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****Natives Neg****
***Racism Frontline***
US knows that dumping is not a solution for garbage.

IBN News (Indian Business News, 06/23/12, IBN Live, Dumpster not a solution to garbage, http://ibnlive.in.com/news/dumpster-not-a-solution-to-garbage/273348-60-120.html)
“A dumpster is not a sustainable solution for garbage. While we might change the place where we dump the garbage, it continues to remain forever.” This was the strong message given by Reclaim our Beaches (ROB), a  Besant Nagar-based community youth collective and the Stella Maris Enviro Club (SMEC), as they set up  a garbage art installation at Elliot’s Beach on Sunday. SMEC and ROB members gathered early to collect non-biodegradable garbage from the beach near the estuary area. This was used to make an art installation resembling a bottomless dumpster with an insatiable  mouth that devoured the garbage. Kaushik, co-founder of ROB said, “This is part of our campaign ‘Challenge everything you know about waste’. All of us know garbage once created does not go away anywhere. People can only change the place  where they dump the garbage. So we need to focus on ways to minimise garbage and to keep the litter to the minimum.” President of SMEC, Ratna said, “Along with  ROB, we are planning a symposium on August 18 and 19.”

Waste Management Program got funds to clean reservation lands

Myers and Calvecilla 06 (Jon and Lanny, writers for CalRecycle, 03/14/06, CalRecycle, Waste Board Assists in Cleaning Up Rural Communities: State provides aid to target illegal dumping, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Archive/IWMBPR/2006/March/10.htm)

SACRAMENTO—The California Integrated Waste Management Board has approved more than $150,000 in to help clean up rural properties around the state, including Native American reservation land, that have been littered with illegally dumped waste.  "The State is proud to be a partner with local agencies in their struggle against illegal dumping," said Board Chair Margo Reid Brown. "This money strengthens our commitment to protect the environment and property owners' lands from the unlawful disposal of waste materials."  Funds from the Board's Farm and Ranch Solid Waste Cleanup and Abatement Grant Program are available to help pay for operations to remove piles of trash clandestinely dumped on remote and sparsely populated lands.  The money is primarily used to pay for the removal and proper disposal of small nuisance illegal dump sites containing non-hazardous solid waste, including tires and incidental amounts of household hazardous materials, and for site security measures to prevent recurrence of illegal disposal after the projects are completed. Local governmental agencies, resource conservation districts and tribal groups can request up to $50,000 per cleanup or abatement project and up to $200,000 per fiscal year.  At today's meeting, the Board approved the following cleanup allocations:  Trinity County Resource Conservation District Grant funds approved: $64,949 Eleven illegal dump sites are present in Trinity County. Eight are located on U. S. Forest Service lands and three are on private property. The waste on the sites includes 33 vehicles, 45 appliances, 98 tires and other miscellaneous household trash, construction debris and agricultural waste. The properties are heavily forested and managed for timber production.  Site security will be addressed with the purchase of two surveillance cameras, installation of gates for eight of the sites and construction of "tank traps" (deep ditches to prevent vehicle access) wherever possible. Brochures, radio spots and advertisements at the local movie theater will help promote legal waste disposal.  Florin Resource Conservation District (Sacramento County) Grant funds approved: $7,103 Approximately 300 tires have been illegally disposed onto a parcel of land adjacent to Blodgett Reservoir near the Kiefer Landfill. The land is active farm and ranch property used to grow Sudan grass and cultivate bees. Access to the property will be blocked with a new gate and signage.  San Diego County Grant funds approved: $29,270 This property has been an illegal disposal site and home to squatters for many years. The landowner has invested over $90,000 and is requesting grant funds to clean up the remainder of the property. Approximately 40 appliances, 35 vehicles, 2,000 tires and miscellaneous solid waste and construction debris still remain. Access to the property has been blocked by a new gate and signs will be posted. The property is zoned for agriculture, but is currently fallow. It is surrounded by avocado and citrus trees and a children's horse riding camp.  Cabazon Band of Mission Indians (Riverside County)  Grant funds approved: $49,990 More than 2,000 cubic yards of concrete, asphalt and agricultural clippings have been illegally disposed on to a 30-acre parcel of land within the Cabazon reservation in Indio. The land is currently fallow due to the presence of the waste, but has been characterized by the tribe as agricultural. The land has historically been used to grow crops and has also been used for rangeland. Tribal Housing Security will be increased to discourage further dumping.  To date, the Board has awarded, through its Farm and Ranch Solid Waste Cleanup and Abatement Grant Program, 82 grants to clean up 285 illegal disposal sites for a total funding amount of $3,234,467. The Farm and Ranch Program is the Board's primary program to assist local agencies in combating the problem of illegal dumping of solid waste in rural areas.  The California Integrated Waste Management Board is the State's leading authority on recycling and waste reduction. It promotes a zero waste California in partnership with local government, industry, and the public.  This means reducing waste whenever possible, promoting the management of all materials to their highest and best use, and protecting public health and safety and the environment. 

Open Dump Cleanup Project helps clean up waste on tribal land.

Tanbouz 03 (Tanbouz, Anan, part of EPA, march 03, EPA, Open Sump Cleanup Project Helps Tribes Fight Waste, http://www.epa.gov/osw/wyl/tribal/pdftxt/opendump.pdf)

The Open Dump Cleanup Project is a multi-agency commitment to help tribes throughout  Indian Country close open dumps, clean up waste on tribal land, and develop safe solid  waste management practices. Federal agency cooperative efforts initially have focused on  helping tribes close or upgrade high-threat waste disposal sites. Assistance, however, goes  beyond the simple closure or upgrading of the waste sites. The federal partners will make  resources available to help tribes develop and  implement comprehensive programs for  managing solid waste and developing alternatives to disposal. Assistance may include  funding for training, technical assistance,  planning, implementation, closure, and postclosure activities.  Officials from EPA, the Department of  Interior’s Bureau of Indian Affairs, the  Department of Agriculture’s Rural Utilities Service, the Department of Health and Human  Service’s Indian Health Service (IHS), and the Department of Defense are the primary  agencies involved. 
Multi-agencies funding have helped Indian in many aspects.

Tanbouz 03 (Tanbouz, Anan, part of EPA, march 03, EPA, Open Sump Cleanup Project Helps Tribes Fight Waste, http://www.epa.gov/osw/wyl/tribal/pdftxt/opendump.pdf)

Tribes have used multi-agency funding to: close open dumps; develop integrated solid  waste management plans; establish alternative solid waste management options, including  waste reduction and recycling programs and financing transfer stations; improve enforcement  of illegal dumping regulations and ordinances; and provide public education, especially to  children. As illustrated in the success stories below, building partnerships with local, regional,  and national organizations and federal agencies proved a key component of program success. 

DOE obligated to help Indian tribes 
Rodgers 11 (Rodgers, Kerry, university of Maryland school of law, Fall 2011, New Mexico Law Review, PROFESSIONAL ARTICLE: IDENTIFYING THE CRUCIAL ELEMENTS OF STATES' COLLABORATION OVER THE LONG HAUL: THE TRANSPORTATION OF NUCLEAR WASTE TO NEW MEXICO, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/

The WIPP LWA requires the DOE to "provide advance notification to States and Indian tribes through whose jurisdiction the Secretary plans to transport transuranic waste to or from WIPP." n63 Notification of planned WIPP shipments occurs on an annual, fourteen-day, and en route  [*373]  basis. n64 Eight-week rolling schedules are provided as well for planning purposes. n65 The WIPP LWA further requires that the DOE "provide technical assistance and funds for the purpose of training public safety officials, and other emergency responders . . . in any State or Indian tribe through whose jurisdiction the Secretary plans to transport transuranic waste to or from WIPP." n66 The training must address routine waste transportation and emergency response, and it must include components for distinct audiences: government officials and public safety officers; emergency response personnel; radiological protection and emergency medical personnel; and the public. n67 The DOE is obligated to "periodically review the training provided . . . in consultation with affected States and Indian tribes." n68 In addition, the WIPP LWA authorizes the DOE to provide states with monetary grants or in-kind contributions to help them acquire emergency response equipment for WIPP transportation incidents. 

***Solvency Frontline***
They can’t solve anything for almost 30 years
Rickert, Levi, Editor in chief in Native Currents, 09/16/11, Native News Networks, Senators Told: "Roads in Indian Country Are Not Safe, http://www.nativenewsnetwork.com/senators-told-roads-in-indian-country-are-not-safe.html
Two-thirds of roads on Indian reservations are unpaved. Twenty-seven percent bridges have been deemed structurally deficient. Floods, snow and other natural disasters have made roads and bridges worse on several reservations in Indian Country. It would take 28 years of continuous development and repairs to bring roads in Indian Country up to where they need to be. The lack of funding contributes to the transportation disparity in Indian Country.

No solvency—different tribal requirements and weaknesses undercut the plan
Emery, et al 06 (MARY EMERY North Central Regional Center for Rural Development MILAN WALL Heartland Center for Leadership Development CORRY BREGENDAHL North Central Regional Center for Rural Development CORNELIA FLORA North Central Regional Center for Rural Development, 08/30/06, The Online Journal of Rural Research and Policy, Economic Development in Indian Country: Redefining Success, ojrrp.org/journals/ojrrp/article/download/32/30 )
 Clearly, one-size-fits-all approaches to sustainable economic development will not work in Indian Country. As the research described above indicates, the characteristics of each reservation differ, particularly in regard to political and cultural capital. These differences influence not only the type of economic development strategies employed and the success of these strategies, but also the opportunities for successful entrepreneurship among tribal members. Figure 1 illustrates the interaction of decision-making structures and investment of tribal funds. Well-developed governance structures often include 4 year staggered terms, independent judiciaries, enterprise development boards, appropriate commercial codes, and business licensing procedures. These environments contribute to increased access to financial capital and opportunities for business stability. Less-developed governance structures often lack continuity which impacts access to capital and the ability of investors to ascertain risk. Tribes also vary on how they invest income from tribal ventures. In some cases this revenue is allocated primarily as per capita payments. The belief that this money will continue to support tribal members can act as a brake on enterprise development. In contrast, other tribes invest profits from these businesses into supporting the educational goals of tribal members thus increasing human capital, providing capital for entrepreneurial start ups, enhancing natural resources and cultural assets, and diversifying their ventures. Where a particular reservation might fall in this graph would determine to a large degree the opportunities and challenges facing entrepreneurs and enterprise development boards.
Nuclear war outweighs

Bostrom 02

Existential Risks

Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards

 Nick Bostrom

Professor, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University

[Published in the Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, No. 1 (2002). (First version: 2001)]
http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html
Psychological biases?¶ ¶ The psychology of risk perception is an active but rather messy field [80] that could potentially contribute indirect grounds for reassessing our estimates of existential risks.¶ ¶ Suppose our intuitions about which future scenarios are “plausible and realistic” are shaped by what we see on TV and in movies and what we read in novels. (After all, a large part of the discourse about the future that people encounter is in the form of fiction and other recreational contexts.) We should then, when thinking critically, suspect our intuitions of being biased in the direction of overestimating the probability of those scenarios that make for a good story, since such scenarios will seem much more familiar and more “real”. This Good-story bias could be quite powerful. When was the last time you saw a movie about humankind suddenly going extinct (without warning and without being replaced by some other civilization)? While this scenario may be much more probable than a scenario in which human heroes successfully repel an invasion of monsters or robot warriors, it wouldn’t be much fun to watch. So we don’t see many stories of that kind. If we are not careful, we can be mislead into believing that the boring scenario is too farfetched to be worth taking seriously. In general, if we think there is a Good-story bias, we may upon reflection want to increase our credence in boring hypotheses and decrease our credence in interesting, dramatic hypotheses. The net effect would be to redistribute probability among existential risks in favor of those that seem to harder to fit into a selling narrative, and possibly to increase the probability of the existential risks as a group.¶ ¶ The empirical data on risk-estimation biases is ambiguous. It has been argued that we suffer from various systematic biases when estimating our own prospects or risks in general. Some data suggest that humans tend to overestimate their own personal abilities and prospects.[16] About three quarters of all motorists think they are safer drivers than the typical driver.[17] Bias seems to be present even among highly educated people. According to one survey, almost half of all sociologists believed that they would become one of the top ten in their field [87], and 94% of sociologists thought they were better at their jobs than their average colleagues [88]. It has also been shown that depressives have a more accurate self-perception than normals except regarding the hopelessness of their situation [89-91]. Most people seem to think that they themselves are less likely to fall victims to common risks than other people [92].  It is widely believed [93] that the public tends to overestimate the probability of highly publicized risks (such as plane crashes, murders, food poisonings etc.), and a recent study [94] shows the public overestimating a large range of commonplace health risks to themselves. Another recent study [95], however, suggests that available data are consistent with the assumption that the public rationally estimates risk (although with a slight truncation bias due to cognitive costs of keeping in mind exact information).[18]¶ ¶ Even if we could get firm evidence for biases in estimating personal risks, we’d still have to be careful in making inferences to the case of existential risks.¶ ¶ 8.6         Weighing up the evidence¶ ¶ In combination, these indirect arguments add important constraints to those we can glean from the direct consideration of various technological risks, although there is not room here to elaborate on the details. But the balance of evidence is such that it would appear unreasonable not to assign a substantial probability to the hypothesis that an existential disaster will do us in. My subjective opinion is that setting this probability lower than 25% would be misguided, and the best estimate may be considerably higher. But even if the probability were much smaller (say, ~1%) the subject matter would still merit very serious attention because of how much is at stake.¶ ¶ In general, the greatest existential risks on the time-scale of a couple of centuries or less appear to be those that derive from the activities of advanced technological civilizations. We see this by looking at the various existential risks we have listed. In each of the four categories, the top risks are engendered by our activities. The only significant existential risks for which this isn’t true are “simulation gets shut down” (although on some versions of this hypothesis the shutdown would be prompted by our activities [27]); the catch-all hypotheses (which include both types of scenarios); asteroid or comet impact (which is a very low probability risk); and getting killed by an extraterrestrial civilization (which would be highly unlikely in the near future).[19]¶ ¶ It may not be surprising that existential risks created by modern civilization get the lion’s share of the probability. After all, we are now doing some things that have never been done on Earth before, and we are developing capacities to do many more such things. If non-anthropogenic factors have failed to annihilate the human species for hundreds of thousands of years, it could seem unlikely that such factors will strike us down in the next century or two. By contrast, we have no reason whatever not to think that the products of advanced civilization will be our bane.¶ ¶ We shouldn’t be too quick to dismiss the existential risks that aren’t human-generated as insignificant, however. It’s true that our species has survived for a long time in spite of whatever such risks are present. But there may be an observation selection effect in play here. The question to ask is, on the theory that natural disasters sterilize Earth-like planets with a high frequency, what should we expect to observe? Clearly not that we are living on a sterilized planet. But maybe that we should be more primitive humans than we are? In order to answer this question, we need a solution to the problem of the reference class in observer selection theory [76]. Yet that is a part of the methodology that doesn’t yet exist. So at the moment we can state that the most serious existential risks are generated by advanced human civilization, but we base this assertion on direct considerations. Whether there is additional support for it based on indirect considerations is an open question.¶ ¶ We should not blame civilization or technology for imposing big existential risks. Because of the way we have defined existential risks, a failure to develop technological civilization would imply that we had fallen victims of an existential disaster (namely a crunch, “technological arrest”). Without technology, our chances of avoiding existential risks would therefore be nil. With technology, we have some chance, although the greatest risks now turn out to be those generated by technology itself.¶ ¶ 9        Implications for policy and ethics¶ ¶ Existential risks have a cluster of features that make it useful to identify them as a special category: the extreme magnitude of the harm that would come from an existential disaster; the futility of the trial-and-error approach; the lack of evolved biological and cultural coping methods; the fact that existential risk dilution is a global public good; the shared stakeholdership of all future generations; the international nature of many of the required countermeasures; the necessarily highly speculative and multidisciplinary nature of the topic; the subtle and diverse methodological problems involved in assessing the probability of existential risks; and the comparative neglect of the whole area. From our survey of the most important existential risks and their key attributes, we can extract tentative recommendations for ethics and policy:
***50 States CP***
1NC Shell
Text: The fifty states of the United States should substantially increase funding for roads and bridges on American Indian reservations in a uniform manner.
States provide better local solutions for Native American transportation infrastructure – solve better than federal government 

McLawhorn 4 (Nina, Research Administrator, Wisconsin Department of Transportation, State DOTs and Native American Nations, Transportation Synthesis Reports, January 27, http://wisdotresearch.wi.gov/wp-content/uploads/tsrnativeamerican1.pdf, KP

State governments have a unique relationship with the Native American nations within their borders. The federal government has recognized Native American tribes as sovereign nations, and as such, intergovernmental relationships with them must be initiated by a federal agency such as FHWA. However, state DOTs have many reasons to work directly with tribal governments. In January 2001, new regulations mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act took effect, requiring consultation with Native American tribes by any agency planning federally funded improvements that could affect properties with cultural or religious significance to those tribes. State DOTs may also work with Native American governments in areas such as public transit, traffic safety, and construction and improvements to reservation roads and bridges. In addition to participating in federal programs such as the Indian Reservation Roads Program, tribal governments are eligible for other state and federal funding programs just as counties and cities are. We were asked to review state DOT organizational approaches for communicating with Native American nations and provide information on both centralized approaches—for example, coordination of contacts through a single DOT office—as well as decentralized approaches that rely on division-by-division communications. Summary For a state DOT, deciding whether to centralize Native American contact, and especially whether to assign dedicated staff for that purpose, is not simply a matter of best practices—each DOT must establish a system that is appropriate for the size, distribution and needs of its Native American population and tribal lands. Native American presence varies widely from state to state; at the high end, California has 109 federally recognized tribes and a total Native American population of over 300,000, and Alaska’s population is 19% Alaska Natives. Indian reservations make up 28% of Arizona’s land base; by contrast, 16 states have no Indian reservations within their borders. With 11 tribes and a total population of over 47,000, Wisconsin falls somewhere in the middle. The map on page 7 of this Census report shows the Native American population distribution by county for the nation: http://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/c2kbr01-15.pdf. Wisconsin is one of four Midwest states with a county (Menominee) where Native Americans make up the majority of the population; however, Native Americans make up only 0.9% of Wisconsin’s total population (see page 5 of the Census report). 
Ext States Solvency

Federal transportation initiatives failing — public only trusts state funding.

Orski 12 [Ken Orski, editor and publisher of Innovation NewsBrienfs, served as Associate Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration under President Nixon and President Ford and, after leaving government, founded a transportation consultancy counseling corporate clients and agencies in federal, state and local government, 2/5/12, “Why Pleas to Increase Infrastructure Funding Fall on Deaf Ears”, New Geography, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002662-why-pleas-increase-infrastructure-funding-fall-deaf-ears] aw

There are various theories why appeals to increase infrastructure spending do not resonate with the public. One widely held view is that people simply do not trust the federal government to spend their tax dollars wisely. As proof, evidence is cited that a great majority of state and local transportation ballot measures do get passed, because voters know precisely where their tax money is going. No doubt there is much truth to that. Indeed, thanks to local funding initiatives and the use of tolling, state transportation agencies are becoming increasingly more self-reliant and less dependent on federal funding.

States are better at attracting private investment – individual regulations and tailored policies.

Gillette 98 Clayton P. Gillette, State and government law professor at New York University, 82 Minn. L. Rev. 447, “Business Incentives, Interstate Competition, and the Commerce Clause,” 1997-1998

In this Article, I cast a skeptical look at these arguments.  My objective is not to demonstrate that the alleged "war between the states" or "arms race" does not or could not exist.  Rather, my concern is that the feared scope and consequences  of such competition may be overblown, and that the benefits of  such competition may be understated. Furthermore, the proposed remedy-federal intervention-imposes additional costs,  both in removing from states the capacity to promote the values  that underlie federalism and in introducing into legal analysis  distinctions that cannot help but fly in the face of logical consistency. Indeed, the stronger form of my claim is that competition among states for businesses may actually facilitate the  objective created by the Commerce Clause of achieving economic  integration for the benefit of the nation as a whole.The very claim that competition for business location will have a negative impact seems odd. We typically think of competition as an effective mechanism for allocating scarce social  resources to the party that values them most highly, and there  initially seems little reason to believe that governmental bids  vary from this principle. Although Tiebout models of local government services are usually directed at the market for residence,2 the same desire for preference satisfaction should apply  to the market for firms. Indeed, the package of local public  goods and services that a jurisdiction offers, and the tax prices  charged for them, is frequently explained in terms of the jurisdiction's capacity and desire for attracting businesses.3 Just as localities offer a package of goods and services in order to attract  a relatively homogeneous group of residents, and thus ensure  the efficient delivery of local public goods, businesses that seek  a particular type of environment, work force, or package of  goods and services will gravitate to those locations that signal  their desire to attract firms with similar preferences.Of course, the packages offered by states and localities do   not indicate that they have unlimited desire to attract busi-   nesses, any more than their capacity for residents is uncapped.   Instead, for each package of goods and services established by   a state or locality, there is an optimal size population, including   businesses, determined by the number of residents for which   the package can be produced at the lowest average cost.Communities below the optimum will use incentives to attract  residents (including businesses), and thus decrease average  costs, while those above the optimum are likely to reduce serv-  ices until a sufficient number of residents (including busi-  nesses) emigrate.5 Indeed, there is some reason to believe that  states and localities are particularly adept at and appropriate  for pursuing policies that match businesses and location. Paul  Peterson, for instance, contends that developmental policies,  those programs that enhance the economic position of a com-munity, albeit at the expense of neighbors, are best imple-  mented by local or state, rather than national governments in  order to permit greater satisfaction of preferences between  those who provide and those who consume service packages.Locational incentives directed at businesses would appear,  on their face, to serve these objectives of interstate competition.  Indeed, much of what we normally think of as the characteristics that make a community attractive may easily be cast as  "business incentives," since they correlate well with the factors-for example, access to transportation, infrastructure,  education, level of unionism, climate-that serve as a primary  basis for business location decisions. From this perspective,  governmental use of subsidies, exemptions, and abatements  simply constitutes the business counterpart to well-accepted  forms of competition among other state actors bidding for  scarce resources. For instance, state universities bid for students  by offering scholarships and positions on sports teams, and ad-  vertising campaigns by states indicate fierce competition for  tourism dollars. No one suggests that such actions are barred  by the Commerce Clause. Certainly those law professors who contend that federal intervention is necessary to prevent states  from engaging in explicit bidding for businesses have not suggested that there exists any Commerce Clause barrier to state  law schools offering some salaries out of line with those of others  in order to attract or retain faculty members.

AT: No Cooperation

States will work together for various projects – empirics prove

Cox 05, Cox, Craig, Craig Cox is the executive director of the Western Business Coalition for New Energy Technologies in Evergreen, 01-15-05 “Good News about Renewable Energy” http://windenergynews.blogspot.com/2005/01/western-states-to-spend-billions-on.html

Working together and individually, Western political leaders, utilities and nongovernmental organizations are transforming the region's energy infrastructure.  Because of their work, the West is poised to assume a leadership role in the modern energy industry of the future.  These efforts will provide many tangible economic and environmental benefits throughout the region for years to come.  Here are just a few examples of how the West is laying the groundwork for a clean, reliable and modern energy infrastructure for the 21st century:  • Govs. Arnold Schwarzenegger of California and Bill Richardson of New Mexico are leading regionwide efforts to increase clean energy development in the West to 30,000 megawatts by 2015. They sponsored a resolution to this effect that the Western Governors' Association adopted at its annual meeting in June.  • Colorado's voters, by a solid 54 percent to 46 percent margin in November, passed Amendment 37, creating a 10 percent renewable energy standard by 2015. Colorado is the 17th state to have such a standard, but is the first state to pass a standard by popular vote. The Colorado Public Utilities Commission will begin rulemaking activities to implement the standard this year.  • Richardson is spearheading efforts to build new transmission capacity from New Mexico (which has a renewable energy standard similar to Colorado's) to send hundreds, or possibly thousands, of megawatts of renewable energy to other states, such as California.  • Wyoming Gov. Dave Freudenthal is pursuing new ways of upgrading Wyoming's energy infrastructure (such as transmission) to leverage his state's huge energy potential.  • In Nevada, Gov. Kenny Guinn and the state's Public Utilities Commission have implemented a "Temporary Renewable Energy Development Trust" that is expected to spur new projects that had been stalled because of concerns over utility creditworthiness.  • The Arizona Corporation Commission is looking to increase the state's renewable energy generation significantly, perhaps through creation of a standard similar to those in Colorado and New Mexico.  • Utilities regionwide are increasing their intake of renewable energy technologies:  Xcel Energy is reviewing bids for 500 megawatts of renewable energy projects in Colorado and has committed to accept all cost-competitive wind resource bids up to a 15 percent penetration level.  PacifiCorp is looking for up to 1,100 megawatts of renewable energy projects in its service territory.  Arizona Public Service will be seeking 100 megawatts of new renewable energy projects in the next year.  Idaho Power is seeking 200 megawatts of renewable power by the end of 2007.  California utilities, which operate under a 20 percent renewable energy standard, are seeking new projects throughout the state and the entire region.  All of this new renewable energy development will provide new jobs, significant new local and county tax revenues, and new economic opportunities for states around the West. The investment potential from wind energy development alone in the West is likely to run into the billions of dollars.  Rural and agricultural areas, which have not seen many new economic opportunities in recent decades, will reap particular benefits from many of these new developments, as new wind and biomass projects will mostly be located in rural parts of the West.  This increased investment in renewable energy technologies should also have a stabilizing influence on electricity prices, since the low fuel costs for most renewables (and no fuel costs for wind and solar) are stable and predictable.  As the West develops its sizable renewable energy resources, utilities are also looking at leveraging the region's coal resource in cleaner and more efficient ways. For instance, in a recent regulatory settlement with Colorado's environmental community, Xcel Energy has committed to support efforts to advance innovative technologies, practices and measures designed to reduce greenhouse gases.  Clearly, 2005 will mark a turning point for the West's energy infrastructure. This region is preparing to lead the world in the adoption and implementation of an energy infrastructure that will benefit its citizens and enhance the environment.  

State cooperation makes transportation policies possible.
Skalaban 93 [Andrew Skalaban, University of California, Davis, 1996, “Policy Cooperation among the States: The Case of Interstate Banking Reform”, The Journal of Federalism, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/3330754] aw 

Cooperation  among constituent  states is essential for effective  gover-   nance in any federal system. In such areas as criminal  prosecution,  regu-   latory enforcement,  transportation,  and the like, cooperation  among state   governments  makes possible the implementation  of a wide array of public   policies. Yet among semisovereign  states, policy competition  may be just   as, if not more, common than policy cooperation. For example, disputes   over water rights, conflicts  over pollution spillovers, or competition  for   business relocation among the states are everyday occurrences in U.S.   politics. If cooperation  enhances governance,  then the question becomes,   How is it that the states can come to cooperate? This paper addresses   this question for the issue of interstate  banking  deregulation  for the period   1982-88. The analytic question is this: Why does state A choose to coop-   erate with state B, but not with state C, to implement  legislation that   allows for interstate  branching,  mergers,  and acquisitions by banks? 

AT: 50 State Fiat Bad

1. Key to civic education – state vs. federal power is THE MOST IMPORTANT Constitutional issue and a huge question in the literature

2. Key to limits – a federal key warrant is the only check against thousands of tiny cases that build any kind of infrastructure anywhere

3. Tests the United States federal government – it is resolutionally predictable and leads to good decisions.

4.  Reciprocal – the aff can use all branches of the federal government and all members of Congress – this is equally utopian

5. Not utopian – our solvency evidence proves there’s literature on states enacting infrastructure banks and cooperating on banking

6. Doesn’t kill aff ground – they just need a federal key warrant – port security, NextGen, and military can’t be done by states – the military alone is enough for a huge topic

7. Reject the argument not the team – at worst, kick the counterplan and revert to the status quo – making it a voting issue over-incentivizes bad theory debates

8. States adopt uniform laws all the time

Pryor, 01 

(C. Scott, Associate Prof – Regent U. School of Law, American Bankruptcy Institute Law Review, Spring)

NCCUSL is a national organization of practicing lawyers, judges, law professors, and others appointed by the governors of each of the states. NCCUSL drafts uniform laws in various fields and then proposes them to the various state legislatures for adoption. See Edward J. Janger, Predicting When the Uniform Law Process Will Fail: Article 9, Capture, and the Race to the Bottom, 83 IOWA L. REV. 569, 586 (1998) (describing problem of "capture" in drafting process); Alan Schwartz & Robert E. Scott, The Political Economy of Private Legislatures, 143 U. PA. L. REV. 595, 651 (1995) (stating that problems stemming from reliance on "ill-informed generalists" and influence of interest groups may be unavoidable for any official organization whose goal is to foster uniformity of state laws).

AT: States Can’t Fund

1. We solve tradeoff – the counterplan text fiats that states fund water infrastructure as well as transportation infrastructure.

2. Fiat ensures funding – states can get the money by cutting back other programs

3. States have fiscally strenghted – they have the money to enact the plan.

Gais and Fossett 05, Thomas Gais, director of the Rockefeller Institute of Government, and James Fossett, directs the Rockefeller Institute's research program in bioethics and federalism and is an associate professor of public administration and public health at the University at Albany, 7/18/2005, Chap. 15, Federalism and the Executive Branch, http://www.rockinst.org/pdf/federalism/2005-federalism_and_the_excutive_branch.pdf, TB

 State fiscal capacities have grown markedly in recent decades. States greatly increased their reliance on sales and income taxes since the 1950s and decreased their dependence on property taxes, which had always been politically difficult to raise. The development of a broad-based and growing tax base meant that states could sustain their own spending priorities,even in the aftermath of severe federal budget cuts, as they did in the 1980s.48 States could even compensate for chronic federal underfunding. Since the early 1990s, for example, federal environmental grants changed little in real terms, despite the growth of state responsibilities. States responded by increasing their own spending, to the point that they now pay about 80 percent of the costs of federal environmental programs.49
Their greater political, administrative, and fiscal capacities have led many states to fashion their own policy responses to major problems. In the 1980s, states were on the forefront of efforts to deal with worker dislocation and retraining, when federal officials paid little attention to such issues.50 Interest in economic development has sometimes led states to take on novel functions,such as California’s decision in 2004 to fund stem cell research in order to draw academic researchers and biotech businesses unhappy with the Bush administration’s restrictions on federal research grants. States showed leadership in energy policies in the 1970s, 1980s, and early 2000s—the most recent years in response to electricity reliability problems, environmental concerns, and energy price spikes.51 Some states have even addressed the problem of global warming, while the federal government has done little, despite all the theoretical reasons that one would expect states to ignore such an issue.52 The openness and capacities of state political institutions, combined with the growth of federal involvement in so many domestic issues, produced by the late twentieth century an extremely dynamic, less constrained system of federalism—one in which it would be difficult to identify any major domestic policy issue in the United States that has not penetrated both federal and state political agendas. Federal and state governments may be more than ever “different agents and trustees of the people.” But one would be hard put to identify their “different purposes.
4. States have the funds to implement transportation infrastructure plans

Freemark 2012 Yohah, writer for Transport Politics, 02-16-2012, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/02/16/clearing-it-up-on-federal-transportation-expenditures/

Meanwhile, states and local governments are contributing massively to transportation funding already, just as Ms. Schweitzer asks them to. I studied Oregon and Illinois a year and a half ago and found that only about a quarter of Oregon’s Department of Transportation budget comes from Washington; about a third of Illinois’ comes from the national capital.  What about those profligate transit agencies that are egged on by the federal government’s wasteful spending? Their operations spending comes from local, state, and fare revenues — not Washington. And expansion projects — especially the big ones — are mostly financed by local revenues, like dedicated sales taxes that voters across the country have approved repeatedly over the past twenty years. The six largest transit expansion projects currently receiving or proposed to receive funding from the Obama Administration this year each rely on the federal government to contribute less than 43% of total costs. Perhaps Detroit would have paid for the People Mover even if it had had to use its own revenues to do so.  Now, even if we were to recognize the high level of devolution of power and funds that currently does exist in the U.S., some might still argue that the federal government exercises too much power. Its distribution formula for fuel tax revenues results in certain states getting more money than their drivers contributed (“donor” states) and certain states getting less (“donee” states). Why not simply allow states to collect their own revenues and spend money as they wish? Why should Washington be engaged in this discussion at all? 

AT: Permutation
1. It links to the net benefit <insert explanation>
2. 1AC proves the single solvency solves – there is no additional benefit of two.
3. Perm fails – causes free riding

The Economist 11
[The Economist, 4/28/11, “Life in the slow lane”, http://www.economist.com/node/18620944] aw

Formula-determined block grants to states are, at least, designed to leave important decisions to local authorities. But the formulas used to allocate the money shape infrastructure planning in a remarkably block-headed manner. Cost-benefit studies are almost entirely lacking. Federal guidelines for new construction tend to reflect politics rather than anything else. States tend to use federal money as a substitute for local spending, rather than to supplement or leverage it. The Government Accountability Office estimates that substitution has risen substantially since the 1980s, and increases particularly when states get into budget difficulties. From 1998 to 2002, a period during which economic fortunes were generally deteriorating, state and local transport investment declined by 4% while federal investment rose by 40%. State and local shrinkage is almost certainly worse now.
4. Perm fails – federal-state funding causes government expansion
Mitchell 7 [Daniel J. Mitchell, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, 9/25/07, “SCHIP’S Perverse Incentives,” Cato, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/schips-perverse-incentives/] aw
Picking the worst government program would be a huge challenge, but picking the worst funding system is much easier. Programs involving joint federal-state funding contain built-in incentives to expand the size of government because politicians at either level can buy more votes by expanding the program, knowing that they only have to pay (depending on the formula) a share of the cost. In other words, lawmakers can promise $1 worth of goodies for, say, 50 cents. This is one of the reasons why Medicaid is a fiscal disaster. It’s also why welfare reform was a step in the right direction (the old system funneled more money to states when they added more people on the dole, creating a terrible incentive system). Unfortunately, politicians generally make things worse rather than better, and a Wall Street Journal editorial (sub only) 
AT: Rollback 
The Court can give power to the states –no rollback 

Miller, 98 (Mark Miller, Lawyer for Baker Botts, 1998, Cleveland State L. Rev) The history of the Tenth Amendment is an appropriate starting point in the development of substantive federalism. For a long period of time, the Tenth Amendment operated as nothing more than a plain statement of the obvious that afforded little protection to the states. 249 In the aftermath of Garcia, state sovereignty was left to the political processes. 250 Tenth Amendment power was reborn in New York v. United States when the Court held that Congress could not commandeer the states' legislative function. 251 This protection is decreed no matter how strong the federal interest in the legislation may be. 252 Protections over state sovereignty were expanded again in the 1996 Term when the Court invalidated certain portions of the Brady Act. 253 According to Printz, Congress cannot force the states' executive branches to enact federal regulatory programs regardless of the federal interest involved. 254 Whenever the structural framework of dual sovereignty is compromised, the Tenth Amendment steps in to prevent a usurpation of federalism. 255 Printz and New York held that Congress was incapable of commanding the states to take a course of action that it could not undertake directly. 256 But what happens if Congress breaches the Tenth Amendment through an Article I power like the Spending Clause? Do the Court's enunciated protections extend to Article I? These are the questions that the theory of substantive federalism answers. The restraint on Article I began, to large extent, in Garcia when Justice O'Connor predicted that the Commerce power would be affirmatively limited  [*191]  by state autonomy. 257 The door was further opened in New York when the plenary nature of the Commerce Clause was labeled as "subversive" to the interests of state sovereignty. 258 United States v. Lopez put the first nail in the coffin when it struck down an exercise of the Commerce power as going so far as to approach a "police power of the sort retained by the States." 259 The Commerce Clause, in other words, authorizes control over interstate commerce, but does not authorize regulation of the states. 260 Seminole Tribe, however, lends the greatest support to the substantive federalism theory. The Eleventh Amendment -- a core guardian of state sovereign interests 261 -- withstands any attempt by Congress to pierce the shield of federalism with Article I. 262 Similar to the Tenth Amendment, the Eleventh Amendment once provided little protection to the states when Congress flexed its Article I muscle. 263 Along with the strengthening of the Eleventh Amendment, New York and Printz add to the growth of federalism and the devolution of unrestricted congressional power. The same 5-4 majority 264 has written the opinions in New York, Lopez, Seminole Tribe, and Printz, and it is only a matter of time before the rationale in Seminole Tribe is extended to the Tenth Amendment as a limit on the Spending Clause. 265 Substantive federalism presents the argument that the Tenth Amendment will be used in much the same manner as the Eleventh Amendment was used in Seminole Tribe. If a core principle of state sovereignty will be encroached upon by an Article I power, the Tenth Amendment prohibits the intrusion. 266 On the other side of the coin, Congress must look to the Tenth Amendment and ask whether its proposed legislation will impinge upon principles of federalism. If substantive federalism can operate to block congressional action under the Commerce Clause, then it can also curtail the Spending power.
AT: States are Racist

1. The federal government is also racist as much as the states are. Empirics prove that the federal government has been and will be racist. During hurricane Katrina, when money did become available to start rebuilding, the first federal contracts went to white businessmen, so that white people accumulated more wealth as a result of the disaster. Also racial profiling occurs frequently proving this point.
AT: State action lacks uniformity
1. We fiat that it happens in a uniform manner.

***Ban Dumping/Nuclear Waste CP***
INC Shell
 Plan: The United States federal government should ban waste dumping on Native American reservations.

US has no right to use native reservations for waste dumping – Indians suffer, not safe, environmental racism

Kamps 00(Kamps, Kevin, Nuclear Information & Resource Service Manager, 10/24/00, NIRS, Nuclear Waste + Natives Lands = Envrionmental Racism, http://www.nirs.org/alerts/10-24-2000/1)
Since the advent of the nuclear era, Native peoples have suffered disproportionately more than other populations from this atomic power and atomic energy technologies. Native peoples and territories have been contaminated with radiation from uranium mining and milling (such as the Serpent River First Nation on the North Shore of Lake Huron), atomic testing and in isolated communities like Point Hope, Alaska, have served as guinea pigs for the federal government in its radiation experiments. Now Native lands serve as potential sites for radioactive waste dumps.  Yucca Mountain: No Place for Nuclear Waste  Yucca Mountain, in the heart of the Western Shoshone Nation, is a place of deep spiritual significance to Shoshone and Pauite peoples. Despite this, the federal government plans to send there 98 percent of the radioactivity generated during the entire Nuclear Age, including the high-level nuclear waste generated at the U of M's research reactor. The Department of Energy (DOE) has already spent 5 billion dollars towards the project and wants to spend 50 billion more to complete it before the end of the decade. The government has no right to use Yucca Mountain this way. Newe Sogobia —the land guaranteed the Western Shoshone Nation by treaty — includes Yucca Mountain. Even the mere study of the site is a violation of the treaty. The Shoshone people have made their wishes clear: they want the DOE off their land and their mountain restored to them. Because of U.S. nuclear testing in Nevada, the Western Shoshone Nation is already the most bombed nation on earth. They suffer from widespread cancer, leukemia, and other diseases as a result of fallout from more than 1,000 atomic explosions on their territory.  More than 100 grassroots environmental groups, Native and non- Native, organized to gain broad participation in the Yucca Mountain Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. But the vast majority of people who might be affected by this decision still are not aware of the danger. The Yucca Mountain EIS largely sidesteps the issue of transport. 90,000 shipments of high level waste designated for Yucca Mountain will be passing by the front yards of more than 50 million Americans along highways and train routes in 43 States. Obviously, the transport of this waste poses a huge public health risk. Even DOE studies anticipate several hundred accidents over the next thirty years, some of them severe. A single accident releasing radiation into the environment could cost tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars to clean up, and could kill and injure hundreds of people (according to Dr. Marvin Resnikoff of Radioactive Waste Management Associates, a graduate of the University of Michigan nuclear science department).  In addition to illegal treaty violations and the possibility of a \\\\\\"mobile Chernobyl\\\\\\" while the waste is on the road, Yucca Mountain is simply not a safe repository for nuclear waste. According to the DOE study, at least one storage canister of the more than 10,000 canisters envisioned at Yucca will fail within the next thousand years. After 10,000 years, all the canisters may degrade, according to a report on the DOE proposal in The New York Times. More than 621 earthquakes have been recorded in the area (at magnitudes of 2.5 on the Richter scale or higher) in the last twenty years alone. An earthquake at Yucca Mountain could cause groundwater to surge up into the storage area forcing dangerous amounts of plutonium into the atmosphere and contaminating the water supply. (Given this, it is not surprising that the nuclear industry has fought against any groundwater radiation standards for the facility — these standards could derail the entire project.) As the federal EIS process grinds on, the industry is doing all they can to expedite and insure Yucca\\\\\\'s opening. Each year for the past six years, legislation has quietly appeared in Congress in a backroom effort by the industry to change current law and seal a Yucca deal.  This year\\\\\\'s proposed changes to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act pretty much \\\\\\"threw radiation standards out,\\\\\\" according to Michael Marriotte of the Nuclear Information Resource Service (NIRS) in Washington, D.C., going so far as to strip the EPA of authority for setting standards. All this, says NIRS, is to \\\\\\"make the Yucca shoe fit\\\\\\" and insure the production of more nuclear waste. On April 25, 2000, President Clinton did the right thing and vetoed the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act as he promised. A Senate vote to override the veto on May 2nd failed by a narrow margin. So, for one more year, the Western Shoshone, Yucca Mountain, and fifty million Americans are safe from the nuclear industry. But what about next year?  Join the call for \\\\\\"No Nuclear Waste on Native Lands\\\\\\". See below for how to take action. 

NB: Spending
Random CP Card?
Native Americans are subject to hazardous waste – ruins relations

Viklund 10(Viklund, Andreas, 02/28/10, Nuclear-News, Native Americans exploited for nuclear waste dumping, http://nuclear-news.net/2010/03/01/native-americans-exploited-for-nuclear-waste-dumping/)
Native tribes across the American West have been and continue to be subjected to significant amounts of radioactive and otherwise hazardous waste as a result of living near nuclear test sites, uranium mines, power plants and toxic waste dumps.  And in some cases tribes are actually hosting hazardous waste on their sovereign reservations—which are not subject to the same environmental and health standards as U.S. land—in order to generate revenues. Native American advocates argue that siting such waste on or near reservations is an “environmental justice” problem, given that twice as many Native families live below the poverty line than other sectors of U.S. society and often have few if any options for generating income.  “In the quest to dispose of nuclear waste, the government and private companies have disregarded and broken treaties, blurred the definition of Native American sovereignty, and directly engaged in a form of economic racism akin to bribery,” says Bayley Lopez of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation. He cites example after example of the government and private companies taking advantage of the “overwhelming poverty on native reservations by offering them millions of dollars to host nuclear waste storage sites.”  The issue came to a head—and Native advocates hope a turning point—in 2007 when public pressure forced the Skull Valley band of Utah’s Goshute tribe to forego plans to offer their land, which is already tucked between a military test site, a chemical weapons depot and a toxic magnesium production facility, for storing spent nuclear fuel above ground……….. The issue essentially goes much deeper: As long as we continue to make use of nuclear energy—and many in Congress are looking to expand its role to get away from fossil fuels—the waste and spent nuclear fuel will keep coming and need to be stored somewhere. Groups like Honor the Earth, founded by author and activist Winona LaDuke to promote cooperation between Native Americans and environmentalists, are trying to persuade tribes that availing their land to nuclear power and other toxic industries isn’t worth the potential long-term damage to the health of their citizens. Honor the Earth helped convince the Goshutes to turn down a lucrative deal to store waste on their land, and is working with dozens of other tribes to try to do the same.
Obama has an option to dump in Mongolia – no need to dump in US.
Timmerman 11 (Timmerman, Ken, a journalist, political writer, and conservative Republican activist who, in 2000, was a candidate for the Republican nomination for U.S. Senator from Maryland, 07/18/11, News Max, “US Promotes Nuclear Waste Dump in Mongolia”, http://www.newsmax.com/KenTimmerman/nuclearwaste-Mongolia-UAE-DanielPoneman/2011/07/18/id/403983)
The Obama administration is seeking to help Mongolia become a vast nuclear waste dump for commercial reactors in Japan, the United States, and the United Arab Emirates, according to a draft nuclear cooperation agreement obtained by Newsmax.  The protocol, drafted by Deputy Secretary of Energy Daniel Poneman in February and revised in May, also expresses the U.S. intent to facilitate commercial projects to develop Mongolia’s uranium deposits, to help the country become a fuel supplier to new nuclear power plants to be built in the UAE and elsewhere in the developing world.  The U.S. Congress approved a “123 Agreement” of nuclear cooperation with the UAE in 2009, with a clear view of warning Iran and reassuring Arab countries in the Gulf that the U.S. would counter Iran’s nuclear ambitions with technology and political support.  The U.S.–UAE agreement specifically states that the UAE will not engage in uranium enrichment, a sticking point with Iran. However, the new protocol with Mongolia calls for U.S. assistance to Mongolia to “cover all aspects of the fuel cycle, including supplying, converting, and enriching uranium.”  The protocol calls for Mongolia to begin providing nuclear fuel services within just 12 months of its adoption, an unusually short time period for matters of such sensitivity, especially since Mongolia has just begin exploration of its uranium deposits and has no known nuclear fuel production facilities.  The immediate purpose of the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) appears to be to build a new spent fuel repository in Mongolia, not nuclear fuel fabrication. A Mongolian government delegation will visit the Idaho National Nuclear Laboratory in August to get briefed on advanced fuel cycle technologies developed for use at the now shuttered Yucca Mountain disposal site in Nevada. 
***Politics (CTBT)***
Obama will win the election --- major indicators and polls point to a victory.

West, 7/12/2012 (Paul – Tribune Washington Bureau, Obama holds ‘significant lead’ over Romney in new national poll, The Olympian, p. http://www.theolympian.com/2012/07/12/2171777/obama-holds-significant-lead-over.html)

With the election still four months away, President Barack Obama holds "a significant lead" over Republican challenger Mitt Romney, according to a new Pew Research Center poll released Thursday. The national survey, completed July 9, showed Obama outpacing Romney by 50 percent to 43 percent. That's a more substantial gap than most recent surveys have registered, but Obama has held at least a small lead in earlier polling by Pew. The independent polling operation said there had been "no clear trend in either candidate's support" since Romney secured the GOP nomination in early spring. When it comes to fixing the economy - the top issue of the campaign - "Romney has not seized the advantage," Pew's analysis concluded. "In fact, he has lost ground on this issue over the past month." Of potentially greater significance than the overall national figures, Obama continues to lead Romney in battleground states. In the 12 states considered most competitive at this point, the president holds a seven percentage-point edge, 51 to 44, the Pew survey found. A Wall Street Journal survey, released late last month, also showed Obama with an eight-point advantage in battleground states. The national figures found no overall improvement in Romney's standing with voters over the past two months, a period in which Obama has attempted to keep his rival on the defensive with negative ad attacks on his business record and personal wealth. Some Republicans outside the Romney camp have become increasingly jittery about what they regard as insufficient progress by their party's unofficial nominee against a vulnerable incumbent. As the campaign heads into mid-summer, a period in which public attention will be diverted, at least in part, by the Olympic Games in London, Romney has failed thus far to capitalize on deep voter dissatisfaction with the way things are going in the country. At the same time, Obama's job-approval rating has ticked up slightly. In the latest poll, it stood at 50 percent, the first time Pew found that he had reached positive territory on that score since March. Voters were asked which candidate was best suited to fix the U.S. economy, and by a six-point margin they favored Obama over Romney, 48 percent to 42 percent. That's a sharp turnaround from June, when Romney held the advantage on that question by eight points, 49 percent to 41 percent. The Pew poll has a margin of error of plus or minus 2.1 percentage points. A similar shift was reflected among independent voters, a prized target for both candidates, who are now almost evenly divided on who would best improve the economy. In June, Romney enjoyed a 13-point edge among independents on that question. The latest survey, like most polling at this stage of the campaign, did not attempt to narrow the contest down to likely voters. Obama's lead, Pew found, stemmed from the fact that more voters currently identify themselves as Democrats than Republicans, and that virtually identical proportions of each say they will back their party's nominee. Put another way, the results of the survey are yet a further indication that voter mobilization will be crucial in determining the winner of this year's election. Obama has increased his lead among younger voters - historically the least likely to turn out on Election Day. It's now 24 percentage points, down from 34 points in the 2008 election. Independent voters - who typically decide close elections - remain split, with 46 percent favoring Romney and 45 percent supporting Obama, a statistical tie.

Republicans don’t support spending money on helping Indians – hurts econ
Cornell and Kalt 10 (Cornell and Kalt, series editors Cornell – University of Arizona, Kalt – Harvard University, November 2010, JAPNA, American Indian   Self-Determination  The Political Economy of   a Successful Policy, http://nni.arizona.edu/pubs/jopna-wp1_cornell&kalt.pdf)  
The policy history set out below finds that Indian self-determination   has quite consistently garnered bi-partisan support. Indeed, the key   self-determination legislation in the 1970s (i.e., Public Law 95-638)   was first passed during the presidency of Republican Richard Nixon   and emanated directly from an Executive Order of President Nixon. It   was signed into law by Republican President Gerald Ford. However,   the antecedents of these actions are seen in prior moves by Democratic   administrations and are found in the radical left, militant political activism of the distinctly Native version of the civil rights movement of   the 1960s. Analyzing the party affiliations of the sponsors of Congressional legislation introduced to (a) improve conditions among Indian   communities through increased federal spending and (b) promote tribal self-determination in the U.S. House and Senate over 1973-2010, we   find that Republican legislators are decidedly tilted toward the latter.   Democratic legislators are disproportionately represented in the Congressional support for spending on Indian affairs. 

Spending kills support from independent voters

Zeleny and Sussman 12

Zeleny and Sussman, Jeff and Dalia, publishers from the NY times, 01/18/12, NY Times, Polls Show Obamas vulnerability with swing voters, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/19/us/politics/poll-shows-obamas-vulnerability-with-swing-voters.html?pagewanted=all

President Obama opens his re-election bid facing significant obstacles among independent voters, according to the latest New York Times/CBS News poll, with the critical piece of the electorate that cemented his victory four years ago open to denying him a second term.  As Mr. Obama moves toward a full-throated campaign, delivering a State of the Union address on Tuesday and inching closer to directly confronting his Republican challenger, a majority of independent voters have soured on his presidency, disapprove of how he has dealt with the economy and do not have a clear idea of what he hopes to accomplish if re-elected. The swing voters who will play a pivotal role in determining his political fate are up for grabs, the poll found, with just 31 percent expressing a favorable opinion of Mr. Obama. Two-thirds of independent voters say he has not made real progress fixing the economy. The president, mindful of the headwinds facing him, begins his first major television advertising campaign on Thursday in a handful of battleground states. His targets include independent voters, who the poll found also hold deep skepticism of Republicans. While Republican primary voters say Mitt Romney stands the best chance of defeating Mr. Obama, nearly half of independents say they have yet to form an opinion of him, creating a considerable opening for Democrats to try to quickly define him if he becomes the nominee. As Mr. Romney and his rivals fight to win the South Carolina primary on Saturday, the poll suggests that Republicans have grown less satisfied with their choices. Nearly 7 in 10 Republican voters across the country said they now want more options, a probable reflection of conservative unease about Mr. Romney and the remaining candidates. But with 10 months remaining until Election Day and the lines of argument coming into view, voters are evenly divided in a matchup between Mr. Obama and Mr. Romney. The president does better against the other Republican candidates. A glimmer of hope may be on the horizon for Mr. Obama, though, as the economy appears to be generating more jobs. The poll found that 28 percent of the public says the economy is getting better, which is the biggest sense of optimism found in a Times/CBS News poll since last February. But Mr. Obama, whose job approval rating remains essentially frozen in the 40s, has considerable work to do rebuilding the coalition of voters who sent him to the White House. Independent voters have concerns about Mr. Obama on a variety of measures, including 6 in 10 who say the president does not share their priorities for the country. “I trusted Obama would bring fresh ideas to the country and improve the economy, even though he was not experienced. It didn’t happen,” said Jay Hernandez, 54, a credit manager from Miami who said that he is not aligned with either party, in a follow-up interview. “If there were another Democratic candidate I might reconsider, but I won’t vote for Barack Obama.” With the president preparing to address a joint session of Congress next week, which will also be an opportunity to outline his accomplishments to the nation, the poll found that 38 percent of all voters view him favorably, 45 percent unfavorably, and 17 percent have no opinion. The speech will be a chance to draw further distinctions with Congress, whose approval rating remains near record lows of 13 percent. When asked whom they trust, the poll found that Mr. Obama has an advantage over Congressional Republicans in making the right decisions about creating jobs, health care,Medicare and Social Security. Yet the gap narrows on the economy — the chief concern among voters — with 44 percent of Americans saying they trust Mr. Obama and 40 percent saying they trust Republicans in Congress. The public is evenly split on whom they trust to deal with the budget deficit, which the poll found to be the public’s second most important issue. 
A close uniqueness debate magnifies the importance of the link --- independent voters are swing close elections.
Kaufman, 4/13/2012 (Stephen, Who Are America’s Independent Voters? Why Are They Crucial?, International Information Program Digital, p. http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/article/2012/04/201204133847.html#axzz1sqNkxizT)

The United States may have a political system dominated by two parties, Republican and Democratic, but according to a recent poll, more Americans identify themselves as being independent rather than belonging to either party, and the historical record has shown that independents tend to sway the outcome of U.S. elections. According to a Gallup Poll released in January, the number of Americans identifying themselves as independent rose to 40 percent, the highest level ever measured by Gallup, followed by Democrats and Republicans with 31 percent and 27 percent, respectively. But according to Tara McGuinness, a senior vice president at the Washington-based public policy research and advocacy group Center for American Progress, the apparent surge in the number of independents does not mean that most votes in the November presidential election between President Obama and his probable opponent, former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, are undecided. Speaking at the Washington Foreign Press Center April 13, McGuinness said perhaps half of independents actually lean toward one of the two parties. In reality, she said, only about 15 percent of American voters are truly independent, voting sometimes for Democrats and sometimes for Republicans, and they are statistically less likely to vote than their partisan counterparts. U.S. presidential elections are often very close in terms of the popular vote. In 2008, President Obama beat Arizona Senator John McCain with 52.9 percent of the popular vote, compared to 45.7 percent for McCain. That figure closely resembles the fact that Obama won 52 percent of independent voters, compared with 44 percent for McCain. “As independents go, frequently elections go,” McGuinness said. “Especially in close elections, you could not win … [by] simply targeting independent voters, but frequently you cannot win an election without targeting some independent voters.”
Romney election results in Iran strikes --- Obama reelection defuses the situation with diplomacy

Daily Kos, 4/16/2012 (President Obama versus Romney on Iran, p. http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/04/16/1083726/-President-Obama-versus-Romney-on-Iran)

3. Approach to foreign policy: Romney says he will “not apologize” for America and advocates a return to the Bush cowboy “my way or the highway” approach to dealing with other nations. When John Bolton is an endorser, that scares me. To me, however the biggest contrast is their approach to Iran. Binyamin Netanyahu by all accounts is a hawk who is pushing the United States to bomb Iran and has been doing so for a long time. He appears to see no need for negotiation. Granted, he has a right to protect his nation if he believes that its under threat. However, we all know how flawed the “intelligence” was for the Iraq war. And its important to let negotiations play out as far as possible before rushing to war, which would have many unintended consequences for years to come. (See the Iraq war). Here’s the big difference. Here’s Netanyahu’s recent response to the ongoing P5+1 talks: http://news.yahoo.com/... Netanyahu -- whose government has not ruled out a preemptive strike on Iranian nuclear facilities -- earlier said however that Tehran had simply bought itself some extra time to comply. "My initial impression is that Iran has been given a 'freebie'," Netanyahu said during talks with visiting US Senator Joe Lieberman, the premier's office reported. "It has got five weeks to continue enrichment without any limitation, any inhibition. I think Iran should take immediate steps to stop all enrichment, take out all enrichment material and dismantle the nuclear facility in Qom," he said. "I believe that the world's greatest practitioner of terrorism must not have the opportunity to develop atomic bombs," he said. Here’s President Obama’s response yesterday to Netanyahu (in a response to a journalist's question) at the press conference in Cartagena: But Obama refuted that statement, saying "The notion that we've given something away or a freebie would indicate that Iran has gotten something." "In fact, they got the toughest sanctions that they're going to be facing coming up in a few months if they don't take advantage of those talks. I hope they do," Obama said. "The clock is ticking and I've been very clear to Iran and our negotiating partners that we're not going to have these talks just drag out in a stalling process," Obama told reporters after an Americas summit in Colombia."But so far at least we haven't given away anything -- other than the opportunity for us to negotiate," he said. Obama in conjunction with world powers is negotiating with Iran, trying to prevent a needless war. You can be sure that Mitt Romney would bow to his buddy Netanyahu and attack Iran. He has previously said “We will not have an inch of difference between ourselves and Israel”. As he also said in a debate, before making any decision regarding Israel, he will call his friend Bibi. Bottom line, if somehow the American people elect Mitt Romney, expect more of the bombastic, Bush cowboy approach to foreign policy with a more than likely bombardment of Iran. If the American people are not fooled by this charlatan and they reelect Barack Obama, he will continue in his measured way to deal with the threats around the world, quietly, through the use of negotiation, and force if absolutely necessary, but only as a last resort, without bragging, and scaring the American people with needless terrorism alerts.  

Iran strikes escalates to a nuclear world war.

Chossudovsky, 12/26/2011 (Michel, Preparing to attack Iran with Nuclear Weapons, Global Research, p. http://globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=28355)

An attack on Iran would have devastating consequences, It would unleash an all out regional war from the Eastern Mediterranean to Central Asia, potentially leading humanity into a World War III Scenario. The Obama Administration constitutes a nuclear threat. NATO constitutes a nuclear threat Five European "non-nuclear states" (Germany, Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, Turkey) with tactical nuclear weapons deployed under national command, to be used against Iran constitute a nuclear threat. The Israeli government of Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu not only constitutes a nuclear threat, but also a threat to the security of people of Israel, who are misled regarding the implications of an US-Israeli attack on Iran. The complacency of Western public opinion --including segments of the US anti-war movement-- is disturbing. No concern has been expressed at the political level as to the likely consequences of a US-NATO-Israel attack on Iran, using nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear state. Such an action would result in "the unthinkable": a nuclear holocaust over a large part of the Middle East.
AT: Non-Unique 

1. Extend West 12 that cites a national survey indicating that Obama is ahead. Obama’s job approval rating has increased. Romney has failed to take advantage of the economy.  

2.  Our evidence does state by state analysis instead of only having a national poll. Only our evidence assumes battleground states and it indicates that the 12 states that are the battleground states are more likely to support Obama. 

3. Obama will win – he is ahead in the swing states.
US Daily Review 7-21 (“ Super Professor Predicts 2012 Presidential Winner” lexisnexis,  dw: 7-21-2012, da: 7-21-2012, lido)
FacultyRow Super Professor David Schultz predicted today that President Obama will win a re-election by securing between 272 to 300 electoral votes. (He needs 270 to win). Schultz places the odds of a President Obama re-election at 55%. Professor Schultz is known during election time for his expertise in U.S. elections. Currently a professor at Hamline University, Schultz has accurately predicted U.S. Presidents for the past 5 elections. Super Professor Schultz has also authored Politainment: The Ten Rules of Contemporary Politics: A citizens guide to understanding campaigns and elections. According to Schultz, the presidential race comes down to three simple numbers: 10, 10, 270. The presidential race is essentially over in 40 states, with the race for the presidency to be determined by the swing voters in ten states. In those ten states, ten percent of the voters are undecided and they will determine who wins the presidency with 270 electoral votes. Thus, ten percent of the voters in these ten states will determine who gets 270 electoral votes. Schultz says Barack Obama is currently holding on to slight but steady leads in many of the swing states, doing a better job than Mitt Romney in convincing swing voters to support him. 
AT: Plan popular

1. Politics link turns are not responsive – The economy is the only issue that matters – that’s NYT 12 – Obama has an economic strategy aimed at creating a favorable comparison to any opponent in economic affairs – That’s critical to mobilizing the base and voters in all states.

2.Their evidence is about the plan’s popularity with Congress – That is entirely unrelated to how the public would respond to the plan.

3. They might like the plan, but they are opposed to spending for it. and when it comes time to acutally do the plan, 

4. Political capital doesn’t implicate reelection strategy – Obama’s shifting away from legislative 

AT: Unlikely to pass

1. It is now key and the most important legistlation Obama is dealing with now.

2. Here’s some evidence:
It’s Obama’s priority

Deaton, 9/19/2011 (Paul – Daily Kos member, On the 15th Anniversary of the CTBT, Daily Kos, p. http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/09/19/1018266/-On-the-15th-Anniversary-of-the-CTBT)

During his 2009 speech in Prague, President Obama said ratification of the CTBT would be a priority for his administration. Others in the administration indicate that this continues to be the case. Despite some significant action on the administration’s arms control agenda, including entry into force of the New START Treaty ratified by the United States Senate last December, few now believe the President will take up CTBT ratification with the Senate before the 2012 election. If President Obama fails to win re-election, the treaty seems unlikely to be ratified for a long time, if ever. It is not hard to read the tea leaves on this important issue. Despite the apparent hesitancy, the State Department has begun a conversation on the CTBT as part of its discussion about the administration’s arms control agenda with members and staff on the hill. Assistant Secretary of the State for Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, Rose Gottemoeller described the exchange of information to the Arms Control Wonk, “So it’s really like an information campaign and a discussion,” said Gottemoeller. “The reason I emphasize the discussion aspect of it is that clearly this is a debate, and it’s not like one side telling the other, and the other side is just in the ‘receive’ mode. But it is more like a true discussion and debate, and I think that’s the way people are going to come to their decisions about the treaty, through that process of very serious discussion and debate, and seeing the facts, and coming to understand them.” Gottemoeller indicated there was no deadline for ratification. The State Department has laid out the case for ratification in four points. The CTBT helps restrain further nuclear weapons proliferation, ratification of the CTBT is part of an integrated nuclear security strategy, the CTBT can be verified and the United States does not need to conduct nuclear tests. A simple and straightforward list, but for those of us advocating for ratification of CTBT, it is the same list we had when Democrats held 60 senate seats and ratification seemed assured. The trouble with time is it wears on a person and priorities change. If we take President Obama and the State Department at their word, ratification of the CTBT remains a priority on the administration’s arms control agenda.

AT: Plan not key to election

1. Plan is key to election. Our Orski 12 evidence indicates that HSR will lead to a decrease in Obama’s capital because people will perceive it with skepticism and fiscally irresponsible. 

2. Our NY Times evidence says that voters will decide in the election based on how the economy will be doing. Perception is key - Obama just has to be perceived as fiscally responsible. Obama’s re-election does not depend on the actual economic numbers – he must show strong economic leadership whether or not the policies succeed or fail

AT: CTBT Bad

Ratifying the CTBT restores U.S. non-proliferation leadership and builds coalitions against prolif

Medalia 2008 (Jonathan Medalia, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, 3/12/2008, Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: Issues and Arguments, p. 53-54)
Gen. John Shalikashvili, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, argued that the CTBT and nuclear nonproliferation were closely linked: Non-ratification [of the CTBT] has also complicated U.S. efforts to strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards that non-nuclear weapon state parties to the NPT must have on their civilian nuclear programs. Many countries are reluctant to accept new obligations while the United States is unwilling to approve the Test Ban Treaty.... Once we ratify the Test Ban Treaty, which the rest of the world views as vital for non-proliferation, we will be better able to enlist cooperation on export controls, economic sanctions, and other coordinated responses to specific problems.192 Former Secretary of State George Shultz, former Secretary of Defense William Perry, former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, and former Senator Sam Nunn argued the need to link the goal of disarmament and specific steps to achieve it: Reassertion of the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons and practical measures toward achieving that goal would be, and would be perceived as, a bold initiative consistent with America’s moral heritage.... Without the bold vision, the actions will not be perceived as fair or urgent. Without the actions, the vision will not be perceived as realistic or possible. One of the eight steps they recommend is “Initiating a bipartisan process with the Senate, including understandings to increase confidence and provide for periodic review, to achieve ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, taking advantage of recent technical advances, and working to secure ratification by other key states.”193 By the same token, some CTBT supporters contend that U.S. failure to observe the disarmament end of the bargain will inevitably undermine the willingness of other nations to cooperate on nonproliferation. Margaret Beckett, former U.K. Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, said, our efforts on non-proliferation will be dangerously undermined if others believe, however unfairly, that the terms of the grand bargain have changed, that the nuclear weapon states have abandoned any commitment to disarmament. The point of doing more on disarmament, then, is not to convince the Iranians or the North Koreans. I don’t believe for a second that further reductions in our nuclear weapons would have a material effect on their nuclear ambitions. Rather the point of doing more is this: because the moderate majority of states, our natural and vital allies on non-proliferation, want us to do more. And if we do not, we risk helping Iran and North Korea in their efforts to muddy the water, to turn the blame for their own nuclear intransigence back onto us. They can undermine our arguments for strong international action in support of the NPT by painting us as doing too little too late to fulfill our own obligations.194 

Obama has broad support for the CTBT which will restore U.S. credibility on proliferation

Joseph 2009 (Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the Senate, April 2009, Renew the Drive for CTBT Ratification, Washington Quarterly, p. 89)
Obama won the presidency in part on his pledge to bring a new tone to U.S. relations with the world through enhanced multilateral cooperation and a pragmatic approach to international institutions and treaties. Substantively, Obama has identified the specter of nuclear terrorism as the gravest challenge to our national security and linked that threat to the breakdown of the nuclear nonproliferation regime. Accordingly, he concluded that only a renewed effort, led by the United States, toward a world of zero nuclear weapons can make real headway in reducing the threat of proliferation and nuclear terrorism. Senate ratification of the CTBT and its resulting entry into force would set a new tone for U.S. diplomacy while revitalizing the nuclear nonproliferation regime. It would restore U.S. credibility on this issue after years of moving in the opposite direction. Obama enjoys a broad mandate and the strong support of almost 60 Senate Democrats. Now is the time for a renewed push for CTBT ratification that can serve as a landmark national security accomplishment for the United States and for international peace and stability. 
AT: Impact Turns

Nuclear war would be devastating – our Davis 07 evidence indicates that ratification of CTBT would be essential to maintaining peace and preventing war. We want good relations with other countries so the US can cooperate with them and having a nuclear war would prevent that.

AT: Plan creates Jobs

1. Yes, it might create jobs but that will take a long time to take affect and stimulate the economy. But for now, people will just perceive the plan immediately as not responsible.

2. Job creation comes from small business. 90% of the jobs come from small business. 
AT: Voters don’t care

1. We have read that economy is key to the election and right now transportation infrastructure will be the biggest factor affecting the economy.

2. Election is close, so even if a few people care, it is enough to swing the election

***Colonialism K***
The aff unilaterally imposes colonialist principles—the narrative of success and failure of federal policy  posits Indians as passive recipients of legal salvation
<insert card. Meh>
This sovereignty denying narrative enables colonialism and violent exploitation

Endres 2009 (Danielle, Assistant Professor of Communication at the University of Utah , Utah Academia, “The Rhetoric of Nuclear Colonialism: Rhetorical Exclusion of American Indian Arguments in the Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Siting Decision,” http://utah.academia.edu/DanielleEndres/Papers/1763460/The_Rhetoric_of_Nuclear_Colonialism_Rhetorical_Exclusion_of_American_Indian_Arguments_in_the_Yucca_Mountain_Nuclear_Waste_Siting_Decision)
 Nuclear Colonialism as a Discursive Phenomenon Although the material implications of nuclear colonialism are undeniable, it is important to turn to the discursive dynamics of the phenomenon. Nuclear colonialism fundamentally depends on discourse because the policy decisions go through deliberation before being implemented. The decisions to site parts of the nuclear production process on or adjacent to indigenous lands rely on complex arguments and rhetorical strategies that invoke the interrelated discursive systems of colonialism and nuclearism. Colonialism Post-colonialism attends to the legacies of colonial systems. Diasporic Indian literary critic and theorist Gayatri Spivak has argued that attention must be paid to the identities of colonized peoples in relation to race, gender, ethnicity, and nationality.20 Raka Shome and Radha Hegde’s scholarship has pushed post-colonialism into critical-cultural communication scholarship.21 Although post-colonialism is a crucial area of study, it unfortunately implies that colonialism is over. For some countries (e.g., India, the Congo) the colonizers have left, leaving post-colonial peoples to grapple with the legacies of colonialism. However, colonialism still exists for indigenous people across the globe. Indigenous scholars such as Glenn Morris and the late Gail Valaskakis resist the notion of post-colonialism.22 As stated by Linda Tuhiwai Smith, ‘‘naming the world as ‘post-colonial’ is, from indigenous perspectives, to name colonialism as finished business . . . post-colonial can mean only one thing: the colonizers have left. There is rather compelling evidence that in fact this has not happened.’’23 Despite the surprisingly common contemporary belief that colonization of indigenous nations is a thing of the past, we must not only recognize that colonialism still exists but also explore the communicative practices that maintain colonialism. The present form of colonialism in the US is what Al Gedicks has called resource colonialism, whereby ‘‘native peoples are under assault on every continent because their lands contain a wide variety of valuable resources needed for industrial development.’’24 As described by Marjene Ambler, the US government works in collusion with large national and multinational corporations to facilitate leases and access to indigenous resources that benefit the government and corporations to the detriment of indigenous communities.25 Resource colonialism depends on ignoring the land ownership rights of the colonized. As such, it also relies on the country’s legal and political system to limit the rights of the colonized, specifically drawing on both the domestic dependent relationship and the trust relationship that holds American Indian lands and monies in ‘‘trust’’ through the Bureau of Indian Affairs.26 As American Indian Studies scholar Sharon O’Brien states, ‘‘today’s ‘Indian wars’ are being fought in corporate boardrooms and law offices as tribes endeavor to protect and control their remaining resources.’’27 Resource colonialism is a reality for many tribes in the US, especially those with oil, gas, coal and uranium reserves. In the American West, the Western Shoshone, Navajo, Southern Ute, Paiute and Laguna nations possess a wealth of natural resources including uranium ore and vast desert ‘‘wastelands’’ for nuclear waste storage. Historian Gabrielle Hecht noted that ‘‘the history of uranium mining . . . shows that colonial practices and structures were appropriated*not overthrown*by the nuclear age, and proved central to its technopolitical success.’’28 Nuclear colonialism is a tale of resource colonialism. Colonialism in all its forms is dependent on the discursive apparatus that sustains it. Mary Stuckey and John Murphy point out that rhetorical colonialism recognizes that the language used by colonizers is a crucial justification for the colonial project.29 Caskey Russell argues that ‘‘vast justification systems have been set up to keep colonizers from feeling guilty.’’30 Indian Law is an integral part of the discursive system of colonialism that is employed over an over again to grant political sovereignty while simultaneously restricting it. Political sovereignty for American Indians is a complex concept that reveals that US Indian Law views American Indian nations as colonized peoples. It is not based on the inherent sovereignty of American Indian nations but instead upon the laws of the US that grant political sovereignty to American Indians. Yet, when sovereignty is granted, it is dependent upon acknowledgment by the grantor and is therefore vulnerable to coercive restriction. Although the Constitution, hundreds of treaties, and US Supreme Court decisions affirm the political sovereignty of American Indian nations, this form of political sovereignty is egregiously and unilaterally limited by the US federal government through its laws and policies.31 Three Supreme Court decisions under Chief Justice John Marshall in the early 1800s solidified the assumption that Indian sovereignty is granted and introduced the concept of American Indian nations as ‘‘domestic dependent nations.’’32 According to Wallace Coffey and Rebecca Tsosie of the Native American Rights Fund, ‘‘the concept of Indian tribes as ‘domestic dependent nations’ means that tribal governmental authority is to some extend circumscribed by federal authority.’’33 The domestic dependent status defined by Supreme Court decisions in the 1860s discursively relegates American Indian nations to a partial and contingent nationhood. The term ‘‘domestic dependents’’ also calls forth paternalistic images of American Indians as child-like dependents who need to be protected by the federal government. Given these restrictions, if American Indian nations attempt to use Indian Law and its notion of political sovereignty for the improvement of the nation or to assert sovereignty, the nations are stuck in a catch-22 where they have to accept the limited notion of sovereignty granted through federal law in their quest for more rights within Indian Law. Although political sovereignty may acknowledge that American Indians have distinct nations and governments, this sovereignty is always defined as dependent on and subordinate to the US federal government. Indigenous resistance over the years has created cracks in the system of resource colonialism, resulting in more control over resources and more lucrative leases for many American Indian nations.34 Recognizing the limitations of political sovereignty as defined by US colonialist laws, Coffey and Tsosie and John Borrows have called for indigenous people to reject political sovereignty and to assert and live by their inherent sovereignty.35 Borrows calls for ‘‘an inherent, unextinguished, and continu- ing exercise of self-government’’ that challenges the imposition of political sovereignty upon American Indian nations by the federal government.36 The concept of ‘‘inherent sovereignty’’ exemplifies the potential for resistance to colonization through a constitutive redefinition of sovereignty that supersedes the political definition. 

Alt is to reject the aff’s position to reinstate a collaborative relationship with Indians—only starting a decentralized approach solves. 

Williams 96 (JD, Professor at University of Arizona, attended Harvard Law School, 1996, Hein Online, THE PEOPLE OF THE STATES WHERE THEY ARE FOUND ARE OFTEN THEIR DEADLIEST ENEMIES’: THE INDIAN SIDE OF THE STORY OF INDIAN RIGHTS AND FEDERALISM, www. Heinonline.org)
"Deadliest Enemies" This conference's topic of federalism presents us with a unique opportunity for telling the Indian side of the story of how Indian tribalism's continuing survival in America is something other than a gift bestowed by a benign conqueror's courts and legislature. Federalism is a theme which figures prominently in the Indian side of the story of Indian rights. According to this side of the story, Indians have long-recognized that "the people of the states where they are found...are often their deadliest enemies." 20 History teaches Indian peoples that in a federal system of government, the white racial power organized through state governments represents the gravest and most persistent threat to Indian rights and cultural survival on this continent.21 In telling the Indian side of the story of the source of the principles in our Indian law that have protected tribes from their deadliest enemies-"the people of the states"-we resituate Indians, rather than just their lawyers, or those mandarins in the scholarly community who rule and jurisprudentialize over them, as a dynamic force in the perpetuation of the core protective principles of Indian rights in America. This story, in other words, attempts to rewrite Indians back into Indian law. Developing a greater appreciation for the contributions of American Indians to their own persistence opens up new vistas for understanding and explaining how United States law works and does not work to assure the cultural survival and development of Indian tribal peoples in modem American society. It becomes possible to imagine and theorize new visions of law which can work to assure Indian cultural survival in the future. Just as significant, we begin to understand how United States law is enabled to achieve racial justice more generally in a federalist system of government for a multicultural society. The Classical Era Treaty Period The Indian side of the story of Indian rights in our federal system of government begins with a much earlier set of legal precedents than the Cherokee Cases of the 1830's. The Indian side of the story focuses on the colonial era treaty period of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, or what I shall be calling in this talk the Classical Era of Indian-white treaty diplomacy. As the noted historian Francis Jennings writes, throughout this period of Indian-white diplomatic relations, "Indian cooperation was the prime requisite for European penetration and colonization of the North American continent." 22 This, of course, runs counter to the more familiar stories of our national history, with their starkly drawn images of violent and brutal race wars and cutthroat copmpetition for territory between Indians and whites during the early centuries of contact. Yet, throughout the nearly two centuries-long period of their initial multicultural encounter, Indians and whites negotiated hundreds of treaties, and engendered a set of legal traditions that today, at least according to the Indian side of the story of Indian rights in this country, forms much of the core of our Federal Indian Law. In eastern North America particularly, where the major European colonial powers concentrated a great deal of their efforts and capital in establishing a beachhead for their imperial ambitions in the New World, Indians entered into numerous long-term treaty relationships with EuropeanAmericans. Necessity as well as convenience dictated that invading Europeans learn how to sustain economic, political, and military relations with the sometimes large and powerfully organized tribal groups on the frontiers of their tiny colonial settlements. In eastern North America, most of the initial relationships that Europeans developed with Indian tribes were organized around the immensely valuable fur trade of the eastern woodlands. The frontier trading tribes controlled the fur supplies and related commerce of the regions bounding the European colonies. They acted as buffers to the expansion and penetration of rival European powers onto that frontier. They could be called on to counter and even war against less cooperative tribes that might be causing difficulties for a colony. Politically and economically shrewd, the support of the frontier trading tribes, as Professor Stephen Cornell has written, was often critical in intra-European conflicts. They came to the Europeans, but the Europeans, equally, came to them. Thus the trade produced more than furs. Politics and pelts were intertwined; at one time or another, success or failure for the various European powers, whatever the object, depended substantially on Indian alliance. 23 Because of the fur trade, the tribes of eastern North America during the Classical Era of Indian-white treaty diplomacy were often treated in fact, if not wholly regarded in theory, as rough political, economic, and military equals by their European trading partners. In this unique period of increasing interdependence between the different cultural and racial groups engaged in the commerce and politics of accommodation and conflict that surrounded the trade, Europeans came to regard Indian cooperation as vital to the success of the new type of society that was emerging in colonial North America. Understood in this sense, this Classical Era of Indian-white treaty diplomacy in North America can be re-imagined as an extended story of cultural group negotiations in selected areas of intercultural cooperation. Adapting John Rawls' famous philosophical construct to the unique conditions that actually existed on the North American multicultural frontier, Indians and Europeans were in an original position of a rough equality on the continent. The new kind of society that was emerging from this unique cultural landscape made racial, class, and social status largely irrelevant to the process of cultural group negotiations. Both groups approached cultural group negotiations with each other with little knowledge of what each side's future fortunes would be in this radically different and new type of multicultural society. Each negotiated behind a veil of ignorance. Each was similarly situated to propose the principles of justice that should govern the type of society envisioned by their agreements. 24 Multicultural Jurisgenesis Law-creation was, therefore, central to the emerging society that was being constructed by Indians acting in concert with Europeans on the multicultural frontiers of colonial era North America. For Europeans, longheld legal notions about the diminished rights of "savage" and "barbarian" peoples were forced to yield to the reality of formidable and well-organized Indian tribes, with their own deeply ingrained traditions of law for governing relations between different peoples. 25 For Indians, accommodation of the strange newcomers to their lands required adapting their long-held traditions to the challenges of survival in their rapidly changing world. Out of this process of multicultural legal encounter there emerged innumerable stories of what Robert Cover has called "jurisgenesis"--the creation of new legal meanings. Through these meanings, Indian tribes and colonial Europeans sought to define a nomos-a normative world.26 This world was held together by the jurisgenerative force of the common interpretive commitments to a law created and shared together by the different peoples seeking survival in North America. This was a world of Indian-white treaty-making, and according to the Indian side of the story, this world is the source of the original understandings of the rules and principles of the bicultural jurisprudence that lies at the heart of our Federal Indian Law. The Language of Indian Diplomacy Concededly, the classic philosophical construction of the original position by Professor Rawls hypothesizes a world of isolated human individuals without opinions or prejudices negotiating over the principles of justice each would select for structuring their social relations. This was not, however, the actual original position of the human individuals who contended for survival on the North American colonial era frontier. All of these individuals were already active participants in a distinct human culture. Indians and whites each brought to their treaty negotiations a clear sense of their identity as individuals belonging to uniquely constituted cultural groups. To be English or Iroquois, French or Huron meant that treaty negotiations with other peoples took place within the particular context of one's own culturally mediated vision of justice. Each cultural group sought to act upon its own long-held cultural traditions in establishing relations with other groups. Each cultural group encountered limits in trying to do so. European diplomatic traditions may have worked fine in the Old World crucible of consolidating nation-states with defined territorial borders under the sovereignty of absolute monarchs. The language of treaty diplomacy that developed on North America's colonial frontiers, however, had no use for inflexible idioms that were non-indigenous to the unique conditions that emerged during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. As the historian Dorothy V. Jones notes, North American colonial era diplomacy "was not centralized; it was diffuse. It was not conducted by trained diplomats but by anybody and everybody: by orators, civil leaders, village and provincial councils, missionaries, speculators, traditionalists, dissidents, those with authority and those without." 27 The language of colonial era treaty diplomacy developed its own protocols and ceremonies, borrowing and adapting from cultural traditions that, as Professor Jones notes, "were rarely European." 28 The protocols and ceremonies of this language of diplomacy "were rarely European" because the hierarchical, feudal symbols of seventeenth and eighteenth century European diplomacy simply did not translate well on the North American multicultural frontier. The "language" of diplomacy used among eastern North America Indian peoples was spoken in symbols, metaphors, stories, and rituals. It was a language which continuously appropriated, blended, and reconstructed the diverse narrative traditions of the tribal cultures of indigenous North America. This indigenous North American language of law and peace between different peoples is recorded in the earliest meetings between Indians and Europeans during the Classical Era of treaty-making. Indian and Euro-American diplomats constantly adapted themselves to the challenges of a rapidly changing multicultural frontier through this language. Throughout the Classical Era treaty literature, Indians can be witnessed inviting Europeans to make known the "good thoughts" of peace, to smoke the sacred pipe, to clear the path, to bury the hatchet, to link arms together and unite as one people, to eat out of the same bowl together, and to remove the clouds which blind the Sun which shines peace on all peoples of the world. These and a host of other intricately related sets of recurring metaphors and sacred Indian rituals are part of a North American indigenous language of law and peace between different peoples that made diplomacy possible and effective on the multicultural frontiers of North America during the Classical Era. According to the Indian side of the story, the original understanding of the principles of our Federal Indian Law are to be found in these complex sets of symbols, metaphors, ceremonies, and rituals used in Indian-white treaty negotiations. Indian Legal Traditions: Treaties as Sacred Texts First and foremost with Indians of the Classical Era (and even today) a treaty is a sacred text. It fulfills a divine command for all the peoples of the world to unite as one. As the Prophet Deganawidah declared to the Iroquois in ancient, sacred time, "Make the Tree of Peace" prevail among all the peoples of the world.29 This is one reason why throughout the Classical Era, treaty conferences were routinely opened by Indian speakers who invoked a higher power's sanction and intent in the proceedings. Joseph Brandt, the great Iroquois leader of the Revolutionary era, opened a 1793 meeting with the United States and British representatives with the solemn declaration: "We are glad to have the meeting, and think it is by the appointment of the Great Spirit."30 When the Lower Creeks in 1736 explained to Governor Oglethorpe of Georgia their intention of maintaining their treaty relationship with the English, they declared that "it is the Great God above that gave us the knowledge to do so."31 For Indians of the Classical Era-making a sure and lasting peace after the shedding of blood, quelling the desire for revenge, being assured that a military ally would respond quickly to a call for help, trusting a trading partner over the course of many dealings-these were the types of weighty concerns, many of them life and death matters, that a treaty relationship was designed to address. No wonder that Edmond Atkin, the southern Indian superintendent for Great Britain in the Revolutionary period and a person of long experience in dealing with the tribes, could say of the Indian nations he knew: "'[T]he Indians... [are] more faithful to the terms of treaties than any other people on earth. In the making of treaties'...'no people are more open, explicit, and Direct."' 32 This was because, according to American Indian traditions of law and peace, treaties created a sacred relationship of trust between two peoples. Treaties as Protection We must read all of the promises made in a treaty between Indians and whites, therefore, against this sacred backdrop. No promise was infused more thoroughly with this sacred sense of obligation than the promise made by treaty partners to protect each other in times of war, need or crisis. This promise, in fact, was the core organizing principle of Indian treaty diplomacy; it called for certain types of normative acts and practices directed toward one's treaty partners in a number of different contests. A Choctaw "king" who visited Savannah in 1734 explained his primary reasons for seeking a treaty with Georgia: "We are surrounded with White People and the French are building Forts which we do not like. We are come to see who are our friends and whose Protection we may rely on."33 Indians regarded the duty to provide protection to a treaty partner, like all of the sacred bonds of a treaty relationship, as a continuing legal and moral obligation. Changes in circumstance or the original bargaining positions of the parties were therefore irrelevant as far as Indians were concerned. If anything, because a treaty connected the two sides together literally as relatives, a treaty partner who had grown stronger over time was under an increased obligation of protection toward its now weaker partner. The Nanticoke Indians carefully explained the nature of these continuing obligations of "brotherly" assistance owed them by Governor Horatio Sharpe under their long-standing treaty with the Maryland colony in a 1759 council: [A]s we love to Travel the Roads and other Places to seek the Support of life and as you are our Brother therefore beg and hope and beg you will not Suffer us to be troden down quite for we are as a child Just beginning to Walk we are so reduced and Deminished and Even as nothing...[W]hen there were great numbers of us Indians & but few white People in this Nation we Enjoyed our Priviledges Profits, and customs in quiet but it is quite to the contrary now, then [we] were not deprived of our Freedom and Customs for we had the whole Nation once under our Jurisdiction but now there is but a Spot laid out for us not even enough for Bread for us Indians...[I]f you our Trusty Brother suffers us thus to be evilly treated we shall soon be quite Destroyed and Totally Pushed out of this Nation but hope you our Brother will never Suffer us thus to be Treated....34 As the Nanticokes' remonstrance to Maryland's governor illustrates, the different peoples connected by a treaty were expected to abide steadfastly by the protective principles sustaining their original agreement. As far as Indians were concerned, the connections created by a treaty were a form of assurance and security, which could be steadfastly relied on in times of crisis or need, as a matter of the most sacred trust between two peoples. Treaties as Relationships of Protection and Sacred Trust These two core principles of Classical Era Indian treaty diplomacy-a treaty creates a relationship of sacred trust; the most sacred promise contained in a treaty is the promise of protection given a treaty partner in times of need or crisis-help us in reconstructing the indigenous North American legal traditions that have contributed to tribalism's cultural survival under our federal system of government. In a 1735 meeting with William Penn's son, Thomas, Civility led a group of Conestoga chiefs to renew his people's sacred treaty relationship with the Pennsylvania colony.35 Civility explained the original understanding of the treaty first agreed upon between Thomas' father, William Penn, and the Conestogas. In that first great charter document, Governor Penn had solemnly agreed to purchase the Indians' lands before allowing any "White people" to possess them. But the sale of these lands, according to the parties' original understanding of the treaty relationship, was not intended to ever lead to the separating of the two peoples. As Civility explained to Thomas Penn, when the Indians gave their lands to his father, they told him that "he and they should live on those Lands like Brethren, in Love and Friendship.. .whereby they became all as one People and one Nation, joyned together so strongly that nothing should ever disunite them, but that they should continue one People for ever." 36 Civility continued explaining the terms of that first treaty: That it was further agreed between Willm. Penn and the Indians, that each should bear a share in the other's Misfortunes. That this Country, thought it Might be filed with People of different Nations, yet Care should be taken that Justice should be done to every Person, and no Mischief happen without Satisfaction being given when it was necessary. 37 Civility finished his speech by laying down three bundles of valuable fur skins "to bind their Words." He declared, "[tihat they were now come hither to see Willm. Penn's Sons, to take them by the hand and renew with them the League of Friendship made with their Father." 38 The legal tradition of a treaty as creating a relationship of sacred trust and protection between two different peoples is encountered throughout the treaty literature of the Classical Era. The Iroquois diplomat, Hendrick, for example, expected unqualified acceptance of the principle that a treaty created this type of special relationship between two peoples in offering a large grant of land to the English at the Albany Congress of 1754: What We are now going to say is a Matter of great moment, which We desire you to remember as long as the Sun and Moon lasts. We are willing to sell You this large Tract of Land for your People to live upon, but We desire this may be considered as Part of our Agreement, that when We are all dead and gone, your Grand Children may not say to our Grand Children, that your Forefathers sold the Land to our Forefathers, and therefore be gone off them. This is wrong. Let Us be all Brethren as well after as before of giving you Deeds for Land. After We have sold our Land, We in a little time have nothing to shew for it, but it is not so with You, Your Grand Children will get something from it as long as the World stands, our Grand Children will have no advantage from it. They will say We were Fools for selling so much Land for so small a matter, and curse Us: therefore let it be a Part of the present Agreement that We shall treat one another as Brethren to the latest Generation, even after We shall not have left a foot of land.3 9 Confident Example Setting The themes of protection and trust in the language of Indian diplomacy teach us many important lessons about American Indian visions of law and peace. For Indians of the Classical Era, treaty relationships with different peoples were essential to survival and flourishing on the multicultural frontiers of North America. The language of Indian forest diplomacy reflected this basic understanding in a richly evocative vocabulary describing the paradigms for behavior which Indians believed nurtured trust and reliable protective treaty relationships. Granting land settlement rights to stranger groups, agreeing to watch for each other's safety over time, sharing the meaning of sacred stories and rituals with a treaty partner; in Indian diplomacy, such acts of "confident example-setting," to use the philosopher Annette Baler's term, signified the commitment of treaty partners to behave as close relatives towards each other.40 These acts, according to American Indian treaty traditions of law and peace, initiated the process by which different groups learned to build justice in a multicultural world. The Treaty Tradition and Early United States Indian Law and Policy This Indian legal tradition of regarding a treaty as a relationship of trust and protection provides an important interpretive backdrop for understanding the Indian side of the story of the first treaties negotiated between the Cherokees and the United States. The decades following the Revoluntionary War were a period of great suffering and chaos for those majority of tribes in eastern North America that had sided with the losing English side during the Revolutionary War.4 ' It was a particularly hard time for the Cherokee Indians. When the southern states sent their militias to war on the Cherokees, their methods were genocidal. They attacked the Cherokees by burning their towns, destroying their crops, and killing Cherokee men, women, and children.42 The Cherokees' response to their dilemma followed tradition; they signed a treaty of sacred trust and protection with the highest sovereign power recognized among the whites, the United States government. What the Cherokees sought protection from were the people of the states surrounding their reserved territories, most particularly Georgia. The first treaty signed by the Cherokees with the United States, the Treaty of Hopewell in 1785,43 was part of a series of agreements negotiated with the frontier tribes following the end of the colonists' War for Independence. On its face, the treaty does not seem all that extraordinary. In fact, it generally follows many of the traditions of seventeenth and eighteenth century Indian diplomacy. The only differences are that rather than the King of England or a royally favored colonial proprietor, the United States is pledging itself to protect the Cherokee Indians and the protection the Indians expect is from the white people of the state of Georgia, their deadliest enemies. "The Commissioners Plenipotentiary of the United States, in Congress assembled," the Treaty of Hopewell opens, "give peace to all the Cherokees, and receive them into the favor and protection of the United States of America .... 44 The Cherokees acknowledge themselves "under the protection of the United States of America, and of no other sovereign whosoever."45 A boundary line is agreed upon by the Cherokees, establishing their reservation. Beginning six months after the treaty ratification, if any white man from the United States tries to settle on any of the reserved Cherokee lands, "such person shall forfeit the protection of the United States, and the Indians may punish him or not as they please."46 These traditional articles of agreement were followed by terms defining criminal jurisdiction for interracial crime47 and promises of congressional control over trade and intercourse "[for the benefit and comfort of the Indians." 48 The traditional pledge, as spoken in the language of Indian diplomacy, to serve as eyes and ears for a treaty partner is here made by the Cherokees to the United States, as follows in the treaty: "The said Indians shall give notice to the citizens of the United States, of any designs which they may know or suspect to be formed...by any person whosoever, against the peace, trade or interest of the United States." The treaty concluded with one of the favored metaphors from the language of Classical Era Indian diplomacy: the hatchet shall be forever buried.5 0 A "universal" friendship was declared to subsist between the Cherokees and the white peoples.51 The United States' first treaties with the Cherokees affirmed one of the oldest and most venerable multicultural legal traditions in North America. These treaties reflected the anciently professed and practiced Indian belief that a treaty was a sacred relationship of protection and trust. Marshall's opinions in the Cherokee cases simply affirm this traditional Indian understanding of a treaty relationship. In Cherokee Nation v. Georgia ,52 Marshall wrote that "the relation of the Indians to the United States is marked by peculiar and cardinal distinctions which exist nowhere else."5 3 The guiding principles of our Indian law, the Chief Justice explained, derived from the fact that the Indians recognize a relationship of trust arising out of their treaties with the United States: "They [the Indians] look to our government for protection; rely upon its kindness and its power; appeal to it for relief to their wants; and address the President as their great father."54 The next year in the second of the Cherokee Cases, Worcester v. Georgia, Marshall elaborated further on the United States' unique trust responsibilities arising out of its treaties with the Indian tribes of America. Specifically analyzing the late Classical Era treaties between the United States and the Cherokee Nation, Marshall held that the status of the Indians under these agreements "was that of a nation claiming and receiving the protection of one more powerful; not that of individuals abandoning their national character and submitting as subjects to the laws of a master."55 The United States, therefore, under Marshall's legal analysis, had a duty of protection of Cherokee rights. This duty arose under the express and implied terms of the treaty relationship between the tribes and United States. These terms, of course, were terms of sacred trust. And, as we have come to understand, these terms were derived from Indian understandings of their treaty rights with the United States. Thus, according to this version of the story, Chief Justice Marshall's opinions in the Cherokee Cases are not the foundational sources of the original principles guiding our Federal Indian Law. Marshall was simply perpetuating the principles of a much older legal tradition originating in the Classical Era of treaty negotiations between Indians and whites on the continent, a tradition which regarded a treaty as a relationship of sacred trust and protection. The Cherokee Cases represent the first formal recognition by the United States Supreme Court of the Trust Doctrine as a source of protection for Indian rights under our law. Under this doctrine, the United States "has charged itself with moral obligations of the highest responsibility and trust. Its conduct, as disclosed in the acts of those who represent it in dealings with the Indians, should therefore be judged by the most exacting fiduciary standards." 56 Confirmed by numerous subsequent court decisions, congressional statutes, and executive action, the Trust Doctrine has served, at important times in our history, as a positive, purposive force in protecting and promoting Indian tribalism's rights to cultural survival in United States society. The themes of sacred trust and protection in the language of Indian diplomacy show us that the White Man's Indian Law was not the sole source of the legal principles which spoke to the importance of protecting Indian rights under United States law. By recognizing the central principles of Classical Era Indian diplomacy that a treaty is a relationship of sacred trust and protection, we begin the complex process of rendering a more complete accounting of the importance of Indian ideas and values in protecting Indian rights under United States law. The Trust Doctrine was not the exclusive by-product of the Western legal tradition brought to North America from the Old World. This central protective principle of Indian tribal rights under our law has deep roots in Classical Era Indian visions of law and peace. There is an important contemporary lesson to be learned from this vital legacy generated out of a bicultural jurisprudence of Indian rights. As Chief Justice Marshall himself was wise enough to recognize in the Cherokee Cases, these original Indian understandings of their treaty relationships with the United States are absolutely necessary to protect Indians from the people of the states, their deadliest enemies, in our federal system of government. 

Colonialism is a cultural genocide.

Davidson 08 (Terry Ghostwolf, 05/28/08, Nemasys, Spiritual and Cultural Genocide..., http://www.nemasys.com/ghostwolf/Native/genocide.shtml)
True - there have been some articles that have spoken the truth; a few years back National Geographic printed an article that exposed the truth not only about "Custer's Last Stand", but also about Custer's active attempts to completely wipe out American Indians... There have been a few films that have shown - or attempted to show - the Truth as it actually happened - and those were panned by the non-native critics and journalists. Many books have been written that expose the truth; that tell the story, the true story of how American Indians were ripped from the land, shoved off onto reservations that could not support them, made supplicants to a government that would rather ignore them - but how many really read those books? Oh no, that is too disturbing, too upsetting to the noble sensitivities of most... "it's a dying and lost culture, if it really was worth something, it wouldn't die out" seems to be the justification. Those books, articles and films are largely ignored by the masses of North America; at most, those who heard of or read of the attrocities only nod their heads sagely, commenting only "too bad that happened; yes, it was wrong - but it is in the past and there is nothing that can be done now." And; nothing has been done, nothing is being done... The languages, myths, art, spirituality, practices, and beauty of the Native American culture is fading into history to be lost forever; to be mused over in later years by the historically curious as a novelty... Spiritual and cultural genocide... as the Native Americans are faced with either being totally assimilated by the Western Culture - or dying out on the many reservations... kept there, out of the way and out of mind, by supposedly beneficent governments; ignored and forgotten by the citizens of those nations... Spiritual and cultural genocide, as the elders and parents helplessly watch their children leave to make a living in the "civilized" world, as those children and young adults willfully turn their backs on their heritage, language, and culture and willfully accept the stereotypical views of "civilization." Spiritual and cultural genocide, as the great civilized masses of North America - and indeed the world - scurry pell-mell into the next century, focusing on technology and consumer goods... as "save the whales" and "save the children" and "save the earth" become the battle-cries of the various subcultures... not that those are bad things; they aren't, and they are needed. But - the American Indian Cultures from southern-most tip of South America to the northenmost tip of Canada and Alaska are left behind, an afterthought, a mote of dust caught up in the tornado of "progress"... Relegated to symbolic and denegrating mascots for sports teams, insulting icons for various holidays, and stereotypical villains for the movie industry; shoved off - out of site and out of mind - to die out on reservations. Spiritual and cultural genocide by default and by intent, by marketing and media pressures, by willful and knowing ignorance... It is so easy to turn aside while saying "not my problem"... True, in recent years there has been a very mild awakening in some; many non-native Americans - not just caucasians - are realizing the American Indian culture is rich, complex, full of beauty and spirituality, possessing and practicing ways of life that did not harm the earth and environment; and now some seek to learn. Unfortunately, many who profess to want to learn are only "in it" to make a dollar; preserving and indeed teaching and sharing the many cultures is the last thing on their minds... Yet, there are some to whom preserving the culture; preserving the stories, art, ways of life, and spirituality of American Indian is indeed very important - and those few are doing what they can... But; it is so little, and so late... it is my hope that as I - and others - speak out and share what we can that the loss can be averted, that the people of North America and indeed the world can be awakened. In the years since 1950, many minorities in North America have had their causes heard, have had their injustices heard by the word; and have had some, if not all of their inequities addressed... But not the American Indians of both continents... Even my own Grandmother and Grandfather - he, a Cherokee; her, a Choctaw - turned their backs on their heritage because of the social, cultural, and economic pressures - as did their children, as did their son - my father. One of my earliest memories was the "session" with my Father and his parents that occurred after I had shared with my classmates that I was part Indian, after I had shared with them how to tell what animals made what tracks... the teacher had called my Father and said that I had been telling "fairy tales" about being part Indian... my Father asked me if I had, and I told him "yes"; I told the truth. He then told me to get in the car, and he drove to my Grandparent's house, where he told my Grandmother and Grandfather - his parents - what had happened. My Grandparents became very silent at first - and then stood up and came over to me - Grandfather then kneeled and held me by the shoulders, and told me: "NEVER let it be known you are Indian; you can pass for white, so BE white - forget everything you know about being Indian, forget all of it - because if you do not, you'll be treated worse than [blacks]." My Grandfather did not say "blacks", but instead used a well-known epithet... He told my Father never to let me forget that, NEVER to let anyone know And my Grandmother, my father's mother, stood over me, shaking with anger, and told me "If you tell anyone you are Indian, I'll whup you so raw you can't sit down for a month"... I was six years old... only six years old... I never forgot that afternoon - the incredible fear, anger, and confusion expressed in his eyes and face, her eyes and face; I never forgot the way his hands grabbed and hurt my shoulders - never forgot the incredible and devastating contradiction of his words compared to the oh-so-many wonderful and magical times he took me out in the desert to teach me Indian ways and skills... He, who with my father gave me the birth name, the soul name that is so similar to my Tribal name of GhostWolf - caught in the paradox of wanting to maintain his heritage and pass it on; yet needing to make a living to support his family, his children - without being discriminated against... He, who for the first six years of my life took great joy in taking me out into the Mojave, showing me how to read the sky for weather, read the phases of the moon for crops and hunting, showed me how to not only read and identify the tracks of so many different animals, but also how to tell how long ago they had been there... Shaking, trembling, voice full of fear and anger - and yes, hate and shame - hurting me, telling me "NEVER let it be known you are Indian"... He, who had taught me so many truly wonderful things... Never taught me anything about my heritage, OUR heritage ever again... Thus this, my American Indian page... it is my hope to learn what I can of my heritage; learn who my People the Cherokee and Choctaw are and were... learn my People's ways and beliefs and culture... that I may treasure The Ways, that I may honor my People even though I start on the Path so late in life. That I may share with my son our roots, our Heritage - Our People... May the contents of these pages; what I discover and the People to whom I link, show you the Truth - not only about the People, but also about the injustice, discrimination, and genocidal treatment of the People that continues to this day. 

***WE ARE DOING THINGS TO HELP THE NATIVE AMERICAN ECONOMY****
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