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AUTHOR'S PREFACE 

In the spring of 1985 a major controversy erupted 
over Indian policy in ~he new Conservative government. 
The conflict arose when confidential information from 
the cost - cutting Nielsen task force on Native programs 
contradicted recent ~ublic statements by the Prime 
Minister, raisin~ serIOUS questions about the govern
ment's integrity In dealing with Indian2eople. This 
eaper attempts to provide an overview of Inaian policy 
developments in the new government by examining the 
recommendations of Nielsen's task force in the context 
of recent policy initiatives. The p~er argues that 
although the Prime Minister sought "a fresh start" to 
issues/ the cabinet received old bureaucrati c advice 
from tne task force which was incompatible with inno
vative aQProaches being developed by the Minister of 
Indian Affairs. In short, two competing and irrecon
cilable paradigms exist In the Indian policy field . 
Part I of the paper,appearing in Volume 2 No.1 of this 
journal, summarized the recommendations of Nielsen's 
task force and the policy content of the ensuing 
controversy. Part II places the task force paradigm 
in the context of recent policy initIatives, 
especially those of the Minister of Indian Affairs . 
The paper concludes with observations on the current 
status of policy reforms. 

INTRODUCTION 

In Part I of this paper the overview of Indian pol icy In 

the new Conservative government was begun by summarizing the 

recommendations of Nielsen's task force on Native programs . * It 

concluded with a discussion of the policy content and 

i mplications of the controversy occasioned by the publ ic 

disc losure of confidential information from the task force In 

the spring of 1985. This second and f i nal part of the paper 

places Nielsen's initiatives first in the broader context of the 

government's top political priorities, and then in the context 

of DIAND's ministerial initiatives both before and after the 

*The term Natiye in the federal government's usa~e (and mine In 
this paper ) IS an all inclusive term encompaSSIng status and 
non- status Indians, Inuit and Metis ~eoples. . I use the term 
Indians to signify status Indians or FIrst NatIons peoples. 
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controversy. The analysis reveals conflicting paradigms in the 

Indian policy field, represented by Nielsen's and Crombie's 

initiatives, and concludes with some observations on the status 

of and trends In policy reform during Crombie's tenure aa 

minister. A postcript comments briefly on the recent cabinet 

shuffle and its implications for Indian policy. 

THE TASK FORCE IN THE CONTEXT OF GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES 

As indicated in Part I, the major political priorities of 

the new government were "to make a fresh start" in solving the 

problems of federal-provincial conflict, the mounting federal 

deficit, and high unemployment. These objectives were to be 

accomplished by fostering conciliatory relations with the prov

inces, reducing government spending, and promoting job creation 

especially in the small business sector of the economy . Whether 

the Nielsen task force brought a "fresh" approach to Native 

issues is largely an historical question which will be answered 

first since it is relevant to other priorities. 

Although new governments can encourage novel ideas, they 

can also provide public servants with the chance to secure 

cabinet support for policies they have advocated unsuccessfully 

in the past. This occurred, for example, in formulating the 

1969 White Paper on Indian policy (OLAND 1969) . Ideas long- held 

but unsuccessfully promoted by key officials during the Pearson 

regime were favourably received in the reform ethos of the new 

Trudeau government where they significantly altered the course 

of policy formulation (Weaver 1981: 51- 52, 83-97). Similarly, 

i n 1985, long- ci rculating ideas about Native economic 

development and administration found a much more sympathetic 

poli tical environment in the new Conservative government than 

they had in the old Trudeau administration in 1980. 

Basically, the advice provided cabinet by Nielsen's task 

force was neither new nor innovative. Instead, it was a 

repackaging of old bureaucratic advice, primarily of ARDA- DREE 
1 

t hi nk i ng. Its origins can be traced to the mid- 1960s, but its 

more immediate form took shape in a bureaucratic task force 

established in 1978 under the initiative of the deputy ministers 
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of the Department of Regional Economic Expansion (DREE) and 

Department of National Health and Welfare (NH&W),* the latter 

becoming the deputy minister of OlAND in January 1985. The task 

force's job was to review all federal and provincial programs 

for Metis and non-status Indians (MNSI) In consultation with the 

provinces and MNSI organizations, and to recommend to cabinet 

how existing programs, without new monies, could be improved to 

enhance the socio-economic conditions of Metis and non- status 

Indian people (Weaver 1985). Even though most of its members 

were committed to improving the circumstances of Native people, 

the task force failed to secure support for its advice within 

government or from the Native Council of Canada (NCC) which 

represents Metis and non-status Indian interests. Its report, 

which in the eyes of many of its members lacked a clear policy 

direction, was shelved in 1980, partly because central agency 

officials felt it offered nothing new In addressing the prob

lems, and partly because the NCC vigorously denounced the task 

force for failing to consult openly and candidly with the NCC. 
2 

Like status Indians, the NCC and other MNSI organizations had 

experienced maJor difficulties with the lack of coordination 

among federal economic development programs. But they sought 

government action to improve their own capacity to mount viable 

self-managed economic development schemes through Native con

trolled economic institutions, not the continuation of bureau

cratically designed and controlled programs as the report 

advocated. 

The perspective of the MNSI task force derived primarily 

from DREE officials in its working group and from DREE's deputy 

minister who headed the task force at the outset. Basically, 

the line of advice began with the calculation that ninety 

percent of all federal spending on MNSI was on "welfare" or 

social programs which were defined as programs for Income 

support and social security, housing and community 

infrastructure, and training and employment--involving depart-

ments of NH&W, OlAND, CEIC, and CMHC. If the government 

*For a list of abbreviations, see Appendix A 
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intended to improve the socio-economic conditions of all Native 

people it needed to expand its ~2QDQ~i2 development activities, 

especially Special ANDA agreements with the prOVlnces which 

provide incentives to the business sector to establish permanent 

employment opportunities for Native people. Equally essential 

was the need for government to formulate a coherent federal 

strategy for Native economic development so it would have some 

direction internally and be better prepared for dealing with 

the provinces. To address these needs, the task force adopted 

DREE's "area-based" approach to economic development whereby 

programs would serve all citizens in the region, including 

"mixed" Native and non- Native communities. 

DREE's approach reflected its long-standing resentment of 

DIAND's exclusive jurisdiction on reserves which was seen to 

damage the area- based concept of development. It also reflected 

the denial of legitimacy to the distinction between status 

Indians on the one hand, and Metis and non- status Indians on the 

other. Thus the MNSI task force operated with the all 

encompassing "Native" category as its frame of reference, 

viewing special rights and status for Indians as "an historic 

mistake" which should not be allowed to impede the government's 

ability to address Native "needs" and to involve non- DIAND 

departments on reserves. In sum, 

sought to remove OlAND from the 

like Nielsen's task force, it 

economic development field, 

reorient if not eliminate many of CErC's programs (which it felt 

promoted short- term job creation rather than permanent e~ploy 

ment ) , and replace the federal government's social welfare ori 

entation with an economic development orientation to Native 

peoples through DREE (now DRIE) programs. 

A key to the successful implementation of DREE's approach 

was the government's willingness to develop cooperative 

relations with the provinces, in short, to reinstate the 

"consultative federalism" of the Pearson era in which ARDA's 

federal - provincial agreements contained the notions of joint 

planning, cooperation and cost- sharing. Some DREE officials 

firmly distrusted Ottawa's bureaucratic empire building, finding 

it destructive to regionally sensitive planning and to the 
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flexibility sought by the provinces. They and other senior 

members of the MNSI task force felt strongly that decentralized 

decision-making and control were essential to any successful 

initiative in regional economic development. 

Like Nielsen's task force, the deputy ministers of DREE and 

NH&W in the MNSI task force did not support the idea of Native-

controlled , 

as the NCC 

were they 

did, that 

government-funded economic development corporations 

and other MNSI organizations were advocating. Nor 

sympathetic to DIAND, believing, as many officials 

"DIAND has to go." In addition, they had little 

regard for Metis and Indian political organizations. Their past 

encounters with Native leaders had often been damaging to their 

bureaucratic initiatives, and they considered the organizations 

to be unrepresentative of communities and incapable of managing 

funds properly, views which had increasing currency 1n govern

ment in the late 1970s and were reinforced by the Beaver report 

(Beaver 1979). Unlike the activist civil servants of the past 

(Weaver 1985a:142-143), these officials were not ideologically 

supportive of special rights for Aboriginal peoples. Nor did 

they believe that land claims would 1mprove Native SOC10-

econom1c conditions even if the Metis were successful in pursu

ing their claims . Instead they viewed Native problems from a 

management perspective, seeing these problems as not only costly 

to the government, but also unnecessary if the government would 

only take appropriate action to coordinate its programs and 

cooperate with the provinces to deliver them. In the conven

tional view of administration, unlike the activists, they 

considered programs to be the responsibility of the government 

to design and deliver, not that of Native organizations or 

corporations. 

Although there was firm agreement in the MNSI task force on 

the need for the government to coordinate its efforts and to 

develop workable relations with the provinces for program 

delivery, there was no agreement on the type of programs that 

should be delivered. More specifically, there was no agreement 

on the central concept of "socio-economic" development. DREE 

advocated an "economic" approach while NH&W advocated a "social" 
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withheld their support, seeing the review as a government 

attempt to sidetrack issues in the constitutional forum. 

Under the new Conservative government, events seemed to 

come full circle in linking key persons and ideas in the MNSI 

task force to the Nielsen task force. Jim Collinson, a former 

DREE official who had worked in the MNSI task force, and later 

in the Office of Aboriginal Constitutional Affairs (OACA ) ( the 

central bureaucratic agency advising the cabinet on Aboriginal 

issues in the constitutional forum), was appointed by Nielsen to 

head his Native task force. In addition, the perspective of the 

MNSI task force was strongly apparent in the advice provided 

cabinet by Nielsen's task force, especially in the orientation 

to business development, the promotion of regionally-based pro

grams, and the value placed on cooperative federalism and 

decentralizing decision-making to the provinces. Pronounced 

similarities were also evident in the attitudes informing recom

mendations on DIAND, CEIC, Native political organizations and 

social programs. The aftermath developments of the MNSI task 

force in regard to the NEDP initiative were equally evident 1n 

the Nielsen task force's recommendations that DRIE gain direc t 

control of the NEDP from the Ministry for Small Business, and 

overall control of all economic development programs. Finally, 

a second linkage of key individuals between the two task forces 

occurred 1n January 1985 when the Prime Minister appointed the 

former head of the MSSD and NH&W as the deputy minister of 

DIAND. There, he and his minister, David Crombie, received the 

Nielsen task force report. 

Much had transpired in the five years between the two task 

forces, especially in regard to the entrenchment of Aboriginal 

rights in the constitution and the advocacy of the Indian First 

Nations view of self-government, as distinct from municipal 

government recommended by the Penner committee of the House of 

Commons (Canada, Statutes 1982, sec. 35:1; Penner 1983) . But 

the persistence of ideas within the bureaucracy remained strong, 

and bureaucratic personnel remained largely unchanged in the 
4 

senior level of government under the new Conservative regime. 

DREE's perspective on Native economic development and the MNSI 
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task force's views on Native administration finally attained 

prominence in Nielsen's task force under the new government. 

The ideas were not "fresh," having existed among certain key 

officials for well over a decade in the Trudeau era. But they 

reflected Nielsen's record on Indian issues and they were highly 

consistent with the government's themes of national reconcilia

tion (cooperative federalism) and economic renewal (promoting 

job creation in the small business sector and more efficient 

spending in government). They were equally consistent with the 

government's conservative orientation and Nielsen's more con

crete actions in his government-wide program review to simplify 

and streamline government programs, eliminate duplication In 

spending between governments, and cut back discretionary social 

programs. 

THE TASK FORCE IN THE CONTEXT OF DIAND'S APPROACHES 

Within DIAND, the respective approaches to Indian policy by 

the minister and the deputy minister were sufficiently evident 

before the Nielsen task force controversy erupted to make the 

general observation that Crombie's policy ideas were much more 

distant from Nielsen's initiatives than the deputy minister's 

management ideas. 

Crombie's personal VIewS showed some similarities with 

Nielsen's task force proposals on certain central points, 

namely: that a fundamental change was needed in the relationship 

between Indians and the federal government, that Indian 

dependency on the government should be replaced by Indian self

sufficiency, that the minister and the bureaucracy held too much 

power and control over Indian lives, that DIAND should be 

dismantled in the near future, that a "decentralist" approach 

should be adopted, and that Indians should be able to assume 

responsibility for running their own affairs by developing their 

own priorities at 

accountable to their 

the community 
5 

own people. In 

level and becoming more 

essence, there was broad 

agreement on these skeletal objectives. Indeed, most government 

critics of DIAND would concur with these goals, though not with 

his goal of retaining and strengthening "the special 
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relationship" between Indians and the government. But there was 

only minimal concurrence on how these objectives should be 

attained. The divergence derived partly from Crombie's personal 

philosophy about the importance of communities in society, and 

partly from his view of the status of issues in his portfolio . 

Briefly, three months after taking office, Crombie 

explained to the House of Commons Standing Committee on Indian 

Affairs that his approach to his ministry began with three 

"starting blocks" or state of the art developments in the field 

of Indian affairs: the 1982 amendments to the Canadian 

constitution on Aboriginal rights, the 1983 Penner report on 

Indian self- government, and "the court cases" which included the 

precedent- setting 1984 Musqueam judgment on OlAND's fiduciary 

(trust) obligations to bands. These were, in his opinion, the 

three developments on which changes in the relationship between 

Indians and the federal government had to be based, otherwise 
6 

"we will have failed." To pursue how this new relHtionship 

might be conceived, he read extensively, traveled and talked 

with Indian people throughout the country, and tried to bring 

some coherence to the seemingly disparate elements in the field 

--treaties, land claims, the I~Q!~ ~£~, self- government, 

OlAND's role, and his own role as minister . 

These elements were given mean ing by his personal 

philosophy on the basic needs of people if they were to lead 

meaningful lives: "Everybody in the world looks for something 

to believe in, a place to belong and a knowledge of how to 

behave. 

human 

Those 

being, 

are the three things that animate every livin~ 

and they find those things in their community." 

Believing that "every community requires a commitment to 

itself," he sought from Indian people their perspective of the1r 

lives and found an overwhelming "sense of powerlessness" among 
8 

them. Gradually, the disparate pieces fell into place around 

the focal concept of self- government : transferring control and 
9 

accountability to Indian communities. Consequently, treaties 

were seen as the "affirmation and renewal of communities" at the 

time they were signed historically when it was assumed that 

self-government would continue after negotiat ions. Treaty 
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"renovation" would become a process for continuing self

government in the context of renewing treaties through 
10 

negotiation with the government. The lndian ~£!, however, was 

not an acceptable basis for the new relationship because it "is 
11 

not a document that liberates the people." His distrust of 

bureaucracy--its control over Indian lives and its tendency to 

homogenize prescriptions for change, was consistent with his 

view of social change--that people in communities are capable 

of articulating their problems and competent in solving them if 

given the proper resources and "the freedom" to do so. In 

essence, communities were the units to initiate and define 

social change in the new relationship between Indian First 

Nations and the government. The role of the minister was to 

facilitate this change and to bring political will and a sense 
12 

of direction to the bureaucracy to serve these ends. 

For Crombie, "everything comes down to community" and, as 

an acknowledged "decentralist by instinct," he meant that 

power was to shift from Ottawa to the communities within the 

context of some continuing special relationship with the federal 

government which, following the Musqueam case, involved its 
13 

"high responsibility" to Indian people. He did not voice 

support for transferring Indian matters to the prOVInces, a 

central recommendation of Nielsen's task force. Rather his 

target for decentralization was communities with their highly 

diverse histories, cultures and individual needs. The challenge 

for government was to accept this reality and adapt to it even 

though it would require more time and energy to do so. 

He shaped his own mandate which he described as being 

and "primarily in the areas of social and economic matters 

approaches 

particular 

matter of 

with the 

to self-government," the latter being "my own 

concern," whereas under the "two-tracked" system the 

self-government in the constitutional forum rested 
14 

Minister of Justice. His distance from Indian 

political organizations, whose accountability to communities he 

felt was doubtful, was evident at the outset of his tenure, and 

he believed that Indian rights, as they were debated in the 

formal constitutional forum with these organizations, had to 



have daily 

they were to 

significance in the lives 
15 

have any real meaning. 

11 

of "ordinary people" if 

He admitted to being more 

comfortable in informal community settings where he could listen 

and exchange ideas, rather than formal meetings. Consequently, 

In formulating policy ideas, he did not consult First Nations' 

political organizations, preferring instead grass roots sessions 

where he subsequently performed the role of aggregating Indian 

demands. His commitment to consulting Indian people on 811 

policy initiatives was more a flexible principle than an 

explicitly developed policy. But underlying this personal style 

was his belief that communities had been neglected as the focus 

for change: 

The focus on constitutionalism in the last number of 
years was important. But that meant, I think, less 
energy, less effort and fewer resources were applied 
at the First Nation level and at the tribal council 
level. If I have an orientation it is to make sure 
that ... rsicl Well, let me put it a simple way: I think 
that ir--we look at our work, it is to enhance the 
freedom~ health, education, economic base and well
being 01 bands of Indian FIrst Nations. If they are 
healthy then the regions will be healthy ' and if the 
regions are healthy they will be healthy from coast to 
coast. We have to focus on those things which are 
important to enhance the daily control and opportunity 
of Indians and Indian bands. That is the major 
orientation. 16 

In keeping with these beliefs, Crombie's expressions of 

personal interest concentrated on socio-political development at 

the local level. As a result, his views on social programs 

contrasted sharply with those of the Nielsen task force. In 

December 1984, he told the Standing Committee: "We will not 

harm a hair on the head of programs that deal with the needs of 

Indian and Inuit people; and second, we will look for ways In 

which we can increase our contribution to those things that 

matter most to them, which outside of their own freedom, IS 
17 

education and housing." Specifically, he found the per capita 

federal spending on Indian education "a scandal" and "woefuli~ 

inadequate" compared to the national per capita expenditures. 

Infrastructures in Indian communities had "serious defici encies" 

and needed to be improved to meet the 

surrounding areas, and housing required more 

standards of the 
19 

adequate funding . 

Reinforcing these needs, his officials indicated that DIAND's 

current funding levels were adequate only "to maintain the 
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backlog" on housing, not remove it, and that the cost of 

infrastructure (eg. roads, schools, etc.) constantly outstripped 
20 

the department's resources. 

Comprehensive land claims policy was another counterpoint. 

The Nielsen task force had proposed delaying comprehensive 

claims until the government had developed a policy on self

government, whereas Crombie had indicated his intent in December 

1984 to review the comprehensive claims policy including its 

contentious provision requiring the extinguishment of aboriginal 

ti tIe . On March 28, 1985, he had discussed with Native 

claimants the need for review, 

quickly and agreeing to continue 

hoping it could be completed 
21 

negotiations in the meantime. 

Moreover, his officials said there had been no consultation 

meetings with the Nielsen task force on the Native claims issue, 

nor had DIAND's commissioned review of the claims process by 
22 

Price Waterhouse recommended the delaying measure. 

On economIC development, the program field favoured In 

Nielsen's revIew, Crombie was less articulate in the months 

preceding the task force controversy, and DIAND's mandate was 

less pronounced in this area. Briefly, Crombie had stressed the 

importance of economic development as a requisite for self-

government 

economic 

"because the most dependent people I know 
23 

means." Describing economic development 

are without 

and block 

funding as "the meat and potatoes" of self-government, he felt 

Indians should "have the power to plan and implement economic 

ventures on the 

appropriate to 

community level in whatever forms may 
24 

Nations." the people of the First 

seem 

DIAND 

officials indicated, however, that little economic planning was 

occurring at the community level, and that DIAND's programs for 

economic development were inadequately funded, e~KeciallY In 

regard to businesses based on renewable resources. Its loan 

program, the Indian Economic Development Fund, which originated 

in the 1969 White Paper (DIAND 1969:10), was now down to $25 

million from its original $70 million and capable of addressing 
26 

only twenty-five percent of the "known demand" from Indians . 

DIAND's mandate, as officials explained to the Standing 

Committee, was at the social end of the socio- economic 
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development continuum where Indian dependency on govern.ent 

still rested in educational and social assistance programs which 

comprised sixty-five percent of the budget in its Indian and 
27 

Inuit Program. Indians required increased educational 

attainment levels 

effectively, and 

required additional 

OlAND depended on 

expenditures went 

if they were to enter the workforce more 

those already in the employable age group 

educational and job skill training for which 
28 

CEIC's programs. In short, OlAND IS 

"into catch-up 1n housing, education and 

social development" and, as Indians moved from the social to the 

econom1C end of the spectrum, towards more self-sufficiency, 

they "picked up" the mandate of other departments such as CRIC, 

DRIE, 

the 

the Native Economic Development Program and, 

future, the Federal Business Development Bank 

possibly 1n 

which the 

Nielsen task force, like the MNSI task. force, recommended as the 

key financial institution providing loans for Native business 
29 

development. 

Overall, the picture of the federal government's economic 

development effort for Indians was not impressive, and it had 

changed minimally from 1978 when the MNSI task force was 

mounted. The problems in the field were highlighted in an 

Assembly of First Nations (AFN) brief to the Standing Committee 

1n December 1984, where it identified some of "the barriers" 

preventi3~ Indians from participating more fully in the 

economy. The AFN drew attention to problems in program design 

and access as well as difficulties in jurisdictional conflicts 

between federal departments. And it agreed with OlAND officials 

that their Resource Economic and Employment Development unit was 

underfunded and unable to handle the important Indian need for 

businesses based on renewable resources. Neither the AFN nor 

the Standing Committee regarded NEDP as a responsive tool for 

business development, the prime targets of criticism being its 

lengthy delays in approving Native submissions. and its lack of 
31 

support for renewable resource-based enterprises. Generally, 

a consensus seemed to emerge among the AFN, OlAND officials and 

the MPs in the Standing Committee that improvements in ecoDa.ic 

programs were long overdue, and that although OlAND's efforts 
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were inadequate, so too were the programs of CEIC, DRIE and 

NEDP. 

DIAND's perspective on economic development became more 

forcefully focused with the appointment of Bruce Rawson as its 

new deputy minister in January 1985. From his twenty years of 

public service experience in Alberta and Ottawa, most recently 

as head of a central agency (MSSD) and as federal coordinator of 

economic development in Alberta, he brought to DIAND a social 

policy orientation and a well formed personal ideology on public 

administration. These views, which stressed bureaucratic 

responsiveness to the public by coordinating programs across 

departments and by "tailoring" policies to the needs of regions 

or provinces, were evident in his role 1n the MNSI task force 

and were articulated publicly a few months before the 

Conservative government came to power (Rawson 1984). His 

convictions not only shaped his approach to econom1c 

development, but also informed his general perspective on 

DIAND's role both within the federal government and in relation 

to the provinces. 

Briefly, Rawson saw most social and economic policy initia

tives as cutting across the mandates of several departments and, 

therefore, success in implementing them depended upon efforts to 

fuse government action to some common goal. This required a 

"reduction of the solitude among departments at the administra

tive and policy formulation level, both in Ottawa and in the 

field" (Rawson 1984:607). He used this perspective in explain-

ing to the Standing Committee that it was essential to break 

down bureaucratic barriers in the delivery of programs if Native 

people were to benefit fully from government offerings and 

participate more effectively in the Canadian economy. Native 

people, he said, would not be 

toize government native economic 

well served "if we simll~y ghet

development programs." Since 

no single department had the requisite resources to undertake 

the complex task of Native economic development, it was neces

sary to improve "the horizontal of government": to "Stop the 

competition; reduce the watertight compartments of departments; 

and get people working together in the interests of the client, 
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in the interests of the entrepreneur, In the interests of the 
33 

band. n 

An equally vital component of bureaucratic responsi veness 

to the public was the process of "tailoring or adaptation of 

national policy to regional needs" (Rawson 1984 : 608 ). Each 

proVince had a unique history and set of political and economic 

circumstances and, where national goals would not be forfeited , 

policy makers should avoid" a cookie- culter approach" and 

tailor their initiatives to accommodate provinc i al needs and 

realities (Rawson 1984:608- 609). As in the MNSI task force , he 

felt this approach was useful in the case of "mixed nat i ve and 

Metis communities in the north where separate poli cies of the 

f ederal government ( and the provinc ial gove rnmenl) [slC) 

fracture the delivery system" (Rawson 1984 : 609 ). 

In bringing this perspec tive to OlAND , Rawson promoted the 

need for federal collaboration with the prov i nces t o enhance 

Indi an economic development opportunit i es. Two weeks afler his 

appointment, he vigorously defended this vi ew t o t he Standing 

Commi ltee and advocated his be lief lhal Economic Regional Deve] 

opment Agreements (ERDAs ) with the provi nces 

were the appropriate vehicles to achleve t hi s 

and territories 
34 

goal. In re-

s ponse to the Standing Commi ttee 's skept ici sm of t he utility of 

ERDAs for Indian people, given the recent exper ience of the 

Grand Council of the Crees In the ERDA negot i ated with Quebec, 

he acknowledged that Native matt ers were more difficult to 

negotiate wilh the provinces than other issues, citing his own 

expe rience In Alberta. But he stressed that ERDAs were new 

mechanisms and that in the future they coul d be made to address 
35 

Native economIC needs much more effec tively. Gene r ally, he 

viewed economiC development and Indian affai rs nol as a depart 

mental matter, but a governmental and intergovernmental matter 

requi ring coordination, imagination and determi nalion. 

The value Rawson placed on fede r al coordina t i on and prOVln

c ial sensitivity put much of the activ i ty of policy f ormulation 

in the hands of senior officials, includ i ng t hose of t he central 

bureaucratic agencies as Nielsen's task f orce had proposed. 

This powerful bureaucratic role admittedly conflicted with "the 
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competing need for ministerial visibility and the proprietary 

interests bureaucrats have towards their programs"--in short, 

"the horizontal" conflicted with "the vertical" of government 

(Rawson 1984:607-608). This conflict was inevitable given his 

firm view of the role of senior officials. Their job was to 

take risks and responsibility for themi to be fair to the public 

in advocating any course of action since all decisions created 

"winners and losers" among the publici and to be accessible to 

the public to the point of actively ensuring that the less 

articulate and organized sectors have their interests considered 

In formulating policy (Rawson 1984:602-606). In illustrating 

the latter he cited, among other examples, the bureaucratic 

problem of discerning Native opInIon on developing "local 

community-based government" from the national political organi-

zations. Like Crombie, he did not believe the national 

organizations represented community interests, and he ques-

tioned: "Is it significant that the agenda at the community 

level relates to jobs, daycare, water, housing, schools and 

sewers, while at the Native political and institutional level it 

cent res around major feasibility studies, native financial 

institutions, court challenges and constitutional rights?" 

(Rawson 1984:604). 

Overall, the deputy minister believed senIor officials 

should be "entrepreneurs," should take gambles In innovating and 

should advocate firmly their views to ministers who, in any 

democratic system, had the right to reject them. He believed 

opportunities for a bureaucrat to initiate reform were present 

in newly elected governments, even when their political agendas 

might suggest otherwise, if the official were able "to bend his 

efforts to different challenges" (Rawson 1984: 605 ). He 

illustrated this point from his experience as a social policy 

official in Alberta when a Conservative government came to 

power, but it was equally apparent in his energetic role in 

OlAND under the new regime in Ottawa. 

Although the deputy minister and Crombie shared the VIew 

that OlAND should focus its efforts among Indians at the 

community level and that Native political organizations were not 
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reliable vehicles for discerning local opinion, they brought to 

DIAND very different attitudes and sensibilities towards 

Indians, different personal ideologies through which they 

perceived the need for reform, and conflicting views about the 

capacities of bureaucracy to serve the public and to define the 

public interest in the policy- making process. These 

differences were well established before the Nielsen controversy 

erupted and they meant that Nielsen's initiatives would not 

uniformly impact at the departmental level. The deputy 

minister's administrative ideology was highly consistent with 

Nielsen's approach, particularly in regard to the advocacy of a 

strong coordinating role within the federal bureaucracy and the 

fostering of collaboration with the prOV1nces, whereas Crombie's 

orientation was basically incongruent with it. 

In summary, while there was agreement between Nielsen's and 

Crombie's approaches that the problem to be addressed was one of 

Indian dependency- gove rnment control, there was no policy 

consensus on what the new relationship should be or how it 

should be achieved. Crombie sought to enhance social programs, 

to secure policy advi ce in face- to- face consultations with the 

client, to strengthen the special relationship between Indians 

and the federal government, and to transfer decision- making from 

Ottawa to the communities. In contrast, the Nielsen task force 

sought to reduce social programs, to secure policy advice from 

the senior bureaucracy and business interests, to minimize and 

normalize the Indian relationship with the federal government , 

and to decentralize decision-making to the provinces. 

Nielsen's and Crombie's proposals represented two different 

policy paradigms. By paradigm I mean a system of values and 

prp~1ses that shape the i nd ividual's perception of the policy 

problem and channel the marshall i ng of arguments and evidence 1n 

the search for solut ions . These two paradigms differed in 

important respects other than those just identified. In terms 

of its locus in the government and in the Conservative party's 

political spectrum, Nielsen's paradigm existed at the apex of 

the cabinet among more powerful, right wing, ministers whose 

portfolios had government- wide application. Crombie's existed 
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at the less senior level of a line department and represented 

the less powerful left wing of the cabinet and party. Although 

the values and premises in the paradigms ultimately derive from 

the broader society, in their more immediate form they derived 

in Nielsen's paradigm from long- standing bureaucratic ideas 

within government, and they generated more conventional and 

conservative proposals that were compatible with the govern

ment's top political priorities on economIC interests and 

government retrenchment. In Crombie's paradigm, their immediate 

source was his own philosophy on communities and his experIences 

with neighbourhood groups as Toronto's "tiny perfect mayor," and 

they generated unconventional and more innovative proposals that 

were in keeping with his priority on socio-political change. In 

regard to premlses, the key one pertained to Aboriginality--its 

existence and its role in the reformed relationship between 

Indian people and the government. Nielsen's paradigm contained 

the premise that Aboriginality did not exist and should not be 

given validity as a basis for the new Indian-government rela

tionship. The key values in his paradigm stressed political 

conformity to conventional federalism and social conformity to 

"mainstream" economIC status in society. Indeed, Nielsen's 

paradigm did not recognize the constitutional affirmation of 

Aboriginal rights . Nor did it acknowledge Penner's advocacy of 

the Indian construction of their preferred relationship with the 

state--a construction arising in the Aboriginal right to self

government as a new, third order of government whose legitimacy 

lies in the Indian First Nations; not self-government as munici

pal government whose legitimacy lies in the devolution of power 

from Ottawa to the bands, which is the conventional federal view 

(Long ~1 ~1., 1982; Penner 1983). In contrast, Crombie's para

digm operated on the premise that Aboriginality existed, that it 

was highly varied in cultural idioms and political needs, and 

that it could form the basis of a 

the federal government. The 

new special relationship with 

key values he stressed were 

"poE tical freedom" and flexibility wi thin the state, and cul

tural diversity with local autonomy. His proposals were shaped 

in the context of constitutional rights, (to the extent that 
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they had to have local relevance) the Penner report, and th~ 

Musqueam decision. 

These paradigms are fundamentally in conflict given their 

opposing premises about Aboriginality and their contradictory 

values on conformity-autonomy. And they are no more reconcilable 

In substance in the new Conservative government than they were 

in the Trudeau regime. This ideological logjam In IndIan 

policy led to increasing paralysis in the Trudeau era, but under 

the new administration the logjam is buttressed by economIC 

policies of retrenchment and social policies with limited 

expression of liberal humanitarian values. It is evident, how

ever, that Crombie sought ways to reactivate the policy field, 

to bring the pieces together into some coherent, contemporHry 

form so issues could be addressed in a more productive vein. 

Although the controversy over the Nielsen task force supported 

his efforts by yielding a prime ministerial validation of his 

approach at a broad level (PMO 1985), this sectoral poli cy 

declaration by the Prime Minister on Aboriginal issues could no t 

be expected to alter the government's broader pursuit of re

trenchment. Nor could it be expected to alter the views or 

values of those In government who shared the Nielsen paradigm of 

Indian policy. Consequently, the single most predominant char

acteristic of the Indian policy field toady is the tension 

between the two competing paradigms, a tension that inevitably 

affects the course of specific policy initiatives. 

OlAND'S CURRENT POLICY DIRECTIONS 

After the Nielsen task force controversy, In the spring of 

1985, OlAND's priorities were given sharper form. Although the 

Indian policy field is exceedingly fluid given the profusion of 

inconclusive initiatives, the current status of policy develop

ments will be summarized to illustrate Crombi e's approach to 

lssues in comparison to former Liberal policies and Nie lsen ' s 

initiatives. 

In December 1985, OlAND's priorities were expressed by 

Crombie and the deputy minister as self- government, economi c 

development, northern political development, and social services 
36 

(ie, housing, education and social assistance programs ) . 
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Indian control through self- government was Cromble's first prI

ority but it also became the explicit centerpiece in his scheme, 

bringing a consistency of purpose to other policy initiatives in 

the field. Most initiatives were rationalized in terms of this 

overall objective, some more explicitly and effectively than 

others. In this regard two early policy initiatives which have 

not been discussed in this paper merit attention. 

In northern policy, Crombie's decision to move ahead with 

the division of the Northwest Territories into two territories, 

and his willingness to propose to cabinet joint management and 
37 

revenue sharing of natural resources, met some of the desires 

of Native northerners for political development (Asch 1984:95-

99). His proposals were enthusiastically received by the Inuit, 

but deliberations have since become attenuated as the value of 
38 

the division has become questioned in the north. In the 

second development, the passage of Bill C- 31 to amend the !~gi~ 

Act to remove the discriminatory provisions for Indian women who 

had married non- Indians, Cromble sought to resolve the thorny 

conflict of interests between Indian women, for the reinstate

ment of their status and that of their children, and Indian 

bands, for control of their own membership as self- government 
39 

implies. The compromise legislation (Canada, Statutes 1985), 

which restored both status and band membership to women but left 

the bruld membership of their children to the determination of 

the band councils, received a mixed reaction from Indian 
40 

groups, and a few bands, deeply disturbed by government inter-

vention in the membership field, are currently pursuing litiga-

tion to contest the new provisions. In both initiatives, 

Crombie departed from previous Liberal policy by offering in the 

north to examine resource revenue sharing and to remove land 

c laim settlements as a prior condition to establishing political 

instltutions, and by abandoning the Liberal Bill C- 47 on 

amending the l~gi~~ Act so as to provide, 

role for band councils in determining band 

among other things, a 
41 

membership. 

Developments in Indian self- government have begun in the 

form of changes in policy, administration, legislation and nego

tiation. Briefly, the Liberal Bill C-52 on self- government was 
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devised ~n the dying months of the Trudeau government (Housp of 

Commons, Bill 1984a), and was sharply criticized by Keith 

Penner. In Penner's view the bill was based on well -intended 

political will, but he attributed its failure to accept the 

spirit of his committee 's report, and its failure to relinquish 

significant federal control over Indian lives, to the inlerven 

tion of officials in the Department of Justice and OACA (Penner 

1985:5). Crombie found the bill unacceptable as the basis for a 

new Indian-government relationship and, In articulating his own 

policy, stressed that self- government must achieve three objec-

tives: "First, it must substantially increase control and the 

decision- making capability of Indian communities. Second, il 

must be flexible in order to recognize the diverse needs, tradi -

tions and culture of Indian and Inuit people. Third, it must 

lead to greater accountability by Native communities to thetr 

electors rather than to the 

jectives followed the Penner 

successful self- government 

improved infrastructure and 

42 
federal bureaucracy. " 
report as did Crombie's 

depended on economic 
43 

block funding. He 

These ob 

views that 

development, 

promoted a 

policy of negotiated self- government to be pursued on a case by 

case basis as a response to band proposals, at band pace and 

according to band need . Hence the notion of a single, unIform 

policy on the powers and form of self- government for all Indian 

communities was rejected in favour of a "community based and 

community designed--conununity built" approach, adapted to the 

needs of individual communities and to the extent of self-
44 

governing powers they sought. 

The strategy for implementing this "tailor made" policy is 

to use every available mechanism to get the self- government 

process moving at the "practical" level. This, among other 

factors, has ["esulted in back- peddling on the use of the l!1~Han 

~~l, whi ch Crombie initially rejected as a basis for a new 

Indian--government relationship. Thus the strategy may involve 

stretching existing administrative arrangements and working 

"within the I!}Qi!!!! ,1~1" by encouraging bands to use current by

law provisions and by amending sections of the act to facilitate 

this. Or it may entail working "beyond the l!!gi~!! Act" to 
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negotiate more "comprehensive" schemes for self-government which 
45 

may require new financial arrangements and legislation. The 

negotiation process may be tripartite between the federal, pro

vincial/territorial and band governments. But in sharp contrast 

to the Penner report which Crombie espoused, DIAND will be the 

lead negotiating agent for the federal government, not a new 
46 

agency as Penner advocated. To support self-government, a 

form of financing called "alternative funding arrangements" has 

been approved by cabinet instead of 'block funding' as Crombie 

initially proposed. The 'alternative' financial mechanism 19 

intended to enable bands to secure multi-year funding in which 

to establish their own priorities and programs. These funds 

will be subject to annual appropriation by the government and 

will be provided 1n the more restrictive form of "contributions" 

to band councils rather than in the more flexible form of 
47 

"grants" in the block funding concept. 

Legislative reform, which may be the result of 

negotiations, has occurred under the Conservative government in 

the first instance of the Sechelt Band in British Columbia. The 

enabling legislation in Bill C-93, introduced in the Commons on 

February 5, 1986, will allow the Sechelt Band, among other 

things, to assume fee simple ownership of its lands, and to 

develop a band constitution empowering it to control any of a 

range of activities from local planning, zoni~a and taxation, to 

band membership, education and child welfare. 

Several other First Nations groups have begun to explore 

self- government possibilities, and in Ontario an independent 

i nitiative for tripartite negotiations (federal, provincial and 

Indian bands) has begun In the only forum of its kind, the 

Indian Commission of Ontario under the new Commissioner, Indian 
49 

lawyer Roberta Jamieson. The document which commits the 

parties to negotiate is a political accord signed, interestingly 

enough, by the federal Minister of Justice, John Crosbie, as 

well as by Crombie and provincial and Indian authorities. 

In the meantime, however, the Cree and Naskapi of Quebec 

have encountered serious problems in the implementation of their 

self- government legislation negotiated with the former Liberal 
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government and Quebec (Canada, Statutes 1984). Although their 

particular concern is with the federal government's failure to 

implement the agreed upon funding formula, the Cree have argued 

more broadly that DIANn is incapable of implementing self

government: that DIANn was historically designed to administer 

the !!!Q!.!!!! Act and that the "structure and policies of the 

department are fundamentally at cross purposes with the 
50 

principle of Indian self-government" in their legislation. As 

a proto-type experience with self-government, the Cree-Naskapi 

case does not inspire confidence in the Conservative 

government's commitment to self-government or 1n the Treasury 

Board's willingness to provide resources to First Nations groups 

once they are legally bound to a self-governing course of 
51 

action. 

In regard to social and economic programs, DIANn has many 

reviews underway but little change has occurred to date that 1S 

publicly identifiable. Social programs (ie., housing, education 

and social services) have been retained as a departmental prior

ity, being viewed as "a base for effective self-government," and 

Crombie has indicated a desire to secure more adequate funding 
52 

in this area. Ecollomic development is Crombie's second prior-

ity, his reason being that "Really meaningful self-government 

and political freedom cannot flourish effectively 
53 

ment of continued economic dependence." Here, 

. . 1n an enV1ron-

activity has 

concentrated on promoting small business development among First 

Nations by linking Indian entrepreneurs to the private business 

sector. In this respect the Native Business Summit, held in 

June 1986 1n Toronto, was intended to bring together Native and 

non-Native business interests, and the new Native internship 

program with CEIC will develop business management skills among 

Native apprentices. Both these initiatives involve the Canadian 

Council for Native Business, a private sector organization 

formed in 1984 to increase business opportunities for Native 
54 

peoples. Despite these developments, Crombie has acknowledged 

that the often advocated improvement in the coordination of 
55 

federal economic programs for Indian people has yet to occur. 

The NEDP has remained the responsibility of the Minister for 
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Small Business and continues to draw sharp criticism from Native 

groups and MPs over its lengthy assessment process and its few 

approvals. The AFN is also concerned about its concentration on 

individual entrepreneurs at the expense of band operated 

businesses and, more recently, Yukon Indians have been outspoken 

in their disapproval of Nielsen's intervention in their 
56 

submission to the NEDP. 

In regard to comprehensive land claims, the recently 

released (March 19, 1986) report of the Coolican task force, 

appointed by Crombie in July 1985, suggests that innovation 

could be extensive and, once again, linked to the establishment 

of self-government. In contrast to the Liberal policy which 

required a finality of negotiated agreements and the 

extinguishment of Aboriginal rights (Chretien 1973; OlAND 1981), 

the Coolican task force has recommended "a certainty" in 

relation to land and resource agreements, while keeping open the 

possibility of future negotiations as conditions change. It has 

also rejected the blanket extinguishment of Aboriginal rights, 

given their constitutional recognition and evolving nature 

(Coolican 1985:30-36). Again the principle of agreements 

"tailor-made" to Native needs and regional conditions is being 

proposed (Coolican 1985:47), and the notion of uniformity among 

claims settlements, or 1n Crombie's words "the consistency 
57 

problem," is contested by the notion that "parity" does not 

mean "identical" content in agreements (Coolican 1985:31). By 

making comprehensive 

government, this 

claims one more vehicle to achieve 

line of policy advice overtakes 

self

the 

recommendation of the Nielsen task force to delay comprehensive 

settlements until a policy on self-government is established, 

and it reinforces the connection between claims settlements and 

a requisite economic and land base for self- government 

recommended by Penner (1983:112- 116). It also negates the long

standing policy of the Trudeau administration that political 

institutions were not to be negotiated in the comprehensive 

claims processes (OlAND 1981:19). A Comprehensive Claims 

Coalition, formed in April 1986 of nine Aboriginal claimant 

groups, has mounted a highly organized lobby to persuade the 
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58 
cabinet and senior officials to support the Coolican report. 

Although policy decisions are aany months away, the potential 

for fundamental reform and for ending protracted, unproductive 

negotiations is extensive. 

In terms of specific claims, the Liberal government's 1982 

policy remalns in place (DIAND 1982), and no new initiatives 
59 

have occurred to date. The implications of the Musqueam case 

for the specific claims process are not yet apparent but, Slnce 

the judgment was released in November 1984, several bands have 

begun litigation, arguing that the federal government has failed 

to honour its fiduciary (trust) obligations to them in regard to 

reserve land surrenders and the management of monies (Intercom 

1985e, 1985a:9). 

In regard to treaties, Crombie's idea of "treaty reno

vation" has yet to be conceptualized in the public record, but 

it appeared to embody the notion of renegotiating the treaties 

as a context for restoring self-government. He indicated, in 

the fall of 1984, his willingness to proceed with Treaty 8 

negotiations and later appointed federal Conservative MP Frank 

Oberle as a special envoy to prepare a report on the treaty 
60 

renovation process. The report, drafted by a DIAND official 

and ideologically sympathetic to First Nations perspectives on 

treaties and rights, has been circulated to Treaty 8 members who 

are currently reviewing it. But the report was subsequently 

rejected by senior DIAND officials and later leaked to the press 

as a criticism of Crombie's approach to self-government, leaving 

the status of the initiative uncertain at both the bureaucratic 
61 

and ministerial levels of DIAND. 

On core funding for Native political organizations, B 

highly political issue as problematic for governments as for 
62 

Aboriginal groups, policy development is somewhat more 

advanced. The responsibility for core funding has rested with 

the Secretary of State (SOS) since 1970. But the policy review, 

jointly announced by SOS and DIAND ministers in May 1985, was 

linked to a related DIAND program called Policy Development and 

Consultation Fund. The use of this program over time has been 

essentially similar to the core program in financially 
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supporting the operating costs of the head offices of the 

political organizations. The key policy issue here is not the 

level of funding, but how the distribution of funds can be used 

to enhance the representivity and accountability of the 

organizations to their grass-roots communities. On these 

matters Crombie had expressed his own reservations to the 

Standing Committee in December 1985, indicating that the 

standing idea in DIAND--and one promoted by the Nielsen 

long 

task 

force--of requiring bands to designate funds to the organiza

tions they wish to represent their interests, might produce 

uneven representation: the political organizations might end up 

representing the wealthier bands while the poorer ones would 

retain the funds to support needed activities at the community 

level. At that point he had reached no conclusions on the 

matter other than to note that a new core funding policy would 

"impact on the Indian voice" and that "Indian people are going 

to need voices beyond their own community in the future--more 
63 

so, not less." In February 1986 the consultant's report was 

submitted to the ministers who sent it to all bands and recip-

ient political organizations for comment. The ministers and 

Native organizations, however, found problematic the report's 

key recommendation--that funds to organizations be allocated by 

the Secretary of State on the advice of a national-level commit

tee composed primarily of Native people (Coolican 1986:69) . 

Policy decisions are expected in the fall of 1986, and in the 

interim the funding for the organizations to participate in 

the constitutional talks has been a6~roved and 

of core funding will be maintained. 

the current level 

Finally, policy changes 1n government machinery ( ie., 

structure) in regard to OlAND's future are evident in the deputy 

minister's reorganization of the department and reduction of its 

slze. The devolution of its economic, employment and policing 

functions to other federal departments, as the Nielsen task 

force proposed, has not occurred. Nor will a new federal agency 

be created, as Penner recommended, to negotiate and implement 

self- government. Rather, with the stated aim of supporting 

Crombie's priorities, the deputy minister has reorganized the 
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department into five new units : self- government, economic de -

velopment, northern development, social services and l ands, 
65 

reserves and trusts. Following his administrative ph i l osophy 

that "competitiveness and jurisdictional jealousy can get in t he 

way of service delivery," the deputy ministe r has stressed the 

need for the department to become skilled in cooperating and 

collaborating with other federal departments, the prov i nces, 

Native people and the private sector (In!~rf2~ 1985b : 2). In 

light of the government's top priorities, he believes t he de

partment must also find ways to make the new governmenl's 

"themes of simplification and less government" serve t he depart 

ment's clients (I~i~r£2~ 1985b : l ) . In th i s regard, the reduc-

tion of the department's personnel by an est i mated 1 , 500 persons 

In the next two years, and by half its curren t s ize In fIve 

year's time, could be seen as a partial i mplementation of 

Nielsen's recommendations and as part of the government's gener-

al objective to reduce the 

by 15,000 positions by the 

size of the permanent public serVIce 
66 

end of its term. Thus "downs1zing" 

OlAND can be rationalized to serve two purposes : t he govern

ment's priority on reducing spending by reducing t he size of the 

federal bureaucra~7--"spending smarter" and "managi ng smarter" 

i n Nielsen's words --and Crombie's pr i ori ty on promoting Indian 

self- government by reducing the role of the bureaucracy as 

Indian First Nations assume more control over t heir programs and 

s e rvi ces. 

Crombie has stressed, with Nielsen's i nitiatives In mind, 

that the personnel reductions will be a response t o " r educed 

workloads" in the department as Indi ans take control, and that 

they are "not cost- cutting exe r c ises, 
68 

nor do they mean reduced 

funding for Indian communit ies. " These s t atemen t s , 

have been recently contradicted by an accounling 

however, 

f i rm's 

investigation of OlAND's regional office In Manitoba. The 

investigation was a response to Indi an a llegations of OlAND ' s 

cutbacks and mismanagement of funds, and t he report, commIS

sioned by Crombie in April 1986, subs tantiated many of the 

allegations (Ward Mallette Chartered Accounts 1986) . Crombie 

has since requested his deputy minister to dete rmine if similar 
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disregard for ministerial directives has occurred in other re

gions of the country, and he has openly acknowledged the damage 

this revelation has done to the government's credibility on 
69 

self- government policy. More significantly, it raises funda-

mental questions not only about the accountability of public 

servants to ministers, but also about the department's capacity 

and preparedness to transfer control to bands. Such a capacity 

requires distinctly different bureaucratic leadership, attitudes 

and skills, and planning than those involved in reducing the 

size of a bureaucracy or in maintaining the status quo. 

Consequently, given instances of bureaucratic resistance to 

initiatives, and the condition of government retrenchment with 

its constant refrain "But there's no money," it is by no means 

clear that Crombie's 

government is attainable; 

ultimate 

namely, 

objective of Indian self

"at the end of the day we'll 

walk away having delivered control and resources --------- to Indian 

communities," and having "strengthened the argument that consti

tutional self- government for aboriginal people is something to 
70 

be welcomed." 

Crombie's initiatives--northern political development, 

Indian women and band membership, self-government, comprehensive 

land claims and treaty renovation--vary in their stage of devel

opment from new policy advice to implemented legislation, but 

they have three things In common: they were intended to 

expand Indian power at the community level; they attempted to 

provide Indians with additional resources to manage their 

affairs; and they attempted to avoid homogenized prescriptions 

for change being applied to all Indian First Nations. Moreover, 

they have been active attempts to engage tangled issues, each 

containing an array of competing interests, rather than to avoid 

them. In short, they have been efforts to break long- standing 

logjams in the policy field. This has been a refreshing turn 

of events from the end of the Liberal era when the focus of 

policy moved from substance to process and issue-circumvention, 

and when advances in Indian policy were achieved primarily for 

instrumental reasons because they facilitated other non- Indian 

policy goals (Weaver 1985a:144-145). 
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CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this paper was to provide an overview of 

Indian policy developments in the new Conservative government by 

examining the recommendations of Nielsen's task for~e In the 

context of recent policy initiatives. This examinatIon has 

shown that, in the broader historical picture, the new govern

ment's attempts to reform Indian policy showed certain striking 

parallels to those of the new Trudeau regime In 1968. The 

Nielsen task force on Native programs, like the 1969 WhIte 

Paper, was mounted at the cabinet level 1n the context of 

government priorities, removed from the realpolitik of the 

department's relations with Indians and the expectat10ns ra1sed 

among them by new, well- intended ministers. Like the White 

Paper, the task force operated in isolated secrecy to 1ts own 

detriment and that of the government. In both instances, old 

bureaucratic advice found new political receptivity at the 

cabinet level where it influenced the course of POlICY 

development, only to be denounced by Indian people. In both 

cases, the episodes of deception fortified the institutLona11zed 

distrust of government among Indians in regard to policy content 

and process. The denounced initiative took on the status of 

what I call a fQ~~g~1iQ~ EQli£~: the government's first maJor 

expreSS10n of policy reform in the field, one that certai n 

forces within cabinet would have preferred to 1mplement 

untrammeled by Indian reaction. Since foundation policies are 

informed by the unmasked values and attitudes of ministers and 

their advisers--behavioural features which are more permanent 

fixtures of the policy arena than specific initiatives--attempts 

1n both cases to retract the proposed reforms failed to dispel 

the suspicion among Indians. This failure reflects the fact 

that foundation policies are seen as "the real agenda" because 

they symbolize "the real" values of the policy makers that are 

likely to shape future policies, or impede those seen to be 

incompatible. Hence foundation policies become the benchmarks 

against which prime ministerial declarat ions must earn credibil

ity with each succeeding government action. 
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But 1985 differed from 1968 in many important respects. 

Among them, Indian First Nations were politically more skilled 

in promoting and defending their defined interests, and without 

their legitimacy of policy initiatives, government actions were 

likely to be stillborn or encounter organized resistance. The 

retrenchment ethos of budget cut backs meant that innovative 

measures would have to compete with existing programs and would 

require careful consultation with the Indian constituency if 

their compliance was to be secured or their opposition 

minimized. In short, formal announcements of policy without 

pr10r consultation, as Nielsen planned, were not destined to 

elicit Indian consent. 

An equally significant difference occurred in the Indian 

policy 

Unlike 

field into which the foundation policies were launched. 

the 1969 White Paper, Nielsen's initiatives on Native 

policy were delivered into an active policy field where new 

approaches to Indian issues were emerging from DIAND's minister. 

Furthermore, these innovative approaches were being integrated 

around a pivotal concept (Indian self-government) which the 

Indian constituency supported and an all-party parliamentary 

committee had endorsed (Penner's committee). Consequently, 

Nielsen's initiatives, which were retrogressive--born of the 

1960s conception of the Indian-government relationship and nUr

tured by the policy environment of the late 1970s--contrasted 

sharply with Crombie's approach which was born of a 1980s under

standing of the Indian-government relationship and a respect for 

the constitutional and legal advances of that period. The 

reforms proposed by Crombie emerged from this policy enVlron

ment; they were of this policy environment and shaped by values 

sympathetic to it, unlike those that guided Nielsen's initia

tives which virtually disregarded constitutional and legal 

developments. 

In addition, Nielsen's proposals were fundamentally at odds 

with Crombie's in regard to policy making processes and the role 

of the bureaucracy in reforms. Crombie's philosophy stressed 

people- solving-problems in a bottom-up policy process that was 

sensitive to the client's defined interests and that was shaped 



31 

by consultation. In contrast, Nielsen's initiatives embodied 

the antithetical principles of government-solving- problems in a 

top-down policy process that was sensitive to provincial and 

business interests and shaped through intergovernmental negotia

tions in a bureaucratically- managed process remote from the 

client's input. In Nielsen's perspective, Indians received 

self- government by fiat, whereas in Crombie's perspective 

Indians shaped self- government by negotiation. Nielsen's pro 

posals, in effect, would have increased the bureaucratizat ion of 

Indian lives, the very condition Crombie and First Nations 

sought to avoid. 

An overview of Indian policy in the Conservative government 

reveals the existence of competing policy paradigms represented 

by Nielsen's and Crombie's proposed reforms. These paradigms 

are not reconcilable in substance, given their fundamentally 

conflicting premises about aboriginality--its existence and its 

role 1n the relationship between Indians and the state, and 

their opposing values in respect of political and socio-cultural 

conformity-autonomy. But at face value, the government's 

priorities on "less government" and "managing smarter" do not 

conflict with the notion of Indian control of their lives. This 

construction of compatibility constituted the rationalization 

for OlAND's "downsizing." The dominance of retrogressive forces 

1n government is particularly apparent in the implementation of 

self-government. Here the trend shows a shift away from 

Crombie's initial advocacy of Penner's proposals and block 

funding, and a retreat to the conventional 1960s promotion of 

band council by-laws ¥~der the l~gi~~ A~i and more 

funding arrangements. By-laws under the Act are 

restrictive 

subject to 

ministerial approval, and their impotence as mechanisms to 1n

crease self- governing powers for bands has been graphically 

illustrated in the recent case of a British Columbia First 

Nations band. There, under pressure from his own party and 

other interests, Crombie disallowed the band's fishing by-laws 
72 

which he had initially supported. 

When the actions of the government are separated from the 

rhetoric in the still fluid field of Indian policy, certain 
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obser'valions can be made on the status of policy reforms during 

Crombie's lenure as minister; namely, 

thal government structures on which Indian people 
still have a high de~ree of dependency (ie, OlAND) 
are being changed w1lhout a policy in the public 
domain which substantiates rather than asserts how 
lhis restructuring will facilitate First Nations 
self-~overnment or serve the interests of the Indian 
constItuency, 

- ~hat policies ~hich . refle~t ~he government's pri~ary 
Interest 1n the prIvate bustn~ss sector of socIety 
are the most developed new polIcies to date, 

that government coordination of economic development 
programs across departments, as advocated by the 
Nielsen task force and OlAND's deputy minister, IS 
slill required but has yet to eventuate, 

- that policy issues which have the highest priority 
among Indian people beyond or in conjunetion with 
self- government (ie, comprehensive claIms and treaty 
renovation) remain at the policy advice, pre- cabinet 
stage without government commitment to date, 

- that no advances have been made to date on self
government in the constitutional forum, 

that actions to date on self- government at 'the 
practical' level show a diminishing commitment to 
the Penner report and an increasing trend toward 
ado~ting the more conventional 1960s use of the 
IndIan Act with piecemeal amendments and by- laws to 
est86Iisn- municipal forms of government. 

In conclusion, the Indian policy field during Crombie's 

tenure has been more active than productive. A cursory review of 

the government's actions to date suggests thal the predominant 

force behind policy changes has been the government's top polit

ical priorities, most closely associated with Nielsen's paradigm 

and policy ideas of the 1960s and ]970s, rather than with 

Crombie's paradigm and contemporary policy developments of the 

1980s. 

This ralses an essential, hut at this point unanswerable, 

question of why, in the new government, a minister is unable to 

implement his own priorities when they have prime ministerial 

and constituency support? In regard to policy substance, this 

review raises the equally salient question of whether the First 

Nations will be provided with adequate resources and cOlltrol to 

sustain their self- governed communi lies , should they choose thls 

course of action. 
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POSTCRIPT 

On June 30, 1986, Prime Minister Mulroney made a major 

cabinet shuffle to improve the government's image and to set the 

course 
73 

tion. 

changed 

for the next two years leading up to the federal elec· 

All the key ministerial players in Indian policy were 
74 

place. while key bureaucratic personnel remained 1n 

The retirement from politics of Erik Nielsen was met with relief 

from many MPs and cabinet advisers who felt his preoccupat10n 

with secrecy and his stonewalling behaviour in parliament had 
75 

become politically damaging. David Crombie was elevated to 

the position of Secretary of State as part of the government's 

desire to improve communications with the public, and the popu

lar Don Mazankowski replaced Nielsen as Deputy Prime Minister. 

Ray Hnatyshyn replaced John Crosbie as Minister of Justice 

responsible for constitutional reform and the FMC on Aboriginal 

rights in 1987, and Bill McKnight, a farmer from Saskatchewan 

and Mulroney's former Minister of Labour, became the new Minis 

ter of Indian Affairs. 

The implications of the ministerial changes and 

bureaucratic stability for Indian policy, and more generally for 

the Nielsen task force reports, have yet to unfold. But the 

government's top political priorities of national reconciliation 

and economlC renewal have been retained and given new impetus in 

the Prime Minister's desire to bring Quebec into the Canadian 

constitutional accord and to negotiate freer trade with the USA. 

What is evident at this time (September 1986) , however, is that 

McKnight's style and priorities as Minister of Indian Affairs 

differ markedly from those of Crombie, who was client- oriented 

and personally committed to self- government as the policy 

centerpiece 1n the portfolio. McKnight is more bureau-

cratically-oriented and did not adopt Crombie's active consulta

tion program with Indians at the outset of his appointment. He 

1S more cautious in making public promises and, at the annual 

AFN assembly in St. John's, Newfoundland, in mid- August. where 

he called on Indians to support his efforts. he stated his 

intention to spend more time in Ottawa than his predecessor had 

done. His accessibility by Indian leaders is uncertain and so 
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far his priorities on economic development and land claims have 

avoided giving prominence to self-government. McKnight has also 

indicated that OlAND will not be abolished unless Indian people 

demand such action, and that its size will not likely diminish 

because the past interest in self-government has resulted in a 

greater "take-up" of its program by Indian cOlDIDunities and the 
77 

consequent need for staff to service the programs. In prac-

tice, money rema1ns exceedingly tight, and the recent admission 

by OlAND of some management problems in its Manitoba regional 

office was downplayed, leaving questions in the public mind 
78 

about the minister's own position on the issue. 

Overall, it appears doubtful that Crombie managed to 

institutionalize the priority policy of Indian self-government 

within the government itself (ie., cabinet, treasury board, and 

OlAND). Future actions by the government may well concentrate 

on the less ambitious horizons of sectoral policies rather than 

tackling the sweeping political and bureaucratic reforms that 

self- government would necessitate. Indeed, it seems that the 

movement towards an explicit and implementable policy of self

government has become truncated at mid-point in the Conservative 

government's term of office. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Assembly of First Nations 

Agricultural Rehabilitation and Development 
(1961, amended 1966). 

Canada Employment and Immigration Commission 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
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Act 

Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Developmen t 

Deputy Prime Minister's Office 

Department of Regional Economic Expansion 

Department of Regional Industrial Expansion 

First Ministers Conference (comprised of the Prime 
Minister and Premiers) 

Metis and Non- Status Indians 

Members of Parliament (House of Commons ) 

Ministry of State for Social Development 

Native Council of Canada 

New Democratic Party 

Native Economic Development Program 

Department of National Health and Welfare 

Office of Aboriginal Constitutional Affairs 

Privy Council Office 

Prime Minister's Office 

Standing Committee (of the House of Commons ) 
Indian Affairs and Northern Development 

Secretary of Stale 

on 
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