂᔨᒻ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᑭᐙᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐐᔮᔑᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ” (NAT24, p 51)᙮  

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᒧᒡ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐋ ᒧᐎᓱᒡ  ᒦᓂᔥ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒋᒡ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᑦ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᒦᓂᔑᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ (NAT2, p. 21)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ 
ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐋᐱᐦ ᑑ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ , 2007, 
p. 24 ᑭᔮᐦ  25; NAT2, p. 14 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  16; PR3, p. 86)᙮  

ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᒫᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐋᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  
ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ: ᐅᑑᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒦᒋᓱᑦ), ᐅᔑᑳᐦ ᒡ  (ᐋ ᔖᐳᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᔑᑳᐦ ᒡ ) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᑖᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  (ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
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ᔮᐦ ᔮᑦ)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᔑᐊᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᑎᒋᔨᐤ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᒫᒋᒡ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  
ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᔖᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔮᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᓂᐲᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᓈᑭᒥᒡ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔑᓂᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᓵ ᒑ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᐅᔅ ᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᑐᑎᑯᓰᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᔅ ᑯᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐲᔥᐲᔥ ᒃ ᐦ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᐱᔒᔥ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐎᔮᓯᐅᑦ (INFO3.1, p. 14, 17 ᑭᔮᐦ  21; NAT2, p. 49)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐄᑖᐦ ᒑ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒦᒋᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᔅ ᑭᒥᒄ -
ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ -ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᔅ ᑭᒥᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ ᙮  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᒫᒋᑦ ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ  ᐙᐱᔅ ᑭᒥᑯᔨᐤ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐳᓂᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐹᔥᑖᒌᐙᑎᓂᒧᔖᐙᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ 
ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐙᐱᔅ ᑭᒥᑯᔨᐤ (ᑣᒥᔅ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 1999)᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ 
ᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᐎᒡ  ᐅᒌ ᐊᑎᐦ ᑯᒡ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  “ᐋᑳ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ” (NAT33, 
p. 6, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ CNSC ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᓲ ᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᔅ ᑭᒥᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᐤ ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᕃᑎᔫᓅᑭᓛᐃᑦ ᔅ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ 
ᐊᑎᐦ ᑯᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒧᐙᒡ  ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ (NAT33, p. 6 ᑭᔮ ᐦ  8; ᑣᒥᔅ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 1999)᙮  

ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᓵᔮᔅ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᒫᒋᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓂᔥ ᐦ , ᓂᒫᔅ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓯᒋᐦ ᑎᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ ᙮  2011 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᑳᒣᑰ ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  AREVA ᕇᔂᕐ ᓯᔅ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᐃᓐ ᒃ  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐦ ᕦᐸᔅ ᑳᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑕᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ (EARMP)᙮  
ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᒀ ᑳ ᒫᔮᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᐲ, ᓂᒫᓯᒡ , ᒦᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  (ᒨᔅ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ) (NAT24, p. 56 ᑭᔮᐦ  57; NAT33, p. 5)᙮  ᒫᐤ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ : 

– ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐃᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒦᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ; 
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– ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᐦ ᑖᔮᒡ ; 

– ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᐱᑑ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ; 

– ᒑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᓃᔣᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐐᐙᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋᔮᓂᔅ ᒑᐤ ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ : “ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒧᐎᓱᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᒦᓂᔥ ᐦ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᔮᐦ  ᒨᔅ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᑎᐦ ᒄ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᒡ ᙮ ” (ᒫᓪᑲᒻ  ᒥᐦ ᑮ, TRAN37, p. 52)᙮  ᒫᒀᒡ  2012-2013 ᑳ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒫᐤ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐃᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ:  

ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐅᓵ 
ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐹᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᑯᐱᓈ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
(ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᑐᔅ ᒑᐎᓐ ᐦ , 2014, p. iv) 

ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒑᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ᙮   

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ , 
ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᑖᑭᔥ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᐦ ᑖᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  
ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ 
ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
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ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  
ᑮᑆ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  CNSC ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᔓᐙᑖᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᒡ  “ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒑ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  (ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓯᐅᒡ , 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐅᑭᒥᒄ ᐦ , ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ) ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᐐᑎᒫ, ᐱᑐᑖ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ” (EXPLO17, p. 1, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔮᔥᑯᔨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
CNSC, ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᔥᑯᔨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᔔ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒫᔮᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MDDELCC ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᒧᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐹᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒨᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ (ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN31, p. 16, 17, 
39, 45 ᑭᔮᐦ  51)᙮   

ᔮᓈᑯᓐ ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐃᒥᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐹᔨᒄ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑦ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒀᐙ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐᐦ  
ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒑ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᙮  ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑑᒡ  ᐅᒌ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ ᒑᒀᓐ (ᐅᔮᔥ ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋ ᐃᔮᔪᐎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ) 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᔮᑦ ᒌ ᐐᐦ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ ? ᒫᐅᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᐦ ᒃ  MDDELCC: 

ᑮᑆ ᒑᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᙮  ᒥᔖᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᔥᑎᑉ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔑᑳᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ᙮  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐅᔥᑐᔨᐙᐤ᙮  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᒥ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᓈᐦ ᐹᒻ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐋᔅ ᑰ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᔮᒀᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑᐦ ᑳᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᑎᑑ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  […]᙮  
(ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN32, p. 53, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ 
ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

ᐊᓂᒌ MDDELCC ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᑐᔅ ᒑᐎᓐ, ᑮᑆ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN31, p. 60)᙮  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  
ᐋᔨᒧᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᐱᑳᐳᐎᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐊᓐ 
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ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᑐᔅ ᒑᐎᓐ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᒡ  ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  (ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN32, p. 53)᙮  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒑ ᐋᑳ ᒌ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ 
ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MDDELCC, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᒃ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᒃ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑎᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  
ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ (ᒫᕐ ᕪ 
ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN32, p. 53 ᑭᔮᐦ  54)᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑳ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
MERN:  

ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᐱᐦ  ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᓈᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  […] ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ, ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᓐ ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᐱᐦ  ᒌ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᓈᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑣᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ , ᓂᐐᐦ  
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᐦ ᐅᓈᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  
ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ ᙮  
(ᐱᕉᓅ ᕘᔐᐃ, TRAN32, p. 53, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  MDDELCC ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᔑᓂᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐹᒋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᓃᔓᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᒨᐱᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᒨᐱᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑯᐯᒃ : ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑯᑎᒃ  ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᑳᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔮᔥᑯᔨᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  MDDELCC ᒀᔣᓐ ᐅᔮᔥ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (ᒫᕐ ᕪ ᑰᑌᐃ, TRAN31, p. 39)᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒥᑎᑐᓐ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐅᐙᔨᔥᑖᑦ ᐋ 
ᐐᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᔨᑯᐱᓈ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒌᔥᑎᑉ ᒑ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒌᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒑ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᙮  

ᐋᑳ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᔮᐅᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  
ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐦ ᒌᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐎᓂᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᒑ ᑎᐎᑭᐦ ᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔥᑎᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᒥᓱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ (ᕕᕌᓐᓱᐙ ᒫᕐ ᑎᓐ, 
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TRAN38, p. 6, 7, 42 ᑭᔮᐦ  43)᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MFFP, 
ᓂᒧᔨ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ : “ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐹᒋ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐙᓵᒻ  ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᐙᒀ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐙᑯᐱᓈ” (NAT14, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐎᓂᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᔮᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᑭ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐤ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓰᑎᐤ ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
(ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ , ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᐤ ᒫᔅ ᑭᓂᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔔᑭᓐ ᐦ )᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᓰᑎᐤ ᑳ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  KEQC, “ᐋ ᒥᔪᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓵᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ ” (PREMNAT4, 
p. 15; PREMNAT14, p. 24, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  
ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ )᙮  

ᒀᔣᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᑎᑐᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᐆ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒨ ᒑ ᐱᒦᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ 
ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔮᐱᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᓲᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ,15 ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᓲᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑎᔑᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ 2014 ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᑳ 

                                                
15. ᑖᓐ ᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔑᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᓱᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒡ  ᒑ ᐋᑳ ᐎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  

ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒫᑎᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᓲᒥᑭᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᙮  
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ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᒥᒋᓐ ᑳ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᒡ , ᒫᐤ 
ᐋ ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ : 

ᑳ ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᑳᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐎᔅ ᑯᑎᒥᐦ ᒑᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐙᔪᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥᑏᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ 
ᑎᔮᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑎᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐋ ᒥᔖᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ , ᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒦᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᑯᐱᓈ᙮  

ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒨ ᐋ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᔅ ᑎᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ , ᑳ ᐹᒥᐦ ᔮᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒦᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   
(ᒪᑭᕕᒃ , 2014, p. 153) 

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᐦ ᓛᓐ ᓍᕐ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒥᔅ ᒌᐤ ᐃᔥᑯᑖᐤ, ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ, ᓅᒋᒫᓂᑖᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  (ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, 2014: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  JBACE ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  2010 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᔻᐱᑎᓐ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  (JBACE, 2010, p. 3)᙮  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 2009 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (KEAC, 2009, p. 10)᙮  

ᑮᑆ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MDDELCC, MERN ᑭᔮᐦ  MFFP 
ᒥᓯᐙ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᑯᔮᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᑎᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᒀᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐹᐹᔨᐦ ᑖ ᐃᔑ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒫᐅᓯᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ ᙮  
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 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᔨᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑖᓐ 
ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒫᐅᓯᒄ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᑦ ᔖᔥ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᑭ 
ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐊᑎᑑ ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒀᔣᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᐤ 
ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐲᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐱᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔮᔅ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ : 

ᑖᐹ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐙᔥ ᑮᑆ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᔮᓂᐤ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᔨᐦ ᒄ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐦ ᐅᐦ ᒡ ; ᑖᐹ ᐹᔨᑯᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ ᙮  ᑖᐹ ᒥᒄ  ᐹᔨᑯᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ , 
ᐋᐦ ᑐᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐙᔥ᙮  ᑖᐹ ᓂᒥᔮᐤ ᒥᒄ  ᓂᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᓈᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᑎᔅ ᒌᓈᓐ ᙮  
(ᑫᓃ ᐊᒃ ᓇᑐᒃ , TRAN55, p. 47, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐋᐃᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐙᔥ ᑖᐹ ᐹᔨᑯᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑖᑎᐹᓐ 
ᒋᑭ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐦ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒫᒑᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MDDELCC ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ, ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒋᑭ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  (ᐃᓴᐯᓪ ᑫᐃ, TRAN37, p. 20)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒫᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  MDDELCC: 

[…] ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᒋᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᔨ ᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐅᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐐᐦ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᒋᓐ ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ 
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ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᓱᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, 
ᐹᒫᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
(QUES14.1, p. 2, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ 
ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ , ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒋᑭ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

13.6.3 ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᒥᒋᓐ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 10, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐆ 
ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᒋᑭ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  
ᐋᑦ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ , ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒧᐎᓱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᔥᒄ  ᒦᒋᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ 16 ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ᙮  ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᐦ ᑖᔮᒡ , ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐅᒦᒋᒥᐙᐤ ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᒌᔑᑳᐤ ᐦ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒋᒡ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌᔖᑎᓂᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᑮᑆ ᐋ ᐋᐃᒥᒋᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᑲᓐ ᒋᕐ ᒃ ᓱᐊᓗᔾ ᔪᐊᕐ ᒃ , ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᒀᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋᐃᒥᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᔅ ᒃ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᔮᐦ ᔮᔨᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐙᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓂᑎᔅ ᒌᓈᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᒦᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐙᐱᒫᑯᒡ , ᐐᐱᒋᐅᒡ , ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ 
ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒋᑯᒡ , ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᒡ  ᓂᒫᓯᒡ , ᐊᑎᐦ ᑯᒡ ᙮  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ 
ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐅᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᔮᐦ ᒡ ᙮     
(ᑆᐲ ᐹᕆᓐ, TRAN54, p. 70) 

ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᒦᒋᒻ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒦᒋᒻ , ᓈᔥᑖᑆᐦ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᓵᐲᐅᔥᑳᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᒦᒋᒥᔥᑳᒑᒡ , ᒋᒡ  ᐱᕉᑏᓐ, ᐋᔨᕐ ᓐ, ᒫᒃ ᓃᓯᔨᒻ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓰᓐ ᒃ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᓂᔨᒡ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ , ᑏᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐊᑖᐙᐅᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑎᓂᒑᒡ  
ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒌᔖᑎᓂᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐙᔫᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᔔᑳᐅᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐙᓵᒻ  ᑖᐦ ᒋᐳᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᑖᐃᐦ  ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

                                                
16. ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᓂᐎᒡ , “ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓂᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒋᐦ ᒋᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᒋᐦ ᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  

ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ” (RBHSS, MEM199, p. 1)᙮  
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ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᐦ ᑖᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ 
ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒦᒋᐙᑯᐱᓈ ᐋ ᓵᐲᐅᔥᑳᒑᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐅᒦᒋᒥᐙᐤ ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᒌᔑᑳᐤ ᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᐄᔨᔨᒦᒋᒻ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒦᒋᒻ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᒫᓵᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒦᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᔒᑐᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ, ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐄᔨᔨᒦᒋᒻ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒦᒋᒻ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ , ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS ᑭᔮᐦ  
CBHSSJB, ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᐅᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  (CBHSSJB, MEM80, 
p. 19; ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, 2008: ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  MEM199, p. 21 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  
23; ᕇᕚ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2012, p. 110)᙮  

ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐲᑐᔥ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  
ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  MSSS ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  2011 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ  (p. 46), ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 
ᐱᔮᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ 80 ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓵᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒥᔔ ᐹᒫᑎᓰᑦ ᐦ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 78 ᐱᔮᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓵᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ , ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒥᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ 66 ᐱᔮᔓᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓵᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᐙᓐ᙮  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᒑᒀᓐ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐆ 
ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᒋᐦ ᑖᓱᓐ ᐦ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᓈᐦ ᐹᒻ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᔒᔥᑳᒑᔨᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ, ᐋ ᐙᓵᒻ  ᔒᑐᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᐙᐦ ᑉ, ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᐃᔮᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (CBHSSJB, MEM80, 
p. 10; ᕇᕚ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2012, p. 109)᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ , ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐋᔑᑯᒻ  ᒌᔑᑳᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ ᙮  

ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑖᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᑮᑆ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
– ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᓵ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ , 
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐅᒦᒋᒥᐙᐤ ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  (ᐊᐅᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐦ , ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᓂᒫᔅ ᐦ , 
ᐱᔮᓯᐤ ᐦ , ᒦᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᐲᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᐦ ᐄᐹᒡ  ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓰᐲᐦ ᒡ )᙮  
ᒀᔣᓐ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᒥᑯᒋᒃ  ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒫᒋᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᐦ ᒑᑣᐤ ᒌ ᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᐆ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ ᙮  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑣᐤ ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑎᒧᒡ , ᓃᔑᓐ ᐦ  ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ: ᒋᑭ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ-ᐋ ᓂᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ 
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ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓯᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ? ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᑭ ᒌ ᒦᒋᓐ-ᐋ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᓂᑎᔅ ᒌᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᐲ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᓵᑭᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ ᒡ ? 

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐆ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒨᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  (INSPQ) ᒑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒦᒋᓱᒡ  (QUES22)᙮  ᐋᑦ ᓈᔥᒡ  ᒥᒋᓐ ᒌ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ INSPQ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑖᓐ 
ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᓵ ᐄᔨᔨᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᐋ (QUES22.1, p. 15)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑖᒡ ᐦ , ᐱᑯᓂᒑ 
ᐊᓐ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮ 17 ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᓵᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ, 
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓐ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒀ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  EARMP ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᓵᔮᔅ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐹᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  EARMP ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᒡ : 

[…] ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐐᓵᐙ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐐᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᑦ 
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒥᑯᔥ ᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒸᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᓃᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᑯᔥ ᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  
(NAT24, p. 50) 

ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒥᓂᐦ ᐆᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᐦ ᕦᐸᔅ ᑳᐤ ᐋ ᐃᑖᒋᐎᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ ᙮  

ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᓂᑳᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ “ᐋ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ ” ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 800 ᑎᐹᐹᔅ ᑯᓂᑭᓐ 
ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  ᒥᒄ  50 ᑎᐹᐹᔅ ᑯᓂᑭᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓵᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᑎᒋᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  “ᐋᑳ 
ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ ” ᐊᓂᔮ 30 km ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  50 km ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᓵᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐱᔮᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐄᐙᒡ  

                                                
17. “ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ” ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓵᐦ ᒑ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ᙮  
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ᒑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᒌ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  
ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᒄ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (SAN6, p. 156 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  160)᙮   

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐙᐱᓅᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᐦ ᕦᐸᔅ ᑳᐤ ᐋ ᐃᑖᒋᐎᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᓰᐲᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔮᒀᒥᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐹᔓᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑮᑆ ᐋ ᓃᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ 
ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
(INSPQ) ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔅ ᑭᐙᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᑖᓐ ᑳ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ (ᒌᔖᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ )᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᑆᐦ  
ᓅᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐹᔔᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᒄ  
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐊᑎ ᐐᒋᒡ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑐᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒌᔖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮   

ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓵᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒥᑯᔥ ᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ (ᐊᔑᕐ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 1995, 
p. 201)᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  CBHSSJB, ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒌ 
ᓅᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᓅᑎᒫᓵᒡ , ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓈᐦ ᐅᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᓯᓈᑯᓯᐅᒡ  ᒥᒄ  ᐹᔨᑯᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᑑ 
ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒦᒋᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒌᔖᑎᓂᔨᒡ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᐤ ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  
(CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 14; ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  RBHSS, MEM199, p. 24)᙮    

ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᒄ  
ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᐦ ᐋᐤ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᒋᑭ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐊᑎᑑ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  
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ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᐱᔖᔑᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᔖᔥ 
ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  
(INFO32, p. 17; INFO39, p. 21)᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᔮᐅᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐅᓵ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᐱᔖᔑᒡ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓐ ᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᑖᐹ ᓂᒥᔮᐤ ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐎᓂᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐅᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᒫᒡ  ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᑯᒡ  (SAN6, p. 210), ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᑏᐙᐦ ᒡ  
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᑣᐙ ᐊᓐ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮   
ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐹᔓᐙᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᑎᔥᑣᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒑ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐤ ᐃᔑᐦ ᑣᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᑎᓂᒫᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐤ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (SAN6, 
p. 211; ᒉᓐᕕᔦᕝ ᐱᕇᔂᐦ , TRAN42, p. 20)᙮   

ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ , ᔖᔥ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ᙮  
ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᐱᔖᔑᒡ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᒌᔑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒥᒋᓂᑐᐦ ᑯᔨᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓂᐦ ᒀᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐎᔮᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒀᔣᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ, ᐱᑯᓂᒑ 
ᐋᑳ ᑖᐱᑑ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐙᔅ ᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ , ᐋ 
ᐙᓵᒻ  ᔒᑐᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐙᔅ ᑳᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐎᓂᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᒦᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  (INFO32; INFO39; INFO45; ᑏᐦ ᕇ ᕎᑣᓐ, TRAN45, p. 19 ᑭᔮᐦ  
20)᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ “ᐋ ᐃᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒥᒄ  
ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᑯᓯᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᑖᔅ ᐱᓈᐎᓐ” (2003: 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ )18᙮  ᐆ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᒑ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᒥᓯᐙᓰᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᒸᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᓯᐙᓰᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ, 
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᐃᑎᒥᐦ ᒋᐦ ᐅᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᒑᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ 
                                                
18. ᒫᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᐐᔓᐙᐅᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐅᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᑳ 

ᓂᔥᑐᔨᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᓃᐤ ᔻᕐ ᒃ , ᒧᔖᐙᐦ ᔮᐅᐲᓯᒽ  19-22, 1946; ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐱᔥᑰᐲᓯᒽ  22, 1946, 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  61 ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᑳᓂᔥᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ ᙮  (ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐅᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐙᐤ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑳ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ , No. 2, p. 100) ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᒋᐲᓯᒽ  7, 1948᙮   
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ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐎᔮᐦ ᒡ  (ᑖᕐ ᓖᓐ ᑭᑏ, TRAN57, p. 34)᙮  
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᔨᒥᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᓂᐎᒡ  “ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ”᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒥᓯᐙᓰᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᑦ ᙮  ᐆ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᑳᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᑦ, 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒦᒋᒥᔨᐤ, ᒑ ᐋᑳ ᒌ ᔒᐦ ᑭᒋᑦ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒫᔥᑭᐙᔮᐱᑎᓰᑦ (ᐋᑌᓪᓯᓐ, 1998, 
p. 10 ᑭᔮᐦ  11)᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐤ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐃᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓐ, ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ, ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᒋᒑᐎᓐ, ᐊᔅ ᒌ, ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒫᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᑦ (ᕇᕚᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , 2012, 
p. 107 ᑭᔮᐦ  108)᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑯᔥᑖᒋᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒦᒋᒻ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᐦ ᐅᒡ , ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᒫᓵᒡ ᒻ  ᐋ ᐎᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒥᓈᐦ ᐅᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒦᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒑ ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᓂᒋᔥᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ 
ᔮᐅᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᐋ ᐊᐱᔖᔑᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ , ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐹᔓᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐅᑎᔥᑣᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ , ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐅᒡ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᔮᐤ ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐅᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᒋᑭᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ , 
ᐅᑎᔨᐦ ᑐᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᐦ ᒑᐦ ᒄ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

13.6.4 ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔨᐙᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᔔᔮᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒌᐙᐱᑎᐦ ᐄᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒑ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓐ ᑳ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ; ᐙᔥ ᐊᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  
ᐅᑎᔅ ᒌᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐐᐙᐤ ᒥᒄ  ᒋᑭ ᒧᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒫᔮᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐅᓵ ᒑ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᑯᒋᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᔮ ᑳ 
ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᔨᒡ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ, ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᒧᒡ  ᐙᔖ ᒦᔥᑯᒡ  ᓂᓈᓂᔥ ᐋ ᒌ 
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ᐃᑎᓯᓈᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᐅᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᓂᒧᔨ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ 
ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᒋᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒋᑭ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑳᔥᑳᑯᒡ  
ᐹᔓᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ , ᐋ ᒥᔪᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᔥ ᒑ 
ᐃᔮᔅ ᑭᐎᐱᑦ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᒥᔔ ᑳ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᔖ ᓂᓈᓂᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ MERN ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒌᔑ ᐱᒦᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐦ ᒸᔮ 
ᑳ ᓃᐱᐦ ᒡ  2013, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓅᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ (ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐋ 
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 2013, p. 22)᙮  ᐅᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ ᑳ 
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  MERN, ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ, ᒥᒄ  
ᓰᑎᐤ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᐦ ᑭᔅ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐱᐦ ᒀᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᔖᔥ ᑳ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᒡ , 
ᓂᒧᔨ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐆ ᓂᔅ ᒋᐲᓯᒽ  2015 ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  (QUES30.1, p. 2)᙮   

ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ : 

ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐐᐦ  
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐙᐃᐱᔥᒌᔥ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᐊᑎ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  […] ᓂᒧᔨ ᓂᐦ ᐋᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᔥᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ MRN ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ 
ᒌ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  […] ᒫᒀᒡ  ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐊᒧᒡ  MRN ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ᙮   
(ᑳ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᐋᑦ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , 2013, p. 10 ᑭᔮᐦ  
11, ᐅᐱᔥᑎᒀᔮᐅᔨᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᑣᔥᑎᒫᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓈᑖᒡ ) 

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ 
ᔔᔮᓐ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᓐ 
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑦ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᔨᒡ  ᑖᑭᔥ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓈᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ  2013, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐃᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  
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ᐋ ᑯᒀᒋᐦ ᐄᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᔔᔮᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  
ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᐊᐙᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᓈᓈᒑ ᑳ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ BAPE ᑳ 
ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐦ ᒀᓈᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑖᐦ ᑭᔅ  ᔔᔮᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᐦ ᑭᔅ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᐆᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑ 
ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐄᔥᐱᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐋᐃᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐅᔑᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᔔᔮᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᑆᐦ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

13.7 ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋᑦ ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ 14, ᐆ 
ᐱᔅ ᑭᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔥ ᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐤ ᒑ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᐃᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᓈᐦ ᐋᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

13.7.1 ᐋ ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᒋᔥᑖᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᒌᔣᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᓃᐳᐎᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᑎ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᒡ  
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᒫᒨᔨᒡ  (ᑣᓐᓯᓨᑦ, p. 13)᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒥᑐᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐊᐙᓐ ᐋ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ 
ᒥᐦ ᒑᑎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓂᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  
ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
(ᑣᓐᓯᓨᑦ, p. 14 ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  16)᙮  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒑ ᐅᐙᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᑳ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᒫᐅᓯᑯᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐹᔨᑯᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐤ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᐎᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᑳ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐐᒋᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ, ᒋᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  
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ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᓲᐦ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᐙᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᔨᒦᔥᑎᒧᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᒡ  ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  (ᓱᕈᑳᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐅᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ , p. 8)᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐱᐱᐦ ᑳᓂᔥᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᓂᔮᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ , ᐐᓂᐹᑰᒡ  ᓅᐦ ᒋᒦᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᐁ ᓈᑎᒫᑐᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᑭᓂᐎᒡ  (JBACE, CBHSSJB, ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒫᒨᐱᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ)᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᐦ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  175 ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ, ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ , ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐄᔨᔨᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  
ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᙮  ᐆ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐋ ᐐᒋᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᔖᔥ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᑯᐱᓈ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔅ ᑰ ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᓂᒥ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  90% ᐊᓂᒌ 
ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑎᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ ᙮  ᒑᒃ  ᒫᒃ  ᐹᑎᒫᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ 
ᓂᒋᔥᑭᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  EIJBRG, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ ᑳ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒉᐃᒥᓯᔦᓐ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ , ᒪᑭᕕᒃ  ᒀᕐ ᐱᕇᔑᓐ, ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓰᓈᐦ ᒡ , ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ , 
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᑎᐲᐙᐅᓰᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐲᐦ ᑎᑖᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐅᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᐙᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑳᑯᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒌᐦ ᒑ ᑳ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐸᕐ ᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᒃ  ᐋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᑳ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᒡ , ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᔅ ᑳᓈᓯᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒫᒨᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᑎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᓃᑳᓈᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑ 
ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᒫᒨ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᑎᓂᒫᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᑖᐅᓰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐙᔫᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᔒᑐᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᒨᑳᐳᐎᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᐹᐦ ᐹᔨᑯᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒨ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
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13.7.2 ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐋᔔᐱᔨᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐐᔥᑖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  
ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᔑᐙᑦ ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᐋ 
ᒫᒨᐱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᓯᐦ ᒑᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᑎᑎᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒥᔪᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒦᓐ ᐅᔮᔥᑖᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐋᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ 
ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒌᐦ ᑳᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᓈᔥᑏᒡ  ᐲᑐᔥ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐙᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᐦ : 
“ᓂᑎᔮᓈᓐ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᔮᔨᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  JBNQA᙮  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᔓᑖᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ 
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᔥᑖᔨᒡ  ᒥᔅ ᑎᓯᓃᐤ ᐄᓅᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᔮ 
ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ ” (MEM25, p. 6)᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑖᑆᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑖᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ 
ᒑᔥᑎᒫᐅᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ 
ᒑ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᒋᔥᑖᒡ  ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐊᑎ ᐃᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔮᐱᑎᓰᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᒋᔥᑎᒫᐎᓂᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᓈᐦ ᐋᐤ ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑎᐦ ᒃ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐐᒑᐱᑎᓰᒥᑐᒡ  ᑳ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑳᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᒌᑰᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᓃᔥᑎᒻ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳᒻ ᐱᓃᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᔨᐤ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᑖᑆᐦ  
ᒫᔪᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐐᐙᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐅᑎᔨᒧᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᑆᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  
ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐅᔮ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ : 

ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᔖᔥ ᓈᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒫᑰᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᑆᐎᓐ, ᐙᔥ ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒫᑎᐙᒑᔮᒄ  
ᓂᓂᑑᐦ ᐆᔅ ᒌᓈᓐ ᐦ ᙮  ᐆ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᔮᔮᐙᔮᒡ  ᐲᐦ ᔨᒻ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᓅᐦ ᒌᒥᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᐊᐅᔥᑖᐦ  ᓈᐙᐤ ᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐤ (400) ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐃᔥᐱᔥ ᐐᒋᔮᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑦ ᐦ ᙮  
(ᒞᓃ ᓵᒻ  ᐊᓇᓇᒃ , TRAN54, p. 47) 
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ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᐦ ᑖᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᓂᑎᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᓈᐦ ᒡ  – ᑖᐹ ᓂᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᓈᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᒄ  
ᒑᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑯᔥᑖᑎᑯᓰᑦ, ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓲᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑯᔥᑖᒋᐎᓐ ᙮  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑏᐙᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᔮᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᐦ ᑖᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐆ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓲᐦ ᒋᓰᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ , ᓃᔨ 
ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐹᔨᑯᔮᓐ, ᓂᑎᔮᓐ ᑭᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᒦᔨᑰᔮᓐ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ, ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ 
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐊᑎᑑ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒥᒋᓐ ᒑ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮   
(ᑐᓄ ᓇᐸᕐ ᑐᒃ , TRAN16, p. 24) 

ᒧᔮᒻ  ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐃᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᔖᔥ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᓃᑳᓂᔥᑭᐎᔨᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒌ ᐊᔨᒥᐅᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑳ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᒫᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᔮᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᒦᓄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᓃᔨ ᒫᒃ  ᒀᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᓐ ᐋᑳ ᐃᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐊᐙᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐹᒋ 
ᐊᔨᒥᐦ ᐄᒥᐦ ᒡ , ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᔨᑦ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓃᔨ ᒫᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒫᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᐤ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᑯᔮᒄ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᔮᒄ  ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᑖᐹ ᑖᑭᔥ 
ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒫᒋᐦ ᐆᒋᐦ ᑦ ᙮   
(ᐋᐱᕐ ᐦ ᐋᒻ  ᕉᐱᕐ , TRAN9, p. 24) 

ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᒫᒃ , ᐹᔨᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ 
ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ : ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐤ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᒫᒃ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑣᐤ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ 
ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ , ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐤ ᐆ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒀᔣᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᑦ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  
ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᙮  
ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑳ ᐊᔨᒥᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒌ 
ᓂᔥᒀᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒨᔅ ᒋᐱᔨᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓃᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐋᒡ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒨ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᔮᐅᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᐙᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐐᔓᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐄᐦ ᑭᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐅᔥᑖᐱᔨᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ ᙮  ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ 
ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᐅᒄ  
ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓵᐹᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᑖᑭᔥ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ ᙮  

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᑯᓂᒑ ᐊᓐ ᒫᑑᔥ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐱᔮᔓᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒫᐅᔮ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  
ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᒋᔖᐅᒋᒫᐦ ᑳᓐ ᑳ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  BAPE ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ :  
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ᐊᓐ ᒥᑯᔥ ᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑯᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᑖᑖᐅᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  
ᓂᒧᔨ ᐊᑐᒡ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᐹᑎᒫᐦ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  
ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  [...] ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐹᔓᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ , ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓂᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᑯᓂᒡ  ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  
ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑎᒫᒄ  ᐆ ᒑ ᐊᑎ ᐱᐳᐦ ᒡ ᙮   
(ᒫᕠᔫ ᑰᓐ-ᑳᒻ , TRAN1, p. 8 ᑭᔮᐦ  11) 

ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᒌ ᐋᔨᒧᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᒄ  ᓰᑎᐤ ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᓂᒧᔨ ᒫᒀᒡ  
ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᓐ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐋ ᓈᐦ ᐹᒥᔥᑖᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᑖᑆᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᒀᔣᓐ ᒑᒃ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒑ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᓈᐦ ᐄᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᒋᔥᑭᐙᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐦ ᑖᔨᒡ ᐦ , ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᐙᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ, ᐋ 
ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᐤ ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᒀᒋᔅ ᒑᒧᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᑖᐱ 
ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᓈᔥᑏᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᑳ 
ᐊᔨᒥᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐹᒋ ᐱᒋᔅ ᑎᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᒫᒀᒡ  ᑳ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐹᔨᒄ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒋᔮᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ : ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᓂᒥ 
ᒑᔥᑎᓈᑖᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ 
ᐊᑎᒫᐲᓯᒽ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ , ᐋ ᑯᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ 
ᓂᑳᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᒋᐦ ᒋᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮   

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᔮᔨᑖ ᒑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᔥᑖᒡ  ᒑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮   

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᒌ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ , 
ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲᐤ ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ ᙮  

 ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒫᒫᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ 
ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨ ᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᓂᑳᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

 ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ – ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒌᐙᑎᓐ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᔅ ᑳᐲ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ, 
ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋ ᐐᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔥᑐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐆ 
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ᐋ ᓅᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᐦ  ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

13.8 ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒫᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᒌᔑᑑᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᑖᐱᑎᓰᐎᓂᐙᐤ BAPE, JBACE ᑭᔮᐦ  KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ , ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  ᐋ 
ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ ᒥᓯᐙ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐐᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐋ ᐐᐦ  
ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ ᙮  

ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᑳ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐋᒄ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ 
ᑯᔥᑖᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᔪᐎᒄ  
ᐅᔮ ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ᙮  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋᑳ ᒥᔻᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐄᔨᔨᐅᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐅᒡ  ᒑ 
ᒌ ᐐᓂᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᒋᒻ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ 
ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑎ ᐃᔮᐅᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐃᐦ ᑖᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒌ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᑳ ᒑ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒋᐱᐦ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᐋᑳ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᑦ 
ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᐱᐦ  ᒥᔪᐱᔨᐤ ᐋ 
ᐅᑑᑖᒥᒥᑐᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᒋᔮᒫᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐅᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᓂᔥᑐᔨᒡ  ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᐙᐅᒡ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐦ  ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᔮᒀᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓂᔮ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋᑳ ᒫᒋᒽ  ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᔥᑏᐦ  ᒋᐱᐦ  
ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  

ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᓂᔥᑐᐎᓈᒡ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᔅ ᒌᔨᐤ 
 
 
 
 
ᓗᐐ-ᔑᓪ ᕕᕌᓐᑯᕐ  
ᐅᒋᒫᐤ, BAPE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
 
 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓯᑏ, 20 ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑐᒌᓯᒀᓯᑦ ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ , 
2015 
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ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ 
 
 
 
 
ᑆᓪ ᒞᓐ ᒥᕐ ᑣᒃ  
ᐅᒋᒫᐤ, JBACE ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
 
 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓯᑏ, 20 ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑐᒌᓯᒀᓯᑦ ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ , 
2015 
 
 

ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᑲᑎᕕᒃ  ᑳ ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᓈᑭᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
 
 
 
 
ᒫᐃᑭᓪ ᐯᕃᑦ 
ᐅᒋᒫᐤ, KEAC ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  
 
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓯᑏ, 20 ᐋ ᐃᐦ ᑐᒌᓯᒀᓯᑦ ᐋᔑᒸᑯᐲᓯᒽ , 
2015 
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ᒫᐦ ᒋᒡ  ᒫᓯᓈᑖᒡ  
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓈᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒀᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ 
ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᑎᒡ  ᐱᔻᐱᔅ ᒄ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒦᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐊᓂᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᐱᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐙᐦ ᒋ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᒥᑯᔥᑳᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑᒀᓐ 
ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  
ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᑳ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐹᒋ ᐐᐐᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓂᑖᐦ  ᒑ ᐃᐦ ᑑᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐋᔥ ᒄ  ᓂᒥ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᐊᓐ ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ 
ᐄᔥᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ  ᐃᔑ ᓃᔥᑖᒥᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓈᑎᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒥᔪᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐋᑳ ᒑᔥᑎᓈᐦ ᐅᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᑳ ᐄᔅ ᑯᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᑦ 
ᐊᓐ ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ 
ᒋᔖᒥᑖᐦ ᑐᒥᑎᓂᐙᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᒥᒋᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔥᑳᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐙᐱᓂᒑᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᒌ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᐱᒑᔨᒃ  ᑳ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᐐᓵᐙ 30 ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᐃᔑ ᐹᒋ ᐅᑖᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᒫᒃ  ᐊᑎᑑ ᐙᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᒌ ᐃᐦ ᑎᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᔖᔥ 
ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᐋᑦ ᐊᓐ ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ ᒑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐅᔥᑭᒡ  ᑳ ᐊᑎ 
ᐃᔮᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ ᓈᐅᔥ ᒑ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᑭᔥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᒑ ᒥᔪᐱᔨᒀ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐋᔥ ᒄ  
ᒑ ᐅᔅ ᒋᐱᒫᑎᓰᒡ ᙮  

ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ , ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᓂᒥ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᓂᒌ ᑳ ᒥᔪᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  
ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᑦ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  
ᓃᑳᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᓈᓂᐎᒡ , ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐃᐦ ᑖᐅᒡ  ᑯᑎᑭᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋᑳ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ 
ᐱᒫᔨᒫᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ ᙮  ᓂᒧᔨ ᑖᐱᔥᑯᓐ ᒌ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑰᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓂᐦ ᐄ ᐋ ᒌ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮ ᐦ  ᐊᓂᒌ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐋ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᑯᒡ  ᐱᒫᑎᓰᐎᓂᔨᐤ ᙮  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᓂᒧᔨ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓐ ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐆ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ ᙮  ᐆ ᑳ ᐃᔑ 
ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ, ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒑᑳᑦ ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐄᔨᔨᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐊᔨᔥᒌᒫᐤ ᐃᐦ ᑖᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋ ᐊᑯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  
ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᒉᐃᒥᔅ  ᐯᐃ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓄᓇᕕᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᓂᒥ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᓂᐦ ᐋᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᐲᓯᒸᐦ ᑖᐦ ᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐆ ᒫᒃ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᒡ , ᒧᔮᒻ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᑎᐹᑐᑖᒡ  ᑯᑎᒃ ᐦ  ᐱᔅ ᑭᑎᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᐆ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓐ, 
ᐅᒌ ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᒌ ᐐᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᐋᑳ ᒫᒀᒡ  ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ 
ᔖᐳᐦ ᑐᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  
ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮   

ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᓂᑳᓂᐦ ᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᐃᐱᔥᒌᔥ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᒃ  ᒋᐦ ᒋᐙ᙮  ᒥᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ 
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ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐱᑳᔅ ᒋᐦ ᐅᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ , ᐆ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐅᔮᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᐅᒄ  ᒥᓯᐙ 
ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᒑ ᒫᒥᑐᓈᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᓂᒥ ᓈᔥ ᒡ  ᒋᑭ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐦ ᐄᐙᐤ ᔔᔮᓐ ᙮  

ᒀᔣᓐ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᒑ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐋᐱᐦ ᐊᐦ ᒃ  ᒑ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  
ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒋᑭ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᓂᔥᑐ ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐦ ᙮   

ᓃᔥᑎᒻ , ᔮᔨᑖ ᒧᔖ ᒋᑭ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐊᐙᔨᐤ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ᙮  ᓂᒧᔨ ᒋᑭ ᒌ ᐃᔅ ᐱᔨᐤ ᐆ ᐹᑎᔥ ᒥᒄ  ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒑ ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  

ᓃᔓ, ᓲᐦ ᒃ  ᒋᑭ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᑭᔮᐦ  ᓈᐅᔥ ᒋᑭ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐤ, ᐊᓐ ᒑ ᒫᐅᐦ ᑐᓂᑭᓂᐎᒡ  
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᐎᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋᑳ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᒡ ᙮  

ᐐᒑᐦ ᑐᒥᑭᓐ ᐦ  ᐅᐦ ᐄ ᓃᔓ ᒑᒀᓂᐦ ᐄ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒥᓯᐙ ᑖᐦ ᑭᐦ ᐆᑰᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᒥᓯᐦ ᑖᔅ ᑭᒥᒡ ᙮  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ 
ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᒨᐦ ᐄᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐋ ᐐᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᑖᓐ ᒑ ᐃᔑ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ 
ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᒋᑭ ᐐᐦ  ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, ᐋᑦ ᐋᑳ ᑖᑆᐅᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᐋ ᑯᔅ ᐱᓃᔥᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐊᐙᓂᒌ 
ᐅᔮ ᒑ ᒌ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᙮  ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᐅᓐ ᒥᐦ ᒑᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒑ ᐋᐱᑎᔒᔥᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  
ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮   

ᓂᔥᑐ, ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑖᑯᓯᐤ ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑦ ᐎᔮᔅ ᑯᓂᒑᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ  ᒑ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᐊᑎᑑ 
ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᔨᒡ  ᓂᓈᐦ ᑰ ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ ᐦ  ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐹᔨᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᐋ ᐐᐦ  ᐃᔑ 
ᐱᑯᐦ ᑖᒡ , ᑭᔮᐦ  ᔮᔨᑖ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᐤ ᒑ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐆᓱᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ 
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓂᔨᐤ, ᐋᒄ  ᒫᒃ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ ᓂᐦ ᐄᔥᑖᑯᑎᒥᑭᐦ ᒡ ᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓂᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓐ 
ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᐎᓐ ᒋᑭ ᐊᔥᒋᐱᔨᐤ ᐊᓐ ᒫᐅᒡ  ᐋ ᒥᔻᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᑳ ᐃᔑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᒡ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᑳ 
ᐃᔮᒀᒦᔥᑎᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᒋᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑ 
ᓈᓈᑭᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓂᑖᐦ  ᓵᔅ ᑳᒋᐙᓐ ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ , ᐙᔥ ᐋᑯᑦ ᐦ  ᒥᒄ  ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᒡ  ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ 
ᐊᓯᓃ ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑳᓈᑖᐦ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᒋᑭ ᓂᑎᐙᔨᐦ ᑎᒽ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᑎᐹᔨᐦ ᒋᒑᓯᐤ ᒑ ᒋᔅ ᑯᑎᒫᓱᑦ ᐅᐦ ᒋ 
ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔅ ᒀᓯᒑᐱᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᑦ ᐊᓯᓃ ᐋ ᐅᐦ ᒋᐱᔨᒡ  ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒑ ᒌ 
ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ ᒑ ᒌ ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐋᐱᒋᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐱᔥ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐐᔓᐙᐎᓐ ᐦ ᙮  

ᑎᐦ ᑐ ᐱᐳᓐ ᐦ  ᒋᑭ ᐱᒦᐦ ᑭᑭᓂᐎᐤ ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᐙᓂᐎᒡ  ᐊᓐ ᐋ ᓂᐦ ᐄᐱᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᐋ 
ᓅᑖᐦ ᑎᒀᓂᐎᒡ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ ᙮  ᐊᓂᒌ ᒫᒃ  ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ, ᓂᒧᔨ 
ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒧᒡ  ᑯᔨᔅ ᒄ  ᐋ ᐃᔑᓈᑯᓂᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᓂᔅ ᑯᒧᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᒑ ᒌ ᐱᒥᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐋ ᓅᑎᓯᓈᓂᐎᔨᒡ ᐦ  
ᑳ ᒫᔮᑎᓰᔨᒡ ᐦ  ᐊᓯᓃᐦ  ᐅᑖᐦ  ᑯᐯᒃ  ᐊᔅ ᒌᐦ ᒡ  ᐅᐦ ᒋ ᐆ ᐊᓄᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ ᑭᓂᐙᐱᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᒡ  ᒑᒀᓐ ᙮  
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ᑯᐯᒃ  ᓯᑏ ᒌ ᐅᔑᐦ ᑖᑭᓂᐎᐤ, 

ᓗᐐ-ᔑᓪ ᕕᕌᓐᑯᕐ   
ᐅᒋᒫᐤ, ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒡ  ᐋ 

ᐃᑖᔨᐦ ᑎᒥᐦ ᐄᐙᔨᒡ  

 

ᒦᔐᓪ ᒀᔦᐃ 
ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 

 ᒍᓯᕝ ᓵᔦᑦ  
ᑳ ᒋᔥᑎᐱᑦ 

ᒫᐅᒌ ᒦᓐ ᐊᐙᓂᒌ ᑳ ᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᒡ  ᑳ  
ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᐎᔨᒡ  ᐅᔮ ᑎᐹᒋᒨᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᑭᓂᔨᐤ: 
ᒎᓖ ᑭᕎᔐᑎᔦᕐ , ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᑭᔮᐦ  ᒫᐅᒌ ᑳ ᐙᐐᒋᐦ ᐄᐙᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᒡ : 
ᑳᕇᓐ ᒞᓐ, ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᕕᕐ ᒋᓃ ᐯᒃ , ᑳ ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐱᔨᐦ ᑖᑦ 
ᒞᓇᕠᓐ ᐯᕎᐤ, ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᓗᐐᔅ  ᐴᕐ ᑖᔥ, ᑭᒑᔅ ᒋᒫᒑᓯᐤ ᑎᐹᒋᒨ ᐋᐱᑎᓰᐎᓐ  
ᒞᓐ ᕎᐯᕐ ᔥ, ᑳ ᓂᑑᒋᔅ ᒑᔨᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ  ᒑᒀᔨᐤ ᕇᑖᐦ  ᓓᐱᓨ, ᑳ ᐅᐙᔮᐱᐦ ᑎᐦ ᒃ , ᒥᓯᓂᐦ ᐄᒑᐅᑭᒥᑯᐦ ᒡ   
 





 

 

  
 

 
 

Mandate for an Inquiry and Public Hearing on 
Uranium Industry Development in Québec 

 
April 30, 2015 

In March 2014, when the Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement (BAPE) was 
asked to organize a general hearing on uranium, the JBACE joined the inquiry commission 
and formed its own commission. During the three phases of the inquiry, the JBACE 
commission accompanied the BAPE at consultations in the communities concerned by the 
issue of uranium and situated in the area covered by Section 22 of the James Bay and 
Northern Québec Agreement. 

At the end of a year-long process between May 2014 and May 2015, and following 
submission of this report, the commissioners, on behalf of the JBACE, would like, first, to 
express their appreciation of the experience and the collaborative relationship 
established during their participation in this extensive undertaking. The commissioners 
would also, and especially, like to underscore the quality of the work achieved, in 
particular with regard to the challenge of all three commissions working jointly to write 
Chapter 13. We share the opinions and conclusions expressed in that chapter. The inquiry 
was therefore a unique opportunity for all three parties to work together, which of itself 
is a major step forward, one that deserves to be acknowledged. 
  
 
 

__________________________                     __________________________ 
Paul John Murdoch, Chair                 Melissa Saganash, Commissioner      

         
 
 
 
 
 
 __________________________                      _________________________ 

Manon Cyr, Commissioner         Jean Picard, Commissioner 
 





 

 

 
 

Mandate for an Inquiry and Public Hearing on Uranium Industry Development in 
Québec 

 
April 30, 2015 

 
 

In accordance with the mandate given by the Minister in connection with the 
uranium industry in Québec, the Commission of the Kativik Environmental Advisory 
Committee (KEAC) was involved in the process for the territory of Nunavik. It took 
part in the three phases of public consultations held in Nunavik, and was involved in 
writing the joint report, Chapter 13, entitled “The Territory of Northern Québec”. The 
joint report was written in conjunction with the BAPE commission and the 
commission of the James Bay Advisory Committee on the Environment. 
 
The members of the KEAC commission agree with the observations, opinions and 
conclusions presented in this joint report. We thank the BAPE commission and the 
JBACE commission for their excellent collaboration throughout the inquiry process. 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________ _________________________ 
Michael Barrett, Chair   Sylvie Létourneau, Commissioner 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________  _________________________ 
Claude Abel, Commissioner   Betsy Palliser, Commissioner 
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Summary 

On March 3, 2014, Yves-François Blanchet, Québec’s Minister of Sustainable 
Development, Environment, Wildlife and Parks asked Pierre Baril, President of the 
Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement (BAPE), to set up a commission 
whose mandate would be “to hold an inquiry and public hearing on the uranium 
industry”. The mandate encompassed the whole of Québec, including the territories 
covered by the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement and the Northeastern 
Québec Agreement. In his instructions, the Minister stipulated that the commission 
would begin its work on May 20, 2014 and would table its report on May 20, 2015. 

As soon as it was created, and at the Minister’s request, the BAPE inquiry commission 
contacted the James Bay Advisory Committee on the Environment and the Kativik 
Environmental Advisory Committee to include them in the public consultations. Each 
Committee set up its own commission to be responsible for considering the same 
issues and working with the BAPE inquiry commission in the regions covered by these 
agreements. The three commissions agreed on a number of conditions for 
collaboration. 

To identify the issues and problems associated with its mandate, the BAPE commission 
divided the public hearing into three phases. The initial pre-consultation phase, 
comprising 20 sessions, was followed by a 35-session question and information phase. 
During the third and last phase of the process, 254 briefs were received. 

The participants’ concerns 

Uranium mines differ from other mines due to the presence of radionuclides, or 
substances that emit radiation. Although radioactivity is a natural phenomenon and 
uranium is present everywhere in the environment to some degree, many of the 
participants at the hearings were concerned and skeptical because of uncertainty, 
scientific and technological limitations and the potential impacts of radioactivity on 
public health and the environment. These concerns were also due to military use of 
uranium and past nuclear disasters. In contrast, some participants were in favour of 
uranium mining, mainly for economic reasons. 

The resource 

Canada ranks second in the world as a uranium producer, behind Kazakhstan and 
ahead of Australia. In 2013, it produced nearly 9,000 tons of uranium, or roughly 16 % 
of world production, all from three mines in Saskatchewan. Some of Saskatchewan’s 
deposits have a very high uranium content. 
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According to current knowledge, Québec’s uranium reserves are modest. Figures 
provided by the Ministère de l’Énergie et des Ressources naturelles show that the 
uranium resources identified so far, in compliance with international standards, amount 
to roughly 8,800 tons, or less than 0.12 % of the identified world resource in 2013. 
Québec’s reserves are situated mainly in James Bay and the Côte-Nord region. Other 
regions, including Nunavik, Témiscamingue, Hautes-Laurentides and Outaouais, also 
report uranium showings. 

Supervision 

In Canada, under the Nuclear Safety and Control Act, the Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission (CNSC) is responsible for regulating and controlling the use of uranium 
materials and for ensuring that Canada’s use of uranium complies with international 
nuclear non-proliferation treaties and undertakings. The CNSC issues the licences 
required by mine operators and oversees the industry’s impacts on human 
populations and ecological environments. It also oversees impacts on the health of 
uranium mine workers. 

Like the other provinces, Québec owns its natural resources and has exclusive 
jurisdiction to legislate on mineral exploration and mining. Although there have been 
no working uranium mines in Québec in the past, the State has extensive experience 
with mineral exploration and mining in general. Responsibility for these aspects is 
shared by the MERN and the Ministère du Développement durable, de 
l’Environnement et de la Lutte contre les changements climatiques (MDDELCC). The 
MERN oversees mining activities, grants mining rights and administers the mine 
taxation system. As for the MDDELCC, it regulates mining activities that are likely to 
damage the environment. For example, it is responsible for the environmental impact 
assessment and review process in southern Québec, and is also involved in every 
step of the environmental impact assessment processes in the territory covered by 
the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement. 

Exploration 

After an increase in uranium mine exploration activities between 2007 and 2009, there 
have been no new exploration projects in Québec since 2013. However, because of its 
radioactivity and potential environmental impacts, uranium drilling waste must be 
overseen by the MDDELCC, which must also establish thresholds above which safe 
management practices are required. 

Mining 

There are two main types of uranium mining: conventional open-pit or underground 
mining, and in-situ leaching. However, Québec’s uranium deposits are situated in 
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geological formations that are not suited to this latter type of treatment, and 
conventional mining is therefore the only option. 

The ore mined in open-pit or underground mines is crushed and then processed to 
extract the uranium, which is then salvaged in the form of a powder known as uranium 
concentrate or yellowcake. Concentration operations have a variety of impacts on air, 
water and soil quality, and measures are required to limit emissions of radon, uranium 
and radionuclides in dust or effluent. 

Waste management 

The question of uranium waste management attracts a great deal of attention because 
the waste remains radioactive for thousands of years, and also because of the chemical 
contaminants (e.g. heavy metals) that it contains. Clearly, the confinement methods 
used in the 1950s are outdated, and mine operators now use new methods. In 
Saskatchewan, the CNSC and mine operators have chosen a trench burial system that 
does not require levees, and that is supposed to reduce long-term surveillance needs. 
However, the long-term effectiveness of trench burial has yet to be demonstrated. 

Environmental impacts 

The scientific literature shows that uranium’s chemical toxicity is more damaging to the 
environment than its radiological toxicity. In aquatic environments, the impacts vary 
according to the physical and chemical characteristics, with some environments being 
more sensitive than others, especially in Northern Québec. Eco-toxicological 
knowledge of radionuclides produced by uranium decay is incomplete. It is therefore 
important to continue research into this aspect. 

Before uranium is mined, a chemical and radiological characterization would be 
required to establish the baseline status of the ecosystems in which the mine would be 
implemented. Characterization would allow for more complete monitoring of aquatic 
and terrestrial organisms, a more accurate measurement of additional chemical and 
radiological exposure, and an assessment of its effects. 

Lastly, environmental impact assessments performed on a project-by-project basis do 
not provide an overview of the cumulative impacts of all the activities in a given territory. 
A method is therefore required to address this. 

Public health and worker health  

Current data show that exposure levels among populations living near uranium 
processing facilities in Canada are below 1 mSv/year, which is the Canadian and 
international standard. The CNSC therefore concludes that there is no cause-and-effect 
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relationship between the development of disease, especially cancer, and the fact of living 
near a uranium mine or facility. Environmental monitoring in northern Saskatchewan also 
shows that the traditional country foods consumed by Aboriginal populations should not 
pose a risk to health. 

However, the Institut national de santé publique du Québec notes that uranium mines 
may generate additional exposure for nearby populations, and that this may constitute 
a chemical and radiological risk. 

As for uranium mine workers, it has been shown that exposure levels have declined 
considerably in recent decades, and the average dose is now below 1 mSv/year, which 
is much less than the standard of 50 mSv/year. However, the standard should be 
lowered to 20 mSv/year in order to harmonize it with the recommendations of the 
International Commission on Radiological Protection. 

Economic issues 

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency estimate that the share of nuclear energy in the world energy 
balance sheet should remain stable at around 12 % between now and 2035. The 
current demand for uranium, at around 67,000 tons per year, may increase to levels 
varying from 72,000 tons per year to 122,000 tons per year by 2035, mainly due to the 
world’s growing energy needs. However, projections over this timeframe are by definition 
inaccurate and uncertain, since outcomes will be influenced by many different factors. 

In addition, the financial guarantees currently required by the CNSC cover only 
restoration and post-closure monitoring, and not long-term risk management, including 
disasters. It would therefore be essential for Québec to consider introducing a long-
term risk coverage mechanism that should, as far as possible, be harmonized with the 
practices of the actors concerned. 

A cost-benefit analysis would also be appropriate before authorizing uranium mining. 
An analysis such as this would take into account the anticipated external effects of 
uranium mining. Given that the management and supervision fees currently paid by 
mining companies cover only a fraction of the costs incurred by the Government, it is 
also important that the mining industry be made to pay the totality of this cost. 

Governance 

The experience acquired by the CNSC and Saskatchewan over the last few decades 
led to the signature of a federal-provincial agreement in 2000. The agreement stipulates 
that population health and safety and environmental protection must be priorities. It also 
stipulates that both levels of government must harmonize their uranium project 
assessment and control rules, their financial requirements and their public consultation 
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methods, and allows for the possibility of delegating federal controls to the province. In 
Québec, it would be appropriate to introduce a legislative, regulatory and administrative 
framework specific to the uranium industry, with a view to signing a federal-provincial 
agreement in the future. 

Accordingly, Québec should not authorize any uranium mining project unless it is able 
to assess, structure and manage that project using appropriate resources, standards 
and methods. In addition, certificates of authorization should be mandatory for some 
specific exploration activities. The fact of placing all environment-related responsibilities 
and activities under the authority of the Government department responsible for the 
environment would allow for integrated supervision and control, and would also make 
better use of the available expertise. This aspect could be achieved through a new 
regulation specifically for uranium mines. 

If the 2013 amendments to the Mining Act are adopted, the regional county 
municipalities will be allowed to designate areas that are incompatible with mining 
activities, in line with standards to be enacted by the MERN. Although the MERN would 
then limit the granting of new mining rights in those areas, existing mining claims could 
still be used to develop mining activities, including uranium mines, provided their 
holders comply with the regulations. Given the uncertainties and potential risks of this 
type of mine, it would be appropriate to stipulate that no new mining leases should be 
issued in the future for uranium mines in urbanized areas. The same should also apply 
to sites used for natural heritage conservation. 

Territories subject to land claims agreements  

The BAPE, James Bay Advisory Committee on the Environment and Kativik 
Environmental Advisory Committee commissions worked together to cover the territory 
of Northern Québec under treaty. It became clear that the environmental and social 
protection regimes established by the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement are 
tools that should be used to ensure harmonious development of this vast territory. 

For the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi people, hunting, fishing and trapping activities are still 
of vital for meeting their physical, psychological and economic needs and in upholding 
their spirituality and cultural values. They must be taken into account when 
considering all mine development, including uranium mines. To protect these needs, 
industrial development must be respectful of historic, social and economic contexts 
and territorial organization. 

In James Bay, the recently-created Eeyou Istchee-James Bay Regional Government 
should provide a suitable framework for reviewing mining development based on 
priorities set out in the territory’s future regional integrated land and resource 
development plan. 
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In Nunavik, the Inuit communities have introduced a number of planning tools, including 
the Nunavik Plan, the Parnasimautik Consultation Report and the Nunavik Mining 
Policy. All these instruments clearly express the desire of the Inuit to regain control over 
development in the region. 

The Aboriginal communities in the territories subject to land claims agreements all 
expressed considerable concern about the effect of radioactivity on the living resources 
in their environment, and on their own health. Science can provide only partial answers 
to their questions, and it is impossible to define the area of impact of a uranium mine. 
Moreover, the fear of foods being contaminated by radioactive substances may be 
sufficient to trigger changes in eating, hunting and fishing activities, and this, in turn, 
may ultimately be detrimental to the Aboriginal populations.  

Generally speaking, the commissions are of the opinion that the psychological and 
social impacts of uranium development may be harmful to the Aboriginal communities 
of Northern Québec because of their attachment to the natural environment, their 
culture and their way of life. 

Social acceptability 

The overwhelming majority of civil society members and political bodies that expressed 
views at the public hearings were against uranium exploration and mining. The many 
scientific limitations and uncertainties, combined with the potential risks of radioactivity 
for human health and the environment, were all preponderant factors in this stance. 

Conclusion 

Uranium mines have existed for decades, and the experience gained has produced 
some significant progress in terms of operating technologies and waste confinement 
strategies. On the other hand, there is still a great deal of uncertainty, and many questions 
concerning the risk to human health and ecosystem integrity have yet to be answered. 

These uncertainties are exacerbated by the radioactive nature of uranium waste, which 
will be a problem for thousands of years. The most recent confinement technique 
recommended in Canada was introduced roughly 30 years ago. Older technologies are 
now considered obsolete, even though they were regarded as lasting solutions when 
they were first introduced. 

Because of the uncertainties, gaps and sometimes major limitations in scientific and 
technological knowledge, there is no social or political consensus on the issue, and this 
has led to a very low level of acceptability in Québec. The uranium industry is rejected 
almost unanimously by the Aboriginal communities in territories subject to land claims 
agreements in James Bay and Nunavik, and in southern Québec. 
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The Québec Government could decide to suspend uranium mining in Québec either 
temporarily or permanently. However, because of its potential legal and economic 
impacts, such a decision should not be made in haste, so as to minimize its costs. 

On the other hand, if the Government decides to open the door to uranium mining in 
Québec, it must satisfy three requirements. First, it must ensure that social acceptability 
is present with regard to uranium mining development. 

Second, it must work hard, over a long period, to generate enough reliable knowledge 
to overcome existing scientific gaps and technological uncertainties. 

Third, the Québec Government must take the time it needs to develop a legal framework 
more compatible with the respective missions of its departments, and must enter into a 
federal-provincial agreement that will allow it to control uranium mine operations by 
means of rules that are harmonized with federal legislation. 

Realistically, it will take several years to fulfill these requirements. Accordingly, it 
would be inappropriate to give the green light to uranium mining in Québec in the 
current context. 
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Chapter 13 JOINT REPORT 

The Territory of Northern Québec 

This chapter begins by describing the context and mandate, and is then divided into six 
sections: 1) Territoriality and the agreements governing the framework of relationships 
between the Governments and the Aboriginal people, and the project assessment procedure 
applied within the territory; 2) A socio-economic and demographic profile of the communities 
living in the territories under agreement, including a description of specific stewardship 
aspects in James Bay and Nunavik; 3) A profile of the current mining situation in each territory, 
highlighting the impacts and socio-economic consequences of mine development and current 
relationships between the industry and the communities; 4) The concerns and opinions of 
participants in the Northern Québec hearings; 5) The potential impacts and consequences of 
developing the uranium sector in Northern Québec; and 6) The position of the Northern 
Québec population with regard to the uranium sector. 

13.1 Context and Mandate 
A significant percentage of Québec’s uranium potential is situated in Northern territory 
covered by the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement (JBNQA) and the Northeastern 
Québec Agreement (NQA). This chapter will therefore focus exclusively on those territories. 
Some aspects addressed earlier in the report will be reviewed here, to ensure that the 
chapter is both coherent and complete. For communication purposes, the chapter has been 
translated into three languages: English, Cree and Inuktitut. 

On March 3, 2014, the Minister of Sustainable Development, Environment and the Fight 
against Climate Change instructed the BAPE to conduct an inquiry and public hearing on 
uranium industry issues in Québec. The mandate does not focus on a specific project. Its 
purpose is to inform and consult the population on the environmental, social and economic 
impacts of activities relating to uranium exploration and mining in Québec.  

Specifically, the mandate from the Minister stipulates that the BAPE’s work: 

[…] will focus on the entire territory of Québec, including the territories covered by 
Sections 22 and 23 of the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement (JBNQA), 
Section 14 of the Northeastern Québec Agreement (NQA), and Chapter II of the EQA. I 
therefore expect the advisory committees mentioned in the JBNQA, the NQA and 
Chapter II of the EQA to be involved in the public consultation exercise, in order to benefit 
from their expertise and ensure that the Aboriginal rights stipulated in Sections 22 and 
23 of the JBNQA and Section 14 of the NQA are not infringed. 
(CR4, p. 1, free translation from the original French) 
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A BAPE commission composed of Louis-Gilles Francoeur (Chair), along with Michèle Goyer 
and Joseph Zayed (Commissioners), worked with the James Bay Advisory Committee on 
the Environment (JBACE) and the Kativik Environmental Advisory Committee (KEAC) for 
this process. For the purposes of the mandate, each of these committees set up a special 
commission composed of a Chair, three Commissioners and analysts to assist them with 
their work (Table 13.1). 

Table 13.1 Composition of the JBACE and KEAC Commissions 

JBACE Commission KEAC Commission 

Paul John Murdoch, Chair Michael Barrett, Chair 

Manon Cyr, Commissioner Claude Abel, Commissioner 

Jean Picard, Commissioner Sylvie Létourneau, Commissioner 

Melissa B. Saganash, Commissioner Betsy Palliser, Commissioner 

Catherine Lussier, Analyst Lorraine Brooke, Consultant 

 Benjamin Patenaude, KEAC Executive Secretary 

The BAPE commission signed a memorandum of understanding with each of the other two 
commissions, to ensure that Aboriginal rights were upheld and the conditions for 
consultation and participation in the writing of this chapter were defined (PREMNAT21 and 
PREMNAT22). 

It was agreed to divide the consultation into three phases, as planned and proposed by the 
BAPE commission: 

– a pre-consultation phase to obtain the population’s concerns, with a view to establishing 
and adjusting the inquiry strategy; 

– a question and information phase with theme-based workshops, to consider the inquiry 
issues in more depth, with support from experts and resource people from Government 
departments and agencies; 

– a presentation phase for briefs, to hear the views of participants. 

The three consultation phases were carried out by the three commissions in various towns 
and villages in James Bay and Nunavik between May and December 2014, in a climate of 
cooperation, partnership and mutual respect (Table 13.2). In addition, during the question 
and information phase held in Québec City on September 3 to 26, the JBACE and KEAC 
commissions enjoyed special status and were able to submit their own questions to the 
participants. 
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Table 13.2 Northern Towns and Villages Visited During the Consultations 

 James Bay Nunavik 
Pr

e-
C

on
su

lta
tio

n 
Ph

as
e 

Chisasibi 
June 3, 2014 

Kuujjuaq 
June 12-13, 2014 

Chibougamau 
June 4, 2014 

Mistissini 
June 5, 2014 

Q
ue

st
io

n 
an

d 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
Ph

as
e Mistissini 

September 3-4-5, 2014 

Kangiqsualujjuaq 
September 25, 2014 Note: Videoconference rooms were available in 

Chibougamau and Chisasibi during the 
Mistissini sessions. 

B
rie

f P
re

se
nt

at
io

n 
Ph

as
e 

Chisasibi 
November 11, 2014 

Kawawachikamach 
December 1, 2014 

Chibougamau 
November 12, 2014 

Kuujjuaq 
December 2, 2014 

Mistissini 
November 13, 2014 

Kangiqsualujjuaq 
December 3, 2014 

It is important to note that the content of this chapter was produced jointly by the BAPE 
commission and the JBACE and KEAC commissions, and reflects positions shared by 
them all. Unless otherwise stipulated, the observations and opinions are supported by all 
three commissions 

 Opinion – The BAPE commission and the JBACE and KEAC commissions are of the 
opinion that the inquiry and public hearing process should be adapted when general 
mandates entrusted to the BAPE concern territories under agreement in Northern Québec. 

13.2 Territoriality and Agreements 
The Northern territory mainly comprises the Nord-du-Québec administrative region, 
bounded by Hudson Bay and James Bay to the west, the Hudson Strait and Ungava Bay to 
the north, Labrador to the north-east, and the administrative regions of Abitibi-
Témiscamingue, Mauricie, Saguenay–Lac-Saint-Jean and Côte-Nord to the south and 
south-east. In addition to the Nord-du-Québec administrative region, the vast Northern 
Québec territory includes part of the Côte-Nord administrative region. 

The territory of Northern Québec covers an area of slightly more than one million square 
kilometres, and includes the territories of James Bay and Nunavik. This chapter focuses 
exclusively on this territory “under agreement”, which extends northwards from the 49th parallel. 
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13.2.1 The Northern context 
Administrative and environmental management throughout most of this vast territory is 
structured by the JBNQA and the NQA. The JBNQA, signed in 1975 by the Cree and Inuit, 
the Governments of Québec and Canada, Hydro-Québec, the James Bay Energy 
Corporation and the James Bay Development Corporation, was Canada’s first modern land 
claims agreement. It sets out the framework for relations between the Aboriginal people and 
the governments of Québec and Canada (Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
Canada, 2010: online; Secrétariat aux affaires autochtones, 2001, p. 5, 7 and 24; BAPE, 
2000, Report 142, p. 451 and 452). 

On February 7, 2002, in the wake of many disputes concerning the implementation of the 
JBNQA, the Québec Government and the Crees signed a comprehensive political and 
economic agreement covering a period of 50 years. The agreement, commonly known as the 
“Paix des Braves”, marked the beginning of a new era in Québec-Cree relations by 
guaranteeing Cree participation in forestry, mining and hydroelectric development in James 
Bay, along with part of the revenue derived from that development (Secrétariat aux affaires 
autochtones, 2002b). 

The Sanarrutik Agreement was also signed in 2002 by the Makivik Corporation, the Kativik 
Regional Government (KRG) and the Québec Government. Described as the “partnership 
agreement on the economic and community development of Nunavik”, it also helped 
consolidate relations between Québec and the Inuit of Nunavik. Its purpose was to promote 
hydroelectricity, mining and tourism development in Nunavik, improve public services and 
infrastructures within the territory, promote meaningful community participation in projects, 
and ensure a fair division of the revenues derived from development (Secrétariat aux affaires 
autochtones, 2002a). 

In addition, several complementary agreements for implementation of the JBNQA have been 
signed with the Canadian government since 1975. It is therefore clear that the agreements 
are evolving constantly. 

13.2.2 The agreements and protection of the environment and 
social milieu 
Among other things, the JBNQA and NQA establish a land regime, a hunting, fishing and 
trapping regime (Section 24, JBNQA; Section 15, NQA), and environmental and social 
protection regimes. The agreements are therefore very broad in scope, and regulate not only 
exclusive hunting, fishing and trapping rights, but also the conditions for industrial development 
within the territory, Cree Inuit and Naskapi participation in the decision-making process, 
economic development of the Nations and communities, and governance by their own 
institutions, especially in the fields of education and health (Petit et al., 2011, p. 187 to 193). 
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The JBNQA land regime divides the territory into three categories (Categories I, II and III) 
(Figure 13.1). Category I lands account for 1.3 % of the territory under agreement, and are 
reserved exclusively for the the beneficiaries of the JBNQA. These are the lands on which 
the villages are situated. Category II lands, accounting for 14.8 % of the territory under 
agreement, are public lands usually located around the villages, on which beneficiaries hold 
exclusive hunting, fishing and trapping rights. Lastly, Category III lands, accounting for 
83.9 % of the territory under agreement, are public lands on which beneficiaries hold 
exclusive rights for the harvesting of specific species and the trapping of fur-bearing animals 
(MDDELCC, 2015: online). 

Environmental and social protection regimes 
The JBNQA establishes two environmental and social protection regimes north and south 
of the 55th parallel. These regimes differ from those applicable to Southern Québec, in that 
their aim is to ensure compatibility of natural resource development, conservation of 
traditional Aboriginal ways of life and community economic development. Significant 
elements of these regimes include the environmental and social impact assessment process 
and active, preferential participation by the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi in decisions concerning 
development projects. The JBNQA therefore instituted some of the first environmental 
assessment procedures in North America. 

The regime creates two advisory committees on the environment, namely the JBACE, for 
the territory located south of the 55th parallel, and the KEAC, for the territory situated north 
of the 55th parallel. These two committees, composed of members appointed by the regional 
administrations and the provincial and federal governments, are responsible for advising the 
governments on policies and regulations that affect the environment and the social milieu of 
the Cree and Inuit people. They also oversee the application of the environmental and social 
protection regime in James Bay and Nunavik (MDDELCC, 2015: online).  

Section 22 of the JBNQA applies between the 49th and 55th parallels and on Whapmagoostui 
lands, an area commonly known as the “James Bay territory”, while Section 23 applies north 
of the 55th parallel, to the “Nunavik territory”, excluding Whapmagoostui1. Their provisions 
take precedence over those of the EQA with regard, among other things, to the 
environmental assessment mechanisms applicable to projects in the territories under 
agreement2. Generally speaking, the NQA contains similar provisions, guaranteeing 
Naskapi participation in the environmental and social protection process in the territory 
covered by the agreement (Figure 13.1). However, the environmental assessment regime 
applicable to the territory covered by the NQA, occupied mostly by the Naskapi people, also 

                                                
1. The Cree village of Whapmagoostui is located north of the 55th parallel, in Nunavik, and is not officially part of the James 

Bay territory. However, it is an integral part of the Cree Nation and its traditional territory. 
2. Chapter II of the EQA contains special environmental impact assessment provisions for James Bay and Northern 

Québec, in compliance with the relevant sections of the JBNQA and the NQA. 
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states that projects are subject to the information and consultation requirements in force in 
Southern Québec (ibid.). 

Under the terms of the environmental protection regimes applicable to the territories under 
agreement, development projects are subject to an environmental and social impact 
assessment and review procedure, depending on whether they fall under federal or provincial 
jurisdiction. The decision to accept or reject a project is then made by the provincial 
administrator, the federal administrator or the Cree administrator for the Cree communities3. 

Every proponent must submit its project, whether public or private, to the procedure, and is 
responsible for preparing the impact assessment. Schedules I and II to the JBNQA (and 
Schedules A and B to the EQA) identify the projects that are legally required to undergo the 
procedure and those that are legally exempted from it. The provincial environmental impact 
assessment procedure for Northern projects, regardless of whether they are located north or 
south of the 55th parallel, is divided into six separate steps: 1) a declaration by the project 
proponent, which must submit a notice of intention and preliminary information on the project 
to the Administrator concerned; 2) a review in which the tripartite Québec-Canada-Cree 
Evaluation Committee (COMEV) or the bipartite Québec-Inuit Kativik Environment Quality 
Commission (KEQC) must define the nature and scope of the impact assessment required; 
3) preparation of the impact assessment by the project proponent, in compliance with the 
instructions given by the Administrator; 4) an impact assessment by the bipartite Québec-Cree 
Examination Committee (COMEX) or by the KEQC, which may, if necessary, hold public 
hearings or any other form of consultation for the population concerned; 5) a recommendation 
by the COMEX or a decision by the KEQC, which is conveyed to the provincial Administrator; 
and 6) the Administrator’s final decision to authorize or refuse the project, based on the 
COMEX recommendation or KEQC decision. The general public has access to the COMEX, 
COMEV and KEQC minutes (ENC4, p. 8; MDDELCC, 2015: online; Ginette Lajoie, TRAN21, 
p. 106, 110 to 112; Marthe Côté, TRAN27, p. 96 and 97; Petit et al., 2011, p. 187 to 193).The 
JBNQA and NQA both provide for a federal assessment and review of environmental and 
social impacts for projects under federal jurisdiction, similar to the provincial assessment for 
projects under provincial jurisdiction. A selection committee begins by assessing the project 
notices, and then the federal review committees (COFEX) review the impact assessments 
and make recommendations to the federal Administrator - either COFEX-Sud (Canada-
Cree) or COFEX-Nord (Canada-Inuit). 

                                                
3. In the JBNQA, the Administrator is the person qualified to make a final decision concerning assessments and reviews of 

development projects, based among other things on the recommendations or opinions of the COMEV, COMEX and 
KEAC. This person is the Minister of Sustainable Development, Environment and the Fight against Climate Change in 
the case of a provincial project, the President of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency in the case of a federal 
project, or the Administrator of the Cree Local Authority if the project is situated on Category I lands in James Bay. 
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The aim of these regimes is, first, to “minimize the environmental and social impact of 
development when negative on the Native people and the wildlife resources of the 
Territory” (articles 22.2.2b and 23.2.2b JBNQA) and second, to consider elements of 
the social milieu, including the protection of Cree and Inuit populations, their cultures, 
their economy and their rights and guarantees, including the hunting, fishing and 
trapping rights recognized in Section 24 of the JBNQA. In addition, the regime provides 
for Cree, Inuit and Naskapi participation in project environmental assessments via the 
various committees created by the agreement. 

 The commissions note that the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement and the 
Northeastern Québec Agreement establish obligations that are specific to James Bay 
and Nunavik, in the land regime and in the environmental and social protection regime. 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that the environmental and social 
protection regimes in the territory subject to these agreements, as set out in the Northern 
agreements, are appropriate instruments to ensure harmonious, responsible 
development in the territories of James Bay and Nunavik. 

13.2.3 Environmental and social impact assessment of mining 
activities in Northern Québec 
With regard to mining activities in the North, the provisions of the JBNQA (Section 7) 
and the NQA (Section 5) stipulate that Québec preserves mining rights and subsurface 
rights in the territories under agreement. In addition, as stipulated in Schedule A to the 
EQA, “all mining developments, including the additions to, alterations or modifications 
of existing mining developments” must undergo an assessment and review. However, 
mining exploration projects in the territories under agreement are not necessarily 
subject to or exempt from the procedure, according to Schedules I and II of the JBNQA 
(Schedules A and B of the EQA). 

In other words, mining exploration projects fall into a “grey area” with respect to 
assessment and review, and are submitted to the provincial Administrator, who decides 
whether or not the procedure will apply, based on a recommendation by the COMEV 
or a decision by the KEQC. The COMEV and KEQC review of these “grey area” projects 
takes into consideration the project as a whole, including all related work and activities, 
and is based on certain principles set out in articles 22.2.4 and 23.2.4 of the JBNQA 
and sections 151 and 186 of the EQA (QUES19.1; Ginette Lajoie, TRAN21, p. 106 to 
108; Marthe Côté, TRAN27, p. 94 and 95, TRAN30, p. 3 and 4 and TRAN34, p. 41). 
Reviews of mining exploration or extraction projects must be performed in compliance 
with Section 24 of the JBNQA, which among other things recognizes Aboriginal hunting, 
fishing and trapping rights and preservation of the trapline system for the Cree (for 
whom traplines are a vital element of territorial organization). 

In addition, the Mining Act and the Act respecting the land regime in the James Bay and 
New Québec territories (CQLR, c. R-13.1) contain specific provisions governing mining 
activities. For Category I lands, exploration permits and mining leases cannot be granted 
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without the consent of the local Aboriginal authority concerned, or without the payment of 
an agreed compensation. In other words, the Government cannot unilaterally award 
claims on these lands. On Category II lands, claims may be awarded by the Government 
for mining exploration work, but the work itself must be “carried out so as to avoid 
unreasonable conflict with the exercise of the harvesting rights of beneficiaries as 
stipulated in the Act respecting hunting and fishing rights in the James Bay and New 
Québec territories” (INFO24, p. 19, free translation from the original French). 

In Northern territory, uranium mining projects fall under combined federal and provincial 
jurisdiction and are therefore subject to several different assessment and review 
procedures. As mentioned earlier, the federal and provincial environmental and social 
impact assessment and review processes stipulated in the JBNQA and the NQA would 
therefore apply. In addition, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (2012) 
(CEAA), which applies throughout Québec, stipulates among other things that an 
environmental assessment must be carried out for every mining project and for every 
uranium concentration plant, and that the CNSC is the authority responsible for this. 
Based on the assessment, the CNSC grants or refuses to issue the licence required to 
operate a uranium mine (ENC4, p. 10). In addition, if a uranium mining project required 
construction of maritime infrastructures or maritime transportation of ore, it would have 
to be assessed using one of the procedures stipulated in the Nunavik Inuit Land Claims 
Agreement signed in 2006 by the Canadian government, the Nunavut government and 
the Makivik Corporation, and in the Eeyou Marine Region Land Claims Agreement. 
These agreements govern the use and ownership of land and natural resources in the 
James Bay, Hudson Bay, Hudson Strait and Ungava Bay areas, in a portion of Northern 
Labrador and in an area offshore from Labrador (Government of Canada, 2015a and 
2015b: online). 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that, in future, uranium mine operations 
would have to be coordinated by the various authorities involved in applying the 
environmental assessment procedures. 

13.3 Territories under agreement 
The territories under agreement are those covered by the JBNQA and the NQA, north 
of the 49th parallel, including James Bay and Nunavik (Figure 13.1). The Cree, Inuit and 
Naskapi people live in these territories,4 in villages where they maintain a way of life 
based to a large extent on their traditional activities. In all, the territory is home to a 
population of slightly over 44,000 people, including roughly 16,000 Cree, 11,000 Inuit 

                                                
4. One Innu community (Matimekosh-Lac-John) and two Algonquin communities (Lake Simon and Pikogan) live 

within the boundaries of the territory under agreement but are not signatories of either agreement. 
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and 900 Naskapi,5 as well as 15,000 Jamesians (Institut de la statistique du Québec, 
2015a: online; Secrétariat aux affaires autochtones, 2013: online). 

13.3.1 The territory south of the 55th parallel 
This territory, known as the “James Bay territory”, covers almost 350,000 km2 between 
the 49th and 55th parallels, and extends over a distance of 640 km from east to west. It 
is bordered to the west by the James Bay shoreline and the Ontario border, to the south 
by Abitibi-Témiscamingue and Saguenay–Lac-Saint-Jean, to the east by the Otish 
Mountains and to the north by Nunavik (James Bay Regional Land and Natural 
Resource Commission, 2011, p. 2). 

From a geological standpoint, the region is characterized by mineral deposits containing 
gold, copper, silver, zinc, nickel, diamonds and uranium among others.  

The area’s hydrography, which includes thousands of lakes and rivers, forms part of 
the greater James Bay and Hudson Bay watersheds. Mistassini Lake – the province’s 
largest body of water, covering an area of 2,335 km2 – and the major rivers that flow 
through the territory are significant elements of the geographical and historical 
landscape (MDDELCC: online). 

With regard to wildlife, the territory offers a broad range of habitats that support a 
number of important species, such as the woodland caribou, the moose, the black bear, 
the beaver and several fur animal species. Bird life is extremely rich. Some 238 species 
have been observed, including migratory species such as the large snow goose and 
the Canada goose, which use one of the continent’s largest migratory corridors. The 
fish populations are also significant (James Bay Regional Land and Natural Resource 
Commission, 2011, p. 8). 

Elements of population history 
The territory was occupied by the ancestors of the Cree as far back as the Archaic 
Period, between 5,000 and 7,000 years ago. The first contacts with European explorers 
took place in the early 17th century, leading to the development of the fur trade and the 
construction of trading posts. Until then, the Cree lived in organized bands of hunter-
gatherers who travelled throughout the territory in search of the resources they needed 
for their survival (Denton et al., 2002, p. 19 to 21, 34 and 35). 

The fur trade lasted for nearly three centuries and had a considerable impact on the way 
of life and practices of the Cree, for whom trapping of fur-bearing animals gradually 
became more important. Families began to settle around the trading posts, adopting a 
more sedentary lifestyle that brought a improvement in living conditions, but over time 
they became increasingly dependent on the European economic system (Morantz, 2002, 

                                                
5. The data relate only to Aboriginal people living in their communities. 
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p. 24-26). In the 17th century, Chibougamau had already become the meeting point for 
traders between James Bay and Lac-Saint-Jean (Ville de Chibougamau, 2012: online). 

In the early decades of the 20th century, Cree families were hit hard by over-exploitation 
of fur-bearing animals and the ensuing economic decline (Morantz, 2002, p. 109 to 
113). Beaver reserves were created in the 1940s in an attempt to restore populations 
of the species in the sectors most affected by over-exploitation. Repopulation of these 
habitats led to the first register of traditional family hunting territories, which would 
henceforth be known as “traplines”. 

In the 1950s, mining exploration and forestry began to develop in James Bay. This was 
when the territory’s first towns were founded, mainly in places where mineral resources 
were present. By 1960, some 8,000 people were employed in the mining sector, and 
Chibougamau had nearly 5,000 inhabitants. The mining towns in James Bay enjoyed a 
period of prosperity between their early years of existence and the decline that took 
place in the 1980s (Ville de Chibougamau, 2012: online). 

In the 1980s, large-scale hydroelectricity development in James Bay led to the 
construction of the James Bay Road and opening up of the traditional Cree territory. In the 
1990s, the Cree joined forces to object to the Great Whale project, which was cancelled 
in 1994. For the region’s residents, this was the beginning of a difficult period, as mining 
reserves were exhausted, metal prices fell and deposit grades declined. The history of the 
James Bay communities has always been dependent on economic cycles in the mining 
and forestry sectors and in natural resource development (Feit, 1995: online). 

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note that the major changes to territorial 
occupation in James Bay have shaped the population’s collective memory and are now 
points of reference for all subsequent development within the territory. 

Demography and socio-economic characteristics 
The James Bay territory, like the whole of Northern Québec, is sparsely populated, with 
fewer than one inhabitant/km². The region is shared by two communities: the Jamesians 
and the Cree. There are fifteen localities: four self-contained towns (Chapais, 
Chibougamau, Lebel-sur-Quévillon and Matagami), eight Cree communities (Chisasibi, 
Eastmain, Mistissini, Nemaska, Oujé-Bougoumou, Waskaganish, Waswanipi and 
Wemindji), three localities (Valcanton, Villebois and Radisson) and two hamlets 
(Desmaraisville and Miquelon). 

The Cree village of Whapmagoostui is located north of the 55th parallel, in the territory 
of Nunavik, and is not officially part of the James Bay territory. However, it is an integral 
part of the Cree Nation and the Nation’s traditional territory, known as Eeyou Istchee or 
“land of the people”. Its legal status is not the same as that of other communities; when 
it was created, the Great Whale River Cree band and the Inuit community of Poste-de-
la-Baleine (now known as Kuujjuaraapik) were twinned and had to share the land and 
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rights. Today, they are two contiguous communities. A tenth Cree community, Washaw 
Sibi, located close to the town of Amos, is currently being formed and integrated into the 
Cree Nation. 

The town of Chibougamau is the largest population pool in the James Bay region, with 
nearly 7,600 inhabitants. Most of Northern Québec’s provincial and federal authorities 
have their headquarters there. The second-largest town is Lebel-sur-Quévillon, with 
2,159 inhabitants. It is followed by Chapais (1,610 habitants) and Matagami 
(1,526 habitants) (Emploi-Québec, 2013, p. 10 to 13). 

Populations in the James Bay region’s towns have declined slightly over the years, 
while the Cree villages have grown quickly in the last 30 years, due to a high birth rate 
and increased life expectancy at birth (Emploi-Québec, 2013, p. 7 to 9). 

More than 90 % of the James Bay population speaks French as their first language. 
The Cree speak mainly Cree and English. 

Health and welfare 
The Cree receive health care from the Cree Board of Health and Social Services of 
James Bay (CBHSSJB), via the Chisasibi Hospital and clinics located in the 
communities. Every community also has its own Miyupimaatissiun centre, which is 
similar to the health and social service centres found elsewhere in Québec. The centres 
provide general medical and home care, as well as dental and social services. 

The Jamesian towns are served by five health centres under the authority of the James 
Bay Regional Health and Social Services Centre (RHSSC), which also has a sixth 
facility at its headquarters in Chibougamau. The James Bay RHSSC also finances care, 
services and community organizations in Valcanton and Villebois. 

The main health problems currently faced by the Cree population are cancer, circulatory 
disease, respiratory disease, diabetes and obesity. Diabetes rates in Cree communities 
are very high and are on the increase. The James Bay RHSSC also reports a number 
of social problems including addiction and substance abuse, domestic violence and a 
high rate of attempted suicide (MEM80, p. 9 and 10 and James Bay RHSSC: online). 

In the Jamesian population, although life expectancy has increased and both physical 
and mental health are perceived as positive, the progression of cancer continues to be a 
cause for concern. The growing senior population and the support they require have 
placed, and will continue to place, pressure on the health network. As is the case for the 
Cree community, the percentage of people who are overweight – a major risk factor for 
many chronic diseases – has grown in the last ten years (James Bay RHSSC: online). 
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The economy 
The economy in the James Bay and Eeyou Istchee territory has historically been 
dependent on natural resources, forestry and hydroelectric development. In fact, the 
arrival of the Jamesian population in Northern Québec coincided with the 
development of the primary sector. 

In the last ten years, the James Bay region’s economy has diversified, shifting from an 
economy focused mainly on the primary and secondary sectors to one that also includes 
the tertiary and service sectors. The resource regions experienced strong economic 
growth from 2008 to 2013 thanks to mining and hydroelectric development. In 2003, the 
mining and forestry industries still form an integral part of the regional economy, although 
prevailing market circumstances continue to hinder both the stability and the predictability 
of economic development in the region (Ministère de l’Économie, de l’Innovation et des 
Exportations, 2014, p. 15). 

The Cree economy has grown steadily since the agreements were signed, and 
especially since the Paix des Braves came into force. Many regional companies and 
organizations work and continue to grow in James Bay, including some owned by Cree 
communities or by Cree Nation entities.  

Cree land use and occupation  
When in their territory, the Cree live in base camps strategically placed on their 
traplines. Up to ten cabins may be established at the same location. Camps are usually 
equipped with a traditional teepee, which is used to process and cook game. There are 
also several cultural camps scattered throughout the territory, which serve as assembly 
points for the communities and are used mainly to teach Cree culture to younger 
generations. Sharing of the meat obtained from hunting is a fundamental element of 
social structure, Cree community ethics and the relationship with the land. 

Recreational hunting and fishing are very popular among the Jamesian population, and 
the region boasts numerous outfitters and facilities offering these types of activities. In 
winter, ice fishing and outdoor sports are also popular. 

As the road network has developed, land use practices have also changed, in part due 
to the fact that it now takes much less time and effort to travel to and from the hunting 
camps. Given the distances involved and the harsh climate, access and travel play a 
central role in the everyday lives of Northern residents. Hydro-planes or helicopters are 
used to travel to the more remote sectors, or during the spring thaw. They are also used 
by the Cree to travel to their camps. 

For the Cree, the presence of roads has also influenced their choice of sites for new 
permanent camps, which are now built, wherever possible, in places that can be 
accessed by road. 
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Cree spirituality 
Cree spirituality is tied to their deep and complex relationship with the land and their 
respect for its ability to heal and meet the needs of the people who live on it. A hunting 
territory can be described as a kind of heritage fund for the families who have known it, 
and who strive to ensure its survival as a carrier of collective and individual memory, 
advanced knowledge of habitats and habitat development, major family events and 
sacred sites.  

Elders still share stories and legends about the sacred aspects of water and he land, 
and the spiritual connection with the animals and plants that allow them to survive in 
the forest (Feit, 1995: online). As the Grand Council of the Crees pointed out in its brief: 
“We are at our healthiest when we are on the land.” (MEM205, p. 15). These values are 
still present in Cree society, in their hunting practices and in all the other ways in which 
they use the land.  

We use the term Iiyiyuu Iituun to describe our methods, our traditions and, more 
generally, our culture. The immaterial aspects of our culture and our heritage 
comprise our moral and spiritual values, our cosmology and our cultural perception 
of the world, our traditions and our customs, including the skills that allow us to 
survive on the land. The teachings of our elders are vital, since they form a tangible 
connection between all these aspects of Iiyiyuu Iituun. 
(Grand Council of the Crees and Cree Regional Authority, 2008, p. 4) 

Despite the major changes that have affected the Cree way of life, the land continues 
to be one of the foundations of their identity. 

Governance 
The Eeyou Istchee James Bay Regional Government 

Together, the JBNQA, its sequel the Paix des Braves, and the federal agreement, form 
what can be described as the legal, political and administrative framework underpinning 
the growth and social development of the signatory communities. Each agreement 
marks a crucial step in the process of harmonizing interests within the territory. 

To implement these major agreements and their many derived entities, it has been 
necessary to set up joint management mechanisms through which the actors 
concerned have been able to work together over the years. 

In the last year, however, governance of the James Bay region has changed significantly. 
The Eeyou Istchee-James Bay Regional Government (EIJBRG) was created on January 
1, 2014, as a result of the Agreement on Governance in the Eeyou Istchee-James Bay 
Territory between the Crees of Eeyou Istchee and the Gouvernement du Québec, signed 
on July 24, 2012. The Regional Government is a municipal organization whose territory 
is composed of the James Bay municipality’s territory as it existed on December 31, 2013, 
with the exception of Category II lands. The new government acts as a regional 
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conference of elected officers (known by its French acronym CRÉ) with respect to the 
duties of the regional land and natural resource commission (known by its French 
acronym CRRNT).  

In the Nord-du-Québec administrative region, the functions of the former CRÉ were split 
between the James Bay Regional Administration (JBRA), the Regional Government, the 
Cree Nation Government and the Kativik Regional Government. The Regional 
Government’s mandates relate mainly to land use planning and integrated resource 
development. Among other things, the James Bay CRRNT is responsible for preparing 
an Integrated Regional Land and Resource Development Plan for the territory’s 
Category III lands. 

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note that the establishment of the new Eeyou 
Istchee-James Bay Regional Government illustrates the combined will of the territory’s 
communities to share their visions and aspirations with regard to land use planning and 
development. 

The Grand Council of the Crees of Eeyou Istchee 

In the territory of Eeyou Istchee, every community manages its own social and economic 
development through band councils composed of a Chief, a Deputy Chief and councillors. 
However, all the band councils are gathered under the umbrella of the Grand Council of 
the Crees of Eeyou Istchee and its administrative branch, the Cree Nation Government.  

Many different local and regional entities and institutions are responsible for the 
political, social and economic administration of the Cree communities.  

The James Bay Regional Administration 

In the wake of the restructuring, James Bay regional governance has also undergone 
some significant changes at the legal and administrative levels. The JBRA, which has 
replaced the James Bay regional conference of elected officers (CRÉ), is now the 
principal interlocutor in dealings with the Québec Government concerning regional 
development issues (JBRA, 2015: online). 

 Opinion – The BAPE and JBACE commissions are of the opinion that uranium mine 
development, if authorized in James Bay, should take place with due respect for the 
planning and governance mechanisms instituted by the regional authorities, including 
the Eeyou Istchee-James Bay Regional Government, the Cree Nation Government and 
the James Bay Regional Administration. 

Traplines and support programs 

The territory of every Cree community in Eeyou Istchee is subdivided into a number of 
family hunting territories known as “traplines”. Today, there are more than 300 identified 
traplines covering the entire territory of Eeyou Istchee (Grand Council of the Crees, 
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MEM205, p. 3). These territories are important symbolic and political references, as 
well as anchor points for Cree identity. 

Each trapline is under the stewardship of a “tallyman”, who is, in many respects, a 
successor to the traditional Uchimwaw hunting leader. The tallyman’s role is to manage 
animal populations and share harvestable resources with a view to ensuring renewal of 
the species. He or she is also a primary interlocutor with regard to mining or other 
developments likely to affect the traditional land. 

These traditional Cree practices, and the respectful attitude towards the land that they 
support, form the basis for many of the rights set out in the JBNQA and in other 
agreements between the Crees, Québec and Canada. One of the main aims of the 
JBACE is to ensure that traditional Cree hunting, fishing and trapping practices and the 
associated knowledge, beliefs and customs are maintained in Cree society, and in the 
context of development within Eeyou Istchee.  

In addition, given the importance of these activities, the JBNQA allowed for the creation 
of various support programs and entities for traditional practices, such as the Cree 
Trappers’ Association and the Income Security Program for Cree Hunters and Trappers 
(Cree Hunters and Trappers Income Security Board, 2010, p. 15).  

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note that traditional Cree hunting, fishing and 
trapping practices help perpetuate Cree cultural knowledge, beliefs and customs. 

 Opinion – The BAPE and JBACE commissions are of the opinion that any development 
activity carried out in the territory under agreement must be respectful of the historic, 
social and economic assets of the communities, especially with regard to the land 
regime and the specific ways in which the Crees and Jamesians occupy the territory, 
including the traplines. 

13.3.2 The territory north of the 55th parallel 
The territory of Nunavik is located north of the 55th parallel and covers more than 
500,000 km2, or roughly one-third of Québec’s total area. It is bordered to the east by 
Labrador and is surrounded by Hudson Bay, Hudson Strait and Ungava Bay. The 
Nunavik coastline is roughly 2,500 km long, with thousands of islands and islets 
(PREMNAT18).  

The area forms part of the Canadian Shield, and two of the geological sub-provinces 
(the Labrador Trough and the Ungava Trough) contain metallic minerals such as iron, 
nickel, asbestos, uranium and copper (ibid.). 

The area’s drainage network is vast and complex. The largest rivers include the 
Koksoak River, the George River, the Leaf River, the Payne River and the Great Whale 
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River. It is also home to many large bodies of water, including Clearwater Lake, 
Richmond Gulf and Lac Le Moyne (ibid.). 

Nunavik’s wildlife mainly comprises terrestrial mammals, marine mammals, birds and 
fish (freshwater and saltwater species). The larger river valleys contain unique 
ecosystems and habitats that are essential to the survival of wildlife. The marine area 
surrounding Nunavik is also an essential habitat for a host of wildlife species, and 
Nunavik is home to several caribou herds (ibid.). 

Some elements of Inuit history 
The Inuit have lived in the territory of Nunavik for more than 4,000 years. They were 
completely isolated until the early 1700s, when the whalers began to frequent the region. 
Contact with the outside world increased in the 1800s, as the fur trading companies 
became established in the Nunavik region. Inuit families, attracted by the commercial 
goods brought in by these companies, moved closer to the trading posts, changing their 
formerly nomadic and seasonal lifestyle. The arrival of the missionaries disrupted 
traditional Inuit spiritual beliefs and cultural values. In the 1950s, the federal government 
introduced a series of measures to support the Inuit by providing them with basic housing, 
health services, schools and public authorities (Makivik, 2014, p. 3 and 4). 

The early 1950s were also marked by a tuberculosis epidemic in Nunavik. The Inuit 
who contracted the disease were transported by ships to southern treatment facilities 
where they were kept for long periods, away from their families and culture. It was also 
around this time that the federal government removed Inuit children from their families 
and sent them away to residential schools in the south. These two events broke up 
many families and disrupted the lifestyles and culture of the Inuit (ibid.). 

Demography and socio-economic characteristics 
Today, the territory of Nunavik includes fourteen villages located along the coast 
(Figure 13.1), several hundred kilometres apart. There are no road links between the 
communities, or with southern Québec. The communities can therefore be accessed 
only by air, by sea during ice-free periods, and by snowmobile in the winter.  

Today, Nunavik has a population of more than 12,000 people (Institut de la statistique 
du Québec, 2015a: online), more than 90 % of whom are Inuit. Individual community 
populations range in size from 195 to 2,350 inhabitants, and the percentage of non-
Inuit residents varies from 5 % to 10 %. Only Kuujjuaq, Puvirnituq, Salluit and Inukjuak 
have more than 1,000 inhabitants. The regional capital, Kuujjuaq, is by far the largest, 
with a population composed of 2,350 residents, roughly 24 % of whom are non-Inuit 
(PREMNAT16; Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 2). 

The Nunavik population is relatively young compared to the rest of Québec, since more 
than half the Inuit population (58.4 %) is under 25 years of age. The population growth 
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rate is also three to four times higher than the average for Québec (Duhaime, 2008, 
p. 6; PREMNAT16; Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 8). 

Inuktitut is still spoken by the vast majority of Inuit, and a number of educational and 
cultural groups have been formed to work on new terminology that will allow the 
language to continue to evolve and remain relevant in the modern world. For the Inuit, 
Inuktitut and cultural identity are inseparable. The fabric of family life, family 
relationships, personal and collective values and traditional knowledge are all easier to 
express and understand in Inuktitut (Duhaime, 2008, p. 30). 

Health and welfare 
Major gains have been made in recent years, in terms of access to health and social 
services in Nunavik. All Nunavik’s communities now have local community service 
centres (CLSCs) attached to one of the health centres. However, they provide only 
limited health care, and patients must still travel to towns in the south of the province 
for screening and diagnostic services and medical treatment (Nunavik RBHSS, 
MEM199, p. 2). 

Despite these gains, there is still a substantial difference between Inuit health and the 
health of the rest of the Québec population. For example, occurrences of some 
infectious diseases have declined in Nunavik in recent years, but blood-borne and 
sexually transmitted infections are still rife. Tuberculosis is also a major public health 
concern in Nunavik (ibid. p. 9 and 10). 

According to the Nunavik Inuit Health Survey (2004), smoking is common, as is regular 
alcohol consumption. The survey also found that crimes against persons (assault and 
battery, sexual assault, theft) are more frequent in Nunavik than in the rest of Québec. 
Psychological distress and depression are also a cause for concern (Nunavik RBHSS, 
2008: online). 

Inuit vulnerability to health problems is clearly illustrated by the high hospitalization 
rates, infant mortality rates, the number of suicides and the ensuing short life 
expectancy. All these indicators clearly show that the Inuit of Nunavik are at a 
disadvantage, health-wise, compared to the rest of Québec’s population (Nunavik 
RBHSS, MEM199, p. 9 and 10). 

The modern Inuit diet is partially responsible for their poor health, among other things 
because access to wildlife and fish resources has become increasingly difficult. The 
Inuit diet used to be very rich in omega-3 fatty acids, nutrients and protein, but has 
gradually changed and now includes a much larger percentage of processed foods, 
often of very poor quality, and this has an impact on the population’s physical health.6 

                                                
6. According to the Nunavik Health Survey (2004), only 16 % of total dietary energy came from traditional country 

foods. The figure rose to 28 % among older Inuit (Nunavik RBHHS, MEM199, p. 21). 



Chapter 13 – The Territory of Northern Québec Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

20 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

Crowded housing also has negative impacts on residents’ living conditions and 
psychological health (Duhaime, 2008, p. 92; Riva, 2012, p. 110; Makivik Corporation 
and KRG, 2010, p. 204). 

The economy 
The Inuit of Nunavik have experienced substantial social, economic and cultural 
changes in recent decades. The socio-economic situation in Nunavik, although steadily 
improving, is still fragile and very different from that in the rest of Québec. The cost of 
living is higher in Nunavik, across every category of consumer goods and services. 
Food costs are the highest, and the weekly grocery bill is roughly 60 % more expensive 
than in the rest of Québec. On the other hand, incomes are lower in Nunavik than in 
Québec as a whole (Duhaime, 2008, p. 74 and 83; Makivik, 2014, p. 45; Makivik 
Corporation and KRG, 2010, p. 203; Makivik Corporation and KRG, MEM161, p. 4). 

In addition, and contrary to the other Aboriginal communities in Québec, the Inuit of 
Nunavik pay income tax to the federal and provincial governments. Most employment 
opportunities in Nunavik are in the civil service and in resource extraction. In a context 
where the cost of living is very high and incomes are low, traditional activities play an 
important role by providing the Inuit with a certain quality of life and enabling them to meet 
their subsistence needs. Mutual support and sharing of food derived from hunting and 
fishing with the rest of the community also help the Inuit to satisfy their basic needs (ibid.). 

In reality, the Inuit are still deeply attached to the land, and harvesting is culturally and 
economically important, since a significant portion of their diet comes from the natural 
environment. Although land use methods and systems have changed over the years, 
harvesting still plays a very important role in meeting subsistence needs (ibid.). 

Inuit spirituality 
Although Inuit values and traditions have been shaken by colonization and modern 
lifestyles, they continue to be strong within the community. Family ties determine the 
place of individuals within families and communities. Ilagiit, meaning “part of the family”, 
is an important concept for the Inuit. Family ties place them within a structure of support 
and mutual responsibility. Early in life, children learn the fundamental values of love, 
respect, sharing and mutual help. As adults, they pass these values on to their own 
children, through their relationships with the extended family, within the community, and 
most importantly, in their harvesting and food sharing practices. In this way, individual 
and collective values remain coherent (Makivik, 2014, p. 56 to 60). 

Rites of passage are also important events in the lives of individuals within the 
community. A young boy will bring his first catch to his sanajik7 and a young girl, her first 

                                                
7. An Inuktitut word used to describe the person who cuts the umbilical cord when the baby is born, and welcomes 

the baby to the land. 
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sewing project. A newborn Inuit baby is given the name of another person, not necessarily 
a family member, who becomes his or her sauniq.8 This practice establishes another level 
of relationship and responsibility among the people in the community (ibid.). 

Animals and the physical world, both regarded as means of survival, used to play an 
important role in spirituality. The angakok9 would ask the spirit world to protect people, 
provide sufficient animals and allow the Inuit to live in harmony with the world. There 
were very strict rules and rituals to ensure that animals received the respect they 
deserved before, during and after hunting. Drums, masks and special ceremonies were 
held, under the authority of an angakok (ibid.). 

The Naskapi 
The Naskapi Nation has roughly 850 members. There is only one Naskapi village in 
Québec: Kawawachikamach, located roughly 15 km north of Schefferville. Its 
population speaks Naskapi and uses English as its second language (Secrétariat aux 
affaires autochtones, 2009: online). 

When the Europeans arrived, the Naskapi hunted caribou for food, clothing and tools. 
Having lived as nomads in order to follow the caribou herds during migration, and 
strengthened by the self-sufficiency this lifestyle afforded, they were extremely reluctant 
to become involved in the fur trade (ibid.). 

Beginning in 1893, however, the Naskapi population was decimated by a series of 
famines. Between 1916 and 1948, they settled near Fort Mckenzie, and later, around 
1952, at Fort Chimo (now known as Kuujjuaq). In 1956, they finally settled with the 
Matimekosh Innu, near Schefferville, in the hope of improving their living conditions (ibid.). 

In 1978, the Naskapi signed the NQA, under which they obtained exclusive ownership 
of 326 km2 of land. They also had an exclusive 4,144 km2 hunting, fishing and trapping 
territory. Since part of their traditional territory is located north of the 55th parallel, in 
Nunavik, they have a seat on the KRG board (ibid.). 

At the time, the NQA was negotiated on the basis that Schefferville would become an 
active mining centre. In 1983, to symbolize their nation’s rebirth, the Naskapi began to 
construct the village of Kawawachikamach. Unfortunately, however, the community 
was severely affected by the closure of its principal employer, the Iron Ore Company in 
Schefferville (ibid.). 

In 1984, the Cree-Naskapi (of Québec) Act exempted the two Nations from the 
provisions of the Indian Act and gave them a great deal of administrative autonomy. 
The Naskapi Development Corporation was created at that time, to ensure the 

                                                
8. An Inuktitut word meaning “homonym”, i.e. the person with whom the child shares a name and family tie. 
9. An Inuktitut word meaning “shaman”.  
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community’s socio-economic development via an outfitting operation, a shopping mall, 
a craft store, a construction company, and road maintenance services. Today, the 
community’s main economic activities are in the areas of adventure tourism, 
construction, fur animal trapping and crafts (ibid.). 

The Naskapi Nation recently signed an Impact and Benefit Agreement (IBA)10 with two 
mining companies, Labrador Iron Mines Limited and the New Millennium Capital 
Corporation, both of which work in the Kawawachikamach-Schefferville area. 

Governance 
The Kativik Regional Government and the Makivik Corporation 

The KRG is a public, non-ethnic agency created in 1978 following signature of the 
JBNQA. Under the terms of the Act respecting Northern villages and the Kativik 
Regional Government (CQLR, c. V-6.1), known as the “Kativik Act”, the KRG has 
jurisdiction over the Kativik region11 and acts as a municipality for all unorganized 
portions of the territory (section 244) (KRG: online). 

The KRG’s responsibilities under the Kativik Act or under agreements with the 
governments relate to different areas of public administration, including municipal and 
regional issues, technical assistance for the Northern villages, transportation, civil 
security, employment and workforce training, protection of the environment and wildlife, 
park development and management, and support for hunting, fishing and trapping 
activities (ibid.). 

In 2003, under the Act respecting the Ministère des Affaires municipales, des Régions et 
de l’Occupation du territoire (CQLR, c. M-22.1), the KRG was given status as a regional 
conference of elected officers for the Kativik region (section 21.5), becoming the Québec 
Government’s main interlocutor for regional development issues in Nunavik (ibid.). 

The Makivik Corporation is a non-profit agency also created in 1978 following signature 
of the JBNQA, by the Act respecting the Makivik Corporation (CQLR, c. S-18.1). It took 
over from the New Québec Inuit Association, one of the JBNQA signatories. The 
Makivik Corporation’s responsibilities include encouraging, promoting, protecting and 
helping to preserve the lnuit lifestyle, values and traditions; developing the Inuit 
communities and improving their means for action; fighting poverty and promoting Inuit 
welfare, progress and education; and receiving, administering, distributing and 
investing financial compensation intended for the Inuit, in compliance with the 
provisions of the JBNQA (Makivik Corporation, 2015: online). 

                                                
10. An IBA is a contractual agreement that is usually confidential and generally covers cash payments, scholarships 

and employment, training and business opportunities. 
11. The Kativik region is the area of Nunavik located north of the 55th parallel, except for the Category Ia and IB lands 

of the Cree community of Whapmagoostui. 
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In the mining sector, the Makivik Corporation is also involved in IBAs with mining 
companies that work in the region. In Kuujjuaq, it operates a research centre that works 
on issues such as wildlife management, traditional country food quality and the 
environment (ibid.). 

Unlike Québec’s other Aboriginal communities, the Nunavik communities are 
constituted as Northern villages under the terms of both the JBNQA and the Act 
respecting Northern villages and the Kativik Regional Government. Municipal services 
are therefore provided by the Northern village corporations, administered by elected 
municipal councils that operate in a similar way to Québec’s other municipalities. 

The JBNQA also created the Kativik School Board, and transferred responsibility for 
administering health and social services in the region to the Nunavik Regional Health and 
Social Services Board (Nunavik RHSSB). The Inuit therefore administer the vast majority 
of the public services available to the population (Secrétariat aux affaires autochtones, 
2001, p. 12). 

The Nunavik Plan and the Parnasimautik Report 

In response to growing international demand for mineral and hydroelectric resources, 
and in the wake of the Plan Nord, the KRG and the Makivik Corporation worked with 
the regional organizations to produce the Nunavik Plan, which sets out the Nunavik 
Inuit vision of development within their territory and presents their position with respect 
to the Plan Nord and natural resource development. It sets out priorities for the next 
25 years in a variety of fields, including housing, health, education, land access, 
protection of the environment and wildlife, and mineral resources. It states that all 
development within the territory of Nunavik must comply with the provisions of the 
treaties and agreements signed by the Inuit of Nunavik and must respect the rights of 
the population, and that investments must match the priorities in order to improve 
standard of living for Inuit (Makivik Corporation and KRG, 2010, p. 171 and 172). The 
Plan, published in 2010, served as a basis for consultations with the Inuit of Nunavik on 
the proposed orientations for regional development.  

The Parnasimautik public consultations took place in 2013 and a report was published in 
2014. The process, which involved local and regional populations, gave the Inuit of 
Nunavik an opportunity to reflect on their past, present and future. At the 2015 annual 
general meeting of the Makivik Corporation, a formal declaration was adopted that 
identified fundamental issues and priorities, and set out the conditions under which 
development would be acceptable to Inuit in Nunavik (Makivik, 2014, p. 1 and 2). 

 Opinion – The BAPE and KEAC commissions are of the opinion that uranium mining 
development, if authorized in Nunavik, must take place with due respect for the planning 
tools implemented by the regional authorities, including the Nunavik Plan and the 
Parnasimautik Report. 
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13.4 Natural Resource Development: A Current Profile 
This section describes the current mining situation in Northern Québec, in both James 
Bay and Nunavik. It begins by presenting the current profile of Northern development, 
focusing on aspects such as the number of claims, the companies currently active in 
the region, current projects and projects under development. It then goes on to examine 
the impacts of and socio-economic spin-offs from this development for local 
communities, to give some perspective to the prevailing relationship between the 
communities and the mining industry and see what the communities are likely to gain 
from the development in the longer term. 

13.4.1 The current mining situation in Northern Québec 
According to data from the Ministère de l’Énergie et des Ressources naturelles (MERN), 
as of October 30, 2014, there were more than 155,000 active claims covering an area 
equivalent to 4.4 % of Québec’s territory. Nearly 95,000 of these claims were located in 
the territory under agreement, and covered roughly 4,500,000 ha, or 4.9 % of the area. 
In all, more than 61 % of all claims in Québec were situated in James Bay and Nunavik 
(EXPLO16, p. 1). 

For Québec’s mining industry, 2013 was marked by uncertainty in the world market, 
declining mineral prices and problems with access to capital. As a result of this situation, 
after nine years of steady growth, mining investments fell to $4.6 billion, representing a 
10 % decline from their record level of $5.1 billion in 2012. Nearly 34 % of this amount 
was invested in Northern Québec (Institut de la statistique du Québec, 2015b: online). 

Mining in James Bay 
Historically, mining has always been the primary economic activity for the James Bay 
population, followed by forestry and hydroelectricity. Gold, base metals and diamonds 
are the main minerals mined in the region. 

Currently there are roughly ten mining projects at an advanced development stage, for 
extraction of gold, zinc, diamonds, copper, molybdene, nickel and silver. Some have been 
suspended recently, including Corner Bay, Sleeping Giant and Lac Rocher, due to market 
instability or lack of funding. Goldcorp Inc.’s Eleonore gold mine began production in 2014 
and has attracted interest in recent years from junior exploration companies, which are 
focusing their efforts on adjacent mining properties (MERN, 2015: online). 

Three other mining projects currently under development may begin production in the 
short or medium term: Stornoway Diamond Inc.’s Renard diamond mine, Nemaska 
Lithium’s Whabouchi project, and BlackRock Metal Inc.’s iron, titanium and vanadium 
mine in Chibougamau (ibid.). 
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Eight advanced exploration projects are situated in the Otish Mountains sector, and a 
ninth is located east of the James Bay Road, on the territory of Wemindji. The only 
uranium exploration project to have reached the pre-feasibility stage is the Matoush 
project, which is currently on the back burner because it lacks social acceptability. 
There are also three exploration projects close by, to the west and south-west of the 
Matoush project. 

The Cree Nation’s Mining Policy 

The Cree Nation Mining Policy provides a framework for mine development on Eeyou 
Istchee territory by setting guidelines for exploration and mining operations, based on 
sustainable development principles that are respectful of Cree rights and interests. The 
policy is also intended to provide a model for resource extraction activities in other 
sectors. The Cree recognize both the economic and social potential of the mining sector 
and their desire to participate, in compliance with the unique social and environmental 
regime applicable to the territory under agreement. 

The Cree Government will support and promote mineral resource extraction 
activities in Eeyou Istchee that provide long-term social and economic benefits for 
the Cree, that focus on sustainable development with due respect for the JBNQA’s 
environmental and social protection regime, and that are compatible with the Cree 
way of life and the protection of Cree rights on Cree territory. 
(PREMNAT6, p. 4, free translation from the original French) 

 Opinion – The BAPE and JBACE commissions are of the opinion that uranium mining 
development, if authorized in James Bay, must take place in compliance with the Cree 
Nation Mining Policy. 

The Table jamésienne de concertation minière 

The Table jamésienne de concertation minière (or James Bay mine coordination panel) 
is a public organization with the mission of developing the James Bay region’s mineral 
potential. It was created in 2001, to support and maintain mining industry development in 
James Bay. Its main role is to advise decision-makers by issuing sector-based opinions 
on problems specific to the mining sector. 

It also attempts to be proactive with respect to social acceptability of the mining industry, 
and in maximizing the socio-economic spin-offs from mining in the region, with a special 
focus on restoration of tailing sites and support for mining exploration. 

The Cree Mineral Exploration Board 

The Cree Mineral Exploration Board (CMEB) was set up pursuant to the Paix des 
Braves, signed in 2002. Its goal is to develop and support prospection and exploration 
activities, generate and encourage gathering of information on the region’s mineral 
potential, and develop regional organizations working in the mineral resource field 
(MERN, 2013a: online). 
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The MERN grants funds to the CMEB to encourage Cree community involvement in the 
process of developing the region’s mineral potential. 

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note the existence of the Table jamésienne de 
concertation minière and the Cree Mineral Exploration Board, both of which are 
important actors for mining development in the James Bay region. 

Mining in Nunavik 
Mining companies have shown considerable interest in Nunavik’s resources, including 
its uranium deposits. There are currently three active mines in Nunavik, namely Raglan, 
Nunavik Nickel and Tata Steel, as well as several mining projects at different stages of 
development and many others at the exploration stage (PREMNAT19, p. 19). 

The Raglan Mine was the first to begin operations, in 1997. It has a useful life 
estimated at roughly 20 years. The mining site, located close to the Pingualuit 
National Park (the New Québec Crater), between the villages of Salluit and 
Kangiqsujuaq, is an immense complex spread over nearly 70 km from east to west, 
producing mainly nickel concentrate (PREMNAT14, p. 27; PREMNAT18; Nunavik 
RBHSS, MEM199, p. 4). 

The second active mine, Nunavik Nickel, is located approximately 20 km west of the 
Raglan Mine, near the villages of Kangiqsujuaq and Salluit. It became active in 2014, 
and will be producing nickel and copper concentrates. Since it is close to the Raglan 
Mine, the two companies have agreed to share some of the infrastructures that will be 
needed to support its operations (Canadian Royalties inc., 2013: online; Nunavik 
RBHSS, MEM199, p. 5). 

The third mine is Tata Steel. It includes the Sunny 1 and Goodwood deposits, and will 
produce iron ore concentrate. Both deposits are located roughly 50 km northwest of 
Schefferville, in Nunavik. Mining operations are expected to begin in 2017. 

Oceanic Iron Ore has iron deposits along Ungava Bay, between 20 km and 50 km from 
the coast. These deposits are divided into three project zones: Hopes Advance, Lake 
Morgan and Lake Roberts, which cover a large area of the Labrador Trough in Nunavik. 
The deposits are situated just 25 km from the village of Aupaluk, which has a population 
of less than 200 people. The company is planning to build a deep-water port in Ungava 
Bay. However, the promoter must first go through several environmental impact 
assessment processes to obtain the required government authorizations before starting 
the project (Oceanic Iron Ore Corp: online; Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 5). 

Lastly, Quest Rare Earth Minerals’ rare earth project at Strange Lake is also being 
examined by environmental impact assessment organizations. It is located roughly 
220 km north-east of Schefferville. If the proponent obtains the necessary 
authorizations, it plans to begin construction work in June 2017. 
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The Nunavik Inuit Mining Policy 

The Makivik Corporation recently published the Nunavik Inuit Mining Policy on behalf of 
the Inuit of Nunavik, to structure mining development in Nunavik. The policy 
acknowledges that mining exploration and extraction activities are likely to increase in the 
coming years, and that the Inuit are concerned about the impacts of mining development 
on their lifestyle, on wildlife and on the environment. It stipulates that wildlife and land are 
essential for harvesting, and must be protected. It also acknowledges that mining 
activities offer opportunities for training, job creation, contracts and investments for the 
Inuit, and it establishes conditions that must be met in order for the Makivik Corporation 
to support mining development in Nunavik: 

Provided the Inuit of Nunavik obtain significant direct and indirect social and 
economic benefits during the exploration, development, mining and restoration 
phases of mining projects in Nunavik, and provided these activities are carried out in 
compliance with all applicable federal and provincial legislation concerning 
environmental and social protection in Nunavik or, where that is the case, in 
compliance with the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement, the Makivik 
Corporation reiterates its support for sustainable mine development in Nunavik. 
(PREMNAT19, p. 20, free translation from the original French) 

 Opinion – The BAPE and KEAC commissions are of the opinion that uranium mining, 
if authorized in Nunavik, must take place in compliance with the Nunavik Inuit Mining 
Policy. 

13.4.2 The impacts of and socio-economic spin-offs from 
mine development 
In modern Québec, social acceptability and respect for the environment are essential 
conditions for the success of many industrial projects, and growing numbers of mining 
companies are developing tools for public participation and environmental protection. 
These tools, usually adapted to their host communities, include agreements, 
accommodation measures, training programs and employability measures for local 
communities. 

In addition to ensuring that projects are integrated as completely as possible into the 
host communities, economic spin-offs are usually considered essential, since they can 
have a structuring effect. However, there is a downside to these spin-offs. All mining 
projects have known social and environmental impacts that must be considered when 
assessing the overall, long-term quality of life of the populations concerned. 

Impacts and spin-offs in James Bay 
Seven major hydroelectric facilities forming part of the La Grande complex were built 
between 1974 and 1994 and nearly 11,000 km2 of land were flooded, creating 
numerous reservoirs. From the standpoint of the Crees, the space they considered to 
be sacred, familiar and part of their home underwent sustained development, and some 
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of their ancestral land was destroyed and submerged. The way in which this 
development was carried out left its mark on the Cree heart and memory, and in many 
respects the consequences of this are still felt today. As pointed out by James Bobbish: 

[…] I am raising these two issues as examples of the impact that development has 
and will continue to have on our culture, our traditional practices, and our way of 
life in general. It affects us. In addition to mercury contamination, we have 
experienced many social impacts as a result of the hydro development project. 
(MEM48, p. 3 and 4) 

A generation and a half later, things are still evolving. The Crees have become a 
stakeholder, not only through the Grand Council and the rights granted by the 
agreements, which have opened the door to the creation of a Nation-to-Nation 
relationship with the Québec Government, but also through their participation, with the 
Jamesians, in the region’s land planning and development process. 

Although the JBNQA grants exclusive hunting and fishing rights for certain species and 
introduces a consultation and environmental impact assessment framework applicable 
to this particular category of land, the Cree people must continually adjust their own use 
of the territory to the increasing pace of natural resource extraction and the fact that 
more people are now present in the territory. 

The main impacts mentioned repeatedly by Cree participants, and which still require 
special attention when deciding on mitigation measures, are related to water quality, air 
quality and human and animal health. These aspects are considered vital for territorial 
integrity, and for continuity of the Cree way of life, culture and well-being.  

It is now an accepted fact that mitigation measures will be more effective and 
appropriate if they are identified, monitored and managed jointly with the communities 
concerned. However, they can never totally eliminate a project’s impacts on land use 
or on the environment. It is for this reason that negotiated project spin-offs, especially 
social and economic spin-offs, should help tip the balance by addressing urgent needs 
such as employment, training, territorial access or additional income. 

Mining industry jobs held by James Bay residents and the Cree 

The question of employment is a crucial aspect for the development of the Cree Nation. 
As mining exploration activities have taken place in the James Bay region, the Cree 
people have become more familiar with the types of jobs and work associated with the 
mining industry. However, the number jobs they hold in the mines is still, even today, 
far below target. It is also important to note that, compared to the Jamesians, the Cree 
people are less receptive to the promise of jobs, given that, both collectively and 
historically, they have less experience with the industry and as a result, fewer of them 
have the skills required by the mining companies. 
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Traditionally, a much higher percentage of total employment is derived from the primary 
sector in Northern Québec than in the province as a whole, but like the rest of the 
province, most jobs are still in the tertiary sector. In 2013, Emploi-Québec reported a 
downward trend in employment for the resource regions, mainly due to a significant 
decline in mining investment and construction (Emploi-Québec, 2014, p. 3). However, 
the ISQ’s mining industry employment compilation for Northern Québec showed a 
marked increase in the number of person-years between 2011 and 2013, from 1,311 to 
2,596 (Institut de la statistique du Québec, 2015c: online). 

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note that, despite the efforts of local organizations 
and mining companies, the employability rate for Cree people in the James Bay mining 
sector continues to be a major challenge.  

Training programs 

The James Bay Vocational Training Centre in Chibougamau has offered targeted 
training since 1998 to respond to the demand created by mining projects in the territory 
(James Bay School Board: online). 

For the James Bay Cree, training is encouraged and overseen by the CMEB and by 
Cree Human Resource Development, whose mandate is to provide services and 
establish training programs, job integration programs and skill development programs. 
Among other things, Cree Human Resource Development has introduced a Eeyou 
Mining Skills Enhancement Project, the aim of which is to allow Cree participants to 
develop skills that will improve their chances of finding jobs in the mining sector (Cree 
Human Resource Development: online). 

Agreements between mining companies and communities 

The Troilus mine project is often cited as one of the first examples of integrated 
development in which the Cree people were involved from the outset, in a process of mutual 
learning and acquisition of skills (Penn and Roquet, 2008, p. 62, 64, 67, 68, 121 to 125). 

Cree activities were obviously disturbed by the mine, and they had to change the way 
they used the land, but the project also made it easier for them to access their territory, 
allowing them to use it more frequently. 

The Troilus agreement was signed in 1995 by the Inmet Company and the Mistissini 
community, and was the first of its kind for mining development in James Bay. It focused 
in particular on Cree training and employment, and on Cree service contracts at the 
mine. As for the environmental impacts, the measures implemented as a result of 
discussions with Cree users produced good results (ibid.). 

Generally speaking, the Troilus mine experience and agreement are regarded as 
having more benefits than negative impacts. The positive aspects include long-term 
employment, skills development and personal fulfillment, increased buying power and 



Chapter 13 – The Territory of Northern Québec Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

30 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

other economic consequences. The negative impacts include adjustment problems on 
both sides, undermining of family relationships due to remote employment, increased 
drug and alcohol use, and communication problems (ibid.). 

Goldcorp’s Eleonore project gave rise to a longstanding collaboration with the Wemindji 
community, although it took several years to establish a comfortable relationship and 
create a dynamic based on trust and mutual respect. In 2011, the Opinagow 
Collaborative Agreement, signed by the Cree Nation of Wemindji, the Grand Council of 
the Crees and the Cree Regional Authority, marked the beginning of a new era: the 
Crees, now established in their role as interlocutors, undertook to develop a lasting 
partnership with the company. 

The Opinagow Agreement is much more than a simple impact and benefit agreement: 
it also sets a precedent in upholding Aboriginal rights. In addition to financial benefits, 
it provides for appropriate training, priority business opportunities for Cree and local 
firms, and a collaborative relationship between the parties for the duration of the project. 
The Agreement also sets out Goldcorp’s long-term commitment to sustainable 
development, environmental protection and respect for the Cree community’s social 
and cultural practices. In addition, it provides for the creation of committees and 
establishes the parties’ intention to continue their dialogue throughout the project, 
clearly showing that social acceptability, far from being a static concept, can evolve 
during the project’s life cycle. 

Generally speaking, a development agreement such as the Opinagow Agreement not 
only demonstrates the support for social acceptability of a project, but also, and mainly, 
serves as a tool for the development, maintenance and protection of relationships 
throughout a project, from inception to restoration. 

 Opinion – The BAPE and JBACE commissions note the emergence of unpublished 
partnership agreements models in the James Bay mining sector. In the commissions’ 
view, it is clear that such initiatives should be encouraged, since they help ensure that 
the rights of local communities are upheld, that lasting relationships are created and that 
social acceptability is maintained in the long term. 

Impacts and spin-offs in Nunavik 
The Raglan mine has been active in Nunavik since the late 1990s, meaning that not only 
can the spin-offs for local communities be measured, but its various impacts can also be 
seen. 

In 1995, the company signed an impact and benefit agreement (known as the Raglan 
Agreement) with the communities of Salluit and Kangiqsujuaq and the Makivik 
Corporation. Contrary to most other agreements of this type with Aboriginal groups in 
Canada, the Raglan Agreement, including all its financial provisions, is public. Its aim 
is to foster dialogue with neighbouring Inuit communities and allow them to participate 
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fairly in the project. It also aims to provide economic spin-offs for the two communities, 
which receive annual royalties. Under the terms of the agreement, the company also 
undertakes to give preference to Inuit and local companies for jobs and contracts, and 
to provide training for the local Inuit workforce (Thierry Rodon, TRAN45, p. 16 to 18; 
Natural Resources Canada, 2013: online). 

When deploying its project in Nunavik, the company introduced measures to reduce the 
environmental impacts of its activities. Conditions were also imposed when it obtained 
authorization to move forward with the project. 

As  set out in the agreement, the Raglan Committee was established and prepared a 
training plan for the Inuit, aimed at ensuring that Inuit workers could be hired in priority 
for jobs at every skill level, so they would account for more than 20 % of the company’s 
workforce. The initiative helped several Inuit residents to find jobs at the mine. However, 
despite the company’s efforts, the percentage of Inuit workers has remained static at 
between 15 % and 17 %, depending on the year (ibid.). 

As for the economic spin-offs for the host communities, the royalties stipulated in the 
agreement are paid directly to Inuit organizations rather than to regional governments. 
The financial provisions include a combination of guaranteed amounts and profit-sharing.  

The Raglan Agreement does help develop the local economy to some extent. In terms 
of direct economic spin-offs, the mine has created jobs in the region, provides some 
business opportunities for local companies, and pays local and regional royalties. It has 
also generated some indirect spin-offs, since the royalty payments are used to create 
jobs in the communities. Generally speaking, the royalties and jobs at the mine have 
helped improve the quality of life of the Inuit populations in both communities.  

However, as noted by the Director of the Research Chair on Sustainable Northern 
Development, some care is needed when citing facts such as these. In reality, in both 
Salluit and Kangiqsujuaq, the mine has contributed very little, directly or indirectly, to 
local employment. In addition, the fact that royalties have been paid directly to 
individuals, as has been the case in Salluit, has generated some questionable socio-
economic impacts for the population, among other things because most of this money 
is spent not in the communities themselves, but in Southern Québec, to purchase 
material goods. The additional income for households has also led to more alcohol and 
drug abuse, amplifying a problem that already existed in Nunavik (Thierry Rodon, 
TRAN45, p. 17 to 23; Rodon et al, 2013: online). 

A 2012 survey of residents in the Raglan Mine’s two neighbouring Inuit communities 
revealed their perceptions regarding the impacts of major mining projects. The Inuit 
interviewed for the survey thought the mine had helped enrich the community and 
improve living conditions. However, most also thought it had produced some negative 
impacts, in particular for culture, traditional lifestyles and individual health and well-
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being. The findings from the survey were therefore somewhat mixed, since the Inuit in 
the communities of Salluit and Kangiqsujuaq thought the impacts of the mine’s 
presence in their immediate environment were both positive and negative (ibid.). 

Despite the amount of royalties paid to the two Inuit communities and the additional 
income available in some households, the economic spin-offs will be temporary due to 
the mine’s limited useful life. In most cases, once mining has ceased, mines leave 
virtually nothing behind. Given the isolation of Nunavik’s communities, it would therefore 
seem difficult to optimize the structural effects of mining operations and benefit in a 
lasting way from the mine’s presence (ibid.). 

With regard to the Nunavik Nickel mine, which has only been active for a few years and 
has not yet achieved its maximum output due to the financial context, it is difficult, for 
the time being, to measure the extent of its socio-economic impacts and spin-offs for 
the Inuit. However, the Impact and Benefit Agreement, signed by the mining company, 
the three Inuit villages concerned (Kangiqsujuaq, Puvirnituq and Salluit), and the 
Makivik Corporation, sets out the company’s formal commitment to ensuring that the 
economic benefits of the project are distributed fairly and equitably. 

The KRG, the Kativik School Board, the Makivik Corporation, the Nunavik Landholding 
Corporations Association, Glencore Raglan, Canadian Royalties and Oceanic Iron Ore 
have established a partnership and set up the Kautaapikkut Mining Strategy Table, 
whose purpose is to establish and implement training programs and coordinate mining 
training and employment initiatives. Funds are provided by the industry and by the 
federal and provincial governments. So far, 488 Inuit people have received training in 
Nunavik. Between 200 and 230 Inuit people are currently employed in Nunavik’s mining 
sector, and the Kautaapikkut Mining Strategy Table has set the goal of doubling this 
figure in the next two years. 

 The BAPE and KEAC commissions note that, despite the efforts of local organizations 
and mining companies, Inuit employability rates in Nunavik’s mining sector continue to 
pose a major challenge.  

 Opinion – The BAPE and KEAC commissions are of the opinion that it is important, when 
developing major mining projects in general and uranium mining projects in particular, to 
assess the capacity of the Nunavik territory and its local community to absorb all the 
negative impacts. Accordingly, every development project in Nunavik should be carried 
out in compliance with the Parnasimautik and with the Nunavik Inuit Mining Policy, both 
of which clearly state the Inuit people’s wish to take charge of their region’s development. 
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 Opinion – The BAPE and KEAC commissions are of the opinion that new partnership 
models, in the form of agreements, have emerged in Nunavik’s mining sector. In the 
commissions’ view, it is clear that such initiatives should be encouraged, since they help 
ensure that the rights of local communities are respected, that lasting relationships are 
created and that social acceptability is maintained in the long term. 

13.4.3 Mining legacies from the past 
The mining industry in Northern Québec has made a significant contribution to local 
community development in recent decades. Like most major development projects, 
past and present mining activities leave their trace on the land and in the host 
communities. Some of these traces can be positive, others less so. 

One of the legacies of past mining activities in Northern Québec is unquestionably the 
presence of so-called abandoned mining sites with no known or solvent owners. Today, 
there are still 488 abandoned mining exploration sites, 275 of which are in Nunavik and 
213 in James Bay. Restoration of these sites presents a significant challenge for both 
the mining industry and the Government. Since 2007, the environmental liability arising 
from the obligation to restore contaminated land under State responsibility has been 
included in public accounts. As of March 31, 2012, these accounts show an amount of 
$1.2 billion in environmental liabilities for the mining sector, including $880 million for 
restoration of mining sites in respect of which the State must take action, and $336 
million for sites in respect of which the State may have to take action (INFO46, p. 7).  

The legacy in James Bay 
Abandoned mining sites 

In 2008, the Cree Regional Authority (CRA) produced an inventory of abandoned mining 
exploration sites in Eeyou Istchee (Grand Council of the Crees and CRA, 2008b). In 
2010, based on this report, the CRA estimated that 325 such sites required investigation. 
In 2013, the JBACE also recommended that section 164 of the Mining Act be amended 
to include a provision requiring promoters who abandon their claims to submit an opinion 
or report to the MERN, confirming that all their property has been removed from the site 
(JBACE, 2013, p. 10). The MERN is currently in discussions with the Crees, and clean-
up work should begin in 2014 on the 213 identified abandoned mining exploration sites 
on traditional Cree land that are deemed part of the State’s environmental liability (Roch 
Gaudreau, TRAN27, p. 7). 

As for abandoned mines, a total of 16 have been identified in James Bay. Work has 
been done on nine of these sites and is currently being inspected. Work has also begun 
at the site of old Principale Copper Mine, located in Chibougamau. The Oujé-
Bougoumou and Chibougamau communities are involved in this project. In addition, the 
trenches at the old Certac and Chesbar mines near Desmaraisville were secured in 2011 
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and all debris has been cleared from the sites (MERN, 2013b, p. 122; MERN, 2012-
2013: online). 

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note the existence of real environmental liabilities 
in the James Bay territory, as a result of mining sites being abandoned. Clean-up work 
has begun, but much still remains to be done. 

Resource development and community relations 

The environmental and social impacts of developments prior to the major agreements 
and protection regimes have left scars on the land and in the collective memory of the 
Cree people. Today, as we saw at the hearings, the Cree continue to remind promoters 
and government representatives, at every project hearing, of the extent to which they 
were and continue to be adversely affected by Hydro-Québec’s presence in their region 
and the environmental impacts left behind by work on the La Grande complex.  

Since that time, relations between the communities and the mining industry have 
changed, and the impacts of those changes appear to be irreversible in many respects. 
The new political and legal context in James Bay will undoubtedly make it easier to 
establish a more balanced relationship and practices that are more respectful of 
community aspirations.  

Despite the communication problems arising from the presence of separate and 
sometimes incompatible cultures, it is nevertheless clear that the Cree communities are 
no longer corralled off or kept apart from development. With the progress achieved 
through the JBNQA, the authorities created as a result of it and the creation of the 
Eeyou Istchee James Bay Regional Government (EIJBRG), the Cree communities are 
now in a position to participate fully in strategic land planning, economic development 
and the process of defining their place on the political and social chessboard of 
Northern Québec. 

 The BAPE and JBACE commissions note that the Cree communities’ past experience 
of mining development projects in the region has left its mark on them and has adversely 
affected their trust in the mining companies and the Government. 

The legacy in Nunavik 
Abandoned mining sites 

There is a long history of mining exploration in Nunavik, dating back to the 1950s. There 
was virtually no regulation at the time, and the mining companies’ activities had 
significant impacts on vegetation, wildlife habitats, water quality and landscapes in the 
region.  

In 1999, the KRG, the Makivik Corporation and Laval University carried out a joint 
project to identify and locate abandoned mining exploration sites in Nunavik. The 
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Naskapi nation of Kawawachikamach joined the project in 2000. At the time, 595 
potential sites were identified. In the early 2000s, inventories were taken from a sample 
of 193 sites, and were classified based on criteria taken from a national classification 
system for contaminated sites. As a result of the inventory, 90 sites were identified as 
requiring clean-up (18 major, 27 intermediate and 45 minor). So far, 15 of the 18 major 
sites and 23 of the 27 intermediate sites have been cleaned. The KRG signed a funding 
agreement with Environment Canada in 2004, and clean-up work began in 2005. In 
2007, another contribution agreement was signed by the KRG, the Makivik Corporation, 
the Ministère des Ressources naturelles et de la Faune and the Restor-Action Nunavik 
Fund, formed by the mining companies. Work is still ongoing. (Nancy Dea, TRAN28, 
p. 11; PREMNAT2, p. 1 to 3). 

Early mining activity has left the region with a legacy of many abandoned exploration 
sites containing large quantities of contaminated waste and hazardous materials. 

 The BAPE and KEAC commissions note the existence of a real environmental liability 
in Nunavik, but acknowledge that the Kativik Regional Government, the Makivik 
Corporation, the Québec Government and the mining companies have entered into a 
real partnership in order to clean up and restore abandoned mining sites. 

An example of mining operations 

Before the Raglan Mine came to the region, the only experience Inuit had with mining 
was with the Asbestos Hill mine, located roughly 50 km inland from Deception Bay. This 
open-pit mine, which was active from 1970 to 1984, produced asbestos fibre 
concentrate and employed between 400 and 450 people.  

The mining company began its operations before the JBNQA was signed, and was 
subject to virtually no environmental review or supervision. In addition, the impacts of 
asbestos on the health of local populations and workers were not rigorously monitored. 

When the JBNQA was signed and the environmental and social protection regime was 
introduced, the Inuit raised a number of concerns about the impacts of the company’s 
activities on the environment and local wildlife, including obstruction and contamination 
of a river due to the culverts constructed by the company. It was not until the mid-1990s, 
following extensive efforts by the Inuit and the authorities, that the situation was finally 
corrected after permission to begin construction of the Raglan Mine had been given. 

 The BAPE and KEAC commissions note that the Inuit communities’ past experience of 
mining development in Nunavik has left its mark on them and has adversely affected 
their trust in the mining companies and the Government. 

 Opinion – The BAPE and KEAC commissions are of the opinion that future uranium 
mining development must take into account the historical context of mining projects in 
Nunavik and the past experience of the Inuit communities. 
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13.5 The Concerns and Opinions of Participants in 
Northern Québec 

This section presents a summary of the concerns and opinions expressed by 
participants in the sessions held in James Bay and Nunavik during the three phases of 
the consultation. 

13.5.1 Eeyou Istchee James Bay participants 
The participants’ positions 
Most of the participants who expressed opinions at the James Bay sessions were Cree. 
Very few Jamesians took part in the process. 

The Cree Nation’s position is unequivocal. All the Cree participants were adamant in 
their rejection of uranium industry development within their territory.  

The Grand Council of the Crees, in its brief, reasserted its firm opposition to uranium 
exploration and mining in Eeyou Istchee, on behalf of all the Cree communities in James 
Bay. Among other things, it had this to say: “The Cree Nation stands together and speaks 
with one voice in its opposition to uranium exploration and uranium mining in Eeyou 
Istchee” (Grand Council of the Crees, MEM205, p. 1 and 9). This position was supported 
by a number of other organizations, including the Cree School Board (MEM22, p. 1), the 
Cree Outfitting and Tourism Association (MEM27, p. 1), the Regional Public Health 
Branch of the Cree Board of Health and Social Services of James Bay (MEM80, p. 22) 
and the CMEB (MEM104, p. 7).  

However, some participants were anxious to note that their communities were not against 
development, and were prepared to support sustainable, responsible mining 
development on Eeyou Istchee territory. However, they felt the specific case of uranium 
was different and was likely to worsen, not improve, their quality of life (Cree Nation 
Council of Mistissini, MEM25, p. 2; Cree Nation of Chisasibi, MEM49, p. 4; Grand Council 
of the Crees, MEM205, p. 1-2). 

Within the Cree communities, only one participant – the CMEB – qualified its stance in 
this respect. The CMEB’s mission is to promote and facilitate Cree participation in 
mining exploration activities. In its brief, it noted that, while in full agreement with the 
position expressed by the Grand Council of the Crees, it nevertheless felt that future 
decisions concerning uranium industry development in Eeyou Istchee should be based 
on documented knowledge of the mining and uranium potential (MEM104, p. 7). 

The James Bay Regional Administration (JBRA), for its part, emphasized the importance 
of the mining industry, which, more than any other industry, had helped shape the social, 
cultural and economic context in the James Bay region. In its brief, it noted that the 
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development of the uranium industry, like that of any other resource-based industry, 
could be viewed as desirable if the health and safety of the James Bay population and 
the quality of the environment would not be compromised in any way whatsoever 
(MEM101, p. 3 and 4). 

A number of procedures have been implemented in recent years in response to the 
enthusiasm surrounding uranium mining in James Bay. They include the activities 
begun as part of the Matoush project. In 2009, the James Bay resource development 
authorities launched an information and communication process to improve the 
population’s understanding of the industry. Among other things, the James Bay regional 
conference of elected officers (CRÉ) set up a working committee on uranium, to 
document the issue and circulate information to those concerned. The committee 
received support from CNSC experts and held information and consultation sessions 
for target groups in Chapais, Chibougamau and Mistissini, where Aboriginal chiefs from 
Saskatchewan came to talk about their experience with active uranium mines (JBRA, 
MEM101, p. 4). 

The Crees cited a variety of legal and public actions in support of their opposition to 
uranium mining in Eeyou Istchee. For example, the Cree Nation Council of Mistissini, at 
a meeting on December 13, 2010, unanimously adopted a resolution clearly asserting its 
objection to the Strateco uranium project in the Otish Mountains (MEM25, p.5). The Cree 
Trappers’ Association, for its part, adopted a resolution at its annual general meeting in 
August 2012, officially supporting the Cree Nation of Mistissini’s objection to exploration 
activities in its territory (CTA, MEM35, p 4). In August 2012, the Grand Council of the 
Crees unanimously adopted a resolution in favour of a permanent moratorium on uranium 
development in Eeyou Istchee, invoking the risks of uranium for health and the 
environment (MEM205, p. 1 and 9). In addition to these legal initiatives, an 800-kilometre 
citizens’ march between Mistissini and Montreal was organized by the Cree Nation Youth 
Council to symbolize Cree opposition to uranium exploration and mining operations in 
their territory (Joshua Iserhoff, TRAN74, p. 59). 

Repercussions for human health and the environment 
The Crees’ opposition, reiterated by several participants, is due in large part to their close 
bond with nature and their territory (Cree Nation Council of Mistissini, MEM25, p. 8; Grand 
Council of the Crees, MEM205, p. 35). As mentioned by the Nishiiyuu Council of Elders: 
“This land has always been sacred to the Cree” (MEM26, p. 2), and according to one 
participant, the Crees are responsible for the land and must treat it with respect because 
it is only on loan from future generations (Thomas Neeposh, MEM51, p 1). Chief Davey 
Bobbish also noted that the Cree people have always depended on the resources of the 
land, its lakes and rivers, and the wildlife and plants that inhabit it (Cree Nation of 
Chisasibi, MEM49, p. 3). As for the Cree Trappers’ Association, it noted the Crees’ close 
bond with the land:  
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For the Cree people, culture is determined and shaped by Eeyou Iyihtiwin – that is, 
the Eeyou way of doing things – and includes all the beliefs, values, principles, 
practices, institutions, attitudes, morals, customs, traditions and knowledge of Eeyou 
[…] Safeguarding the traditional system of over three hundred traplines […] to ensure 
that the land and resources will be available to both present and future generations 
[…] We cannot predict the effects of the radioactive traces, in the form of uranium 
waste and tailings, that uranium mining would leave on our territory for many 
thousands of years. 
(MEM35, p. 1 to 5) 

As most participants noted, the uranium industry’s potential impacts on the environment 
are a source of great concern. One participant mentioned the importance of the land, 
plants and animals, and did not understand why these elements were ignored in the 
assessment of impacts in Eeyou Istchee (Janie Pachano, MEM200, p 1). Daisy House, 
in her brief, noted that the environmental impacts could be devastating and, in some 
cases, irreversible (MEM61, p. 2). Some participants mentioned the possibility that 
uranium mining waste could infiltrate water supplies, contaminating entire watersheds 
and the surrounding environment (Cree Nation Council of Mistissini, MEM25, p 9; 
George M. Shecapio, MEM54, p. 2; Grand Council of the Crees, MEM205, p. 11). 

The JBRA also noted that the task of managing uranium mine tailings was more 
complex than that of managing other types of tailings, hence the importance of applying 
stringent, modern, sustainable management and monitoring methods to reduce the risk 
of contaminant dispersal. The JBRA and the Table jamésienne de concertation minière 
demanded “an assurance that the risk of contamination from radioactive or chemically 
toxic materials dispersed by wind, water or other agents is negligible” (MEM101, p. 8 
and 12, free translation from the original French). 

With regard to human health, many participants expressed concerns to the 
commissions regarding the potential impacts of uranium exploration and mining in 
James Bay. Some emphasized the fact that the Cree people have a holistic perception 
of the world (Cree School Board, MEM22, p. 1; Dr. Darlene Kitty, TRAN57, p. 34). This 
particular relationship with the land contributes to the spiritual, physical and psychological 
well-being of the Cree people (Cree Trappers’ Association, MEM35, p. 3). And as pointed 
out by the Public Health Branch of the Cree Board of Health and Social Services of James 
Bay: “For the Cree people, the environment is a core element of their vision of health” 
and “hunting, trapping, fishing and gathering activities are vital to the diet and traditional 
medicine of the Cree people” (CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 3 and 7, free translation from the 
original French). 

According to the opinions expressed at the hearings, there is a clear cause-and-effect 
relationship between environmental damage and the community’s health and social 
problems. The Public Health Branch of the CBHSSJB noted that human health in Cree 
communities is closely tied to environmental health (CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 22). One 
participant, emphasizing the unique relationship between the Cree people and their 
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territory’s resources, noted that: “The human groups most at risk are those that practise 
hunting, fishing and gathering activities. They include the First Nations of Québec, and 
by extension the James Bay Cree” (Frédéric Fortier, MEM29, p. 6, free translation from 
the original French). According to the Chief of the Cree Nation of Chisasibi, the most 
frightening scenario that may arise if uranium were to be mined in Eeyou Istchee would 
be contamination of all the links in the food chain (Cree Nation of Chisasibi, MEM49, 
p. 5). This would have a direct impact on harvesting and consumption of traditional 
country foods, as pointed out by the Grand Chief of the Grand Council of the Crees 
(Matthew Coon Come, MEM205, p. 11). 

The JBRA, in its brief, raised concerns regarding the health and safety of workers and 
neighbouring populations. It noted that recent studies have not found a link between 
the fact of working in a uranium mine and incidences of cancer or other diseases. 
However, it shared the opinions of physicians concerning the need for further research 
and monitoring over the long term to ensure that the standards applicable to the 
uranium industry are sufficient to protect the health of workers and neighbouring 
communities (MEM101, p. 6). 

Also in its brief, the JBRA addressed the notion of “background noise”. Health Canada 
and the CNSC both believe that the natural exposure rates to low doses of radioactivity 
in Québec are not, of themselves, harmful to health. The JBRA admits to being reassured 
because the uranium industry has said it is able to achieve and maintain even lower levels 
(MEM101, p. 6 and 7). However, it notes that: 

In the absence of prior, specific data on the natural background noise from uranium, 
on the geographical distribution of uranium and on its chemical and biochemical 
behaviour in the secondary environment, it is difficult if not impossible to measure the 
extent of the imbalance inflicted on the natural uranium cycle by uranium exploration 
and mining. 
(MEM101, p. 10, free translation from the original French) 

Other participants mentioned the fact that the level of uncertainty is still too high and 
the extent of the risk to health and the environment is still largely unknown (James 
Bobbish, MEM48, p. 4; Grand Council of the Crees, MEM205, p. 15). One participant 
noted, in his brief, that in spite of everything he has heard in recent months, he is still 
concerned by the impacts of uranium development on the health of the Cree people, 
the health of the land and the traditional Cree way of life (Jimmie Neacappo, MEM53, 
p. 1). As noted by the CMEB, the environmental and health risks associated with 
uranium mining must be considered carefully (MEM104, p. 6). 

Social concerns 
The JBRA noted that the question of uranium industry development is “an entirely 
legitimate question for social debate”. However, as it also noted:  
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[…] the worrying aspect here is not the position of certain groups in favour of or 
against uranium industry development, but the somewhat premature nature of that 
position, based more on emotion than on factual information. 
(MEM101, p. 8, free translation from the original French) 

The social acceptability of uranium industry development in the eyes of the population 
was mentioned on many occasions during the sessions in James Bay and in the rest of 
Québec. The Cree Nation Council of Mistissini noted that one of the Cree Nation’s major 
concerns was the lack of social acceptability with regard to uranium (MEM25, p. 10). 
Several participants said that the uncertainty and scientific shortcomings were not 
helpful in reassuring the population (James Bobbish, MEM48, p. 4; Thomas Neeposh, 
MEM51, p. 3; Daisy House, MEM61, p. 2). One participant in the Mistissini sessions 
pointed out that her main worry was the unknown aspects of uranium mining (Sophie 
Gunner, TRAN22, p. 48). The CMEB also said it would not be responsible for a 
population to accept a project or for a government to authorize it until certain crucial 
questions had been answered (MEM104, p. 15). In the opinion of the Cree Nation 
Council of Mistissini, social acceptability must be based on free and informed consent 
(MEM25, p. 10). 

The Cree communities’ risk tolerance was also mentioned during the sessions. The 
Grand Council of the Crees wondered how the local population could be expected to 
accept such a risk when its scope was not known (MEM205, p. 12). As noted by the 
CMEB, although prior experience with uranium mining in Canada and elsewhere in the 
world has certainly not been catastrophic, other examples of poor uranium tailings 
management clearly show that prudence is required. The CMEB recommended that the 
environmental and health risks of uranium mining should be examined carefully 
(MEM104, p. 6). The Grand Chief of the Crees was clear in his conclusion at the end 
of the third consultation phase: 

Our rights must be respected, particularly when we make an informed, community-
led decision that a particular form of development is incompatible with our culture, 
with our values and with our way of life. I will leave you with this message: our people 
have informed ourselves about uranium development and the legacies such activities 
will leave on our lands. We have considered the long-term risks and the potential 
short-term benefits; we do not like what we have learned, and we do not consent. 
(Matthew Coon-Come, TRAN74, p. 22) 

Other participants were afraid that the social, environmental and health-related risks of 
uranium industry development would be borne by the local communities, and in 
particular by the Crees of Eeyou Istchee (James Bobbish, MEM48, p. 4; Thomas 
Neeposh, MEM51, p. 2; Cree First Nation of Waswanipi, MEM78, p. 1), and that these 
impacts would affect both present and future generations (Cree Nation of Chisasibi, 
MEM49, p. 4; Daisy House, MEM61, p. 4). The Grand Council of the Crees referred to 
the principle of inter-generational equity, which is an important aspect of Cree culture 
and plays a fundamental role in decisions. “Our sense of moral and cultural obligation 
to future generations of Crees is a fundamental aspect of our identity” (MEM205, p. 17). 



Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 Chapter 13 - The Territory of Northern Québec 

Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 41 

One participant, in his brief, said the Cree people should have the right to choose, and 
that the decision to allow or refuse uranium mining in Québec should reflect the opinions 
of the people who will be directly affected by it (Thomas Neeposh, MEM51, p. 2). 
Several other participants noted that the right to choose is clearly rooted in the JBNQA 
(George M. Shecapio, MEM54; Cree Nation of Chisasibi, MEM49, p. 7; Nishiiyuu 
Council of Elders, MEM26, p. 6). 

Two James Bay residents came to support the Crees’ opposition to uranium mining. 
One thanked the Crees for their vigilance and concern for public well-being, and noted 
that they “have taught us a lesson on the notion of respect, participation, mutual help 
and sharing” (Yvan Croteau, MEM42, p. 2, free translation from the original French). 
Another said that “imposing uranium mining on the James Bay Crees, despite their 
objections, would be a mark of tremendous disrespect by Québecers towards the 
Nation” (Frédéric Fortier, MEM29, p. 8, free translation from the original French). 

Economic aspects 
The CMEB identified a number of positive impacts from mining project development in 
James Bay, regardless of the ore that is mined. These impacts include the economic 
development of a Northern region where possibilities are limited, job creation, business 
opportunities for local companies, and economic spin-offs from potential agreements 
(MEM104, p. 15). As the JBRA pointed out, uranium exploration has made sporadic 
contributions to the regional economy since the early 1970s. However, it also had this 
to say: “One of the region’s major economic concerns is to make sure our communities 
are the primary beneficiaries of the direct and indirect economic spin-offs from our 
industries” (MEM101, p. 18, free translation from the original French). 

Despite the potential economic spin-offs from uranium industry development in the 
James Bay region, the Cree Outfitting and Tourism Association spoke of the negative 
impacts such projects were likely to have for tourism. The tourism industry in Eeyou 
Istchee is dependent on the region’s intact natural ecosystems. Uranium mining may 
have a direct impact on these ecosystems, and may also modify the perceptions of 
potential visitors, both of which could trigger a decline in tourism (MEM27, p. 3 and 4). 

Governance 
Long-term management of tailings and uncertainties regarding technologies were both 
mentioned several times by Cree participants, who noted the uncertain nature of the 
technologies used to contain mine tailings and the fact that there are no guarantees 
regarding long-term impacts (James Bobbish MEM48, p. 5; Thomas Neeposh, MEM51, 
p. 3; Cree Women of Eeyou Istchee Association, MEM52, p. 3 and 4). Although the 
JBRA acknowledged the CMEB’s experience with regulating and monitoring the 
uranium mining industry, it nevertheless noted that: 
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[…] we feel there is still room for improvement and that it would be appropriate to 
maintain and support research and development efforts focusing on the storage and 
management procedures used for the aggregate and mine tailings produced by 
uranium mines. 
(MEM101, p. 12) 

In addition to technological uncertainties, the Cree Nation was also concerned about 
responsibility for sites in the case of a technological breakdown or accident, once the 
mining company has left and the project is no longer active. There were fears that long-
term responsibility would fall on society in general and local communities in particular, 
among other things because financial guarantees were considered insufficient (Grand 
Council of the Crees, MEM205, p. 25 and 35). 

The Jamesian residents thought the industry still needed to earn trust, not only by 
researching the issues thoroughly, but also by introducing specific measures and 
guarantees. Before supporting uranium industry development within its territory, the 
JBRA set a number of conditions that would require follow-up from the Québec 
Government, including a specific regulatory framework for open-pit mining, sponsorship 
of studies and research to improve knowledge, the creation of a research and 
development investment program applicable exclusively to the uranium industry, 
environmental compensatory measures proportional to the damage done, and stronger 
regulations and special certifications for the transportation of radioactive material 
(MEM101, p. 14 and 19). 

13.5.2 Nunavik participants 
The participants’ positions 
The Inuit were virtually unanimous in their firm opposition to uranium exploration and 
mining. As the Makivik Corporation and the KRG pointed out in their joint brief, there 
is strong consensus among Nunavik residents and their regional and local 
organizations to the effect that uranium industry development in Nunavik is currently 
considered unacceptable (MEM161, p. 12). 

Based on the concerns expressed by the Inuit, the Makivik Corporation and the KRG 
have taken a common stance:  

Based on the current state of knowledge concerning the effects and risks associated 
with uranium exploration, exploitation and waste management and particularly given 
the fact that Nunavik Inuit continue to rely on country food (including migratory 
species such as caribou) Makivik Corporation and the Kativik Regional Government 
are opposed to any such activity in Nunavik. 
(MEM161, p. 8) 

The Makivik Corporation acknowledges the importance of economic development in 
Nunavik, and believes the mining industry may be an important economic and social 
development instrument, provided its activities are carried out in a socially and 
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ecologically responsible way. It has published the Nunavik Inuit Mining Policy, providing 
guidelines for mining development. However, as noted by the Makivik Corporation and 
the KRG in their brief, uranium is a controversial metal with its own particular features, 
and uranium mining activities must therefore be treated differently from activities 
involving other types of ore (MEM161, p. 5). 

In his presentation at the Kangiqsualujjuaq session, the representative from the 
Nunavik Public Health Branch of the Regional Board of Health and Social Services 
noted that:  

Many uncertainties remain as to the effect a uranium mine would have on the 
physical, psychological, social and spiritual health of Inuit. These uncertainties call 
for the greatest caution and scientific rigour in the pursuit of research documenting 
the impacts of this type of project on the northern population. 
(Serge Déry, TRAN72, p. 41) 

The Public Health Branch, in its brief, expressed concerns and makes 
recommendations about specific aspects of uranium industry development in Nunavik, 
including economic impacts, impacts on the population’s health, worker protection and 
social acceptability. 

A more qualified position was expressed by Chief Noah Swappie, of the Naskapi Nation, 
during the session in Kawawachikamach. In his brief, he noted that: 

In light of the foregoing and given the lack of available scientific information, coupled 
with the extent of unknown risks, the Nation does not feel that a position can be 
presented at this time concerning the uranium industry in northern Québec. 
(Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach, MEM185, p. 1) 

Repercussions for the environment and human health 
The land and traditional lifestyle are vital to the health and well-being of the Inuit. The 
Inuit of Nunavik rely on traditional country food for the majority of their diet and to 
maintain their cultural identity (Makivik Corporation and KRG, MEM161, p. 9). One 
participant mentioned the fact that the Inuit consume traditional country foods (Kitty 
Annanack, TRAN72, p. 48) while two others said that both the Inuit and the Naskapi 
consume every part of the animal (Lucassi Amnaq Etok, TRAN72, p. 51; Noah 
Swappie, TRAN71, p. 7). 

Some participants were concerned about the potential impacts of a uranium mine on 
wildlife, especially caribou, which is a migratory species that feeds off lichen (Johnny 
Etok, TRAN72, p. 56; Lucassi Amnaq Etok, TRAN72, p. 50). And as indicated by a 
representative of the Kuujjuaq community: 
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I would be afraid, I mean, if there is ever in the future that there will be uranium mining 
in our region, in Nunavik or in Québec […] that my kids or my grand-children are not 
going to be eating geese and caribou meat that are contaminated, because they have 
gone through that one area where there is mining. 
(Claude Gadbois, TRAN54, p. 35) 

In addition to the potential for wildlife contamination, the Public Health Branch noted in 
its brief that: 

Uranium mining exploration is likely to disturb animals, especially caribou, and 
cause them to move away from mineral extraction sites, access roads, port 
facilities, and from communities located nearby. 
(Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 23) 

Because the Inuit depend on wildlife for their food security, any contamination or 
disturbance would have a significant impact on their lifestyle and on their general health 
(Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 22 to 24). One participant raised the following question: 
“What are we going to eat if all the traditional food, the food that is so important to us, 
this part of our culture, disappears?” (Davidee Annanack, TRAN72, p. 49). Another said 
the Inuit must have access to foods from nature and be certain that they are of good 
quality (Willie Etok, TRAN72, p. 53). As the Makivik Corporation and the KRG pointed 
out, the population is so dependent on food and the land that its fears are often amplified 
(MEM161, p. 10).  

In their brief, the Makivik Corporation and the KRG explained that Arctic populations 
are currently extremely vulnerable to chemical contamination, especially by 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and mercury. They noted that uranium mining 
activities located close to Inuit communities would be an additional source of 
contaminants and would play a role in exacerbating existing health problems (MEM161, 
p. 10). Because the interactions and additive effects of existing substances and 
substances emitted by uranium mines are poorly documented or not documented at all, 
the Public Health Branch “stresses the need to clearly characterize the environmental 
background noise and current state of health of the people of Nunavik before any 
uranium mining projects are launched” (Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 20 and 21). 

The territory of Nunavik is also important from a cultural, spiritual and educational 
standpoint. As noted by the Kangiqsualujjuaq Education Committee, the land is used 
during classroom hours to teach Inuit culture to the students (MEM226, p. 1). In addition, 
the Public Health Branch expressed concern about the future of archaeological sites in 
general and burial sites in particular, if mine exploration and extraction activities 
(especially for uranium) were to take place in Nunavik. It stressed “the importance to 
consider archaeological sites, including burial sites, during impact assessments carried 
out prior to a mining project” (Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 27 and 28). 
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In addition to the potential impacts for Inuit land, lifestyles and health, the Public Health 
Branch was also concerned about the psychosocial impacts of exploration and mining 
activities in Nunavik. Given that such problems are already prevalent, it was afraid that a 
uranium mine would exacerbate the situation, and recommended that the psychosocial 
impacts for Inuit populations should be documented throughout the mine deployment 
process, beginning at the exploration phase (Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 28). 

The Public Health Branch also noted some uncertainty regarding the potential impacts 
of a uranium mine on the physical, psychological, social and spiritual health of the Inuit. 
For the sake of prudence and scientific rigour, it suggested “the pursuit of research 
documenting the impacts of this type of project on northern populations” (Nunavik 
RBHSS, MEM199, p. 35). 

Information quality 
As mentioned earlier, some participants said it was difficult to take a stance regarding 
uranium industry development because there was not enough information, or the 
available information was too fragmented, to allow for an informed choice (Naskapi 
Nation of Kawawachikamach, MEM185, p. 1; Maggie Suzie Annanack, TRAN72, p. 55). 
For the time being, the Naskapi Nation does not feel able to assess the potential 
impacts of uranium exploration and mining in Northern Québec, express concerns or 
make comments regarding the industry, or take a definitive stance on the issue 
(Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach, MEM185, p. 1). 

In their brief, the Makivik Corporation and the KRG noted that the available information 
was insufficient and unsuitable. Although the efforts made by the BAPE and the KEAC 
throughout the mandate were appreciated, the information was nevertheless 
incomplete. In addition, information should be made available to the Nunavik Inuit in 
their own language (Inuktitut), and in a format that they can understand and use to 
make an informed decision (MEM161, p. 11). The Public Health Branch, for its part, 
noted that the “ability [of Inuit] to make informed decisions […] must be reinforced by 
the application of the principles of transparency and openness” (Nunavik RBHSS, 
MEM199, p. 35). One participant also noted, during the sessions, that one of the aims 
of the Nunavik Inuit Mining Policy was precisely to create a clear line of communication 
and ensure the transparency of all projects (Jean-Marc Séguin, TRAN72, p. 25). The 
Policy stipulates that:  

The development of mineral exploration and mining activity in Nunavik must be built 
on a relationship of trust among all stakeholders, including Nunavik Inuit, the 
communities, the Makivik Corporation, the Québec government and mining 
companies. Stakeholders must be kept fully informed about all issues based on solid 
communication processes. 
(PREMNAT19, p. 15) 
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The Naskapi Nation pointed out that the lack of information was exacerbated by the 
lack of financial resources to hire experts who could help them understand the issues 
associated with uranium exploration and mining within their territory. To remedy this 
situation and help educate, inform and raise awareness among the population on all 
aspects of uranium mining, it suggested, in its brief, that the Government should 
introduce a program specifically for Northern communities. In the Nation’s view, the 
BAPE’s report on uranium industry issues should be regarded not as an exhaustive 
catalogue of Northern population concerns, but as a preliminary step towards an in-
depth analysis of the subject, via an education and awareness program (Naskapi Nation 
of Kawawachikamach, MEM185, p. 2). 

The Public Health Branch placed the Inuit right to choose in perspective, noting that 
Inuit should have the freedom to choose which type of economic potential they wish to 
develop in their territory, and which type of ore should be mined. If projects are to be 
socially acceptable in the eyes of the population, such choices must be based on fair, 
adapted information (Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 36 and 37). 

Economic aspects 
Very few participants from Nunavik expressed concerns or opinions regarding the 
potential positive or negative economic impacts of uranium exploration or mining 
activities. In its brief, the Public Health Branch noted that:  

[…] better access to employment and business opportunities and receiving financial 
compensations for the local population are significant additional sources of income 
for Nunavik residents overwhelmed by high unemployment and low income. 
(Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 15) 

On the other hand, despite these potentially positive effects for the Inuit community, 
there are still some obstacles preventing Inuit from obtaining employment in mines that 
are currently active in Nunavik. Moreover, the jobs held by Inuit do not seem to be the 
best-paid. To mitigate this situation, the Public Health Branch “would expect measures 
to be implemented to promote training, employment and business opportunities for 
Inuit” (Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 15). 

In their brief, the Northern Village of Kangiqsualujjuaq and the Qiniqtiq Landholding 
Corporation observed that the community of Kangiqsualujjuaq places high value on 
tourism and on economic development through fishing and the new Ulittaniujalik 
National Park. However, some of Nunavik’s uranium potential appears to be located 
close to the fishing camps and park. Uranium exploration and mining activities in these 
areas could therefore have significant negative repercussions for tourism in the region 
(MEM184). 
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Governance 
Although uranium mining activities are regulated by the CNSC, the Makivik Corporation 
and the KRG are concerned about the lack of supervision and intervention measures 
for uranium exploration activities, which fall under the authority of the Province of 
Québec, not the CNSC. At the present time, the Government lacks the resources to 
guide and oversee the industry’s practices, and relies instead on the good faith of the 
exploration companies (MEM161, p. 10 and 11). In addition to their concerns regarding 
the Québec Government’s capacity to oversee exploration activities, the Makivik 
Corporation and KRG also questioned the emergency intervention capacities of the 
institutions concerned: 

Nunavik is a very remote area which is difficult and expensive to access. Even with 
adequate regulatory measures, it is not at all clear if the capacity of governmental 
authorities exists to actually properly monitor uranium mining activities and enforce 
regulations in Nunavik. Equally unclear is the capacity of agencies to respond to an 
accident or emergency in an effective and timely manner. 
(Makivik Corporation and KRG, MEM161, p. 11) 

Similarly, the Public Health Branch questioned the rigour with which regulations 
designed to protect uranium sector workers are applied, especially for exploration 
activities in areas as remote as Nunavik (Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 31). 

The Public Health Branch was also concerned about long-term management of tailings. 
In its brief: 

[it is] concerned about the ability of managers to ensure long-term environmental 
monitoring and to measure health impacts associated with the presence of these 
waste products in the region, particularly in view of the fact that they will remain 
contaminated for several thousands of years. 
(Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 30) 

13.6 Uranium Industry Development in Northern Québec: 
Potential Impacts and Spin-offs 

In the next few pages, the commissions begin by considering the impacts that the 
industry’s development could have on the natural environment and on physical and 
psychological health in Northern Québec’s communities, in order to assess the extent 
to which the lifestyle of the region’s residents would be compatible with uranium industry 
development. This is followed by a brief analysis of potential spin-offs from the 
development. 



Chapter 13 – The Territory of Northern Québec Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

48 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

13.6.1 Uranium: some basic notions 
This section summarizes information presented elsewhere in the report. Readers are 
invited to consult previous chapters for further details of the basic notions relating to 
uranium, its properties and its uses, and details of the uranium potential in Québec and 
the different stages of the uranium exploration and mining process. 

Uranium is a heavy metal that has always been naturally present in the environment 
since the Earth was first created. It is found in small but variable quantities in rocks, 
water, air, plants, animals and human beings. 

In its natural state, uranium takes three different forms, known as isotopes: uranium-
238 (U-238), uranium-235 (U-235) and uranium-234 (U-234), which account 
respectively for 99.28 %, 0.71 % and 0.0054 % of the total resource. These three 
isotopes are radioactive, meaning that they have an unstable nucleus and decay until 
they achieve stability. These radioactive isotopes are commonly known as 
radionuclides. Every time a nucleus decays, energy is released in the form of ionizing 
radiation, which is referred to as radioactivity. There are three common types of 
ionizing radiation for radionuclides of natural origin: alpha, beta and gamma radiation. 
As they decay, uranium isotopes generate a series of products. For example, U-238 
is a precursor of radium (Ra-226) and radon (Rn-222). The chain ends with lead (Pb-
206), which is a stable element (GEN2, p. 2 to 10; PR3, p. 23 to 29 and 39; SAN3, 
p. 23 to 26; SAN6, p. 2 to 10). 

A particular feature of uranium is its long half-life (the time taken by half a given quantity of 
radioactive nuclei to decay). Each radioactive isotope has its own half-life, which can vary 
from a fraction of a second to several thousand years. The half-life of U-238 is 
4.5 billion years, that of U-235 is 0.7 billion years and that of U-234 is 0.25 billion years (ibid.). 

There are different sources of exposure to uranium. Because it is present naturally in the 
environment, one of the main so-called chronic sources of exposure comes from daily 
intake of air, drinking water and food. Generally speaking, human beings ingest between 
1 and 2 μg (where 1 microgram equals 1 thousandth of a milligram) of uranium in their 
food and a further 1.5 μg in their water and other drinks. However, humans are exposed 
to uranium not only naturally, but also artificially, for example through medical applications 
(x-rays, diagnostic procedures, treatments) or through industrial or military activities. 
Mining waste left behind by uranium mining activities, and the waste generated at each 
step in the life cycle of nuclear fuel, can also contaminate the environment and increase 
the exposure of local populations (ibid.). 

U-235 is the only fissile uranium isotope that is naturally present in the environment and 
releases large quantities of energy in the form of heat and gamma rays. Uranium’s 
energy potential is considerable, compared to the world’s other energy sources, and it 
is for this reason that it is used in some countries to support electricity production. In 
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addition, uranium is also used in the fields of medicine, agriculture and food, and for 
some maritime and military applications (ibid.). 

In Québec, there are several geological environments containing concentrations of 
uranium, two of which stand out, namely prospects associated with the sedimentary 
basins composed of sedimentary rocks, and prospects associated with granitic rocks. 
Currently, the available geological data suggest that one-third of Québec’s entire 
uranium potential may be located in the Côte-Nord administrative region, and the 
remainder in the Nord-du-Québec administrative region. 

In James Bay, the Otish Mountain sector is known for its uranium potential, with uranium 
prospects12 demonstrating the same kinds of unconformities as those found in 
Saskatchewan. Other sectors of James Bay are also known for their uranium potential, 
including the sector north-east of Chisasibi, the so-called Apple sector near La 
Grande 4, and the Mistassini Lake sector. Several showings have been identified on 
either side of the Transtaïga Road, east of the James Bay Road and north-east of 
Mistassini Lake. Roughly 15 worked prospects13 are situated between the north of the 
Chisasibi community and the LG1, LG2 and LG4 reservoirs in the La Grande complex. 
There are two assessed tonnage deposits, located respectively at LG2 and near the 
Matoush deposit (MERN, 2009: online; Roch Gaudreau TRAN26, p. 115 and 116; 
CMEB, MEM104, p. 10 and 11). 

In Nunavik, uranium potential is located mainly in the Labrador Trough, between 
Kawawachikamach to the south and Kangirsuk to the north, as well as south of Ungava 
Bay (Churchill Province), in the northern portion of the region (Ungava Trough), near 
the community of Kangiqsualujjuaq, and along Hudson Bay (Figure 13.2) (Roch 
Gaudreau, TRAN26, p. 115 and 116; MERN, 2009: online). 

 The commissions note that Québec’s uranium potential is located for the most part in 
the territory of Northern Québec subject to land claims agreements. 

In the last 40 years, several uranium exploration projects have been carried out by 
mining companies in James Bay and Nunavik to confirm the existence of this potential. 
All uranium exploration work is currently suspended due to the moratorium imposed by 
the Québec Government in 2013. 

As is the case for all types of ore, the development process leading to uranium 
extraction is divided into several steps. The first of these steps, mining exploration, aims 
to identify and locate mineral prospects by means of field surveys and sampling, 

                                                
12.  A place at which there is a natural concentration of one or more mineral substances. This generic term does not 

reflect the level of advancement of exploration work, and covers the following terms: showing, prospect and ore 
deposit (EXPLO3). 

13.  Deposit for which exploration work such as drilling has been carried out to identify the geological context and check 
the continuity and extent of the mineralized area (EXPLO3). 
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including geophysical analysis and drilling (Government of Canada et al., 2013, p. 2, 
10, 28 and 54). 

A map is produced, showing sites of interest in a given region, and if the findings are 
encouraging, the next step (development) is undertaken. The purpose of this step is to 
check whether or not a prospect is mineable. It involves a great deal of field work, 
additional drilling and collection of larger rock samples. Wells and access ramps must 
often be built to facilitate the work, and lodging and transportation infrastructures are 
usually needed (ibid.). 

Subsequently, if the deposit is big enough and exploitation is profitable enough, the 
company will continue its work by developing the site, building access infrastructures 
(e.g. roads, railways, airports or port facilities), planning water and energy supplies, and 
constructing service buildings, a crushing plant and a concentration plant. Mining of the 
uranium ore then begins; this involves extracting ore that has economic value. There 
are two types of mines: underground and open-pit. When the ore has been mined, it 
must undergo a variety of physical and chemical operations so that the uranium can be 
used. A mine’s useful life depends on the quantity of ore and the prevailing economic 
conditions. The final steps in the process are site restoration and mine closure (ibid.). 
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13.6.2 Impacts on the natural environment 
Direct impacts associated with uranium mines 
The impacts on the natural environment were documented extensively in Chapter 9, and 
this section will focus instead on the potential impacts of uranium exploration and mining 
on the natural environment in Northern Québec, and by extension on the communities 
that live there. 

Every mining project is likely to impact the environment, and uranium mines are no 
exception. Uranium exploration, and especially uranium mining, may have 
consequences for the environment by contaminating surface water, soils, air or 
ecosystems. 

The main potential sources of contamination from uranium mining activities for aquatic 
and terrestrial organisms are airborne emissions and liquid effluents. Dust and particles 
released into the air are carried by the wind and deposited on plants, soils and water. 
Effluent contaminants are transported by surface water, where they may remain 
suspended until ingested by aquatic wildlife, or until they become sedimented.  

The main concern is the dispersal of radionuclides and chemical substances such as 
sulphur and heavy metals, which may be present in the industrial solutions used to 
process ore, and in mine waste. In addition to uranium itself and its products (radon, 
lead, polonium and thorium), waste from uranium mines may contain varying quantities 
of chemical reagents and substances such as molybdene, vanadium, selenium, iron 
and arsenic. These contaminants are likely to be released into the environment, or to 
remain in mine waste. In both cases they are likely to pose a risk to ecosystems and 
human health (SAN6, p. 6; INFO3.1, p. 4 and 5). 

Uranium activities differ from other mining activities in that, in addition to chemical risks, 
they also generate radiation-related risks. The IAEA notes that the ecological impacts 
of uranium activities are usually the result of the chemical toxicity of heavy metals and 
other harmful substances, and may be much more significant than the impacts caused 
by ionizing radiation. However, as the MDDELCC representatives pointed out: “The 
scientific community believes, a priori, that the radionuclides which may induce non-
negligible impacts on wildlife and plants are those with a half-life of more than ten days,” 
including uranium and some of its decay products (IAEA, 2005, p. 7; INFO3.1, p. 5; 
Nathalie Paquet, TRAN37, p. 10). 

Also, and as shown previously in this chapter, traditional country food is still an extremely 
important part of everyday life for the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi. Although these 
communities have access to commercial foods, hunting, fishing, trapping and berry 
gathering are still major sources of food and a way for them to live in harmony with their 
culture and identity. The individual identities of these Aboriginal communities have been 
shaped over time through their relationship with the land and nature. In addition to the 
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physical and spiritual importance of the land, food-related activities also play a major role 
in their economic balance. 

Water contamination is a major issue for Aboriginal communities in Northern Québec 
because they generally take their water supplies directly from lakes and rivers, which 
are therefore both a source of drinking water and a source of life for aquatic animals, 
terrestrial animals and plants. Uranium mining activities may increase concentrations 
of many radiological and chemical substances in surrounding aquatic environments 
(National Academy of Sciences, 2012, p. 146). 

Potential water contamination would derive mainly from the effluents released by uranium 
mining facilities. Generally speaking, these facilities are managed so as to ensure that 
drinking water supply sources are not contaminated. Canada has a variety of 
recommendations and criteria to help protect aquatic life and human health. For example, 
the CNSC has set a performance target of 0.1 mg/l for effluent, to reduce discharges of 
uranium into watercourses and hence minimize the impacts for aquatic life. Health 
Canada, in its recommendations on drinking water quality, established a maximum 
admissible uranium concentration of 0.02 mg/l for drinking water. These recommendations 
were subsequently included in Québec’s Regulation respecting the quality of drinking 
water as a standard (INFO29, p. 13; NAT24, p. 27, 28; QUES4.1, p. 3 and 4). 

According to monitoring data collected since 2010 in active uranium mines in 
Saskatchewan, the average concentration of uranium in surface water is below Health 
Canada’s admissible maximum of 0.02 mg/l for drinking water. The CNSC ordered 
improvements to the treatment system in the late 2000s, and as a result, uranium 
concentrations in surface water located more than 2 km14 from the effluent discharge 
point fell to an average of just 0.0073 mg/l, which is similar to the natural concentration 
of roughly 0.001 mg/l. The CNSC also noted that if a proposal was presented for a 
uranium mine or concentration plant near a watershed used as a source of drinking 
water, specific restrictions would be imposed to protect the water (INFO29, p. 8 and 12; 
NAT24, p. 27 and 28). 

Another major concern shared by the Northern Québec communities is the possibility 
of contaminating aquatic wildlife. Aquatic wildlife is in direct and permanent contact with 
water, making this the main source of exposure to contaminants. As a result, if the water 
becomes contaminated it will have an impact on a variety of fish and invertebrate 
species. Chemical and radiological substances can accumulate in their organs and 
contaminate the food chain (Isabelle Guay, TRAN37, p. 18; INFO3.1, p. 32 and 39). 

The basic monitoring applied to all uranium mining facilities includes monitoring of 
chemical and radiological substances in the flesh of fish living in watersheds receiving 
                                                
14. The 2 km distance, measured in a straight line from the effluent discharge point, is considered representative of 

the limits of cleanliness of authorized facilities, and as being a reasonable distance for the local footprint of a 
mining site. 
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mine effluents. According to data from Saskatchewan, uranium concentrations in the 
flesh of fish sampled at all monitoring stations downstream of uranium mine facilities 
were within the range of natural concentrations, and below the reference toxicity level. 
As a result, they did not present a danger to human health if consumed (NAT24, p. 49; 
NAT33, p. 5). Care is required here, however, since the data also indicate that “selenium 
is the one demonstrated to increase in flesh as a result of effluent releases, to levels of 
potential risk to humans” (NAT24, p 51). 

Potential contamination of plants is also of concern to the Aboriginal communities, since 
many of them still gather plants and harvest berries. Plants also form the basis of the 
food chain, in that they serve as fodder for many animal species. Since uranium is 
naturally present in soil, it can be absorbed and accumulated by plants, but will only be 
present in very small quantities in fruits. Generally speaking, the impacts of uranium on 
plants vary from one species to another, and according to the characteristics of the soil 
and the age of the plant at the time of exposure (NAT2, p. 21). It is therefore difficult to 
draw any general conclusion (Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment, 2007, 
p. 24 and 25; NAT2, p. 14 to 16; PR3, p. 86). 

Given that traditional country food is still consumed extensively by Northern Québec’s 
Aboriginal communities, mammal contamination is extremely important to them. There 
are several channels through which terrestrial mammals can be contaminated: orally 
(by ingestion), cutaneously (through the skin) or by inhalation (respiratory apparatus). 
However, oral exposure appears to be the most common, since the presence of 
uranium and other chemical or radiological substances in animal flesh is due mainly to 
consumption of contaminated plants or animals. Exposure can also derive from 
contaminated water, either by ingestion or by direct contact during immersion. 
Radionuclides can accumulate in mammals, mainly in the bones, kidneys, liver and 
spleen. There is usually little or no accumulation in the muscles (INFO3.1, p. 14, 17 and 
21; NAT2, p. 49). 

The example of the lichen-caribou-human food chain is typical of Northern areas. It has 
been shown that lichen is more likely than other plants to accumulate radionuclides. 
Since lichen is also the primary source of fodder for caribou in winter, this may well alter 
the food chain of the local population that consumes caribou. The caribou in 
northeastern Saskatchewan that live near uranium mining facilities are especially likely 
to accumulate uranium by eating lichen (Thomas et al., 1999). However, these caribou 
can still be consumed today “without danger, since the dose from that source is below 
the doses acknowledged to trigger harmful effects for health” (NAT33, p. 6, free 
translation from the original French). Nevertheless, the CNSC notes that it is vital to 
monitor this link in the food chain very carefully, since the fact that lichen is able to 
accumulate such large quantities of radionuclides may constitute an additional risk of 
contamination for both caribou and humans in areas where uranium is mined (NAT33, 
p. 6 and 8; Thomas et al., 1999). 
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Saskatchewan is the only Canadian province in which uranium is currently mined. 
Clearly, the communities living in the vicinity of the uranium mining facilities are 
concerned about the potential contamination of wildlife and plants used for food, 
including small fruits, fish and large mammals. In 2011, to gather more information on 
this subject, the Saskatchewan Government, Cameco Corporation and AREVA 
Resources Canada Inc. set up the Eastern Athabasca Regional Monitoring Program 
(EARMP). The program relies among other things on the local communities, and 
monitors the safety of traditional harvested foods by chemically testing for the presence 
of contaminants from uranium mines in  water, fish, small fruits and mammals (moose 
and caribou) (NAT24, p. 56 and 57; NAT33, p. 5). The program’s goals are to: 

– establish the safety of traditional foods harvested for local consumption; 

– initiate long-term monitoring in the communities’ sampling areas, to assess 
variability and potential changes during those periods; 

– create mutually beneficial relationships, involve community members and include 
them in the data collection process for the program; 

– communicate the results of the monitoring process to community members and 
other stakeholders. 

The seven communities concerned participate actively in the program by gathering 
specimens for analysis. They also selected the sites to be monitored, based on their 
use for traditional activities. As the communities pointed out: “This is where we collect 
the berries, this is where we fish, this is moose and caribou that they have hunted.” 
(Malcom McKee, TRAN37, p. 52). The 2012-2013 program report concludes that:  

The evaluation of the country foods data shows that most chemical concentrations 
are below available guidelines and similar to concentrations expected for the 
region. 
(Canada North Environmental Services, 2014, p. iv) 

In other words, the results show compliance with reference values for most of the 
substances analyzed.  

 The commissions note that, for the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi people in Northern Québec, 
hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering activities are still of paramount importance in 
meeting their physical, psychological, economic, spiritual and cultural needs. 

 The commissions note that the impacts of contamination of plants, terrestrial wildlife and 
aquatic wildlife as a result of uranium mining are highly variable from one place to the 
next and from one species to the next, that they depend on a number of factors, and 
that research has not yet produced sufficient information. 
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 Opinion – In view of the many scientific and technological deficiencies and 
uncertainties, the commissions are of the opinion that it is imperative for research to be 
intensified in order to provide clear answers concerning the impacts of uranium mining 
on the natural environment. 

Emergency intervention capacity 
There are currently a number of federal and provincial measures applicable in Québec 
which structure the response to uranium mining emergencies.  

Every application to the CNSC for a licence to operate a uranium mine must be 
accompanied by “satisfactory proof that the uranium mine has an adequate emergency 
intervention and response capacity (personnel, facilities, emergency equipment, etc.) and 
information on outside, off-site resources to address every emergency situation” 
(EXPLO17, p. 1, free translation from the original French). The emergency preparedness 
program must comply with the CNSC’s requirements and guidelines, presented in the 
document entitled Nuclear Emergency Preparedness and Response.  

When a situation is likely to damage or degrade the environment, the MDDELCC’s 
Urgence-Environnement (Emergency-Environment) service is available throughout 
Québec, at all times, to intervene or give advice that will help mitigate the environmental 
impacts (Marthe Côté, TRAN31, p. 16, 17, 39, 45 et 51).  

James Bay and Nunavik are fairly remote, and access is both difficult and costly. One of 
the concerns expressed at the public hearings, despite the existence of regulatory 
measures, related to the intervention capacity of Government authorities in case of an 
emergency in these regions. How would the authorities react in an emergency (accident 
during transportation, spillage of radioactive materials, etc.) in James Bay or Nunavik, and 
how long would it take them to intervene? The MDDELCC representative had this to say: 

Obviously, an intervention in the North would be more complex. The territory is huge, 
and specialized resources would have to be available quickly. The weather might 
make interventions difficult. It’s a challenge. And then logistics support may be 
limited, and sometimes it’s a sensitive area. So it would clearly require more […]. 
(Marthe Côté, TRAN32, p. 53, free translation from the original French) 

The MDDELCC noted that the Urgence-Environnement service could also be deployed 
in Northern regions (Marthe Côté, TRAN31, p. 60). Moreover, discussions are underway 
with local authorities to set up intervention measures and plans, so that, in an emergency, 
the Urgence-Environnement service would work closely with local authorities (Marthe 
Côté, TRAN32, p. 53). If the situation is beyond the capacities of local first responders 
and the MDDELCC, Québec’s Public Security could become involved. 

A risk assessment and preliminary emergency plan must be prepared as part of the 
environmental review process. The plan must then be finalized with local stakeholders 
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once the project has been accepted (Marthe Côté, TRAN32, p. 53 and 54). As the 
MERN representative noted:  

If a mine were to be developed in a specific area, we’d examine the risk […] with 
the mining company, with the community, and so on. Basically, we’d assess the 
intervention needs and times, which could be adjusted, so we make sure everything 
is taken into account and the people in the area are safe. 
(Bruno Faucher, TRAN32, p. 53, free translation from the original French) 

The MDDELCC also carries out risk assessments. However, for radiological risks, it 
waits for priorities to be set by two of the Organisation de sécurité civile du Québec’s 
subcommittees: one on radiological and nuclear risks and one on incidents involving 
chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear and explosive agents. The MDDELCC’s 
preparedness for potential accidents involving radioactive materials will depend on the 
priority level (Marthe Côté, TRAN31, p. 39). 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that, before committing to the 
development of the uranium industry, it is essential for the Québec Government to 
establish a plan of action stipulating the measures that must be taken to ensure rapid 
emergency intervention in Northern Québec, including adequate human and financial 
resources. 

The indirect effects of mining 
Because the northern regions are comparatively isolated from the rest of Québec, a 
new mine would require not only its own functional facilities, but also extensive 
transportation infrastructures, for access to the facilities and for transportation of the 
ore. Generally speaking, implementation of a new mine may cause loss of natural 
environments, fragmentation of forest stands and disturbances to wildlife due to 
increased noise and the presence of humans (François Martin, TRAN38, p. 6, 7, 42 
and 43). However, according to the MFFP, there are currently no empirical studies 
specific to Québec which measure the impacts on wildlife caused by opening up the 
territory. In addition to these potential impacts: “the fact of opening access to new areas 
may increase the pressure from hunting and fishing. The risk of over-exploitation will 
vary according to the lakes concerned, the density of the game populations, the number 
of users and, obviously, whether or not the regulations are enforced” (NAT14, free 
translation from the original French). The question of access is especially important to 
the Aboriginal people, and the potential negative impacts, such as the opening up of 
the territory, poaching and loss of peace and quiet, must be set against the fact that the 
roads, lanes and trails created for the mine will often make it easier for the communities 
to use their land. 

Currently, in the territories under agreement, access infrastructures (roads, landing 
strips and docks) are limited or non-existent in some cases. The existing infrastructures 
in both Nunavik and James Bay were developed with no real territorial planning, solely 
with the aim of supporting the needs of the mining companies. As noted by the KEQC, 
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“coherent development of access infrastructures in Nunavik and their status as private 
or public facilities has been and is still a cause for concern to the Commission” 
(PREMNAT4, p. 15; PREMNAT14, p. 24, free translation from the original French). 

Since any future development of the uranium industry in Northern Québec would 
require numerous access infrastructures that are likely to have impacts on the natural 
environment, it must be planned from a comprehensive, integrated standpoint, with due 
consideration given to all the proposed development projects in the territory. This 
approach would be in keeping with the principle of sustainable development relating to 
the carrying capacity of ecosystems,15 by which human activities must ensure the 
survival of ecosystems. 

In Nunavik, for example, ore could be shipped to Southern Québec by land, sea or air. 
The 2014 Parnasimautik Consultation Report, which addressed this issue extensively, 
noted this: 

Air, sea and land transport are strategic issues for regional development. Decisions 
regarding this infrastructure are too often driven by economic factors deriving from 
the mining and hydroelectric sectors, leading to a proliferation of infrastructure and 
leaving the communities with little or no input. As industrial development advances, 
the feasibility and strategic importance of integrated air, sea and land transport 
issues must be studied in terms of their impacts on wildlife, habitats, employment 
and economic development, and priority must be given to the orientations set by 
the communities. 

A policy regarding the construction, maintenance and shared use of land, air and 
sea transport infrastructure is necessary to ensure coordination between the 
Québec government and the region, and ultimately produce spinoffs for and 
improved living conditions in the communities. At all stages, close monitoring and 
correction of the environmental and social impacts of this infrastructure must be 
mandatory. 
(Makivik, 2014, p. 153) 

In addition, given the scope of the Plan Nord, which aims to develop the economic, 
mining, energy, social, cultural and tourism potential of Northern Québec, and in view of 
the multi-sector aspect of the resulting development projects, it is important to consider 
the possibility of a strategic environmental assessment for all such projects 
(Gouvernement du Québec, 2014: online). As recommended to the Government by the 
JBACE in 2010, an assessment would be useful in analyzing the cumulative impacts from 
all initiatives planned in Northern Québec, and in assessing the potential impacts for the 
land and for the way of life of its occupants (JBACE, 2010, p. 3). The KEAC also produced 
an opinion in 2009, recommending that a strategic environmental assessment be carried 
out (KEAC, 2009, p. 10). 

                                                
15. The maximum pressure that humans can place on an ecosystem through their activities without damaging its 

integrity, in order to ensure its survival. 
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As for how the cumulative effects of different projects in Northern Québec would be 
taken into consideration, the MDDELCC, the MERN and MFFP, which all have a role 
to play in mining development and impact management, are each saying that the others 
would be responsible for carrying out the assessment. At the present time, projects are 
usually considered individually, and no integration mechanism is yet available. 

 Opinion – In view of the importance of issues relating to access and opening up of 
Northern territories, the commissions are of the opinion that the access infrastructures 
required for mining projects in general, and uranium mining projects in particular, should 
be planned and developed coherently, from a general territorial perspective, with due 
consideration for other development projects. Accordingly, an analysis such as a 
strategic environmental assessment should be carried out beforehand, to ensure that 
the cumulative impacts of development are taken into account. 

Uncertainties and background noise   
Despite the research done so far, there are still many uncertainties, and further work is 
still required to clarify all the potential environmental impacts of uranium mining 
activities. For example, little has been written about the long-term toxic impacts of 
chemical and radioactive substances on terrestrial and aquatic animals living in the 
vicinity of uranium mines. As one participant from Nunavik pointed out: 

People can’t pretend there won’t be an impact, because there will be one. And if it 
has an impact on them, then it will also have an impact on us. And the animals 
migrate to other places; they don’t stay in the same place. They aren’t limited to a 
single place, they go to other places. So not only will there be repercussions for our 
community, but it will also have an impact on the entire region. 
(Kenny Agnatok, TRAN55, p. 47, free translation from the original French) 

As noted by several experts at the public hearings, it is difficult to assess potential 
environmental impacts without having a specific uranium mining project on the table, 
because some aspects will vary according to each individual project, and must be 
considered separately. For an accurate assessment of the environmental, health and 
social aspects, basic information is required on the project’s surrounding environment 
and on its baseline status before the project is implemented. A MDDELCC 
representative pointed out that the regions with uranium potential, especially Northern 
Québec, may have different background noise levels in different localities, as has 
been the case elsewhere in Canada (Isabelle Guay, TRAN37, p. 20). 

With regard to the impact assessment for a specific project, the MDDELCC points out that: 
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[…] A more detailed and precise description of potential impacts specific to the 
Nunavik region can only be given with respect to a real, advanced exploration 
project or uranium mining project that is subjected to an impact assessment and 
review, during which its potential impacts on wildlife, plants and ecosystems in the 
host environment would be studied rigorously and extensively. In this particular 
field, the response depends on the nature of the project and on the physical, 
biological, socio-cultural and economic context in which it will take place. 
(QUES14.1, p. 2, free translation from the original French) 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that, before authorizing a uranium 
exploration or mining project, characterization must first be performed in order to 
establish the baseline status of all environmental components. 

13.6.3 Impacts for human health 
Impacts for human health were addressed in detail in Chapter 10, and this section will 
therefore focus specifically on potential exposure of Aboriginal populations living in 
Northern Québec and the ensuing risks to their health. The general profile of Cree, Inuit 
and Naskapi population health, along with the importance of traditional country food, 
will be considered first, in order to understand the scope of this issue for Northern 
communities. 

Aboriginal population health and diet 
Although hunting, fishing, trapping and berry gathering no longer as significant in scope 
as they used to be for Northern Québec’s Aboriginal populations, traditional country 
foods16 are still part of their diet for the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi. Depending on the season, 
their daily dietary intake is completed by commercial foods, usually processed, that are 
purchased in grocery stores. These commercial foods are often very expensive. 

Here, in Kangiqsualujjuaq, for example, everything is very, very expensive. If you 
have to pay in terms of dollars, every breath you make is a dollar sign. So we are 
trying to survive and what helps us to survive is being able to harvest wildlife in this 
country. We have, in the sea, belugas, walrus, seals of different kinds, there’s fish 
of all kinds, caribous. There are many wildlife in our region that we harvest. 
(Bobby Baron, TRAN54, p. 70) 

Traditional country foods are exceptionally rich in vitamins and nutrients of all kinds, 
including protein, iron, magnesium and zinc, and they play an important role in 
Aboriginal health. The shift in diet that has occurred in Northern Aboriginal populations 
in recent decades, towards more of the commercial foods that are increasingly present 
in the region, has generated some serious health problems including diabetes, obesity 
and cardiovascular disease. The Aboriginal populations seem vulnerable to the 
nutritional deficiencies caused by the lack of traditional country foods in their daily diets. 
These traditional foods are not only associated with a healthy lifestyle because they are 

                                                
16. In other words, “animal and plant species culturally identified as food and harvested from the local environment” 

(RBHSS, MEM199, p. 1). 
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the products of hunting and fishing, but they are also agents of cultural identity and 
social cohesion in the Aboriginal communities. Traditional country foods have many 
benefits for the health and well-being of Aboriginal populations, and health 
organizations working in Northern Québec, including the Nunavik RBHSS and the 
CBHSSJB, now actively promote them (CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 19; Nunavik RBHSS, 
2008: online and MEM199, p. 21 to 23; Riva et al., 2012, p. 110). 

Even today, there is still a considerable difference between the health of Northern 
Aboriginal populations and the health of the Québec population in general. According 
to a study published by the MSSS in 2011 (p. 46), life expectancy at birth is more than 
80 years for the general Québec population, 78 years in James Bay, but barely 66 years 
in Nunavik. This difference is explained by a number of factors, including the high cost of 
living, limited access to a healthy diet, overcrowded housing, high unemployment rates 
and so on (CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 10; Riva et al., 2012, p. 109). 

 The commissions note that traditional country foods form an important part of the daily 
diet of the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi of Northern Québec, and are essential in maintaining 
their health and well-being. 

Exposure to chemical and radioactive substances associated with uranium 
mines 
Like all other mining projects in Québec and throughout the world, uranium mining 
projects may pose certain risks to human health – risks that depend on the level of 
exposure to the chemical and radioactive substances generated by mining activities. 
The main sources of exposure for Aboriginal populations in Northern Québec are 
connected with their way of life, and more specifically with the fact that they consume 
traditional country foods (mammals, game, fish, birds, berries and drinking water often 
drawn directly from lakes or rivers). If any of these products are contaminated, the 
populations that consume them will necessarily be exposed to a greater degree. 

This concern was mentioned on many occasions during the hearings in Northern 
Québec. Participants spoke of it frequently, and their interventions can be summarized 
in two questions: Could the fact of living near a uranium mine have an impact on my 
health and the health of my family? And will we still be able to eat traditional country 
foods from our land and drink water directly from lakes and rivers? 

To consider the situation within a real-life framework, the BAPE commission asked the 
Institut national de santé publique du Québec (INSPQ) to perform an assessment based 
on the Cree communities’ diet (QUES22). Despite a rigorous approach, it was not 
possible, using the INSPQ’s assessment, to measure the contribution of modern uranium 
mines to the exposure of populations with a mostly traditional diet (QUES22.1, p. 15). 
This is explained mainly by limited current knowledge of the situation in the regions 
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concerned, in particular with regard to background noise.17 As is the case for the natural 
environment, information on regional background noise is essential to assess the 
additional level of exposure that would be generated by a uranium mine. 

The EARMP monitoring program applied in Saskatchewan in the vicinity of functioning 
uranium mines assesses the risk to human health from uranium mining activities. The 
EARMP report conclusions show that: 

[…] the non-radiological exposures to residents as a result of country food 
consumption are similar to those of members of the general Canadian population 
and are below values that are considered to be protective of health effects and 
therefore do not represent a cause for concern. Similarly, the radiological doses 
are below the public dose limit and as such are not a concern from a human health 
perspective. 
(NAT24, p. 50) 

Based on this, the results indicate that the harvesting of country foods in the region 
does not present health risks to Athabasca basin residents. 

Concerning the connection between health problems and the fact of living near a 
uranium mine, research so far has unfortunately not reached a firm conclusion, and 
there are many limiting factors. For example, some studies estimate that the population 
is “exposed” at distances ranging from 800 metres or less to 50 metres or less, while 
others describe a population as “not exposed” if it lives anywhere between 30 km to 
50 km away. Health risk assessments for nearby populations also show that the 
presence of a uranium mine can result in additional exposure and may pose a real risk 
to health. However, it is currently impossible to determine the area of influence of a 
uranium mine due to variations in the research data (SAN6, p. 156 to 160).  

 The commissions note that the findings from the uranium region located east of the 
Athabasca basin in northern Saskatchewan, concerning the safety of traditional foods 
harvested near mines, are generally reassuring. However, the commissions also note 
that the assessment performed by the Institut national de santé publique du Québec 
(INSPQ) did not reach the same conclusion, due to the absence of data on natural levels 
in the environment (background noise). 

 The commissions note that research to date does not reliably show a connection 
between the fact of living near a uranium mine and the development of health problems, 
and that, at this time, it is impossible to establish the area of influence of a uranium mine 
for resident populations. 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that characterization of background 
noise is essential and necessary in order to assess the additional exposure generated 
by a uranium mine. 

                                                
17. “Background noise” refers to the normal, natural amount of uranium in a given environment. 
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Psychological health 
In addition to the direct effects of chemical and radiological substances from uranium 
mines, fears and concerns about contaminants can also impact health. The most 
harmful consequences of actual or feared contamination, for the Aboriginal people, 
are related more to the negative effects of worry and anxiety than to the actual toxic 
effects of the contaminants (Usher et al., 1995, p. 201). 

As mentioned by the Nunavik RBHSS and the CBHSSJB, fears that traditional country 
foods have been contaminated, even if contamination cannot be proved, are likely to 
change the hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering habits of the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi 
populations in Northern Québec. This may encourage them to become more sedentary, 
cause them to eat more processed foods and hence affect their physical health 
(CBHSSJB, MEM80, p. 14; Nunavik RBHSS, MEM199, p. 24).  

Although uranium exploration and mining activities can affect the psychological and 
social health of neighbouring populations, not all communities are affected in the same 
way. For example, the effects could be greater in a more remote, demographically 
smaller community or in a community where psycho-social characteristics are already 
unfavourable (INFO32, p. 17; INFO39, p. 21). The remote communities of Northern 
Québec, which are mostly demographically small and, in some cases, faced with 
psycho-social problems, are especially vulnerable to the potential psychological and 
social impacts of uranium industry development within their territory. Not only do 
uranium mine projects cause anxiety, but they may also change the social climate and 
cause the local population to lose trust in the authorities (SAN6, p. 210), especially if 
the information, communication and community participation process is not activated 
from the initial stages of a project. 

In addition to these vulnerability factors, the impacts of uranium development on the 
quality of life of neighbouring populations appears to be greater in Aboriginal 
communities because they are so strongly attached to the natural environment, and 
also because of their values and way of life. For example, a uranium mine could trigger 
a change of values and potentially diminish mutual support and sharing within the 
community. This effect is likely to be exacerbated in Aboriginal communities with very 
strong social ties (SAN6, p. 211; Geneviève Brisson, TRAN42, p. 20).  

In addition to these potential effects, there are also the known, well-documented impacts 
of other types of mining activity. Post-project studies performed in small communities 
show that increased household incomes often lead to more drug and alcohol use, which 
in turn generates a variety of psychological and physical impacts. There may also be 
other effects, such as social inequities, problems with access to housing, overcrowding, 
and even a gradual loss of cultural identity (INFO32; INFO39; INFO45; Thierry Rodon, 
TRAN45, p. 19 and 20). 
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The World Health Organization defines health as “a state of complete physical, mental 
and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity” (2003: 
online)18. This definition reflects a holistic view of health, based on the human being as a 
whole. As The Aboriginal concept of health is also based on a similar holistic model in 
which mental, emotional and spiritual health are just as important as physical health 
(Darlene Kitty, TRAN57, p. 34). For example, the Cree language does not have the 
equivalent of the English term “health”. The term used to express this is miyupimaatisiiun, 
which translates as “well-being” or “being alive and well”. The meaning of this word 
encompasses every aspect of Cree life, including the individual’s affinity with hunting, the 
Earth and food, protection from the cold, and physical activity (Adelson, 1998, p. 10 and 
11). Health therefore depends on a host of interrelated factors operating at different levels 
in time and space, including the social cultural, economic and political context, the natural 
environment, lifestyles and housing conditions (Riva et al., 2012, p. 107 and 108). 

 The commissions note that fears to the effect that traditional country foods will be 
contaminated by chemical and radiological substances generated by uranium mines 
may lead to changes in the hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering activities of 
Aboriginal people, and that such changes may eventually be harmful to their health. 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that the Aboriginal communities may 
experience psychological and social impacts from uranium development, due to their 
remote locations, small demographic size, attachment to the natural environment, and 
their values, cultures and way of life. 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that, before considering the development 
of uranium mines in Northern Québec, it would be appropriate to document social and 
psychological issues specific to Northern populations, due to their community, cultural 
and spiritual context. 

13.6.4 Potential spin-offs for the communities 

During the hearings, several participants questioned whether the economic spin-offs and 
revenues generated by uranium mining were worth its potentially major impacts for 
society. Some felt the spin-offs and revenues were insufficient to produce an overall 
benefit for society, or to compensate for the social, environmental and health-related 
impacts of uranium industry development. The question was of particular interest to the 
Northern Québec communities; because of the high uranium potential in their territory, 
they may be the only ones to suffer the negative consequences, and may also be among 
the main beneficiaries. 

In this report, the BAPE commission attempted a cost-benefit analysis of uranium 
exploration and mining, but was unable to do so because of the fragmentary nature of 
                                                
18. Preamble to the Constitution of the World Health Organization, as adopted by the International Conference on 

Health, New York, June 19-22, 1946; signed on July 22, 1946, by representatives from 61 states. (Official 
Proceedings of the World Health Organization, No. 2, p. 100) and came into force on April 7, 1948.  
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the available data, among other things. The potential spin-offs from a given activity 
cannot realistically be assessed without an assessment of its social and environmental 
costs. In the specific case of the uranium mining sector, a number of elements must be 
considered, including the nuisance effects for nearby communities, site restoration and 
financial guarantees covering long-term maintenance and monitoring. 

Following its analysis, the BAPE commission has concluded that it is currently impossible 
to estimate the environmental and social costs of uranium industry development because 
the necessary information is either not available or is too fragmented. The MERN 
produced a set of mining industry indicators that it was supposed to use for an exhaustive 
analysis of mining activity in the province. This analysis, to be completed before the 
summer of 2013, was to present the main economic, social and environmental costs, 
benefits and impacts of mining activity (Auditor General of Québec, 2013, p. 22). 
However, the document actually produced by the MERN, in collaboration with Québec’s 
Ministère des Finances, simply described the economic and tax-related spin-offs from 
the mining sector in Québec, and like the report mentioned earlier, was still not available 
in April 2015 (QUES30.1, p. 2).  

In this respect, the Auditor General of Québec, in a follow-up report to an audit of 
resource optimization in Government interventions in the mining sector, raised the 
following points: 

The Government, as the trustee of mineral resources, must verify whether the positive 
spin-offs from the sector are sufficient to justify its short-term and long-term economic, 
social and environmental costs. […] Progress in this respect is unsatisfactory. The 
MRN has not performed any analysis to see whether the benefits derived from mining 
activities are sufficient to compensate for the associated costs. Without this, it is 
impossible to assess the net spin-offs from mining for Québec society. […] The MRN 
is presently preparing a log composed of indicators that will reflect the development 
of the mining sector. 
(Auditor General of Québec, 2013, p. 10 and 11, free translation from the original 
French) 

 Opinion – The commissions are of the opinion that a cost-benefit analysis of the 
uranium industry, taking into consideration the impacts on local communities and the 
environment, would be a relevant and necessary tool to support decision-making. 

The aim of Québec’s new mining taxation system, published in May 2013, is to establish 
a competitive business environment that will stimulate investments in Québec’s mining 
sector, in line with sustainable development principles, and will allow the population as 
a whole to receive a fair share of the benefits from mineral resource exploitation. 
Following its analysis, the BAPE commission acknowledges that the new system could 
increase the economic and tax-related spin-offs from mining activity for Québec society 
as a whole. However, the commission also feels that the high level of uncertainty will 
make it extremely difficult to produce a cost-benefit analysis of the uranium industry, 
and without this, it is impossible to assess its true economic value for Québec society. 



Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 Chapter 13 - The Territory of Northern Québec 

Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 67 

13.7 Social Acceptability in Northern Québec 
Although social acceptability is addressed from a variety of standpoints in Chapter 14, 
this section is designed to help understand the issue within the specific context of 
James Bay and Nunavik. 

13.7.1 The importance of social cohesion in the communities 
The notion of social cohesion is extremely important for social development and in 
understanding the issue of social acceptability. The term is a synonym for social 
solidarity. It increases or recedes within a given population according to the nature and 
intensity of the commercial, political or community-based relationships between the 
component individuals and groups (Donzelot, p. 13). 

According to some theories, social cohesion should result in balance and functional 
coexistence between the groups sharing a territory. This balance may be achieved 
when every citizen is given the chance to play an active role in society and be 
recognized for it. Public participation is therefore regarded as a vector of social 
cohesion (Donzelot, p. 14 to 16). In the context of Aboriginal communities, it is important 
not to confuse the relationship-based aim of social cohesion with the assimilatory 
policies and practices of recent decades, designed to level out identities. 

In the territory subject to land claims agreements, social cohesion has become a 
necessary aspect of development. Today, local actors demand to be involved in 
decisions affecting the environment in which they live. This requires appropriate 
mechanisms to promote participation, including information and consultations. 

In other cases, social cohesion is measured by the level of trust in the institutions and 
organizations that represent citizens’ rights (Soroka et al., p. 8). For example, the Cree 
people trust the system of traplines and tallymen, the band councils, the Grand Council 
of the Crees and other authorities (JBACE, CBHSSJB, Cree Trappers’ Association, 
etc.). Indeed, thanks to these stewardship structures, more than 175 agreements and 
acts have been signed with the governments of Canada and Québec, Crown 
corporations, Government agencies and private industries.  

Another key feature of social cohesion specific to James Bay is the sharing of the 
territory by the Cree Nation and the non-Aboriginal Jamesian population. This joint 
occupation, which has persisted for many decades, creates a specific context and 
raises a number of challenges that do not exist in Nunavik, where the Inuit account for 
90 % of the resident population. Over time and as it gains experience, the new EIJBRG 
should facilitate the expression of social cohesion between the Cree and Jamesian 
populations. 
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The familiarity and experience that the Jamesian population has developed in the area 
of natural resource use may be seen as factors conducive to social cohesion. 

In the case of the Inuit, the Makivik Corporation, Government agencies, the committees 
created by the JBNQA, the development agreements signed with private companies 
and the collaboration agreements ratified by the Governments have also helped 
improve the level of trust among Inuit and their representatives with regard to major 
decisions for their future. The recent Parnasimautik consultation process is an excellent 
example of the way in which the Inuit, individually, as families and as a society, have 
been able to join forces and adopt a shared vision for the future by identifying a series 
of goals to be achieved collectively. The practice of sharing food among family 
members and within the community, still common in Inuit communities, is another 
example of social cohesion. 

 The commissions note that the social cohesion of Cree, Inuit and Naskapi communities 
is obvious, since it is based on their own institutions, and because the communities 
acknowledge and use its benefits at both the individual and collective levels. 

13.7.2 Social unacceptability in Northern Québec 
The concept of social acceptability is based, among other things, on productive 
exchanges of information. The JBNQA, through committees that ensure the 
participation of Aboriginal peoples in project assessment processes, plays an integral 
role in the development of natural resource-based projects in the territory covered by it. 
It is thanks to these committees that the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi can send and obtain 
information and ask questions, thereby promoting informed decisions and, ultimately, 
social acceptability or unacceptability. There is no other place in Québec that offers 
such a structured context for inclusion, appreciation and assessment of Aboriginal 
values and interests in the natural resource development review process. The notion of 
social acceptability in this territory has therefore developed within a framework that is 
completely different from what exists elsewhere in Québec. As noted by the Cree Nation 
Council of Mistassini: “We also have treaty rights under the JBNQA. This regulatory 
framework ensures that the Cree of Mistissini have the right to participate in decision-
making processes on issues impacting them” (MEM25, p. 6). 

The agreements, characterized by real, functional relationships between promoters and 
communities for the lifespan of a project, are important indicators of social acceptability. 
Although they do not guarantee social acceptability, the promoters’ integrity and 
methods during projects are not only important, but essential. The presence of a 
working relationship between a promoter and the community is an indication of social 
acceptability, and the absence of such a relationship would therefore be a cause for 
concern, and a sign that social acceptability was lacking or absent. 
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In the North, social acceptability is a combination of several elements. First, it must be 
built on a relationship of trust with governments and the industry, and must also be 
supported by credible scientific notions and proven technologies. For Aboriginal 
peoples, social acceptability depends on relationships, communications, reliable 
information available in their own language, and honesty. This was confirmed by 
several Aboriginal participants who came to the public consultations: 

And so, from then on, we want to be told the honest truth, because this is our 
hunting ground you are playing with. This part of the country from the shore to the 
inland, we have been living in it for over four hundred (400) years. 
(Johnny Sam Annanack, TRAN54, p. 47) 

The lack of knowledge and information concerning uranium within our communities 
is – we don’t know anything about uranium except the fact that it is dangerous, and 
when you don’t have that information the fear of the issue is very strong. So, our 
first reaction will be we don’t want uranium. That will be the first reaction. The lack 
of information is just so strong on this subject, and I think that is something, as an 
individual I know I have the right to get the information on my own, but when the 
province of – when the provincial Government is seeking feedback on the subject 
I think it is the responsibility of the provincial Government ot provide more extensive 
feedback on the subject. 
(Tunu Napartuk, TRAN16, p. 24) 

So as they said before, our leaders that spoke before addressed some of the issues 
that this community had to go through, had to deal with. There are still some 
impacts that are left unresolved as of today which we know. So, there is really, to 
me there isn’t anybody that can say, address this community and say I am an expert 
at this and that, and it is going to have a minimum impact on your way of life, unless 
they fully understand our way of life. 
(Abraham Rupert, TRAN9, p. 24) 

At the present time, the Aboriginal people are certain of just one thing: uranium is 
dangerous. As noted on numerous occasions by participants, there is still too much 
uncertainty surrounding the substance, its potential interactions and impacts in the 
Northern environment, and the technologies available to manage the mining process 
and stored waste. The experts who spoke at the hearings were unable either to give 
convincing answers to the questions raised, or to reassure the communities. 

In addition, the Northern regions are remote and isolated, and the capacity of the 
agencies concerned to regulate and monitor activities or intervene in emergencies 
remains doubtful. Although legislation and regulations would be updated and adapted 
to cover activities such as uranium exploration and mining, they would be of limited 
value if they were not applied effectively in the North. 

In the territory of Eeyou Istchee, the Matoush project constitutes a real example of how 
important an accurate reading of social acceptability in the host community can be. As 
noted by the Grand Chief of the Crees at the opening session of the BAPE hearings:  
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The concerns and opinions of the population directly affected by uranium mining 
must be at the core of any decision regarding the uranium sector. Social 
acceptability cannot be treated as an afterthought. [...] The views of the people who 
live near the uranium deposits, the people who must bear the real risks, must be at 
the forefront of your work over the next year. 
(Matthew Coon-Come, TRAN1, p. 8 and 11) 

In Nunavik, the discussion of social acceptability in connection with the uranium sector is 
purely “conceptual” for the time being, since there is no real project on the table. Social 
acceptability only becomes real when there is an actual project within which people can 
build a relationship directly with the promoter, through or after the environmental and social 
impact assessment and review, in compliance with the Nunavik Inuit Mining Policy, and in 
which questions are expressed and information is shared so that any decisions made are 
properly informed. 

In the specific case of the uranium sector, it would appear, for the time being, that the 
conditions for social acceptability in the eyes of Northern Québec’s communities are 
not present. The testimony heard and briefs submitted during the consultations lead to 
one unquestionable conclusion: uranium sector development is considered socially 
unacceptable by the communities, and this opinion is generalized. Given the complexity 
of the uranium sector itself, and the uncertainty surrounding its impacts on health and 
the environment, the Northern Québec communities, both collectively and individually, 
have massively expressed their sense of mistrust, fear and refusal. 

 Opinion – Given the strength of social cohesion in the territory under agreement, the 
commissions are of the opinion that social acceptability must be a priority consideration 
for uranium sector development. 

 The commissions note the lack of social acceptability for uranium sector development 
in the territory under agreement, among the Cree, Inuit and Naskapi.  

 The commissions note that the complexity of the uranium sector and the many 
scientific and technical uncertainties surrounding it significantly limit the social 
acceptability of uranium exploration and mining activities in the areas under 
agreement. 

 Opinion – The commissions acknowledge that compliance with the provisions of and 
obligations created by the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement and the 
Northeastern Québec Agreement encourage informed collective decision-making, 
which is reflected by social acceptability or unacceptability with respect to projects in 
the territory subject to these agreements. 
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13.8 Conclusion 
As they conclude their work, the BAPE, JBACE and KEAC commissions note that the 
Aboriginal communities in the territories of Québec covered by the agreements are 
virtually unanimous in their rejection of uranium development.  

This massive popular rejection is based mainly on the radioactive nature of uranium 
and the many uncertainties that persist and that constitute the dominant factors in this 
social choice. The Aboriginal communities’ fears regarding radioactivity have been 
amplified by the uncertainty surrounding contamination of the environment and the food 
chain, the potential impacts on health, incident management in remote areas, and 
waste management in the medium and longer term.  

The commissions feel that a political choice to impose uranium exploration and mining 
in Québec would considerably weaken the trust and relationship between the 
Government and the communities in these territories, and would also adversely affect 
social cohesion and peace. Accordingly, the three commissions advise the Québec 
Government to proceed with the utmost prudence, since any decision made without 
informed consent is likely to have a social and political cost. 

For the COMMISSION OF THE BUREAU 
D’AUDIENCES PUBLIQUES SUR 
L’ENVIRONNEMENT 
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Chair, BAPE Commission 
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Conclusion 

Uranium exploration and mining involve risks similar to those associated with other 
metals, plus the risk of radioactivity, which raises a number of very specific concerns 
and issues. 

Experience acquired in uranium mines over several decades has led to the 
development of operating and emission control technologies and strategies for waste 
confinement. On the other hand, there are still a many residual uncertainties and 
unanswered questions concerning the risks to human health and ecosystem integrity. 

These uncertainties are exacerbated by the fact that uranium mine waste is radioactive, 
meaning that it can cause problems for thousands of years. In addition, the most recent 
confinement technique recommended in Canada was introduced roughly 30 years ago. 
Older technologies are now considered obsolete, even though they were regarded as 
lasting solutions when they were first introduced. The long-term effectiveness of the 
technologies we are using today has not been tested, and it is therefore legitimate to 
wonder how future generations will judge them. 

The uncertainties, gaps and sometimes major limitations in scientific knowledge have 
divided the experts. Some regard the current state of knowledge about uranium as 
grounds for moving forward, while others do not. Clearly, opinions are far from 
unanimous and there is no substantial scientific or social consensus. In Québec, this 
situation has generated a very low level of acceptability among the population and other 
social stakeholders. The inquiry commission found that the uranium industry was 
rejected almost unanimously by the Aboriginal communities in territories subject to land 
claims agreements in James Bay and Nunavik, and in Southern Québec. 

As a result of this situation, described in detail in the different chapters of this report, 
the inquiry commission has concluded that it would be premature to authorize uranium 
industry development in Québec.  

The Government could decide to suspend uranium mining in Québec either temporarily 
or permanently. However, because of its legal and economic impacts, such a decision 
should not be made in haste, so as to minimize its costs. 

On the other hand, if the Government decides to open the door to uranium mining in 
Québec, it must satisfy three requirements.  

First, it must ensure that social acceptability is present with regard to uranium industry 
development. This will not be possible without an extensive information and 
coordination campaign.  



Conclusion Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environnement, Report 308 

80 Uranium Industry Issues in Québec 

Second, it will have to work hard, over a long period, to generate enough reliable 
knowledge to overcome existing scientific gaps and technological uncertainties.  

These two aspects go hand-in-hand, and affect every level of society. A straightforward 
information campaign designed to sell a positive image of the uranium industry may 
well have the opposite effect, given the population’s skepticism and fears. Years of 
work, awareness-raising and coordination will be required. 

Third, the Québec Government must take the time it needs to develop a legal framework 
more compatible with the respective missions of its departments, and must enter into a 
federal-provincial agreement that will allow it to control uranium mine operations by 
means of rules that are harmonized with federal legislation. The agreement should 
include the best aspects of the experience acquired by the Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission and the model developed by Saskatchewan, which is the only Canadian 
province that currently mines uranium resources. The Québec Government authority 
should also acquire expertise in the field of radioactivity, so that the Canadian Nuclear 
Safety Commission is able to delegate the application of certain regulations. 

Realistically, it will take several years to create conditions conducive to uranium industry 
development in Québec. Accordingly, the inquiry commission feels it would be 
inappropriate to give the green light to uranium mining in Québec in the current context. 
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