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Multiple conditional counterplans are a voting issue—otherwise we’re back to square 1 and it still jacks our ground 

Aff ground—makes the 2ac impossible because they can read contradictory positions that kills add-on choices—neg bias is overwhelming and the 2ac is key to the whole debate – esp since they said the debate should only be about give back the land and then read other arguments – contradictions = independent VI

Kills critical thinking because they kick flows their losing---depth of research is key to comprehensive policy reform  

No offense—multiple debates solve their breadth of education arguments  

1 conditional advocacy solves their offense—other interpretations are arbitrary and justify infinite conditionality—turns decision making—Obama doesn’t propose contradictory positions then revert to the squo 

Perms don’t check --- they’re tests of competition not advocacies and straight turning disads solves time skew

Perm

alt cedes 
Žižek 7 (Slavoj, 11/15, Resistance Is Surrender, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v29/n22/print/zize01_.html)  

The response of some critics on the postmodern Left to this predicament is to call for a new politics of resistance. Those who still insist on fighting state power, let alone seizing it, are accused of remaining stuck within the ‘old paradigm’: the task today, their critics say, is to resist state power by withdrawing from its terrain and creating new spaces outside its control. This is, of course, the obverse of accepting the triumph of capitalism. The politics of resistance is nothing but the moralising supplement to a Third Way Left. Simon Critchley’s recent book, Infinitely Demanding, is an almost perfect embodiment of this position.[*] For Critchley, the liberal-democratic state is here to stay. Attempts to abolish the state failed miserably; consequently, the new politics has to be located at a distance from it: anti-war movements, ecological organisations, groups protesting against racist or sexist abuses, and other forms of local self-organisation. It must be a politics of resistance to the state, of bombarding the state with impossible demands, of denouncing the limitations of state mechanisms. The main argument for conducting the politics of resistance at a distance from the state hinges on the ethical dimension of the ‘infinitely demanding’ call for justice: no state can heed this call, since its ultimate goal is the ‘real-political’ one of ensuring its own reproduction (its economic growth, public safety, etc). ‘Of course,’ Critchley writes, history is habitually written by the people with the guns and sticks and one cannot expect to defeat them with mocking satire and feather dusters. Yet, as the history of ultra-leftist active nihilism eloquently shows, one is lost the moment one picks up the guns and sticks. Anarchic political resistance should not seek to mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty it opposes. So what should, say, the US Democrats do? Stop competing for state power and withdraw to the interstices of the state, leaving state power to the Republicans and start a campaign of anarchic resistance to it? And what would Critchley do if he were facing an adversary like Hitler? Surely in such a case one should ‘mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty’ one opposes? Shouldn’t the Left draw a distinction between the circumstances in which one would resort to violence in confronting the state, and those in which all one can and should do is use ‘mocking satire and feather dusters’? The ambiguity of Critchley’s position resides in a strange non sequitur: if the state is here to stay, if it is impossible to abolish it (or capitalism), why retreat from it? Why not act with(in) the state? Why not accept the basic premise of the Third Way? Why limit oneself to a politics which, as Critchley puts it, ‘calls the state into question and calls the established order to account, not in order to do away with the state, desirable though that might well be in some utopian sense, but in order to better it or attenuate its malicious effect’? These words simply demonstrate that today’s liberal-democratic state and the dream of an ‘infinitely demanding’ anarchic politics exist in a relationship of mutual parasitism: anarchic agents do the ethical thinking, and the state does the work of running and regulating society. Critchley’s anarchic ethico-political agent acts like a superego, comfortably bombarding the state with demands; and the more the state tries to satisfy these demands, the more guilty it is seen to be. In compliance with this logic, the anarchic agents focus their protest not on open dictatorships, but on the hypocrisy of liberal democracies, who are accused of betraying their own professed principles. The big demonstrations in London and Washington against the US attack on Iraq a few years ago offer an exemplary case of this strange symbiotic relationship between power and resistance. Their paradoxical outcome was that both sides were satisfied. The protesters saved their beautiful souls: they made it clear that they don’t agree with the government’s policy on Iraq. Those in power calmly accepted it, even profited from it: not only did the protests in no way prevent the already-made decision to attack Iraq; they also served to legitimise it. Thus George Bush’s reaction to mass demonstrations protesting his visit to London, in effect: ‘You see, this is what we are fighting for, so that what people are doing here – protesting against their government policy – will be possible also in Iraq!’ It is striking that the course on which Hugo Chávez has embarked since 2006 is the exact opposite of the one chosen by the postmodern Left: far from resisting state power, he grabbed it (first by an attempted coup, then democratically), ruthlessly using the Venezuelan state apparatuses to promote his goals. Furthermore, he is militarising the barrios, and organising the training of armed units there. And, the ultimate scare: now that he is feeling the economic effects of capital’s ‘resistance’ to his rule (temporary shortages of some goods in the state-subsidised supermarkets), he has announced plans to consolidate the 24 parties that support him into a single party. Even some of his allies are sceptical about this move: will it come at the expense of the popular movements that have given the Venezuelan revolution its élan? However, this choice, though risky, should be fully endorsed: the task is to make the new party function not as a typical state socialist (or Peronist) party, but as a vehicle for the mobilisation of new forms of politics (like the grass roots slum committees). What should we say to someone like Chávez? ‘No, do not grab state power, just withdraw, leave the state and the current situation in place’? Chávez is often dismissed as a clown – but wouldn’t such a withdrawal just reduce him to a version of Subcomandante Marcos, whom many Mexican leftists now refer to as ‘Subcomediante Marcos’? Today, it is the great capitalists – Bill Gates, corporate polluters, fox hunters – who ‘resist’ the state. The lesson here is that the truly subversive thing is not to insist on ‘infinite’ demands we know those in power cannot fulfil. Since they know that we know it, such an ‘infinitely demanding’ attitude presents no problem for those in power: ‘So wonderful that, with your critical demands, you remind us what kind of world we would all like to live in. Unfortunately, we live in the real world, where we have to make do with what is possible.’ The thing to do is, on the contrary, to bombard those in power with strategically well-selected, precise, finite demands, which can’t be met with the same excuse.  

Cooption 

Fearing co-option ensures marginalization—modest demands within the system solve best
Žižek 98 (Slavoj, Law And The Postmodern Mind, p 92) 

A modest demand of the excluded group for the full participation at the society's universal rights is much more threatening for the system than the apparently much more "radical" rejection of the predominant "social values" and the assertion of the superiority of one's own culture. For a true feminist, Otto Weininger's assertion that, although women are "onto logically false," lacking the proper ethical stature, they should be acknowledged the same rights as men in public life is infinitely more acceptable than the false elevation of women that makes them too good for the banality of men's rights. Finally, the point about inherent transgression is not that every opposition, every attempt at subversion, is automatically "co-opted." On the contrary, the very fear of being co-opted that makes us search for more and more "radical", "pure" attitudes, is the supreme strategy of suspension or marginalization. The point is rather that the true subversion is not always where it seems to be. Sometimes, a small distance is much more explosive for the system than an ineffective radical rejection. In religion, a small heresy can be more threatening than an outright atheism or passage to another religion; for a hard-line Stalinist, a Trotskyite is infinitely more threatening than a bourgeois liberal or a social democrat, as le Carre put it, one true revisionist in the central committee is worth more than a thousand dissidents outside it. It was easy to dismiss Gorbachev for aiming only at improving the system, making it more efficient- he nonetheless set in motion its disintegration. So one should also bear in mind the obverse of the inherent transgression: one is tempted to paraphrase Freud's claim from The Ego and the Id that man is not only much more immoral than he believes, but also much more moral than he knows- the system is not only infinitely more resistant than invulnerable than it may appear (it can co-opt apparently subversive strategies, they can serve as its support). It is also infinitely more vulnerable (a small revision etc. can have a large unforeseen catastrophic consequences). 

Fearing co-option causes the very co-option they wish to avoid and ensures political failure
Lobel 7 – Professor of Law, San Diego (Orly, The Paradox Of Extralegal Activism, http://www.harvardlawreview.org/issues/120/feb07/lobel.pdf)

In the following sections, I argue that the extralegal model has suffered from the same drawbacks associated with legal cooptation. I show that as an effort to avoid the risk of legal cooptation, the current wave of suggested alternatives has effects that ironically mirror those of cooptation itself. Three central types of difficulties exist with con- temporary extralegal scholarship. First, in the contexts of the labor and civil rights movements, arguments about legal cooptation often developed in response to a perceived gap between the conceptual ideal toward which a social reform group struggled and its actual accomplishments. But, ironically, the contemporary message of opting out of traditional legal reform avenues may only accentuate this problem. As the rise of informalization (moving to nonlegal strategies), civil society (moving to extralegal spheres), and pluralism (the proliferation of norm-generating actors) has been effected and appropriated by supporters from a wide range of political commitments, these concepts have had unintended implications that conflict with the very social reform ideals from which they stem. Second, the idea of opting out of the legal arena becomes self-defeating as it discounts the ongoing importance of law and the possibilities of legal reform in seemingly unregulated spheres. A model encompassing exit and rigid sphere distinctions further fails to recognize a reality of increasing interpenetration and the blurring of boundaries between private and public spheres, profit and nonprofit sectors, and formal and informal institutions. It therefore loses the critical insight that law operates in the background of seemingly unregulated relationships. Again paradoxically, the extralegal view of decentralized activism and the division of society into different spheres in fact have worked to subvert rather than support the progressive agenda. Finally, since extralegal actors view their actions with romantic idealism, they fail to develop tools for evaluating their success. If the critique of legal cooptation has involved the argument that legal reform, even when viewed as a victory, is never radically transformative, we must ask: what are the criteria for assessing the achievements of the suggested alternatives? As I illustrate in the following sections, much of the current scholarship obscures the lines between the descriptive and the prescriptive in its formulation of social activism. If current suggestions present themselves as alternatives to formal legal struggles, we must question whether the new extralegal politics that are proposed and celebrated are capable of producing a constructive theory and meaningful channels for reform, rather than passive status quo politics. 
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¶ Colonialism continues today, but with different foreign powers than in the past, that is, banks, corporations, speculators, governments, and various development agencies. Today Indigenous peoples are on the frontline of contemporary colonial struggles. They are sitting on resources the rest of the world wants at the lowest possible cost. Their territories are still considered frontier lands, un-owned, underutilized, and, therefore, open to exploitation. Because Indigenous populations are small, politically weak, and usually physically isolated, their vast environmental knowledge base is, for the most part, denigrated by these new colonizers, making Indigenous populations easy targets as resource colonies. Central to the concept of resource colonization is, as John Bodley emphasizes in his work, Victims of Progress, "that the prior ownership rights and interests of the aboriginal inhabitants are totally ignored as irrelevant by both the state and the invading individuals." 9¶ When two different groups of people come together in the process of colonization, lives are changed, sometimes for the better but often for the worse. The Europeans' search for gold, precious metals, and fossil fuels demonstrates how such meetings adversely transformed regions and peoples through social conflict; these situations still occur today. The history between the colonizers and the colonized has led to the perception of the latter as an exploitable group or disposable resource.¶ In retrospect, the historical relationship that evolved between colonizer and [End Page 201] colonized lends insight to the reason why exploitation continues to occur today. Most American Indian tribes, for example, believe in the principle of a strong sense of balance. Before the first Europeans came, the Great Lakes region of the Chippewa was a vast land mass. The trees, earth, and the sense and sight of the environment itself influenced the intellect and thinking process of the Indian people living in that area in the creation of the notion of balance. This precarious balance still exists, and the relationship between plants, animals, the elements, the air, water, wind, and earth are all equally and evenly placed within the whole. For many American Indians even today, their way of life revolves around the environment. One does not, and indeed cannot, own the other if a healthy balance is to be maintained. Rather, only what is necessary to survive is taken from one another. 10¶ As it is with balance, the spiritual connection with the natural world is sacred. There is a balance of knowledge and power between humans, animals, all of the environment, the heavens, and earth. All these pieces tied together make up the whole. Spirituality, or The Way, guides the balance.¶ The incongruence in the values and in the understanding of progress between these very different cultures helps explain the lack of inclusion of Indigenous knowledge. For many American Indian people, values are expressed by the strong relationship between family members, kinship ties, the environment, and the knowledge of the unity of all these things. European values allowed land and environment to be viewed as commodities to be exploited, and these colonizers imposed their will upon the land with little thought of the consequences. The knowledge and values of the Indians from the Great Lakes region emerged from their woodland cultures and spirituality. There was a timeless value placed on all things. Native values are circular with all things being related as revealed from the outer world and their religion. This idea will be developed in the rest of the article.¶ An example of woodland culture spirituality comes from the Anishinabe (Chippewa) people who developed a code of ethics and a value system which guides the behavior of many in accordance with natural law—or mino bimaatisiiwin—translated as the good life or continuous rebirth. LaDuke writes that mino bimaatisiiwin "guides behavior toward others, toward animals, toward plants and the ecosystem, and it is based on tenets of reciprocity and cyclical thinking." 11¶ In contrasting the value system and knowledge base of the Chippewa with capitalistic values, it is reciprocity or reciprocal relations that define responsibilities and ways of relating between humans and the world around them. This, in turn, affects the technology used by Indigenous groups, such as the Chip pewa, by ensuring methods of harvesting resources that will not deplete supplies needed for survival. LaDuke writes: [End Page 202]¶ Within this act of reciprocity is also an understanding that "you take only what you need and leave the rest." Implicit in the understanding of Natural Law is also the understanding that most of what is natural is cyclical: whether our bodies, the moon, the tides, seasons, or life itself. Within this natural cycling is also a clear sense of birth and rebirth, a knowledge that what one does today will affect us in the future, on the return.¶ These tenets, and the overall practice of mino bimaatisiiwin imply a continuous inhabiting of place, an intimate understanding of the relationship between humans and the ecosystem, and the need to maintain balance. For the most part, social and economic systems based on these values are decentralized, communal, self-reliant, and very closely based on the land of that ecosystem. This way of living has enabled Indigenous communities to live for thousands of years upon their land as, quite frankly, the only examples of continuous sustainability which exist on Turtle Island (North America). We hope there will be more. 12¶ The contrasting views of the value and technology system of the Chippewa versus the European-American capitalistic values of power, materialism, economic efficiency, and immediacy have led to confusion and misunderstanding about other people and their ways. European-American views toward family and religion are different than the views of many American Indians. While not all European-Americans are of the Christian religion, much of the knowledge contained in the exploitive dynamics of the Christian religion are closely tied to the concepts of our capitalistic society and are not connected to the earth or environment as is the spirituality of The Way of American Indians. 13 The result is a culture conflict in which both sides see their values and methods of looking at life as the only correct way. In this context, the unequal balance and hierarchical social structure produced by the expansionary needs of capitalism are, to many American Indian people, highly destructive to their perception of the need for balance between physical and spiritual worlds.¶ The sharp contrast between these two sets of cultural views is a major point of contention between dominating cultures and Indigenous peoples today. These differences could also be a contributing factor to changes that are beginning to take place in many Indigenous communities. Native peoples who have not been included in decision-making concerning the potentially environmentally devastating impact of corporate intrusion upon their lands are critically thinking about, assessing, and demanding that their voices be heard and not discounted or ignored as in times past.¶ In exploring the concept of critical thinking, criminologist Richard Quinney writes that "[W]ithout critical thought we are bound to the only form of social life we know—that which currently exists. We are unable to choose a [End Page 203] better life; our only activity is in further support of the system in which we are currently a part and which continues to exploit us." 14 Nowhere is this more true than with multinational corporations who engaged in colonial-style projects on many reservations with disastrous results for the people and the environment. As the effects of these disasters emerged, Indian people on other reservations targeted for corporate exploitation began to take notice. Armed with knowledge about the environmental stability of their homelands, many tribes decided that the inevitable destruction caused by corporate exploitation was not worth the price of letting their resources be taken from the earth. By utilizing their knowledge about environmental devastation and not accepting the colonial-style offers of multinational corporations at face value, the tide on reservations is beginning to turn. Today, Native peoples are calling for inclusion in these decisions by challenging powerful corporations and governmental institutions through a critical perspective on power and control.¶ As Indigenous peoples continue to challenge the power structure of multinational corporations and the state, and assert their sovereignty rights as First Nations to control the natural resources within their territories according to treaties, the question of power and control over resources is beginning to change. This change can be seen in the relatively recent phenomenon of cooperation between some tribal groups and environmentalists. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, mainstream environmental groups and Indian tribes were usually at odds with each other over issues of concern such as natural resources and fishing and hunting rights. 15 When the Sokaogon Chippewa Indians began their long fight against Exxon's plans to mine next to their reservation in 1976, it was as if the death knell for the tribe had sounded with no hope of staving off this multinational giant. However, many environmentalists began to realize that "we all live downstream" and saw the importance of Indians' assertion of treaty rights as an integral part of environmental protection strategy. In 1976 the Sokaogon became engaged in a battle not only to preserve their wild rice subsistence culture and the treaty-protected waters flowing through their reservation, but for their economic and cultural survival as well. The Sokaogon's very cultural and economic survival depended on their ability to protect and defend the environment. The two could not be separated. 16¶ Through this decade-long struggle against the formidable resources of Exxon and the state of Wisconsin, the Chippewa were able to garner support from some non-Indian neighbors, people in the tourist industry who also stood to lose their livelihoods if the fishing streams were hopelessly polluted by mining, and people in the environmental community. "By the time Exxon finally withdrew from the project in 1986, the Chippewa had assembled a broad-based Indian-environmentalist coalition that included every mainstream environmental organization in Wisconsin." 17 When Exxon and other [End Page 204] multinational corporations regroup and return with other mining projects it will not be easy to get their projects underway. One important coalition known as the Anishinaabe Niiji (Friends of the Chippewa) that developed from the ten-year struggle between Exxon and the Sokaogon is now an established political force with powerful resources and the ability to take positive action to ensure that Indigenous voices are heard as the resource wars in Wisconsin continue into the new century.¶ An extremely important strategy that will continue to be used in the protection of natural resources is that of asserting treaty rights. According to LaDuke, one of the most important aspects of Indian treaty rights "is the power of the treaties to clarify issues which would otherwise be consigned to nation-state apologists to the realm of 'opinion' and 'interpretation.' The treaties lay things out clearly, and they are matters of international law." 18 Being victimized by a long history of exploitation has taught American Indian leaders new ways to defend the natural resources on their lands by using the law and trust relations with the United States as weapons in federal court.¶ By recognizing that a trust relationship exists between the United States and Indian tribes, and that this relationship binds the federal government to a set of responsibilities to tribes, courts and laws are being used to ensure that those responsibilities are met. Important lessons learned in the environmental battles of the 1970s include using trust status to the tribes' maximum advantage to protect their natural resources and lands, as well as reminding the federal government of its obligations as they have been established in treaties. 19¶ To understand this trust relationship, the definition of "trust" must be considered. Trust is "a right in property held by one person, called the trustee, for the benefit of another, called the beneficiary, or cestui que trust." 20 The federal government has been active as trustee in this relationship by carrying out its trust responsibilities through the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Department of the Interior. This occurred amidst criticism from the tribes for paternalism and ineffectiveness. 21¶ Through battles fought over the years, tribes have come to realize that they need to acquire and apply legal expertise to effectively deal with these struggles. In bringing matters regarding resources to court, tribes have had to shift their perspective from looking at their lands in a communal "traditional" way to viewing their properties as "real estate." Imitating the capitalistic attitudes and strategies of corporations and demanding their legal, sovereign rights within the "white" justice system has become an effective and essential defensive tactic in defending tribal resources. 22 Through these conflicts in the U.S. court system, tribes will continue to develop their own judicial and economic strengths in establishing tribal control over their own natural resources.¶ In a society built upon hierarchical power such as the United States, however, [End Page 205] establishing tribal control over natural resources will meet with resistance. Sociologist Stephen Pfohl has written extensively about deviant behavior, social control, and power from a critical perspective. 23 He argues that if we examine the current situation through the lens of a critical perspective, we find that the control of resources is governed by the interests of those most privileged by power. Using Pfohl's critical perspective in examining the situation of American Indians, I would argue that Indian people have been, throughout history, ritually stripped of their power, except for treaty rights. Resistance of Indian people through assertion of treaty rights to keep their land base and protect their resources threatens the privilege and control of powerful multinational corporations and the state.¶ In the previous example of the Sokaogon's resistance to Exxon, as they fought (and continue to fight) to hold on to their way of life, many Chippewa in Wisconsin have fiercely resisted the destruction of the environment and the destruction of their treaty rights by multinational corporations and the state. The Chippewa of Wisconsin, along with several grassroots organizations, are no longer willing to submit to the corporations' ongoing war of aggression against Native peoples and the natural world. 24 The Chippewa's unwillingnessto acquiesce to the most powerful institutions in the world has been met with various institutional sanctions, including criminalizing those who dare to resist.¶ In order to maintain control over the land and resources of others, (in this case, the Chippewa of Wisconsin) corporate/state actors must effectively neutralize the efforts of those who would oppose this control. As a tactic to mobilize public opinion in favor of corporations, American Indians who have resisted the environmentally destructive corporate mega-projects on tribal lands have been portrayed by the media as deviant and un-American because they are supposedly impeding progress. We need only to look to past examples of American Indians as victims of ethnocide and ethnoviolence. 25 American Indians, as a whole, have been systematically portrayed as deviant since first contact with Europeans, and later, European-Americans who have engaged in deculturating and redefining them as inferior beings. 26 Historic rituals of embedding in the Anglo mind images of Native peoples as "savages," "backward," "uncivilized," and "unintelligent," justified the continued repression of traditional ways and forced assimilation into the dominant culture through violence when deemed necessary. 27¶ Their construction as the "deviant other" along with political and economic disempowerment provides the context for multinational corporations and the state of Wisconsin to wage a war of aggression against the Chippewa for their natural resources. This can be seen in the intense racial conflicts between the Chippewa and non-Indians experienced in Wisconsin for the past twenty [End Page 206] years. These conflicts are a relevant political fact. Since off-reservation treaty rights allowing the Chippewa to spearfish outside reservation boundaries were reaffirmed by the Supreme Court in the 1983 Voigt case, many northern communities in Wisconsin have been bitterly divided. 28 Sportfishers and hunters find the traditional practices of spearing, gill-netting, and "shining" (night hunting) used by the Chippewa concerned with following their traditions rather than sport, objectionable. Opponents of the court's decision consider it "unjust" for the Chippewa to have "special privileges" denied to other Wisconsin residents—like longer hunting seasons and the right to shoot deer from vehicles—just because of some "old treaties." 29 Limited by very strict state regulations, many sportfishers were upset that the efficient Chippewa methods of harvesting fish for subsistence were not available to non-Indians. The opposition started in small groups protesting the regained Chippewa treaty rights. As the groups enlarged, the controversy turned into racial slurs and violence. Bait shops in northern towns sold "Treaty Beer" with labels protesting Indian spearfishing and claiming to be the "True Brew of the Working Man," while many restaurants and taverns displayed and dispensed literature attacking spearfishing and called for the abrogation of Chippewa treaties. 30 Victimizing the Chippewa also included hurling rocks, insults, racial epithets like "timber niggers," waving effigies of speared Indian heads like props from a horror movie, displaying signs with slogans like "Save Two Walleye, Kill a Pregnant Squaw," and using large motorboats trailing anchors to capsize Indian boats. 31¶ The intense racism experienced by the Chippewa prompted Archbishop William Wantland of the Episcopalean Diocese of Eau Clair, Wisconsin, to state that "of all the states I've lived in this Union, Wisconsin is the most racist. I grew up in the South. And I said that before the Voigt Decision was handed down. It's obvious—the racism, the hatred, the bitterness, the prejudice." 32 Wantland's reflection on the hostility and racism toward the Chippewa since the court's decision in 1983 is particularly telling: "I felt I was caught in a time warp this spring in Wisconsin. I thought I saw the '50s and '60s. I thought I saw Selma and Little Rock and Montgomery." 33¶ None of the racism described here is unrelated to multinational corporations and the ongoing war of aggression against Native peoples and natural resources. Even though the Supreme Court made its position on the Voigt Decision abundantly clear when the it refused to hear the state of Wisconsin's appeal, and even though the U.S. Constitution states that treaties are the supreme law of the land, Governor Tommy Thompson criticized the Chippewa for exercising their treaty rights. It is important to note that every study conducted on the impact of Chippewa spearfishing, from both the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wild life Commission, [End Page 207] to the most recent report commissioned by Congress, has failed to find any evidence to support the accusations that the Chippewa are threatening the fish resource. 34 This gives one pause to wonder why Thompson and the corporate CEOs would hide behind false hysteria.¶ The mass media effectively assisted the anti-treaty movement by fueling the fires with sensationalism surrounding the treaty controversy and almost completely ignored the economic and political contexts of the issue. 35 Plans to institute a mining district in the ceded territory of the Wisconsin Chippewa, actively pursued by the executive branch of the state of Wisconsin, has the potential to cause serious long-term damage to the resource and economic bases of northern Wisconsin. Behind the veil of the racist rhetoric of the spearfishing controversy¶ lies the essential and inseparable connection between the political assault against Indian treaties and the corporate assault on the environment in the 1990s. By focusing on the issue of resource control in the ceded territory, it is possible to see the convergence between the anti-Indian movement, represented by groups like Protect Americans' Rights and Resources (PARR) and Stop Treaty Abuse (STA), and the pro-mining policy of the Thompson administration in Wisconsin. 36¶ Through effective use of the mass media and by using the convenient excuse that spearfishing was a drain on fish resources, it became easy for those in positions of power to portray the Chippewa as deviants who were "raping the resources," resisting mining, and therefore impeding pursuit of the capitalistic American Dream.¶ Criminologist Raymond Michalowski has written extensively on the subject of state-corporate crime and the political economy of crime. His work on the dynamic relationship between the capitalist economic model and the hierarchical workings of the state helps analyze resistance as deviance. Michalowski writes that "it is the political economy of a society in connection with its cultural history that determines the definition of what acts are adaptive, rebellious, or maladaptive." 37 Michalowski points out that¶ to understand the "criminality" of any particular individual or group [in this case resistance by the Chippewa] requires critical examination of the objective yet dynamic connections between individual experience and the historically specific character of material and social relations. 38¶ In applying Michalowski's analysis to the scenario occurring between the Chippewa and the corporate/state actors in Wisconsin, it is important to recognize that identity is always socially constructed and that relationships of power play an important role in this construction. From this perspective, being [End Page 208] Indian in America is not merely a static condition or state defined by some constellation of perceived physical differences but is a set of social and material relations between American Indians and white Americans that extend back to the time the first treaties were made. Indigenous peoples have existed within and adapted to a set of material and controlling social relations that provides others with greater access to wealth than themselves. Resistance as deviance and social control is located in recurrent historical struggles to control material existence. A critical view of these hierarchical social structures argues that these historical creations do not exist naturally; they are synthetic. The age-old structures between powerful institutions and the Chippewa are reproduced over and over again as part of the everyday struggles of people. A critical approach to the events occurring between the Chippewa and corporate/state institutions provides a framework for challenging these recurrent historical struggles, the hierarchical structure of government, and its application of law. 39 Indigenous peoples have existed within and adapted to a set of material and controlling social relations that provides others with greater access to wealth than themselves.¶ Social control is always an exercise of power. Linear colonial logic argues that those who are "less civilized" (that is, Indigenous peoples who have different ways of utilizing knowledge) are unable to properly exploit the land and its resources, so therefore, those deemed to be "civilized" (the colonizers) would make decisions about the land and decide on the "who" and "why" when making the laws concerning that land and the environment. Ward Churchill is a well-known scholar, activist, and coordinator of American Indian studies with the Center for Studies of Ethnicity and Race in America at the University of Colorado at Boulder. Churchill and LaDuke have written extensively on issues of Native peoples worldwide. In discussing issues of social control and land they write,¶ land has always been the issue of greatest importance to politics and economics in this country. Those who control the land are those who control the resources within and upon it. No matter what the resource issue at hand is, social control and all the other aggregate components of power are fundamentally interrelated. 40¶ The many stories of resistance are not solely about Indian resistance, but involve an environmental social movement that is able to counteract corporate power as well. The assertion of Native land rights takes place in the context of an environmental movement willing to accept other ways of "knowing" and "understanding," to appreciate the knowledge Native people have about the environment, and to accept Native leadership in environmental battles. As has been demonstrated in previous examples, Native peoples today are challenging [End Page 209] the most powerful institutions of a large nation-state by using their capabilities to blend assertion of treaty rights with innovative forms of environmental activism.¶ The state and multinational corporations have consistently used their historically structured hierarchical positions of power to keep Indian people powerless and in a position of relative disadvantage in the past. Clearly, when the efforts of those privileged by power have been blocked by resistance based in treaty rights, unethical practices in dealing with the tribes have occurred which have caused them injury and harm. Those in powerful positions have countered Indian resistance by using the force of racism. Sociologist Robert Bullard argues that "[W]hether by conscious design or institutional neglect, communities of color in urban ghettos, in rural 'poverty pockets,' or on economically impoverished Native-American reservations face some of the worst environmental devastation in the nation." 41 The struggle engaged in by the Chippewa to protect their natural resources from the state of Wisconsin and huge multinational corporations is but one such example.¶ Environmental racism experienced by the Chippewa is evident in the systematic efforts put forth to exclude them from participation in the decision-making process. In an effort to "neutralize" the opposition, corporations have narrowly defined issues that can be raised in environmental impact statements and have ignored the objections of those opposed to the destruction caused by mining. And, as we have seen, with the increasing power of mining opponents, other methods of "neutralizing" the opposition must be found by the state and corporations. As illustrated earlier in this article, the state government and corporations have resorted to using the climate of race hatred to weaken and divide potential coalitions active against their multinational corporate vision of industrial development.¶ Examining these situations from a critical perspective helps facilitate an understanding of the way in which those in power are participants in creating an environmentally harmful atmosphere which maintains current hierarchical positions of power. The critical perspective presented here can be applied to deconstruct the unequal relationship between the state/corporate entities and those who are less powerful, to reconstruct a better form of balance.¶ As mentioned earlier, balance is a very old and important concept to almost all Indian people and affects every facet of life. Today, it is widely recognized that our environment is drastically out of balance. We are in a state of environmental deterioration that requires alternative approaches to economic survival. Underneath the rhetoric of the environmental problem lies the inseparable issue of power and what Stephen Pfohl describes as powerful rituals of control, which affect human rights as a whole. 42 The point is not only to [End Page 210] understand the problem, but also to solve it. The common denominator is direct action aimed against the status quo. With the assertion of Native rights comes a firm rejection of business-as-usual. Structured arrangements of power within our society have given us images of those who deviate from the dominant order. In a world constructed as much by symbolic action as physical behavior, being a person who has disparate political beliefs or has skin of a different color may be reason enough to call in forces of control. This "natural" or commonsensical character of a social order is really not natural at all but synthetic, artificial, and feigned.¶ This historically established synthetic order is now being questioned and, in the case of many American Indian tribes as previous examples in this article have shown, truly challenged. This is a good start, but more is needed. No single movement or group of related movements can succeed in offsetting present situations only through a shared rejection of injustices. They must also fight for their perception of justice by putting forward a unified vision of the alternatives.¶ As tribes continue to challenge state and corporate power, new definitions of who they are as Indian people and the role they play economically will emerge. Circular ways of viewing profitable business by utilizing environmentally sustainable methods will assist in redefining the ways Indian people, corporations, and the state do business and will redefine relationships between these groups. New and different ways to take what is needed from the environment without causing total environmental devastation must be examined in the future. Decreasing the environmental deterioration occurring today will require alternative approaches to economic security through sustainable land use practices. Sharing the knowledge that American Indian people have in this area will place the focus on cooperation rather than on hierarchical control. Rearranging this focus will have enormous impacts in the area of policy implementation.¶ Policy Implications¶ Policy is built on a variety of philosophical and epistemological arguments, ultimately grounded in subjective choice, and developed using the political skills of strategy and persuasion. Based on this, the central question becomes: What philosophical and epistemological frame of reference is best suited for developing and initiating policy leading to environmental justice and power relations that are based on reciprocity rather than hierarchical domination? The critical perspective used here stresses the significance of values in rethinking how environmental policy should be dealt with and is tested by placing [End Page 211] views about the environment into an American Indian, specifically Chippewa, way of life. In other words, there is a need to reconceptualize neocolonial values deemed to be authoritative. When making decisions, policy should be grounded in doctrines and principles that stress reciprocal power and a holistic way of viewing the environment.¶ For most of this century, positivist philosophies dominated social science with the belief that questions and problems posed in the social world could be understood and solved using the same techniques as those applied to the physical world. Some have come to question the ability of positivist approaches to deal with complex social issues like those considered in U.S. policy. 43 The basic problem with the positivist approach is its inability to provide a way to transcend political interest in order to obtain policy knowledge.¶ What is suggested here is how policy analysis might benefit from a methodology which acknowledges that scientific knowledge is dependent upon the normative assumptions and social meanings of the world it explores. John Dryzek is one of the leading political scientists in policy analysis in the United States. Dryzek suggests that policy analysis should address ethics and normative theory and the apparent normative basis of the status quo in the decision-making process; that is, the values and interests represented in the existing regime and policy process. 44¶ Along the same lines, political scientist Mary Hawkesworth argues that in order to effectively examine policy, the underlying values which drive decision making must be acknowledged. Most importantly, for Hawkesworth, sources of power must be critically examined. Indeed, the critical study of any subject should take into account the hierarchies of power that are inherent in our society. 45¶ The critical perspective proposed here challenges policy analysts to place themselves within an environmental justice framework which would attempt to uncover the underlying assumptions that may contribute to and produce unequal protection. A framework such as this addresses the ethical and political questions of "who gets what, why, and how much." 46 Addressing ethical and political questions such as these is important because one frame of reference by itself does not inform the whole of the problems associated with negative environmental impacts on people of color and low income groups.¶ The critical perspective challenges the policy analyst to choose among social values, and, because values underlie decisions, the policy analyst should recognize that by choosing only one framework, their frame of reference is culturally bound and dependent. This point is made by critically examining the values and lifestyle of American Indians. [End Page 212]¶ A Way of Life¶ A critical perspective offers a new frame of reference for policy-making grounded in the doctrines and principles of many American Indian people regarding the environment. This perspective demands critical thinking about the policies of both private and public sectors developed by those privileged with power in response to environmental issues. The critical perspective questions the assumptions upon which current policies are based, examines traditional solutions, and advocates new ways of thinking about the environment. While not perfect by any means, this perspective allows for different realities and reciprocal relations of power based upon mutual respect and insists that these different realities should be reflected in decisions and policies made to include Indigenous peoples.¶ Formulating environmental policies from a critical perspective includes taking into consideration questions about responsibilities toward the environment and how these responsibilities ought to be reflected in the policies adopted by the government, in the private sector, and in the habits of the population as a whole.¶ As we begin to view our history and future as Native people from a critical perspective, we can reinterpret the values and validity of our own traditions, teachings, and culture within a contemporary context. With this in mind, there are many things that are possible to share with our global society. One of the most important of these from a Native as well as a non-Native perspective, is the reestablishment of a land ethic that is based upon the sound experience of our heritage. Some of these values may be transferable to the whole of society now that we are beginning a new century. Native philosophies of the land generally demonstrate an ethic that presents the earth as vital because we are all born of the earth and require its resources for our very survival. From this perspective it is also possible to see how the relationships that we form with nature are of essential importance. This is one of the elemental teachings that originate generally from within Native culture that expresses our relatedness to nature, creation, and each other. It is important to understand that we must begin, as a global society, to realize this wholeness or relatedness.¶ To illustrate, for many Ojibwa/Chippewa people, the environment is not an issue. It is a way of life. As with other tribes, the Ojibwa consider themselves inseparable from the natural elements of their land, placing environmental sustainability at the forefront. Environmental sustainability is the ability of a community to utilize its natural, human, and technological resources to ensure that all members of present and future generations can attain a high degree of health and well-being, economic security, and a say in shaping their future [End Page 213] while maintaining the integrity of the ecological systems upon which all life and production depends. The most important aspects of sustainability include economic security, ecological integrity, democracy, and community. 47¶ As expressed by our ancestors, we are part of nature and must begin to express an idea of community rather than conquest. Native teachings can help us understand our relationship with life and creation as well as expand our awareness of nature and natural cycles. We can begin to see that the earth is a resource for all our needs, in fact, our only resource. As human beings, it becomes increasingly valuable for us to recognize this relationship so that we may benefit by using the gifts of creation effectively and efficiently. By utilizing the environment and eliminating waste in appropriate ways, we begin to establish a way of seeing the future from the perspective of generations to come; not only with respect to oil and luxury items, but by placing value on clean air, water, and soil in ways that will sustain us and our societies into the future. Such an awareness of life can begin to have a profound effect on our whole global society. As a community sharing life with the earth, we can see our dependence with, not independence from, nature. Through the realization that holistic Indigenous knowledge concerning the environment is important and essential to our survival as a whole, the teachings that Native peoples of the Americas present to our global society can be utilized in many ways, if given the chance.

