
tribunaux, qui se sont immiscés dans le domaine des politiques publiques, sans devoir par ail-
leurs se soumettre à l’électorat non plus que d’avoir à prendre en compte l’allocation et la ges-
tion de ressources limitées. Enfin, dans un contexte de promiscuité où les hauts fonctionnaires
gèrent plus que jamais le regard porté vers le haut, et malgré une pléiade de réformes le plus
souvent liées à la Nouvelle gestion publique, la fonction publique serait devenue une institution
plus prudente et plus bureaucratique.

Tout en reconnaissant les difficultés liées à leur adoption, Savoie présente dans une
troisième et dernière partie une série de mesures de réforme visant à renforcer les rôles respec-
tifs du Parlement (élection des députés à la proportionnelle, limitation des votes engageant la
confiance de la Chambre, suppression des projets de loi omnibus, budget de dépenses affichant
leur répartition géographique, choix des chefs par les députés des différents partis), du Sénat (le
réorganiser en fonction des régions), du Cabinet (en refaire un lieu de discussion au cœur du
processus d’élaboration des politiques gouvernementales, permettre aux ministres de choisir
librement le personnel de leur cabinet, réduire la taille et le rôle des organismes centraux) et
de la fonction publique (revoir le processus de nomination des sous-ministres, éliminer des
niveaux de gestion, décentraliser les activités, et restreindre et mieux gérer l’effectif).

Malgré de fréquentes redites qui peuvent parfois lasser, cet ouvrage est important. Offertes
par un chercheur provenant du Canada atlantique ayant poursuivi une longue carrière d’obser-
vateur participant de l’État canadien, les vues exposées sont toujours pénétrantes et, pour cer-
taines, originales. Tributaires de la perspective empruntée, quelques affirmations gagneraient à
être nuancées. Ainsi de l’assertion : « La NGP figure parmi les mesures les plus malavisées
jamais adoptées pour régler les problèmes de la bureaucratie » (p. 340). On peut enfin regretter
l’absence de considération de certains débats idéologiques majeurs, comme celui avivé par les
néolibéraux cherchant à diminuer la place et le rôle de l’État.

Indigenous Empowerment through Co-management: Land Claims Boards,
Wildlife Management, and Environmental Regulation

Graham White, Vancouver: UBC Press, 2020, pp. 400.

Lianne Marie Leda Charlie, Yukon University (lcharlie@yukonu.ca)

Graham White’s Indigenous Empowerment through Co-management: Land Claims Boards,
Wildlife Management, and Environmental Regulation is an impressively detailed analysis of a
relatively new political institution in Canada: the land claims board. Stemming from compre-
hensive land claims agreements—also known as final agreements or modern treaties—between
First Nations, territorial governments and the federal government, claims boards are very much
emergent political institutions. The federal government embarked upon a comprehensive land
claims process in the 1970s with First Nations whose Aboriginal rights and title had not been
recognized via historical treaty or other legal means. Most claims boards—which have
jurisdiction over land use planning, environmental assessment and wildlife management—
were established through this process in the 1990s, although some are just getting started.

Land claims boards have received little attention from political scientists, which White seeks to
remedy. Indigenous Empowerment through Co-management explores just that: the extent to which
Indigenous peoples are, in fact, empowered by claims boards and can exercise influence through
them. White examines the 30+ boards that are mandated under final agreements in the territorial
North of Canada: Yukon, Northwest Territories and Nunavut. Despite their relative newness, White
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argues, claims boards are significant for incorporating Indigenous peoples into Canada’s governing
structures and for promoting and protecting Indigenous worldviews within Canadian federalism.

The book is organized into three parts. Part 1 consists of two chapters that outline the con-
ceptual frameworks for the work—treaty federalism and co-management—and contextualize
claims boards within the socio-political milieu of the territorial North. Part 2 presents a series
of four case studies of claims boards and their operations in Yukon, Northwest Territories and
Nunavut. The case studies focus primarily on detailing operations and are presented as stand-
alone cases. White systematically presents the operation of each board, including its governing
structure, board members, financial structure and key events. These stand-alone narratives
make for an uncomplicated read of what are complex proceedings and incidents, many of
which are nuanced and particular to specific claims boards, their members and their socio-
political and cultural context. The breadth and depth of the case studies represent a substantial
and generous contribution to the field. Drawing on a wide range of written and interview
sources, White weaves together rich case studies that shed light on his central question:
Have claims boards “been effective in ensuring substantial Indigenous influence over policies
affecting the land and wildlife of traditional territories?” (4).

Part 3, which makes up the book’s final three chapters, offers an analysis of the case study
findings, largely organized around three subthemes that operationalize the concept of
“substantial Indigenous influence”: Indigenous representation on boards, the actual power of
boards and the incorporation of traditional knowledge into board operations. In discussing the
first subtheme, White demonstrates through statistical evidence that “invariably half or more—
sometimes a good deal more” of board members are Indigenous (17). His discussion of power
is more complex. Claims boards are legal entities that have quasi-constitutional status, making
them markedly more powerful than co-management boards not sanctioned by final agreements.
Ultimately, however, they put recommendations forward to government, which has the final
decision-making power. Given this limit, White argues, board independence ultimately hinges
upon tripartite cooperation and trust among First Nations, territorial and federal governments
and a shared practice of transparency that can head off possible threats to independence.

The most central and difficult subtheme involves the extent to which boards have incorpo-
rated traditional knowledge into their operations. If Indigenous peoples are to exert genuine
influence, then board structures, procedures and operations need to reflect their worldviews
and modes of thought. While boards are formally mandated to incorporate traditional knowl-
edge, White finds that fulfilling this mandate is proving challenging, in part because the nature
of the modern bureaucratic state “put[s] firm limits on just how far such efforts can go” (296).
Yet he maintains that the overall record is positive. Although boards are deeply challenged by
working with traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) systems, many are committed and have
“made important strides towards incorporating TEK ideas and methods into key elements of
their work” (295). Claims boards, White argues, are on a positive trajectory and “through com-
munity involvement, traditional knowledge, and the personal perspectives of board members,
substantial Indigenous influence does exist” (298).

White’s book clearly demonstrates the nuances and complexities of co-management and
extends our understanding of treaty federalism within a fledgling modern treaty regime.
However, alternative perspectives rooted in Indigenous theory challenge elements of his anal-
ysis. Given Canada’s colonial past (and present) and a modern treaty politics in which
Indigenous nations must extinguish their Aboriginal title to the majority of their territories
in exchange for the recognition of rights, the question arises: Is genuine power-sharing—osten-
sibly a core element of co-management—currently possible? White argues that there is no via-
ble alternative to co-management. Yet Indigenous scholars, artists and practitioners are actively
creating and enacting alternatives (albeit on localized scales), the full impact of which has yet to
be seen. In addition, White’s use of the term “Euro-Canadian” instead of “settler” obscures the
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way that settler colonialism operates, as it clouds the intentions—and institutions—of the
settler state as benevolent in relation to Indigenous peoples.

These considerations speak to a larger question: How does continued settler colonialism affect
the operation of modern treaty governance structures? Analyzing Indigenous influence on boards,
for example, must take into consideration Indigenous communities’ continued battle with poverty,
substance abuse, domestic and gender-based violence, racism and myriad challenges navigating
the education and health systems—all symptoms of settler colonialism. In addition, many of
the Indigenous nations within the territorial North practised matrilineal and matriarchal gover-
nance systems prior to the imposition of the Indian Act. Yet, as White notes, women—
Indigenous women specifically—have very low representation on claims boards. Women both
hold and enact Indigenous governance values and are part and parcel to traditional governance
systems, but first the Indian Act and now, arguably, modern treaty processes erode their centrality.

Readers seeking empirical research on the nuances of claims board governance as an exten-
sion of modern treaty governance will wholeheartedly welcome White’s contribution. Certainly,
political scientists, an intended audience of this book, will greatly appreciate and uphold its
empirical analysis of the operations of this new tripartite institution in Canada. In pursuit of
equity, though, I wonder about the accessibility of this style of text for everyday Indigenous peo-
ples—community members, hunters, cultural practitioners, aunties, youth, and so on. They are
the potential claims board members and/or active participants in their nations’ governance sys-
tems: What of their education, awareness and further empowerment? How might Indigenous
Empowerment through Co-management be presented, disseminated or shared otherwise in
order to benefit the peoples and communities in real need of the findings this work presents?

Response to Lianne Charlie’s review of Indigenous Empowerment through
Co-management

Graham White,University of Toronto (gwhite@chass.utoronto.ca)

Readers of the Journal are well served—as am I—by Lianne Charlie’s review (Charlie, 2020).
Fair-minded and thoughtful, it raises difficult but important questions as to mainstream polit-
ical science’s role in understanding and addressing the needs and aspirations of Canada’s
Indigenous peoples.

I have no complaint about her assessment of the book as a work of standard political sci-
ence. How could I, when she describes it as “an impressively detailed analysis” and “a substan-
tial and generous contribution to the field”? As well, that she recognized my attempts at
nuanced analysis of very complex issues is reassuring. My only quibble is that she notes the
“wide range of written and interview sources” underpinning the book but doesn’t mention
the many board meetings I attended, which were exceptionally valuable sources of information
and insight.

Especially important in Charlie’s review is her comment that “alternative perspectives
rooted in Indigenous theory challenge elements of his analysis.” That’s putting it mildly. She
asks, quite rightly, whether the treaty process requirement that Indigenous peoples extinguish
Aboriginal title to much of their territories in exchange for certain rights can lead to genuine
power-sharing. This is a fundamentally important question. Many Indigenous leaders, but by
no means all, have decided that such a compromise is indeed warranted. Less clear is what the
members of various Indigenous communities think. Charlie says that I don’t believe there is a
viable alternative to co-management, despite evidence of functioning alternatives “albeit on
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