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Does Democracy Heal All Wounds? 

A Comparative Study of Two Liberal Democracies Reconciling with Their Indigenous Populations after Centuries of Genocide: Australia and the United States
Illinois State University
Adrienne Martin


This comparative analysis explores reconciliation efforts in the United States and Australia with their native populations. Strikingly similar, Australia and the United States are the result of British imperialism whose modernization ideology (Appleby 1978) permeated the treatment of their indigenous populations. After centuries of indigenous ethnocide, their reconciliation efforts still reflect hegemonic imposition rooted in the formation of their democracies. As Australia converged to become more like the United States, their reconciliation attempts began to emulate those of the United States by placing more emphasis on legal reparation. However, despite Australia’s admiration and integration of American democratic practices, their system of government is too utilitarian to fully address the grievances of the Aboriginal Australians. These two case studies of reconciliation indict democracy’s reputation as being the solution for extracting recent post-conflict societies out of conflict by revealing its darker side of exclusion and discriminatory racism. While democracy never promises inclusion, liberalism pressures democratic states to accommodate and respect difference.  Responding to this pressure, states such as the United States and Australia must retrace and repudiate the institutionalized genocide of their native populations. However, the state apology and even legal reparations fall short of meaningful reconciliation for indigenous peoples. The best solution for addressing these historical grievances for these nations, I argue, is not more democracy, but rather peaceful coexistence and integration of indigenous meanings of justice, reparations, and reconciliation. 

England: A Common Root and Ideology

The United States and Australia are both colonies of England. The United States declared independence from Britain in 1776 and won the Revolutionary War causing Britain to recognize the colony’s independence in 1783. Australia, however, remains tied to the British crown (Paul 2006). This common root is significant in comparing these two countries as their settlers were from the same nation, embodying the same ideology of modernization. This ideology permeated British settlers’ initial perception of the indigenous population on the “undiscovered” land mass. After stepping off of the ship, the British settler’s eyes saw a land unrealized and undiscovered in social complexity, what a critic of the modernization theory terms as an unrealized “teleology of adaptation (Appleby 1978).

Modernization theory accounts for the process of organizing increasingly complex social interaction (Appleby 1978). Joyce Appleby, in her article analyzing England and American ideology in the eighteenth century, states that “The strength of the modernization theory lies in the underlying commitment to account for the totality of changes involved in the creation of a modern nation” (Appleby 1978). This account relies on the employment of social science – the identification of social patterns and understanding of social life using scientific principles – to evaluate the increasing complexity of societal changes. Underlying modernization is a need for meaningful social interaction which requires shared values and understanding (Appleby 1978). These shared values are evident in rational thought; and “…where rationality appears, modernization takes place; where it does not, modernization has not taken place” (Appleby 1978, 206)

Appleby describes how the ideal of economic advance shaped England and America’s social organization and ideology (Appleby 1978). Although she mentions nothing of this ideology’s impact on indigenous peoples, her analysis implies that their economic exclusion led to their exclusion from the colonizer’s democracy. By refusing to participate in market activities in which individuals act to their advantage, according to reason (Appleby 1978), the equalizing market morality that “Every man in society, even from the King to the peasant is a merchant,” precluded indigenous peoples by either marginalizing or devaluing their economic activities (Appleby 1978, 269). This valuation of economic virtues, in addition to skin color-based assumptions formed from 1600 imperialist efforts in Africa (Broome 1982), reduced indigenous peoples as irrational and savage (Appleby 1978). Economic discrimination persists today, causing high unemployment and social problems for both American Indians and Australian Aboriginals.
What modernization means as a foundation of democracy


Democracy is commonly known as “the rule of the people” (Bobbio 1989). The “demos” are the people, who can rule either directly by voting, or indirectly, through representation (Safford 2002). Belonging to the demos is critical for occupying political space and exercising power through democratic institutions (Ranciere 2006). Not everyone belongs to the demos; it is non-synonymous with the inhabitant population. Rather, it is a term entailing two conditions: first, that the democratic government recognizes you as a citizen, and second, you are at least sometimes included in the random-probability sample of active citizens fighting against elitist rule (Keenan 2003; Ranciere 2006). This comparative analysis addresses only the first condition of citizenship and its importance by demonstrating how exclusion from democratic citizenship led to population and cultural decimation for indigenous populations. The explanation for why indigenous peoples were excluded is at least partly provided by the settler’s perception of them as fundamentally different, thereby relegating them to the role of otherness. Democratic theorist Carl Schmitt argues that democratic membership requires homogeneity, and it’s true that the indigenous populations did not share the same democratic logic or modernization ideology that would allow them to identify commonality (Mouffe 2000; Ranciere 2006). Instead, both American Indians and Aboriginal Australians held world views irreconcilable with the Western world: their reverence for the interconnectivity of the earth and spirituality clashed with European modernist views of materialism, capitalism, and science (Broome 1982).  Encountering resistance to their mentality, settlers tirelessly tried to inculcate their world view into the indigenous populations through educational coercion (Calloway 2004; Broome 1982). Attempts to “Americanize” or “civilize” Native Americans led settlers to establish reservations, which sought to detribalize them and enforce American policies, often exacting punishment for engaging in tribal culture and traditional activities (Calloway 2004). Aboriginal Australians were housed and policed on similar reserves under the Aborigines Protection Act of 1909, which provided food, shelter, and some education in exchange for submission to despotic housing managers (Broome 1982). While a response to preserve a dwindling population, these reserves reinforced the caste barrier and tightened state control (Broome 1982). These reserves served less as housing for assimilation, but more for segregation and sources for cheap labor (Broome 1982). Yet, Australians made many attempts to make their indigenous groups more like them, and thereby include them in their democratic regime. However, their assimilation attempts were unsuccessful and assimilation was finally dismissed as a non-possibility by the United States and Australia in reconciliation efforts (Broome 1982; Calloway 2004). 

As previously mentioned, citizenship is everything in a democracy and geographic proximity does not imply inclusion. Exclusion from citizenship means that the democratic morality guaranteed to members does not apply; in this case, there is no code of ethics for dealing with “outsiders”. This asymmetrical treatment proves deadly. In the United States, “We the people...,” did not include American Indians. Since Columbus’ “discovery,” American Indians have suffered a host of horrors at the hands of European settlers from manipulation to violent ethnocide (Calloway 2004). Deemed as outsiders, settlements with them were initially considered foreign policy and it was not until 1850 when Indian affairs were transferred from the Department of War to the Department of State that they became considered a domestic issue - and it was in 1924 when they were finally granted citizenship (Gilbert 1975; Calloway 2004). Citizenship, above all else, legitimized and accelerated their efforts for reparations, finally making them eligible for protection under the Bill of Rights.  


The Aboriginal Australians suffered a similar fate, yet perhaps more blatantly abusive, because of their exclusion from Australian democracy. Similar experiences of brutality, kidnapping, racism, and discrimination dominate their cultural memories (Broome 1982). From the start, Aboriginal Australians had even fewer protections than American Indians, who, as matters of foreign policy could at least claim injustice through treaty violation. Aboriginal Australians relations were not even treated as affairs of foreign policy. The British monarchy enforced no formal policy for the penal officers in dealing with the Aboriginals; the informal policy, however, which was based on preconceived racism, provided terms for an unregulated takeover (Broome 1982). The transfer from British power to Federal Australia in 1900 had no effect on the plight of Aboriginals (eniar.org) as they were not granted citizenship until 1967 (Biskup 1968). Although, citizenship too made little difference in demanding political space and reparation because their constitutional protection remained unchanged because the Australian Constitution failed to incorporate a Bill of Rights (Biskup 1968). Yet, as Aboriginals were recognized as citizens, they became bolder about asserting their grievances of past abuses and demanding state action (Broome 1982).  The first legislation opposing racial discrimination was passed in 1975, which was distantly followed by the first council promoting Aboriginal development, the Aboriginal and Torres Straight Commission, in 1990 (enia.org). As recently as last month were demands for financial reparation of $870 million for the Stolen Generations rejected by the Australian Government, who refused to supplement its apology with the sum (bbc.com).       
Australian government

     Australia is a British colony that remains tied to the monarchy. The structure of the government is based on the Westminster parliamentary system and federalism which corresponds to six states: New South Whales, Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania, Victoria, and Western Australia (Miller 1966). They have extensively modeled the United States and adopted American legal practices such as judicial review (Maddox 2000).They have rejected hereditary titles, extension of franchise, the secret ballot, and have incorporated the referendum (Miller 1966). Its constitution weaves federalism, parliamentarism, and cabinet government in the context of a constitutional monarchy; this has given it the nickname “Washminster mutation” (Maddox 2000).  


Australians are proud of their system of government and conventional wisdom indicates that they consider it to be one of the most democratic on earth (Miller 1966). While they integrate democratic practices into their system, national scholars indicate a lack of democratic ideals such as equality and liberty because they never struggled with deep issues of church and state or rebellion against the nobility (Maddox 2000). One scholar states that it is because “...Australia started out skeptical from the start...” (Maddox 2000). This statement is left unexplained, but it stands starkly opposite of the idealism and enthusiasm that ignited early American settlers. This lack of belief in democratic ideals has institutionalized itself in a national perception of the State mainly as an instrument for securing political and economic interests (Maddox 2000; Paul 2006). They appreciate the procedural, rather than substantive, democracy; that procedure which meets their needs and that which they rarely are led to extend to others (Miller 1966).  Due to its utilitarian nature, they are more concerned with appeasing the majority by providing the greatest good to the greatest number (Maddox 2000). They are less concerned with individual rights, questions of fairness, opportunity, and tolerance (Miller 1966).  Their constitution is not the contract of a people seeking freedom and liberty but rather is a reflection of British power and legitimation of their invasion (Paul 2006). Unlike the U.S. Constitution, which establishes civil rights for its citizens and checks and balances to limit political corruption, the Australian constitution contains no such protections (Paul 2006). Without such a system of checks and balances, political corruption is rampant in the Australian government, with politicians acting as “…entrepreneurs who deliver political goods to the highest bidders” (Paul 2006, 51). This trend to corporatism overwhelms minority interests and suffocates the political voice of Aboriginal rights groups (Paul 2006).  

Despite these structural differences, Australia is becoming increasingly similar to the United States (Paul 2006). Currently, Australia is considered to be a “sheriff of the US new world order,” and serves as an intermediary between the U.S. and Asia, although always siding with the United States and acting in their interests (Paul 2006, 5). Several historical events have fostered this alliance and convergence of hegemonic purpose starting in 1942 when General MacArthur took command of the Australian military to fight Japanese expansion in Australia (Paul 2006). Australia has since then been quick to aid the United States in realizing its foreign policy goals and has similarly adopted neo-liberalist doctrines for the expansion of American capitalism at the expense of Asian economic regionalism (Paul 2006). 


Australian Aboriginals
Archeological data suggest Aboriginal presence in Australia dates back at least 50,000 years (Broome 1982). Prehistorians believe they migrated from South East Asia when sea levels were low enough to allow them to journey mostly by foot (Broome 1982). They settled on the coasts and gradually spread throughout the land, scavenging for food and eventually perfecting the hunter-gatherer lifestyle (Broome 1982). By 1788, when the British forces came, they estimated 300,000 Aborigines living in Australia and counted over 500 distinct tribes (Broome 1982). This year marks the abrupt end of Aboriginal dominance when British forces arrived not with Mayflower Puritans in search of religious freedom, but with convicts. Unlike early American interactions, the mood was quickly established as threatening when the bewildered Gamaraigal wildly reacted to the approaching British ships violently waving their spears accompanied with shouts of anger and fear (Broome 1982). The British ships containing “…290 seamen, soldiers and officials and 717 convicts sailed into Port Jackson, to confront the Gamaragia people of the Sydney area” (Broome 1982, 22). Initial exposure to the British included the aboriginals watching the British unload cargo and prisoners without invitation; order, flog, and hang convicts; attack their land by felling trees, scouring the ground, and pitching shelters, and prodding about in their graveyards (Broome 1982).  Eventually connections were made between the British and Aboriginals and interactions increased. Seventeen meetings were reported in the first month of invasion regarding mutual objections with the Gamaraigal demonstrating “boldness” in 13 of the meetings, “aggression” in two, and flight in two (Broome 1982, 23).The French explorers enjoyed better relations with the Aboriginal population and traded, played, and ate meals together with efforts to laugh off cultural misunderstandings (Broome 1982). 

While settlers made efforts to defuse cultural misunderstandings, deep differences in existential outlook eventually made conflict unavoidable. Spirituality and continuity were important to Australian Aboriginals where progress and materialism motivated European conduct (Broome 1982). In addition to this ideological divide, Broome cites that these three factors also influenced these interactions:  “…the colony was a gaol; secondly, the British came with preconceived ideas about Aborigines; and thirdly, the British dispossessed the Aborigines of their land and did not offer them a treaty” (Broome 1982, 24). These factors, in addition, to a brutalized convict population that exacted revenge on the Aborigines (Broome 1982), created a fundamentally different context from Early American settlement. 

The best summation of Australian attitudes toward Aboriginal Australians up to 1968, is stated best by P. Biskup; he writes: 

The most striking theme in the history of white-aboriginal relations in Western Australia centres on the rigidity of the underlying assumptions which had moulded our attitudes towards the aborigines. “Once the idea was to kill them off”, said Peter Coleman recently, speaking with reference to Australia as a whole, “then the more humane programme was to let them die peacefully and meanwhile to smooth the dying pillow, now the policy is to assimilate them….we have never envisaged the aborigines as having any right of choice, and our attitudes towards them have always involved a physical, spiritual, or cultural imperialism of one kind or another. (Biskup 1968,447)
 This quote, taken from 1968, was characteristic of attitudes toward Aboriginal Australians. Efforts to assimilate Aboriginals crystallized into an assimilation policy in which up to one hundred thousand Aboriginal children were forcibly taken from their homes and placed into European families and institutions (www.eniar.org). These “Stolen Generations,” were coerced to replace their Aboriginal identity with European practices (www.eniar.org). This assimilation policy ended in the 1970s, but Aboriginal Australians continue to face blatant racism and discrimination. Segregation and isolation policies in housing and public places gnaw at their psyches. Prejudice and discrimination provoke cultural experiences of learned helplessness, poverty, resentment, and illness (Broome 1982). 

The 1970s proved stimulating for Aboriginal Australians in their demand for political voice. Heightened awareness of the United States increased the responsiveness of the Australian government with President Richard Nixon’s “Special Message on Indian Affairs” to Congress that ended past termination and paternalism policies to establish a new era of Indian self-determination (Calloway 2004). 

Since 1970, Aboriginal Australians have reclaimed their heritage and culture. Land rights are still under negotiation, but with increasing boldness and organization Aboriginal Australians seek self-determination (Broome 1982). 
Legal Treatment: Treaties 

J.A. Barnes in an article on indigenous politics and colonial administration, examines how colonizers build their nations when they are in the early stages of settlement (Barnes 1960). Treaty-making comes after the initial dealing of tribal peoples as external affairs and the first treaty is usually the Western power taking the indigenous population under its protection (Barnes 1960). This was the case in neither the United States and Australia: in the United States, American Indians were always considered foreign nations with whom treaties could be made like any other Western nation; and in Australia, no treaty was made at all (Barnes 1960; Paul 2006). The following paragraphs recount treaty-making between settlers and American Indians in the United States and the lack of such treaties in Australia. 

Treaties in the United States

Relations between settlers and its indigenous population have always included a legal element underlying their destruction. Treaty-making was protocol between European settlers and American Indians for land acquisition (Calloway 2004). The United States made treaties with various American Indian tribes until they ceased to consider Native American affairs exclusively as foreign policy in 1871 (Calloway 2004; Gilbert 1975). The officials engaged in treaty-making and diplomacy with the Native Americans and some were even considered to be “ambassadors” (Gilbert 1975). Against the current of ethnocide, the Supreme Court recognized American Indian treaty-making rights and affirmed their sovereign rights in Worcester v. George 1832, although, as Calloway states:  “…They have a hard time maintaining their sovereignty because state governments and the federal government challenges, impinges, and manipulates its boundaries” (Calloway 2004). By the time the United States turned from diplomacy and treaty-making to executive agreements, they had negotiated almost 400 treaties (Calloway 2004). The War Department, not the Department of State, handled these affairs until 1850 when Indian affairs were transferred to the Department of the Interior (Gilbert 1975). European settlers respected Indian nations to negotiate treaties and treated American Indians with diplomatic respect for them in the process, even if colonials failed to honor their promises. (Calloway 2004). 

As the fight for independence in 1776 altered the course of the United States, it also brought about great change for settler/indigenous relations. During the Revolution, many Native American tribes sided with the British and fought American independence (Calloway 24). Unfortunately, despite their loyalty, the British failed to incorporate American Indian land interests into the Treaties of Paris and they were left at the mercy of empowered and alienated American settlers (Calloway 2004). After British forces retreated, settlers sought expansion and American Indians sought land and freedom (Calloway 2004). While treaty-making remained the protocol for relations, the American settlers were not as kind as the Spanish, British, or French, and approached diplomacy with a power advantage and intent to intimidate (Calloway 2004). 

However, most of these treaties never profited the American Indians, if they were honored at all, and in response, Congress established the Indian Claims Commision to review their grievances in 1946 (Calloway 2004). American Indians began bringing grievances to the Supreme Court with Native American Rights Fund (1970), which uncovered laws and treaties that were supposed to guarantee and protect rights, but were often ignored (Calloway 2004). The Supreme Court became a main adjudicator for many cases of American Indian grievances, even to the extent that the position of Supreme Court Justice was considered to advocate self-determination (Calloway 2004).   

Australia: Failure to make initial treaty

The failure of British settlers to present an initial and subsequent land treaties weaken recent reconciliation efforts in restoring tribal lands.  When land rights were first addressed in 1971, claims were rejected. Justice Blackburn adjudicated that “…Aborigines had no right to the land and that ownership belonged with the Crown” (Broome 1982). In response, Aborigines employed mass protest and established the Aboriginal Embassy, which provided a sense of unity, boldness, and action (Broome 1982). The Embassy moved the federal Labor government to inquire into Aboriginal land rights in 1973 (Broome 1982). This inquiry was revolutionary in its framework – the Commissioner Justice A.E. Woodward determined that it was not if Aborigines should be granted land rights, but how. Woodward restored land claims and made recommendations for the protection of sacred sights and incorporating (not assimilating) indigenous communities into legislation. Also, their initial organization of nomadic survival made land claims trickier than the land claims of American Indians who were tied to the land agriculturally. The Aboriginal population in Australia was classified as a “…group of food gatherers who live in small politically-autonomous units” (Barnes 1960, 135). They were mostly hunter-gatherers, which unfortunately for them, weaken their land claims in reconciliation efforts today (Paul 2006).  
Indigenous Representation: “Savages”
Both American Indians and Aboriginals were considered by colonists to be “savages.” Early America and Australia originally being British colonies, were by definition, settled by British citizens, who as living and breathing modernization ideologues, valued progress and change while devaluing tradition (Appleby 1978; Broome 1982). This ideology permeated British- Aboriginal Australian interactions from the beginning. 

British settlers in Australia perceived the hunter-gatherer Aboriginals as ‘savages’ due to the color of their skin (Broome 1982). They were influenced by the definitions the Englishmen of 1600’s established from their interactions with animist Africa: they defined “…’black’ as dirty and evil and ‘white’ as clean and pure” (Broome 1982, 25). Further, Broome states, “…the English saw the Africans as unchristian ‘savages’ who were violent, lecherous, treacherous, and akin to the apes of Africa” (Broome 1982, 25). This legitimized British rule over “primitive” civilizations and lent to unforgiving exploitation and racism (Broome 1982). Eighteenth century European thought offered a glimmer of humanity to indigenous characterization with Rousseau’s “noble savage” (Broome 1982).These two competing perceptions of nobility and savagery seem to reflect a tension between the modernization ideology and the inability to dismiss their humanity.  Australian Aboriginals were characterized as either savages or noble savages. This reflects the duality of perception of the traditional versus modern debate competing with the desire to identify sameness with the “other”. 

What democracy did to help the reconciliation process

Numerous post-conflict societies such as South Africa, East Timor, and Guatemala have woven democratization into their reconciliation process. The simultaneous implementation of democratization with reconciliation is popular among the multilateral community (Barnes 2001) as a political salve, but democratic practice shows not only inadequacy in reconciliation practices, but practices antithetical to reconciliation itself. 


Australia and the United States exacted centuries of cultural ethnocide for democratization. Both have long, abusive histories of subjugating their indigenous populations, and after establishing themselves, trying to make up for it. They are still reconciling their established settlers with their indigenous populations: the United States is reconciling the American Government with American Indian nations and Australia is reconciling the Australian Government with its Aboriginal population. These case studies reveal the darker side of democracy and the complexity of the reconciliation process itself. They indict democracy by illustrating how it caused the very problem it topically tries to resolve; and suggest that reconciliation after centuries of gradual genocide differs greatly from incipient democracies reuniting after recent “radical evil”. 

Hindrances to the Reconciliation Process: Context and Culture

Recent literature on reconciliation indicates that postconflict societies emerging after “radical evil” such as South Africa, Peru, and Guatemala need the opportunity to establish the truth of what happened and extract apologies from perpetrators who committed crimes against humanity. The use of the apology has proliferated from state officials for past abuses and apologies have been offered to the indigenous peoples in Australia and the United States. Yet, perhaps the apology is just one more insult added to the string of abuses that the American Indians and Aboriginal Australians have suffered. Reconciliation research indicates that for indigenous groups, “…regret and apology are modern phenomenon and not a characteristic of premodern societies that engaged in practices such as bribes, blood feuding, vengeance seeking, and compensation” (Miller 2006). The current trend of negotiation, diplomacy, education, and policy implementation ignores the voices of victim groups and their conceptions of ritual and reparation (Miller 2006). Western usage of apologies, state rituals, and congressional reforms are just another way of imposing their hegemony. Inattentive to indigenous voices, reconciliation is something being “done” to them, thereby reinforcing their marginalization. Perhaps the truly reconciliatory act lies in recognizing their voice in the reconciliation process if they want to reconcile at all. Maybe reconciliation asks indigenous groups to give up too much of themselves; an Australian scholar comments:
 “It was always typical of our approach to requires the aborigines to give up something as the price of good relations with us”: their land, their religion, their kind and their friends, the prospect of adequate schooling for their children and of minimum medical care and decent living conditions for themselves, their cultural and their racial identity (Biskup 1968, 447)
If indigenous groups are interested in reconciliation, the state must at least consider reconciliation on their own terms, recognizing that ‘notions such as justice, truth, forgiveness, reconciliation…are always socially constructed and culturally constituted’ (Miller 2006). American Indians have their own understanding about how their historical grievances should be addressed and have less tolerance for Western-derived models of reparation (Miller 2006). However, while some discrepancy might exist in indigenous ideas of reconciliation, some overlap may be identified. 
The Role of Rituals
Despite the willingness of the parties to resolve past and current grievances, the reconciliation process can be viscous to negotiate. This viscosity of negotiation can be at least partly explained by the cross-cultural communicative element of reconciliation (Miller 2006). Once the reconciling parties agree on a definition of justice and reparation, the actual exchange of reparations occurs between a formal entity (the state) and an informal entity (the indigenous leader) within a formal context (Miller 2006). This mismatch of conduct suffocates ease of exchange while heightening the sensitivity of indigenous participants by providing ample opportunity for the state representative to, as Miller states, “…botch the job and appear presumptuous, arrogant, or foolish” (Miller 2006, 4). Democratic rituals, such as voting, can also be misinterpreted due to differences in cultural assumptions about the democratic process thereby hurting reconciliation efforts; for example, American Indians consider not voting to be dissent; however, in the ballot box, their voice is lost to the Europeans who run the system (Barnes 2001). Cultural assumptions of democracy and notions of justice and reparation must become part of negotiating the reconciliation process before the process of reconciliation begins.
Conclusion

This comparative study of the United States and Australia contradicts research indicating that democratization is the political soil for reconciliation. Democratic theorists Ranciére and Carl Schmitt argue that democratization requires a selective and homogenous polity; which the U.S. and Australia defined at the exclusion of its native peoples. Their irreconcilable world views and the inability to assimilate the indigenous population justified a long history of cruelties and cultural ethnocide that was good natured to the extent of homogenizing them for democratic citizenship. After having established its form of democracy, the United States grant of citizenship provided greater opportunities for progress and reparations, but less so for Australian Aborigines when granted citizenship. This disparity is due to the democratic shell of Australia’s government in which the constitution lacks a Bill of Rights, political corruption checks, and glorified democratic ideals such as liberty and equality.  The implications for reconciliation require a cultural and contextual consideration of the process of reconciliation itself, not imposing reconciliation or Western notions of reconciliation on indigenous peoples.  Rather, reconciling on indigenous terms has the greatest potential for meaningful reconciliation between indigenous people and the state. Perhaps on these terms can building a new future together be a collaboration.  
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