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Our brother’s not for burning
A LTHOUGH MUCH public attention 

has recently been focused on Edgar 
Benson 's White paper on taxation. 

there has been another white paper pre­
sented by the government, the white paper 
on indian policy, which is worthy of equal 
consideration by the Canadian public.

This White Paper is important in the 
first place simply because it proposes to 
legislate out of existence the roughly half- 
million registered and non-registered In­
dians in Canada, a policy that has led to the 
charge of "cultural genocide" from many 
Indian spokesmen.

Secondly, it is of great importance be­
cause it provides a classic example of how 
western, liberal governments forever fail 
to arrive at real solutions to the problems they 
face because they are unable to compre­
hend, or admit, the true nature of the society 
in which they exist.

The White paper on indian policy does not 
appear as a monstrous, immoral plan for 
the elimination of the Canadian Indian pop­
ulation.

Rather, it is more subtle.
The government admits, albeit quite 

paternalistically that the Indian population 
of Canada is faced with grave problems; 
an incredibly high infant mortality rate, an 
average annual income of less than $2,000 
a life expectancy drastically less than that of 
white Canadians, and more.

The government also agrees that some­
thing must be done about these problems. 
Thus it presents the white paper, cloaked 
in liberal sentiments, as the "final solu­
tion" to the Indian problem.

On the face of it then, there is nothing 
blatantly immoral about the government's 
intentions. But given the massive Indian 
outcry against this policy, it would seem 
obvious that something, somewhere, has 
gone wrong.

What is needed, then, is an examination 
of some of the significant passages of the 
government paper to see just where the 
problem arises.

Partnerships are relativeWhat is important about this passage is that 
it exposes the government’s euro-centric con­
ception of culture; thus the government be­
lieves that running water and good houses form 
the basis of all culture, without examining the 
indian idea of culture apart from these material 
things.

The Government believes this to be self-evident.
It is all very well to abolish the legal bases of 

discrimination, but this will not affect the prob­
lem unless the fundamental economic base of 
discrimination is also removed.

And this will not be done by relegating all In­
dians to the welfare dole.

As blacks in the U.S. found out, the right to sit 
at a lunch counter means little if one still can not
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The recently-announced Canadian 
government White Paper on Indian Policy 
proposes to commit cultural genocide in 
eliminating what even now are minimal 
Indian rights, and completely ignores the 
historical fact that whites, as exploiters of 
Indian lands, owe financial and material

reparations to every Indian. So claims the 
Organization for Social Justice and 
Reconstruction, a committee of students 
and professors at the University of Waterloo 
who are beginning a program of research 
for the benefit of minority and repressed 
populations.

The Government states that it: seeks a par­
tnership to achieve a better goal. The partners 
in this search are the Indian people, the govern­
ments of the provinces, the Canadian community 
as a whole and the Government of Canada. As 
all partnerships do. this will require consultation, 
negotiation, give and take, and co-operation if 
it is to succeed.

But unequal partners, operating from unequal 
economic bases, soon find that their partnership 
dissolves into a single-partner partnership, as 
the larger partner dominates and overwhelms 
the lesser. For a true partnership, the material 
basis of equality must first be provided.

Governments can set examples but they cannot 
change the hearts of men.

This statement is simply false, as any ob­
server of modern mass media's ties with govern­
ments will well know.

Indian people must be persuaded, must per­
suade themselves, that this path will lead them 
to a fuller and richer life.

This statement seems out of place in a paper 
supposedly offering a tentative policy for con­
sideration, and it contradicts the government’s 
assertion that the ‘hearts of men cannot be chang­
ed’. If the government claims that Indians 
must be persuaded, it would seem the policy dec­
ision has already been made, and that the only 
task left is to implement it. This seems to be a 
long way from the stated government reliance 
on consultations, discussion, and meetings 
with the indian people to determine their future.

H Indian people are to become full members of 
Canadian society they must be warmly welcom­
ed by that society.

This again shows the eurd-centric outlook of 
the government, since it places the burden of 
acceptance on the white members of that society.

Nowhere is it mentioned that the Indians might 
not wish to join our white society.

The policy rests upon the fundamental right 
of indian people to full and equal participation 
in the cultural, social, economic and political 
life of Canada.

To argue against this right is to argue for 
discrimination, isolation and separation.

Again the government states its fundamental 
position on the Indians’ problems: namely, that 
they must be integrated into Canadian society. 
Of course, the government does not state just 
how “full and equal” this participation in Cana­
dian life will be if no special treatment is given 
to Indians.

We may easily foresee the Indians being forced 
to give up what assistance they now receive and 
instead rely on welfare, but other than this the 
government seems to have little to offer.

And of course, to argue against the government 
is not to argue for reparations to first enable 
the Indians to achieve economic equality before 
taking away their treaty rights.

No Canadian should be excluded from 
ticipation in community life, and none should 
expect to withdraw and still enjoy the benefits 
that flow to those who participate.

This could be the giveaway to the govern­
ment’s reasons for this policy. What is brought 
up here is the question of taxes.

The government is saying that it will not 
provide services for people who are not in a 
position to pay taxes. And this is crucial, not so 
much in the form of income taxes (since most 
Indians do not make enough money to pay such 
taxes), but in the form of land tax, which will 
certainly affect the Indians drastically once the 
reserves are broken up.

All these conditions of the Indians are the pro­
duct of history and have nothing to do with their 
abilities and capacities.

This passage is crucial to the whole govern­
ment argument, for by attributing the Indians’ 
problems to an abstract entity called “history”, 
the government mystifys the situation.

History does not produce things, men do.
And the men who produced the problems of the, 

Indians were the white men. Thus one would 
think that Indians might have a legitimate claim 
against white society for reparations for past 
wrongs.

However, by attributing these wrongs to “his­
tory”, the Government precludes the possibility 
of such a claim. Indian relations with other 
Canadians began with special treatment by gov­
ernment and society, and special treatment has 
been the rule since Europeans first settled in 
Canada. Special treatment has made of the In­
dians a community disadvantaged and apart.

This passage presents the second main point of 
the government’s argument, and it is equally as 
misleading as the previous one.

Special treatment did not make the Indians 
disadvantaged ; it was only harmful special treat­
ment that did this-that is, the murdering of Indians 
and theft of indian lands by white men.

But the remedy for this negative “special 
treatment” is not the abolition of special treat­
ment, but rather the institution of positive treat­
ment.

Now that Indians have been reduced to a dis­
advantaged status, the solution to the problem 
is not to suddenly decide to treat them as equals 
without first raising them up to real equal econ­
omic status. Rather, what is required is positive 
special treatment, which would first provide In­
dians with a material basis of equality before 
engaging in empty egalitarian rhetoric.

This proposal is a recognition of the necessity 
made plain in a year's intensive discussions with 
Indians people throughout Canada.

This passage makes a factual claim which sim­
ply does not seem to be true.

The “intensive discussions” consisted of brief 
meetings with various indian bands; at no time 
were the indian organizations and brotherhoods 
consulted. And the government’s claim that this 
policy is a “recognition” of needs brought out 
in these “discussions is belied by the fact 
that the major point of the policy is the abolition 
of indian reserves; yet this was not mentioned 
in any of the Indians consultation hearings.

The policies proposed recognize the simple 
reality that the separate legal status of Indians 
and the policies which have flowed from it have 
kept the Indian people apart from and behind 
other Canadians.

This simply restates the government argu­
ment that special (or separate) treatment has 
created the Indians’ problems. And as seen above, 
this is not the case; oppression and exploitation 
at the hands of the white man has done this. 
The remedy for this is not simply to stop the 
oppression, but to repair the past wrongs, as as 
much as possible, perhaps in the form of re­
parations.

In recent years there has been a rapid increase 
in the Indian population. Their health and ed­
ucation levels have improved. There has been a 
corresponding rise in expectations that the struc­
ture of separate treatment cannot meet.

This claim is simply not true. As a matter of 
fact, the Indian mortality rate has increased 
by six percent over the last three years.

What is needed is immediate attention to the 
problem (that is, special treatment of some 
sort) not the governmental formula of treating 
everyone equally without provision for special 
need.
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Also, the present legislation, which is admittedly 

unjust and must be changed, still provides some 
measure of protection for the Indian during his 
struggle for his human rights. The proposed gov­
ernment policy would abolish this meager protec­
tion and still not ensure the fulfillment of these 
rights.
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This history of broken treaties and false prom­
ises raises grave questions as to how these “legal” 
obligations are to be fulfilled. Yet this is one of 
the crucial issues concerning indian policy since 
all indian spokesmen seem to agree that before 
further steps are taken to formulate an indian 
policy it is absolutely necessary to fulfill existing 
treaty obligations.

However in response to this concern over treaty 
rights, the government simply proposes to appoint 
a commissioner who will: classify the claims that 
in his judgment ought to be referred to the courts 
or any special quasijudicial body that may be 
ommended.

What this does is simply to remove the fulfill­
ment of these obligations one step further from the 
government. In effect, the government will not 
only decide what is “lawful”, but it will also ap­
point a functionary who will be the sole judge of 
what claims will even be considered as either 
lawful or unlawful.

Further, although some brief mention is made 
of these “lawful” claims (that is, treaty rights), 
no mention is made of “moral” obligations. This 
quickly absolves the government from any res­
ponsibility for the great number of Indians without 
treaties. It eliminates any basis for indian claims 
for reparations. And it effectively proscribes any 
of the aboriginal land claims, such as those be­
ing put forward in British Columbia.

The government ends the specific mention of 
these claims by stating:

These are so general and undefined that it is 
not realistic to think of them as specific claims 
capable of remedy except through a policy and 
program that will end injustice to Indians as 
members of the Canadian community.

The final point of the government’s proposals 
is perhaps the most significant, for on face value 
it seems reasonable and just. However, the real­
ity of its implementation could have disastrous 
consequences for Canadian Indians.

The indian associations mentioned were not 
consulted by the government in the formation of 
this policy but now they are to be consulted about 
its implementation. Given the past history of the 
“consultations” it would be quite surprising if 
the associations felt much would be accomplished 
by more “consultations” with the government, 
especially “consultations” concerning a policy 
to which they are solidly opposed.

Secondly, the Government states that each 
band would be “consulted” about its particular 
holdings.

The problem here is that the band is not an 
indian organization at all; rather it is a unit of 
Indians set up for governmental administrative 
purposes, often overlooking tribal differences. 
This concept is explicitly defined (by white men, 
of course) in the second point of the Indian Act.

It is with this unit, and not with the indian or­
ganizations that the government will discuss 
specific land transfers.

The Government hopes to have the bulk of the 
policy in effect within five years.

This passage is significant in two respects. In 
the first place, it seems to show that the govern­
ment is not really too concerned with the pro­
posed “consultations”, and is preparing to go 
ahead with this policy.

And secondly, it shows that the government 
is not at all in touch with the reality Indians 
would face once this policy was put into practice.

Given the government’s avowed intention to 
proceed, its refusal to consider special treatment 
of some compensatory sort for the Indians (per­
haps reparations), and the reality of the class 
society and economy into which the Indians 
would be thrown; it can only be concluded that 
the government — consciously or not — will pre­
pare within the next five years the final elimin­
ation of the Canadian Indian as a definable body 
within this society.

ing or malevolent, no government can hope to 
provide a realistic solution to problems when it 
bases its whole approach on the assumption of 
a myth.There must be positive recognition by every­

one of the unique contribution of Indian culture 
to Canadian society.

This is a basically meaningless proposal, 
for it does the Indians little good to be patronized 
for their contribution to Canadian society if that 
society still continues to exploit them.

Services must come through the same chan­
nels and from the same government agencies 
for all Canadians.

In view of this examination of the White 
paper on indian policy it is obvious that 
something is drastically wrong with the 
government's proposed "final solution" 
to the Indian's problems. This does not 
seem to result from any manifest gov­
ernment hostility or indifference to the 
problem (although this hostility very 
well might be present but unspoken)

And it does not result solely from the 
internal inconsistencies, distortions and 
half-truths found in the paper

Rather, it follows from two main as­
sumptions that the government makes 
—assumptions common to any liberal 
investigation of a problem which renders 
any liberal solution to the problem all 
but impossible

THE FIRST ASSUMPTION is that "his­
tory" has somehow created all these prob­
lems for the Indian.

But as shown earlier, this ahistoric ap 
proach (common to most liberal spokesmen) 
serves only to obscure the tact that history- 
consists in the actions of men relating to 
their specific socio-economic situation, and 
that white men (not some abstract entity 
called "history") have done this to the In­
dians. Thus, the liberal approach precludes 
the possibility of reparations to the Indians 
for past wrongs suffered at the hands of 
white men
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This is an undeniable part of equality. It has 
been shown many times that separation of people 
follows from separate services. There can be no 
argument about the principle of common ser­
vices. It is right.

Here again, the government relies on its fun­
damental assumption that equal treatment is a 
necessity for the just society.

But as pointed out earlier, this is not neces­
sarily the case. Equal treatment is only justi­
fied in the case of equal needs, and the Indians 
needs are great. Also implicit in this is the 
assumption that common services has provided 
for the needs of non-Indian people in the past. 
And, as anyone with any familiarity with wel­
fare services will tell you, this is surely not the 
case.

One significant example is the case of the 
Metis ; These people, although classified as 
non-Indian and provided with the same nominal 
services as other Canadians, are generally 
admitted to be in a worse situation than the 
registered Indians who have separate services.

Those who are furthest behind must be 
helped most.

This is a basic contradiction to the government’s 
previous fetish about equality, but it does not 
provide a workable solution to help those furthest 
behind.

Rather, given the previous principle of common 
services, it is apparent that the help mentioned 
will be seen as welfare. And any poor white 
Canadian (the furthest behind in this society) will 
bear witness that he is not being helped the most.

SECONDLY. THE government states that 
"special treatment" of the Indians has made 
them a disadvantaged group apart from the 
rest of Canadian society.

This ignores the historical fact that the 
Indians' plight had been created by nega­
tive special treatment (such as the payment of 
reparations to Indians to bring them up to 
a standard of life whereby they could enter 
Canadian society as truly equal economic 
partners if they so wish).

The reason the Government cannot deal 
with this point is that it assumes the com­
mon liberal myth that society, as it is now 
constituted, affords an equal opportunity 
to all of its members. That is, society forms 
an undifferentiated whole, devoid of classes, 
and that given legal equality, the Indian 
will be able to proceed up the ladder of soc­
ial mobility as can non-indian Canadians

This liberal myth of a classless, upward 
ly-mobile socio-economic whole had been ably 
exploded by John Porter's book The vert­
ical mosiac. which clearly documents the 
existence of rigid classes, without possib­
ility of upward movement in Canadian soc­
iety.

Control of Indian lands should be transferred to 
the Indian people.

Thus, it surely seems just that Indians have 
control of indian lands; however, certain prob­
lems quickly come to light.

In the first place, as previously noted, the gov­
ernment will be the final judge of what actually 
is indian land.

Secondly, the question arises as to how long this 
land will effectively remain within indian control.

Given the reality of expropriation, the earlier- 
mentioned need to pledge the land as security in 
order to obtain necessary development capital 
(most probably with U.S. corporations), and the 
problem of land taxes, it would seem unlikely 
that the land would remain under indian control 
for a long period of time.

Assuming too muchLegality is not power
The government concludes the white paper on 

indian policy by stating:
A policy can never provide the ultimate solutions 

to all problems. A policy can achieve no more 
than is desired by the people it is intended to ser­

The government opens the white paper by 
stating :

To be an Indian is to be a man. with all a 
man’s needs and abilities.

This fatuous beginning sets the tone for the 
government's condescending approach to the 
Indian’s problems throughout the paper. Of 
course the Indian is a man. Did anyone doubt 
that he was a human being? But the government 
seems to feel the need to reassure the Canadian 
population that Indians are people.

To be an Indian is to lack power-the power to 
act as owner of your lands, the power to spend 
your own money and. too often, the power to 
change your own condition.

This again states the obvious; if the Indian 
had political power, then he would have no need 
for the government's special legislation.

But more importantly, this admission damages 
the government’s contention that all the Indian 
needs is equality under the law.

Simple legal equality cannot ever guarantee 
the political power that the government admits 
the Indian lacks.

Not always, but too often, to be an Indian is to 
be without-without a job. a good house, or runn­
ing water; without knowledge, training or techni­
cal skill and. above all. without those feelings of 
dignity and self-confidence that a man must have 
if he is to walk with his head held high.

Red land— white profit
An important clue to the government’s inten­

tions may be garnered from the following pas­
sage.

Private investors have been reluctant to supply 
capital for projects on land which cannot be 
pledged as security.

American companies are eager to begin the 
development of the Canadian north via the Mid- 
Canada Development Corridor, but they cannot 
do so as long as the indian reserves within that 
area are protected from alienation by the govern­
ment, as is required by the present Indian Act.

However, once the government lifts this pro­
tection, as it proposes to do in the white paper, 
the indian lands will be able to be pledged as 
security for development. Since the Indians 
have little other resources, the land is all that 
they themselves could pledge in order to obtain 
necessary development capital. The land will 
ultimately then be taken out of indian control.

ve.par-
This shows the government’s aversion to real­

ity, since it seems the government assumes 
this policy is actually desired by the Indians as 
the solution to their situation.

But in actual fact, this policy has been virtually 
unamimously decried by Indian spokesmen as 
a program of “cultural genocide”.

Finally the government states the essential 
feature of the government's proposed new policy 
for Indians is that it acknowledges that truth by 
recognizing the central and essential role of the 
indian people in solving their own problems. It 
will provide, for the first time, a non-discimina- 
tory framework within which, in an atmosphere 
of freedom, the indian people could, with other 
Canadians, work out their own destiny.

This underscores the whole problem of the 
government’s proposed indian policy, for it again 
shows how far removed from reality the govern­
ment’s assessment of its own society actually is.

The government is able to offer this policy 
as a framework within which Indians will work 
out their own destiny only because it subscribes 
to the myth that non-indian Canadians, who are 
afforded legal equality, are able themselves to 
control their own destiny. However well-mean­

And despite its earlier claim that “those fur­
thest behind must be helped most”, the govern­
ment does not intend to make special tax prov­
isions for the Indian, as evidenced by the follow­
ing:

When the Indian people see that the only way 
they can own and fully control land is to accept 
taxation the way other Canadians do. they will 
make that decision.

The Government then proceeds to investigate 
the problems of implementing this policy.

The Government proposes to ask that the as­
sociations act as the principal agencies through 
which consultation and negotiations would be con­
ducted. but each band would be consulted about 
gaining ownership of its land holdings.

And this, in itself, raises further problems.

Hamburger is expensive
Thus, in the final analysis, the govern­

ment white paper cannot hope to offt r a 
viable solution to the problems confror-ing 
Canadian Indians because it is based

With this, the government concludes its basic 
arguments for the proposed policy, and turns 
to the specific points of that policy.

Legislative and constitutional bases of dis­
crimination must be removed.

Canada cannot seek the just society and keep 
discriminatory legislation on its statute books.

n a
mythical model of Canadian society w -ich 
does not correspond to the socio-economic 
reality with which all Canadians, indian 
and non-indian. are faced

This is one of the weaker points of the govern­
ments’ proposals, especially given the Canadian 
government’s past history of “recognizing” leg­
al obligations to Indians.


