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1) States CP + disad 

Like many affs on this topic, Indians does not have a very good reason why the States cannot do the plan besides some questionable solvency deficits. Moreover, in the past couple of decades, decentralization has become a trend in tribal/government relations and therefore the CP is more real-world than when read against other AFFs and this potentially can give it more legitimacy in the 50 State Fiat debates. 

Essentially, the  debate will probably come down to a question of whether the solvency deficit to the CP o/w the DA impact. Keep in mind the 1AC impact f/w and how they might leverage their impacts in the 2AR to win that the solvency deficit is worse. 

2)  Kritik 

The kritik in this file needs a lot of work and I would suggest a better alternative, but if you want to go for it, you should keep in mind the principle that the 1AC’s idea of what can solve for cultural deprecation and racism is rooted in non-Indian, hegemonic thought. A good place to set up links from this is in the Cross X of the 1AC—expose the fact that some of their evidence blatantly ignores Native American culture because of the perspective from and the motives with which it is written. 

Later on in the debate, you can use some of the Case Neg evidence to prove the links—if the Seattle Times evidence says that some tribes don’t mind nuclear waste storage, why would the 1AC frame the situation as environmental racism? Because they want to appear as saviors helping the poor to reinforce their own domination.  

1NC Status Quo 

Status quo solves—improvements in Native American policy now

(Tribal Nations Progress Report 11, White House Tribal Nations Conference Progress Report, “Achieving a Brighter Future for Tribal Nations”, 12/2010, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/2011whtnc_report.pdf) 

Since taking office, President Obama and his Administration have made tremendous progress in addressing the major issues of concern to Indian Country. Underlying this progress is President Obama’s strong  belief that tribal leaders must be part of the solution and have a seat at the table. At both the 2009 and  2010 White House Tribal Nations Conferences, tribal leaders had discussions with the President and Cabinet officials. In addition, at the 2009 Conference, the President signed a memorandum directing  federal agencies to fully implement an Executive Order on tribal consultation. Both actions have led  to greater tribal consultation and feedback that has helped shape the Administration’s policy priorities  for American Indians and Alaska Natives, which have included improving the quality of care offered  by the Indian Health Service, promoting economic development in Indian Country, and making tribal  communities safer.  The following highlights some of the key accomplishments that this Administration has achieved in  support of Native Americans. • Strengthening the Government-to-Government Relationship: In 2009, President Obama  signed a memorandum to signal a new era in the government-to-government relationship with  Indian Tribes, which has improved communication and inclusiveness. The President directed  every agency to develop detailed plans to fully implement Executive Order 13175, “Consultation  and Coordination with Tribal Governments.” Federal agencies have submitted the required plans and progress reports, and consultations are now at historic levels. In addition, the President has hosted two White House Tribal Nations Conferences, inviting tribal leaders from each of the 565  federal recognized tribes to meet with Cabinet secretaries and senior Administration officials. 

• Improving Health Care and Healthy Living: President Obama signed into law the Affordable Care Act, which is improving the quality of health care and make it more accessible and affordable for all Americans, including Native Americans. The law permanently authorized new and  expanded programs and services available to those who use the Indian Health Service, which includes most American Indians and Alaska Natives. In addition, First Lady Michelle Obama launched Let’s Move! in Indian Country, bringing together federal agencies, local communities,  nonprofits, corporate partners, and tribes to end the epidemic of childhood obesity in Indian Country within a generation by creating a healthy start on life for children; ensuring families access to healthy, affordable, traditional foods; and increasing opportunities for physical activity. Promoting Sustainable Economic Development in Indian Country: President Obama has taken significant steps to promote the economic well-being of Native Americans. The Recovery Act provided more than $3 billion to help tribal communities renovate schools on reservations, spur job creation in tribal economies, improve housing and energy efficiency, and support health facilities and policing services. Recognizing that Indian Country faces unique challenges when it comes to sustainable economic development, the White House Rural Council is working across federal agencies to address these challenges and promote economic prosperity and  quality of life in Indian Country and across rural America. The Administration has already made important investments in infrastructure to support economic development in Indian Country. In order to bring high-speed, affordable broadband into tribal communities, both the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Commerce have dedicated programs for this effort and have awarded loans and grants worth over $1.5 billion for projects to benefit tribal areas.  
2NC Ext. Squo Solves

Status quo solves—federal funding for Indian tribes 

(New York Times 12, Timothy Williams, New York Times, “U.S. Will Pay a Settlement of $1 Billion to 41 Tribes”, 4/13/2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/14/us/us-to-pay-1-billion-settlement-to-indian-tribes.html) 

The Justice Department announced on Wednesday that it had agreed to pay 41 tribes — many in the Western United States — a total of about $1.023 billion because the Interior and Treasury Departments had failed to adequately oversee concessions on Indian lands from companies that exploit a wide variety of resources, including minerals, timber, oil and gas, dating back more than 100 years in some cases. The Interior Department, which manages about 56 million acres for Indian tribes and oversees more than 100,000 leases on those lands, has long been accused by tribes of doing a poor job of keeping track of the tribal funds it maintains and of not being diligent in collecting fees from companies that hold leases on reservations and elsewhere in Indian country. In addition to administering the land leases, the Interior Department manages about 2,500 trust accounts for more than 250 tribes. “These settlements fairly and honorably resolve historical grievances over the accounting and management of tribal trust funds, trust lands and other nonmonetary trust resources that, for far too long, have been a source of conflict between Indian tribes and the United States,” Attorney General Eric H. Holder Jr. said in a statement. The Interior Department says it has developed better accounting systems to avoid future problems. About 60 other similar lawsuits by tribes against the United States have not been settled, the government said. The amount each tribe will receive is based on a formula that takes into account how much land and money the government held in trust, and the value of the concessions. Tribes holding oil and gas concessions, which are usually of far greater value, generally will receive the most from the settlement. The Osage tribe of Oklahoma, for example — because of its extensive oil and gas reserves — will get $380 million. The tribe has about 16,000 members. Among the other 41 tribes receiving money are the Minnesota Chippewa tribe, which has about 40,000 members and will get about $2 million; the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation in Washington State, which has about 10,000 members and will get $193 million; and the Nez Perce tribe, which has 4,000 members on its Idaho reservation, and will receive $34 million. Many tribes say they have not decided how to spend the money. In most cases, tribal councils — the elected governing bodies — will have the ultimate authority. Tribes are variously considering making monthly payments to members, establishing loan programs, financing social service groups, improving infrastructure on reservations and undertaking environmental initiatives.

Squo solves – grants improve infrastructure in tribal areas

DOT, 6/22/12 (Department of Transportation, “U.S. Transportation Secretary LaHood Announces Funding for 47 TIGER 2012 Projects as Overwhelming Demand for TIGER Dollars Continues”, 

http://www.dot.gov/affairs/2012/dot6812.html SW)

WASHINGTON – U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood today announced that 47 transportation projects in 34 states and the District of Columbia will receive a total of almost $500 million from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s TIGER (Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery) 2012 program. “President Obama’s support for an America built to last is putting people back to work across the country building roads, bridges and other projects that will mean better, safer transportation for generations to come,” said Secretary LaHood. “TIGER projects mean good transportation jobs today and a stronger economic future for the nation.” The TIGER program is a highly competitive program that is able to fund innovative projects difficult or impossible to fund through other federal programs. In many cases, these grants will serve as the final piece of funding for infrastructure investments totaling $1.7 billion in overall project costs. These federal funds are being leveraged with money from private sector partners, states, local governments, metropolitan planning organizations and transit agencies. TIGER has enjoyed overwhelming demand since its creation, a trend continued by TIGER 2012. Applications for this most recent round of grants totaled $10.2 billion, far exceeding the $500 million set aside for the program. In all, the Department received 703 applications from all 50 states, U.S. territories and the District of Columbia. The grants will fund a wide range of innovative transportation projects in urban and rural areas across the country: • Of the $500 million in TIGER 2012 funds available for grants, more than $120 million will go to critical projects in rural areas. • Roughly 35 percent of the funding will go to road and bridge projects, including more than $30 million for the replacement of rural roads and bridges that need improvements to address safety and state of good repair deficiencies. • 16 percent of the funding will support transit projects like the Wave Streetcar Project in Fort Lauderdale. • 13 percent of the funding will support high-speed and intercity passenger rail projects like the Raleigh Union Station Project in North Carolina. • 12 percent will go to freight rail projects, including elements of the CREATE (Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency) program to reduce freight rail congestion in Chicago. • 12 percent will go to multimodal, bicycle and pedestrian projects like the Main Street to Main Street Multimodal Corridor project connecting Memphis and West Memphis. • 12 percent will help build port projects like the Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal at the Port of Oakland. • Three grants were also directed to tribal governments to create jobs and address critical transportation needs in Indian country.
Funding for tribal infrastructure now 

(Wallbank 09, Derek Wallbank, researcher and reporter with Congressional Quarterly in Washington, D.C., “Minnesota tribes get federal funding for transit”, Minn Post, 12/11/09, http://www.minnpost.com/dc-dispatches/2009/12/minnesota-tribes-get-federal-funding-transit)  

WASHINGTON, D.C. — Four Minnesota tribal transit programs were awarded a total of more than $1.7 million in federal dollars to modernize and expand their transportation systems, Department of Transportation officials announced today. About $942,000 of that money came from stimulus dollars. The rest came from fiscal year 2009 appropriation dollars.  “We want the economic recovery to reach all of America,” said Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood in a statement announcing the funds.  “New and restored transportation infrastructure on tribal lands will help spur and sustain economic growth on those lands.” 

Impact calc 2nc
1NC- Extinction Outweighs

Existence outweighs other impacts. It is necessary for the “I” that can behave ethically or create meaning.

Gelven ’94 (Michael, Prof. Phil. – Northern Illinois U., “War and Existence: A Philosophical Inquiry”, p. 136-137)

The personal pronouns, like "I" and "We," become governed existentially by the possessive pronouns, like "ours," "mine," "theirs"; and this in turn becomes governed by the adjective "own." What is authentic becomes what is our own as a way of existing. The meaning of this term is less the sense of possession than the sense of belonging to. It is a translation of the German eigen, from which the term eigentlich (authentic) is derived. To lose this sense of one's own is to abandon any meaningfulness, and hence to embrace nihilism. To be a nihilist is to deny that there is any way of being that is our own; for the nihilist, what is one's own has no meaning. The threat here is not that what is our own may yield to what is not, but rather that the distinction itself will simply collapse. Unless I can distinguish between what is our own and what is not, no meaningfulness is possible at all.  This is the foundation of the we-they principle. The pronouns in the title do not refer to anything; they merely reveal how we think. Like all principles, this existential principle does not determine specific judgments, any more than the principle of cause and effect determines what the cause of any given thing is. The we-they principle is simply a rule that governs the standards by which certain judgments are made. Since it is possible to isolate the existential meanings of an idea from the thinglike referent, the notions of we-ness and they-ness can be articulated philosophically. On the basis of this primary understanding, it is possible to talk about an "existential value," that is, the weight o. rank given to ways of existing in opposition to other kinds of value, such as moral or psychological values. But the principle itself is not, strictly speaking, a principle of value; it is an ontological principle, for its foundation is in the very basic way in which I think about what it means to be. The ground of the we-they principle is, quite simply, the way in which we think about being. Thus, it is more fundamental than any kind of evaluating or judging.  One of the things that the authentic I can do, of course, is to concern itself with moral questions. Whether from a deontological sense of obligation or from a utilitarian projection of possible happiness, an I that considers these matters nevertheless is presupposed by them. Although authenticity and morality are distinct, a sense of who one is must precede a decision about how to act. Thus, the question of authenticity comes before the question of obligation. And since the worth of the I is generated from the prior worth of the we, it follows there can be no moral judgment that cancels out the worth of the I or the We. This is not to say that anything that benefits the we is therefore more important than what ought to be done. It is merely to say that any proper moral judgment will in fact be consistent with the integrity of the we. Thus, I would be morally prohibited from offending someone else merely for my own advantage, but no moral law would ever require me to forgo my existential integrity. This is true not only for moral questions but for any question of value whatsoever: all legitimate value claims must be consistent with the worth of the I and the We. It is only because my existence matters that I can care about such things as morality, aesthetics, or even happiness. Pleasure, of course, would still be preferable to pain, but to argue that one ought to have pleasure or even that it is good to have pleasure would simply reduce itself to a tautology: if I define pleasure as the satisfaction of my wants, then to say I want pleasure is tautological, for I am merely saying that I want what I want, which may be true but is not very illuminating.  The existential worth of existing is therefore fundamental and cannot be outranked by any other consideration. Unless I am first meaningful, I cannot be good; unless I first care about who I am, I cannot genuinely care about anything else, even my conduct. To threaten this ground of all values, the worth of my own being, then becomes the supreme assault against me. To defend it and protect it is simply without peer. It is beyond human appeal or persuasion.

Existence is a prerequisite to value

Wapner ‘3  (Paul, Associate Prof. and Dir. Global Env’t. Policy Prog. – American U., Dissent, “Leftist criticism of “nature””, Winter, 50:1, Proquest)

All attempts to listen to nature are social constructions--except one. Even the most radical postmodernist must acknowledge the distinction between physical existence and nonexistence. As I have said, postmodernists accept that there is a physical substratum to the phenomenal world even if they argue about the different meanings we ascribe to it. This acknowledgment of physical existence is crucial. We can't ascribe meaning to that which doesn't appear. What doesn't exist can manifest no character. Put differently, yes, the postmodernist should rightly worry about interpreting nature's expressions. And all of us should be wary of those who claim to speak on nature's behalf (including environmentalists who do that). But we need not doubt the simple idea that a prerequisite of expression is existence. This in turn suggests that preserving the nonhuman world-in all its diverse embodiments-must be seen by eco-critics as a fundamental good. Eco-critics must be supporters, in some fashion, of environmental preservation.  Postmodernists reject the idea of a universal good. They rightly acknowledge the difficulty of identifying a common value given the multiple contexts of our value-producing activity. In fact, if there is one thing they vehemently scorn, it is the idea that there can be a value that stands above the individual contexts of human experience. Such a value would present itself as a metanarrative and, as Jean Francois Lyotard has explained, postmodernism is characterized fundamentally by its "incredulity toward meta-narratives."  Nonetheless, I can't see how postmodern critics can do otherwise than accept the value of preserving the nonhuman world. The nonhuman is the extreme "other"; it stands in contradistinction to humans as a species. In understanding the constructed quality of human experience and the dangers of reification, postmodernism inherently advances an ethic of respecting the "other." At the very least, respect must involve ensuring that the "other" actually continues to exist. In our day and age, this requires us to take responsibility for protecting the actuality of the nonhuman. Instead, however, we are running roughshod over the earth's diversity of plants, animals, and ecosystems. Postmodern critics should find this particularly disturbing. If they don't, they deny their own intellectual insights and compromise their fundamental moral commitment.

Prioritize extinction above all other calculations. Future generations cannot consent to consent to nonexistence.

Jonas ’85  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of an Ethis for the Technological Age”, p. 36-38)

4. Mankind Has No Right to Suicide As the capstone of our argument, let us now add that the sum total of the interests at stake in the "bet" of technological progress has an incomparably wider compass than anything which normally is at stake in human decisions. Even when in the, fateful hour the political -leader hazards the whole existence of his tribe, his city, his nation, he yet knows that even should they be destroyed; mankind and a living world on earth will go on. Only in the framework of this overarching supposition is the single hazard, in certain extreme cases, morally defensible. But not even for saving his nation's life must the statesman use means that can destroy mankind. Now, among the possible works of technology there are some which cumulatively have just that global extent and depth, namely, the possibility to endanger the whole existence or whole being of man in the future. The statesman, in making his fateful decision, can ideally assume the consent of those for whom, as their agent, he is making it. No consent to their nonexistence or dehumanization is obtainable from the humanity of the future, nor can it be assumed; and were it nevertheless imputed to them (an almost insane imputation), it would have to be rejected. For there is (as has yet to be shown) an unconditional duty for mankind to exist, and it must not be confounded with the conditional duty of each and every man to exist. The right of the individual to commit suicide is morally arguable and must at least for particular circumstances be conceded: under no circumstances has mankind that right. 5. The Existence of "Man" Must Never Be Put at Stake Herewith we have at last found a principle that forbids certain technologically feasible "experiments," and of which that rule for decision making—to give the bad prognosis preyedence over the good—was the pragmatic expression stated in advanceirhe ethical axiom which validates the rule is therefore as follows: Never must the existence or the essence of man as a whole be made a stake in the hazards of action./It follows directly that bare possibilities of the designated order are to be regarded as unacceptable risks which no opposing possibilities can render more acceptable. The rule that even imperfect palliatives are to be preferred to a promising radical cure from which the patient may die is valid for the life of mankind though not always for the individual patient. We have here an inversion of Descartes's principle of doubt. In order to ascertain the indubitable truth we should, according to Descartes, equate everything doubtful with the demonstrably false. Here on the contrary we are told to treat, for the purposes of decision, the doubtful but possible as if it were certain, when it is of a certain kind. It is also a subspecies of the Pascalian wager without the selfish-eudaemonistic and ultimately unethical quality thereof. According to Pascal, pure calculation in the wager between the brief and questionable pleasures of this world and the possibility of eternal bliss or damnation in the next, demands that one bank on just this extreme possibility, since a comparison of the chances of profit and loss on both sides reveals that, in choosing the second alternative, even if its object, eternal life, does not exist, one will have lost but a small thing in the temporal life; while if it does exist, something infinite will have been gained and an infinite loss avoided. Contrariwise, the choice in favor of temporal life could at best(i.e., if there is no such thing as eternal life) mean a small gain, but in the opposite case (with eternal damnation) would come out an infinite loss. This "go-for-broke" calculation of risks, objectionable also in other respects, is in error already by the fact that, in proportion to the nothing which is here accepted among the risks, every something (including the things of fleeting temporal existence) is of infinite magnitude; and thus the second alternative (betting all upon a possible eternity while sacrificing the given temporality) also bears the risk of infinite loss. There must be more than mere possibility: a faith must assert that an eternity awaits us—and then the option is no longer purely a bet. Absolute Uncertainty, however, can on principle not count in any computation agaidst the relative certainties of the given. Our ethical principle of the wager is not open to this objection. For it forbids us precisely to incur the risk of nothingness, that is, to allow the presence of its possibility among the chances of our choice. It forbids, in short, any va-banque game in the affairs of humanity. Nor does it pit what is essentially unknowable and even beyond imagination against the knowable or imaginable objects of 4choice, but rather sets the totally unacceptable over against the more or less acceptable within the imaginable finite itself. Above all, it is morally commanding, not just a calculation of advantages presented to self-interest; and it commands on the basis of a primary duty to opt for being and against nothingness. This principle for the treatment of uncertainty is itself not uncertain at all, and it binds us unconditionally—that is;notjust as an advice of moral prudence but as an unqualified command—provided we accept the responsibility for what will be. Under such responsibility, caution, otherwise a peripheral matter of our discretion, becomes the core of moral action. Now, that presupposition for it just named, that we are indeed "responsible," even that there is such a thing at all, was throughout our preceding discourse tacitly assumed, but nowhere proved. The principle of responsibility as such—the starting point of ethics—has not yet been demonstrated. To this task, for which formerly one might well have invoked the aid of heaven which it so direly needs—and more so today when it no longer can benefit from even gazing in that direction—we shall now turn.

Generic nuclear war outweighs everything

Any nuclear use risks extinction

Kateb 92 – Professor of Politics and Director of the Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton – 1992 (George, The Inner Ocean, p.110-112)

Abstractly put, the connections between any use of nuclear weapons and human and natural extinction are several. Most obviously, a sizable exchange of strategic nuclear weapons can, by a chain of events in nature, lead to the earth's uninhabitability, to "nuclear winter," or to Schell's "republic of insects and grass." But the consideration of extinction cannot rest with the possibility of a sizable exchange of strategic weapons. It cannot rest with the imperative that a sizable exchange must not take place. A so-called tactical or "theater" use, or a so-called limited use, is also prohibited absolutely, because of the possibility of immediate escalation into a sizable exchange or because, even if there were not an immediate escalation, the possibility of extinction would reside in the precedent for future use set by any use whatever in a world in which more than one power possesses nuclear weapons. Add other consequences: the contagious effect on nonnuclear powers who may feel compelled by a mixture of fear and vanity to try to acquire their own weapons, thus increasing the possibility of use by increasing the number of nuclear powers; and the unleashed emotions of indignation, retribution, and revenge which, if not acted on immediately in the form of escalation, can be counted on to seek expression later. Other than full strategic uses are not confined, no matter how small the explosive power: each would be a cancerous transformation of the world. All nuclear roads lead to the possibility of extinction. It is true by definition, but let us make it explicit: the doctrine of no-use excludes any first or retaliatory or later use, whether sizable or not. No-use is the imperative derived from the possibility of extinction.
1NC- No value to life

There is always value to life and Preserving life is a prerequisite to determining value

Schwartz 2  (Lisa, Medical Ethics, http://www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf)

The second assertion made by supporters of  the quality of life as a criterion for decision-  making is closely related to the first, but with  an added dimension. This assertion suggests  that the determination of the value of the  quality of a given life is a subjective determi-nation to be made by the person experiencing  that life. The important addition here is that  the decision is a personal one that, ideally,  ought not to be made externally by another  person but internally by the individual  involved. Katherine Lewis made this decision  for herself based on a comparison between  two stages of her life. So did James Brady.  Without this element, decisions based on  quality of life criteria lack salient information  and the patients concerned cannot give  informed consent. Patients must be given the  opportunity to decide for themselves  whether they think their lives are worth  living or not. To ignore or overlook patients’  judgement in this matter is to violate their  autonomy and their freedom to decide for  themselves on the basis of relevant informa-  tion about their future, and comparative con-  sideration of their past. As the deontological  position puts it so well, to do so is to violate  the imperative that we must treat persons as  rational and as ends in themselves.   It is important to remember the subjectiv-ity assertion in this context, so as to empha-size that the judgement made about the value  of a life ought to be made only by the person  concerned and not by others.  
AT: Util bad
Their claims are fundamentally utilitarian

Hardin and Mearsheimer 85 Russell, John, Professors of Political Science, University of Chicago, ETHICS, April 1985, p.418. 

Discussion among philosophers often stops at the point of fundamental disagreement over moral principles, just as discussion among strategists often stops at the point of disagreement over hypothetical assertions about deterrence. But most moral theorists -- and all utilitarians -- also require consideration of hypothetical assertions to reach their conclusions, although they are typically even less adept at objective, causal argument than are strategists, who are themselves often quite casual with their social scientific claims. Even if one wishes to argue principally from deontological principles, one must have some confidence in one's social scientific expectations to decide whether consequences might not in this instance be overriding. Only a deontologist who held the extraordinary position that consequences never matter could easily reach a conclusion on nuclear weapons without considering the quality of various outcomes. Alas, on this dreadful issue good causal arguments are desperately needed.
3. In a nuclear world we have to weigh consequences and accept sacrifice of innocents to save the world

Bok 88  (Sissela Bok, Professor of Philosophy, Brandeis, Applied Ethics and Ethical Theory, Ed. David Rosenthal and Fudlou Shehadi, 1988)

The same argument can be made for Kant’s other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: “So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means”; and “So act as if you were always through actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends.” No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice.  To risk their collective death for the sake of following one’s conscience would be, as Rawls said, “irrational, crazy.”  And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake.  For although it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such a responsibility seriously—perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person, in order that the world not perish.
1NC- Empiricism Good

Empiricism is best for knowing the world – it’s the only way to synthesize facts and inferences to inform action 

· already been thrown into the labrynth of ideas

Walt 5  professor of international studies at University of Chicago

(Stephen, Annu Rev Polit Sci 8 23-48, the relationship between theory and policy in international relations)

Policy decisions can be influenced by several types of knowledge. First, policy makers invariably rely on purely factual knowledge (e.g., how large are the opponent’s forces? What is the current balance of payments?). Second, decision makers sometimes employ “rules of thumb”: simple decision rules acquired through experience rather than via systematic study (Mearsheimer 1989).3 A third type of knowledge consists of typologies, which classify phenomena based on sets of specific traits. Policy makers can also rely on empirical laws. An empirical law is an observed correspondence between two or more phenomena that systematic inquiry has shown to be reliable. Such laws (e.g., “democracies do not fight each other” 3For example, someone commuting to work by car might develop a “rule of thumb” identifying which route(s) took the least time at different times of day, based on their own experience but not on a systematic study of traffic patterns. or “human beings are more risk averse with respect to losses than to gains”) can be useful guides even if we do not know why they occur, or if our explanations for them are incorrect. Finally, policy makers can also use theories. A theory is a causal explanation— it identifies recurring relations between two or more phenomena and explains why that relationship obtains. By providing us with a picture of the central forces that determine real-world behavior, theories invariably simplify reality in order to render it comprehensible. At the most general level, theoretical IR work consists of “efforts by social scientists. . .to account for interstate and trans-state processes, issues, and outcomes in general causal terms” (Lepgold & Nincic 2001, p. 5; Viotti & Kauppi 1993). IR theories offer explanations for the level of security competition between states (including both the likelihood of war among particular states and the warproneness of specific countries); the level and forms of international cooperation (e.g., alliances, regimes, openness to trade and investment); the spread of ideas, norms, and institutions; and the transformation of particular international systems, among other topics. In constructing these theories, IR scholars employ an equally diverse set of explanatory variables. Some of these theories operate at the level of the international system, using variables such as the distribution of power among states (Waltz 1979, Copeland 2000, Mearsheimer 2001), the volume of trade, financial flows, and interstate communications (Deutsch 1969, Ruggie 1983, Rosecrance 1986); or the degree of institutionalization among states (Keohane 1984, Keohane & Martin 2003). Other theories emphasize different national characteristics, such as regime type (Andreski 1980, Doyle 1986, Fearon 1994, Russett 1995), bureaucratic and organizational politics (Allison & Halperin 1972, Halperin 1972), or domestic cohesion (Levy 1989); or the content of particular ideas or doctrines (Van Evera 1984, Hall 1989, Goldstein & Keohane 1993, Snyder 1993). Yet another family of theories operates at the individual level, focusing on individual or group psychology, gender differences, and other human traits (De Rivera 1968, Jervis 1976, Mercer 1996, Byman&Pollock 2001, Goldgeier&Tetlock 2001, Tickner 2001, Goldstein 2003), while a fourth body of theory focuses on collective ideas, identities, and social discourse (e.g., Finnemore 1996, Ruggie 1998, Wendt 1999). To develop these ideas, IR theorists employ the full range of social science methods: comparative case studies, formal theory, large-N statistical analysis, and hermeneutical or interpretivist approaches.

Alternate views fail and saying they’re superior is non-falsifiable

Martyn Hammersley, September 93. Prof. Education and Social Research @ Centre for Childhood, Development and Learning @ Open U., British Journal of Sociology. “Research and 'anti-racism': the case of Peter Foster and his critics,” 44.3, JSTOR.

The second view I want to consider is sometimes associated with versions of the first, but must be kept separate because it involves a quite distinctive and incompatible element. I will refer to this as standpoint theory. Here people's experience and knowledge is treated as valid or invalid by dint of their membership in some social category." Here again Foster's arguments may be dismissed because they reflect his background and experience as a white, middle class, male teacher. However, this time the implication is that reality is obscured from those with this background because of the effects of ideology. By contrast, it is suggested, the oppressed (black, female and/or working class people) have privileged insight into the nature of society. This argument produces a victory for one side, not the stalemate that seems to result from relativism; the validity of Foster's views can therefore be dismissed. But in other respects this position is no more satisfactory than relativism. We must ask on what grounds we can decide that one group has superior insight into reality. This cannot be simply because they declare that they have this insight; otherwise everyone could make the same claim with the same legitimacy (we would be back to relativism). This means that some other form of ultimate justification is involved, but what could this be? In the Marxist version of this argument the working class (or, in practice, the Communist Party) are the group with privileged insight into the nature of social reality, but it is Marx and Marxist theorists who confer this privilege on them by means of a dubious philosophy of history.' Something similar occurs in the case of feminist standpoint theory, where the feminist theorist ascribes privileged insight to women, or to feminists engaged in the struggle for women's emancipation.' However, while we must recognise that people in different social locations may have divergent perspectives, giving them distinctive insights, it is not clear why we should believe the implausible claim that some people have privileged access to knowledge while others are blinded by ideology.20
Politics Links

Plan unpopular—republicans don’t want it 

(Cornell & Kalt 10, Stephen Cornell, Ph.D. Director Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the Native Nations Institute, Joseph P. Kalt, Ford Foundation Professor of International Political Economy at Harvard, “American Indian Self-Determination The Political Economy of a Successful Policy”, 2010, http://nni.arizona.edu/pubs/jopna-wp1_cornell&kalt.pdf) 

Self-Determination: The smaller number of Congressional legislative measures concerning tribal self-determination over 1973-2010 (an av- erage of about one per year) makes year-to-year comparisons of rela- tive party support problematic. Thus, in Figure 9 we show aggregate Democratic and Republican support for policies of tribal self-determi- nation over the period, and compare the pattern to the relative aggre- gate support for social spending on American Indian social conditions. There is a clear pattern consistent with the hypothesis that Republicans find self-determination more worthy of support than social spending. While there is slightly more Democratic support relative to Republican support in the case of tribal self-determination, the pattern is consider- ably closer to proportionate to party membership of the U.S. House and Senate. The greater balance in support for self-determination pro- vides at least some explanation for its longevity as the cornerstone of federal Indian policy. 

There is some evidence of a time trend in the patterns of Congres- sional support for both social spending on Indian affairs and tribal self-determination. Consider Figure 8, above. Each year since 1999, the disproportionality of Democratic support for improving Ameri- can Indian social conditions is higher than in any year prior to 1999. Concomitantly, Republican support is disproportionately lower in each year since 1999 than in any prior year. With regard to Republican support for self-determination, in Figure 10 we compare the period prior to 1999 to the period of 1999-2010. While the sample size for the latter period is small, the results are suggestive of a shift in Repub- lican support for self-determination. Despite the fact that, at 49 per- cent, the Republican share of overall Congressional membership was higher during 1999-2010 than over 1973-2010 (42 percent), it has been Democrats that are providing markedly disproportionate support for tribal self-determination. In the earlier period of 1973-1998, Demo- cratic membership outnumbered Republican membership, but support for self-determination was split equally between the two parties: The Republican share of overall Congressional membership over 1973-98 was 42 percent, but fully half of the sponsorships for self-determina- tion came from Republicans. Thus, support for self-determination was disproportionately Republican.

Plan unpopular—social spending for Native Americans is unpopular with republicans 

(Cornell & Kalt 10, Stephen Cornell, Ph.D. Director Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the Native Nations Institute, Joseph P. Kalt, Ford Foundation Professor of International Political Economy at Harvard, “American Indian Self-Determination The Political Economy of a Successful Policy”, 2010, http://nni.arizona.edu/pubs/jopna-wp1_cornell&kalt.pdf) 

Social Spending: Focusing first on relative support in Congress for spending on American Indian social conditions, Figure 7 shows the percentages of legislation sponsors coming from the Democratic Party (in blue) and the Republican Party (in red) over 1973-2010. Except for the mid-1990s, there is a clear pattern of considerably more support from Democrats than from Republicans. Over the entire period of 1973-2010, Democrats made up more than a majority of the U.S. House and Senate, accounting for 55.6 percent of the combined membership. Thus, we might expect the share of leg- islation sponsorships by Democrats to outweigh that of Republicans, even if there were no difference between Democrats and Republicans in their support for spending on American Indian social conditions. Such equality of support is not borne out in the data. Figure 8 shows the amount of legislative support coming from Democratic legislators relative to the support expected if sponsorship were proportionate to overall Democratic membership in the House and Senate. Overall, party-proportionate support by Democrats would be 55.6 percent; ac- tual support exceeded this by 18.1 percentage points. In short, there is strongly disproportionate Democratic support for spending on American Indian social conditions. By the same token, there is disproportionately low support for such spending among Re- publicans.

***Taxes CP***

1NC

Text: The Supreme Court should reverse court decisions that enable States to tax fuel on tribal land. 

Or 

Text: The Supreme Court should reverse court decisions that enable State and Federal tax on tribal land 

CP solves aff—Fuel tax revenue is key to self-financed infrastructure and creating a platform to combat nuclear waste, isolation, and poverty. 

NCAI 11 (National Congress of American Indians, 9-15-11, SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING, “Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)

Faced with a severe inadequacy of funding from federal and state sources, tribal governments have 

looked for other sources of revenue, including levying their own motor fuel taxes. While tribes have 

the same authority as other governments to collect taxes, the ability of tribes to tax fuel on tribal lands has been severely diminished by the Supreme Court. The Court has upheld the authority of the states to reach onto tribal land to collect a state motor fuel tax. The dual taxation that would result if both states and tribes impose a motor fuel tax makes it impractical for tribes to generate revenue through 
motor fuel taxes. Although some tribes and states have been able to negotiate motor fuel tax revenue sharing agreements, those cases are the exception rather than the rule. In most areas, the state 

governments’ collection of motor fuel taxes in  Indian country displaces the ability of tribal 

governments to collect motor fuel taxes.    NCAI encourages this Committee to explore alternate sources of revenue for reservations roads.  Given the dire conditions of reservation roads, it is unconscionable that the IRR program does not  enjoy parity with the amount given to other governments through the Highway Trust Fund. NCAI  feels strongly that this inequity of distribution must be addressed in whatever new system is devised to  fund transportation systems across the nation. In addition, if motor fuel taxes are to remain the  primary source of funding for road construction and maintenance, we urge the Committee to  recommend that Congress clarify authority of Indian tribes to collect this tax on tribal lands. Finally, if  the Committee recommends a dramatic change to the way revenue is raised for transportation costs,  NCAI recommends that any such system be devised in a manner that treats Indian tribal governments  equitably and gives them the same authority as state and local governments to raise revenue to fund  the costs associated with building and maintaining transportation infrastructure. 

The net benefit is tribal sovereignty <Run the first card of the Indians  K as a critical case turn> 

2NC Solvency Ext.

Removing federal and state taxation boundaries is key to challenging colonialist attitudes and generating revenue 

(EagleWoman 08, Angelique EagleWoman, an Associate Professor of Law and James E. Rogers Fellow in American Indian Law at the University of Idaho College of Law, “Tribal Values of Taxation within the Tribalist Economic Theory”, Indigenous Nations Journal, Vol. 6, No. 1, 2008) 
In conclusion, the concept of taxation fits within the values of Tribal Nations as a contribution to serve the tribal community and within the tribalist economic theory. Tribal taxation is a necessary form of revenue generation for tribal government. The greatest obstacle to realizing substantial returns from tribal taxation has been the imposition of U.S. federal and state taxes within the tribal domain. The exemptions that the United States Supreme Court has carved out of the tribal taxing authority leaves Tribal Nations as involuntarily subsidizing the United States. The United States continues to engage in practices carrying out the colonial mentality of depleting the resources of Tribal Nations without contributing back to tribal governments for governmental services and resources provided.
In this vein, the United States is a neighboring nation to Tribal Nations with much to learn. Since the mid-1800s, the United States has used military force and threat to try to subjugate tribal peoples. Two centuries later, Tribal Nations are still crying foul and seeking to remind the United States that the resources being stripped by the U.S. are 29those protected by indigenous nations in prior generations and promised to the future seven generations of native peoples. Within the framework of the tribalist economic theory, Tribal Nations are seeking to right the balance in mid-North America and govern according to traditional values including the value of generosity now embodied in the concept of tribal taxation. As Tribal Nations assert themselves as the exclusive taxing authority within the tribal territory, balance is restored by providing that native people are no longer left to languish in poverty while their homeland resources are drained by a colonizing force. Tribal values are necessary to govern development on this continent as these are the values that allowed this land to flourish and represent an oasis to the newcomers from Europe and elsewhere.

Taxation power key to the economy—investment and healthy business climate 

(Zaferatos 03, Nicholas Christos Zaferatos, PhD, Associate Professor of Urban Planning and Sustainable Development at Huxley College of Environment, “Planning for Sustainable Reservation Economic Development: A Case Study of the Swinomish Marina and Mixed Use Commercial Development”, American Indian Culture and Research Journal AICRJ, Volume 27, no. 3, 2003, http://faculty.wwu.edu/zaferan/ file____C__Documents%2520 and%2520Settings_zaferan_My%2520Documents_html_Zaferatos%2520-%2520AICRJ%25202003.pdf) 
The combination of tribal taxation power and tax immunity can be important components in structuring a revenue system that supports long term reservation economic development. In addition to a tribe’s inherent authority to impose taxation and regulations on economic activities, tribes also possess significant tax immunities. By carefully structuring the formation of a tribal development project, several exemptions from federal income tax and state tax laws can result in [7] important advantages to attract private investment to the reservation.
The development of the reservation economy is advantaged with the application of these tribal taxing structures. The ability to apply exclusive tribal taxation on reservation economic activities also helps to ensure that the activity will result in measurable benefit to the reservation community. Tribes, like other forms of government, rely on raising tax revenues in order to operate their essential governmental services that, in turn, help to provide a safe reservation business climate. These services include tribal courts and agencies that enforce tribal laws, the delivery of reservation services for fire and police protection, social and educational programs to establish a skilled labor force, and the development of reservation infrastructure that is prerequisite for the growth of the reservation economy.

Tribal tax jurisdiction key to the tribal economy – state of economy, sustained investment 

(NCAI 12, National Congress of American Indians, “Taxation”, http://www.ncai.org/policy-issues/tribal-governance/taxation)

“The power to tax transactions occurring on trust lands and significantly involving a tribe or its members is a fundamental attribute of sovereignty.” - Washington v. Confederated Tribes of Colville Indian Reservation, U.S. Supreme Court (1980). In order to fully participate as members of the American family of governments, to build a better future for tribal nations, and positively impact rural and regional economies, tribal governments need tax revenue. Exactly like other governments, tax revenue is essential to sustained tribal investments in education, law enforcement, health care, and other government functions. However, in the area of tribal taxation at the local level, state governments have steadily encroached upon tribal jurisdiction. At the same time, tribes have continually worked to develop new tax models to support their communities (e.g., instituting hotel excise taxes, severance taxes, gasoline taxes, etc. and creating tribal tax codes and tax commissions). Often, these two approaches have come into conflict with one another. Because of this power struggle, Indian tax law is primarily the result of judicial decisions, as well as agreements and/or compacts made at the state and local level. Focusing specifically on these taxation issues, NCAI, in conjunction with a group of tribal leaders and technical experts, has developed a tribal taxation strategy that affirms tribal sovereignty and seeks to place tribes in a more favorable position to pursue economic and community development projects. In general, tribal governments lack parity with states, local governments, and the federal government in exercising taxing authority. For example, tribes are unable to levy property taxes because of the trust status of their land, and they generally do not levy income taxes on tribal members. Most Indian reservations are plagued with disproportionately high levels of unemployment and poverty, not to mention a severe lack of employment opportunities. As a result, tribes are unable to establish a strong tax base structured around the property taxes and income taxes typically found at the local state government level. To the degree that they are able, tribes use sales and excise taxes, but these do not generate enough revenue to support tribal government functions. Compounding tribes’ inability to establish a strong tax base, current federal policy makes it difficult for tribes to utilize tax-exempt financing options generally available to states to fund the construction of government infrastructure. In addition, other federal tax incentives meant to promote economic development projects on tribal lands seem to benefit non-Indian businesses already doing business in Indian country, while doing little to attract new businesses or to benefit tribally owned businesses. These policies negatively impact economic growth in Indian Country and the effect is felt by entire regional economies. 

A2 Perm: State and Tribal Tax

Can’t solve revenue-- double taxation cripples Indian economy

(Cowan 10, Mark J. Cowan, JD, Associate Professor of Accountancy at Boise State teaching Partnership Tax Law, Multistate Taxation, Taxation of Nonprofits, and Survey of Federal Income Taxation, “Anatomy of a State/Tribal Tax Dispute: Legal Formalism, Shifting Incidence, Potatoes, and the Idaho Motor Fuel Tax”, JLTR, Vol. 8, 2010, http://turtletalk.files.wordpress.com/2010 /08/cowan.pdf) 
As the rules summarized above make clear, under current Supreme Court jurisprudence, states and tribes often have the ability to tax the same transactions.53 This overlapping state/ tribal taxing jurisdiction may result in double taxation, a circumstance which is generally not tolerated in multistate or international tax law.54 When it comes to multistate taxation, the Dor- mant Commerce Clause requires that state taxes on interstate commerce be fairly apportioned.55 For income taxes, states generally use an apportionment formula to capture their portion of a multistate company’s income.56 For sales taxes, double taxation is avoided because every state with a sales/use tax generally allows a credit for sales/use taxes validly paid to other states.57 In the international arena, the foreign tax credit and a network of tax treaties with foreign gov- ernments help ameliorate double taxation.58 While approaches to ameliorating double taxation in the multistate and international tax arenas are not always successful, at least there are mech- anisms in place to deal with the double tax problem. These approaches are of no help in the unique tax world of Indian tribes. The possibility of double taxation can have a chilling effect on nonmember investment in Indian country, stifling economic development. Indeed, double taxation is part of what has been dubbed the ‘‘Indian differential’’—a combination of factors that make reservations much less attractive to investment than non-Indian communities.59 For example, a nonmember company extracting oil on an Indian reservation may be subject to both state and tribal severance taxes.60 If that same company had been operating outside of Indian country, only the state tax would apply. All else being equal, the nonmember company would most likely choose to operate on non-Indian land before exploiting the resources within Indian country.61 At first glance, double taxation may not seem like a major factor when it comes to investment decisions in Indian country. The economic impact, however, is often very real. One economic analysis noted, for example, that a double severance tax would reduce on-reservation production, leading not only to a reduction in tax revenue, but a reduction in royalties paid to the tribe and a reduction in on- reservation employment opportunities.62 The economic impact of a double motor fuel tax (the issue here) is less well documented. A double tax, however, would obviously put on-reservation gas stations at a competitive disadvantage compared to off-reservation gas stations.63 Further- more, the specter of double taxation would obviously discourage both tribes and nonmembers from opening gas stations on Indian reservations.

***States CP***

COUNTER PLAN TEXT: The fifty-states should provide block grants to Indian Country for transportation Infrastructure.
States can solve 

(McLawhorn 04, Nina McLawhorn, “State DOTs and Native American Nations”, Transportation Synthesis Report, 1/27/04, http://wisdotresearch.wi.gov/wp-content/uploads/tsrnativeamerican1.pdf)

Request for Report 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).  

AT: States wouldn’t fund

Solvency: States will fund investment on American Indian reservations because they benefit state economies.

Cornell and Taylor 2000 Director of the Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy at the University of Arizona and Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the University of Arizona, AND Senior Policy Scholar with the Udall Center, a Research Fellow at the Harvard Project, and a Senior Consultant with Lexecon, Inc. (Stephen and Jonathan, “Sovereignty, Devolution, and the Future of Tribal-State Relations”, 6/26, National Congress of American Indians Mid-Year Session, http://access.minnesota.publicradio.org/civic_j/native_american/tribalstaterelations1.pdf SW) 

The zero-sum view of tribal-state relationships holds that each party in that relationship gains primarily at the other’s loss. There are grounds for this view in certain situations. For example, a single dollar of gasoline-tax revenue cannot be split without one party’s gain being the other party’s loss. But this zero-sum phenomenon is by no means always present in tribal-state relations. The fact is that capable and sovereign tribal governments advance state goals as well as tribal goals. No state has an incentive to allow the kind of poverty and economic underdevelopment that has characterized Indian reservations for so long to continue to fester within its borders. That said, twelve years of research at the Udall Center and Harvard Project emphasizes that tribal control over tribal affairs is the only policy that works for economic development. We have been unable to find a single reservation where major decisions are controlled by outsiders—the states, the federal government, or special interests—where successful economic development has taken root. In short, if states want Indian poverty and its off-reservation consequences to be adequately addressed, they have to stop insisting that their rules apply to the exclusion of tribes’ rules. The evidence is compelling that where tribes have taken advantage of the federal self-determination policy to gain control of their own resources and of economic and other activity within their borders, and have backed up that control with good governance, they have invigorated their economies and produced positive economic spillovers to states. Gaming is the easiest example to point to. In 1998 we carried out the most comprehensive study yet undertaken of the economic and social impacts—on and off reservations—of Indian gaming. It showed significant contributions to off-reservation economies.3 Some quick examples: First: casino expenditures. In 1997 the HoChunk nation’s casino operations in the state of Wisconsin spent $31.6 million in vendor outlays. An estimated 70% of those expenditures were in-state, the vast majority off the reservation in support of non-Indian businesses. The Oneidas, also in Wisconsin, spent $28 million in vendor outlays, 88% of it in-state. In North Dakota, the Standing Rock Sioux’s gaming operations—not one of your bigger such operations—spent more than $7 million in vendor outlays. Seventy-four percent of that was spent in-state, almost none of it on the reservation. Second: tax payments. In 1997 Ho-Chunk gaming operations were responsible for nearly $16 million in gaming-related payroll tax deductions or withholdings; Oneida was responsible for more than $27 million; Standing Rock for nearly $2 million in North Dakota and more than a third of a million in South Dakota. Third: employment. During the major recession that hit California in the early 1990s, the three gaming tribes in San Diego County—Sycuan, Barona, and Viejas—were among the few bright spots in the county employment picture, employing hundreds of non-Indians and taking people on as other businesses were laying people off. In Arizona, the small Mazatzal Casino operated by the Tonto Apaches provided 280 jobs in 1998, the vast majority of which were filled by non-tribal members. Mazatzal replaced the largest employer in town at the very time it was shut down because of falling lumber prices, and many non-Indians credit the casino with maintaining stability in the local economy through this transition. Fourth: revenue sharing. Many gaming tribes make significant contributions to state coffers from gaming revenues under the terms of tribal-state compacts. The Michigan tribes, for example, contribute 2% of revenues to local government and 8% to the State of Michigan. Finally, there are the investments that Indian nations make with gaming profits. These tend to be diverse and substantial, turning some Indian nations into new sources of investment capital. Some of these investments are pretty interesting, too. In Michigan, to offer just one example, the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians used some of its gaming profits to buy up a condemned building in the off-reservation town of Traverse City. It cleaned up the building and turned it into a productive economic asset. An editorial in the local newspaper thanked the tribe for helping to solve a city problem and investing in the future of the town. In a second study, commissioned by the Gila River Indian Community, we examined the economic and social impacts of Indian gaming on the state of Arizona. Among the study’s conclusions: “The net economic impact of Indian gaming on Arizona is positive and substantial. Specifically, Indian gaming does not cause the State to lose tax revenues, and a conservative estimate of the contribution of Indian gaming to the Arizona economy is roughly $128 million annually.” In addition, “the one-time construction benefit of Indian casinos to the state of Arizona [has been] nearly $700 million.”4 Another recent study of ours comparing gaming and non-gaming U.S. communities over a 16-year period shows that in rural areas, Indian gaming not only improves on-reservation economic conditions; it boosts off-reservation incomes, increases off-reservation employment; reduces off-reservation welfare dependence; and is associated with reductions in certain types of crime.5 In short, in these cases an oftenrepeated state goal—rural economic development—is vigorously advanced by tribal economic development. Of course some of the gaming impacts are dramatic, but what about reservation economic activity that does not include gaming? Since 1979, the Mississippi Choctaws near Philadelphia, Mississippi have created more than 6,000 jobs on their reservation in an array of industries, including but not limited to gaming. On the Choctaw reservation today, there are far more jobs than there are Choctaws to fill them. The result is that the Choctaws import labor: thousands of Black and white workers who drive onto the reservation every day to take jobs in Choctaw manufacturing and service industries. The tribe is the largest employer in east central Mississippi and one of the ten largest in the state, bringing to one of the poorest regions of the country a dynamic economy and a host of jobs.6 And being successful hasn’t stopped them from being Choctaw: the tribe has one of the highest rates of language retention in all of Indian Country. In Arizona, the Sunrise ski operation run by the White Mountain Apache Tribe has become a major factor in the winter economy of the White Mountains, filling motels in Show Low and Pinetop, pulling in dollars and further stimulating the local recreational and tourism economy. When a federal agency threatened to close down Sunrise under the Endangered Species Act, a busload of off-reservation business and community leaders showed up at public hearings to underscore the economic dependence of the regional economy on the tribe’s resort—and this was before the tribe built its casino. In Washington State, Veronica Tiller and George Chase found in 1998 that 27 federally recognized tribes contribute $1 billion annually to the economy, paid $56.6 million in federal and state employment and payroll-related taxes; and employed 14,000 Washington citizens fulltime. Gaming played a significant role in this, but it was not the whole story.7 There are numerous other examples: the Citizen Potawatomi Nation in Oklahoma, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation in Oregon, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation in Montana—these and many others are making significant economic contributions not only to their own societies but to non-Indian communities as well. They illustrate the crucial point: as Indian nations move from welfare-based, transfer economies to productive economies, they reduce the burden on taxpayers, are able to invest in their own infrastructures, contribute to regional economies, and, in many cases, bolster state programs through their own provision of services. In short, state economies and populations benefit from tribal economic success.

A2: No Authority

1. No reason Natives will say no to free money.

2. State governments have a unique relationship with natives and they CAN work directly with tribal governments on transportation infrastructure 
CTC & Associates LLC, 1-27-04 (WisDOT RD&T Program, Transportation Synthesis Reports (TSRs) are brief summaries of currently available information on topics of interest to WisDOT technical staff in highway development, construction and operations. Online and print sources include NCHRP and other TRB programs, AASHTO, the research and practices of other state DOTs, and related academic and industry research, http://wisdotresearch.wi.gov/wp-content/uploads/tsrnativeamerican1.pdf :)

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.

Solvency Ext.

Aff fed key author thinks State DOTs can solve 

1AC Author FHWA 12 (Federal Highway Administration, 1/23/12, US DOT, “Tribal Transportation Program Delivery Guide -2011*” http://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/programs/irr/guide/documents/irr-full-guide.pdf)

Generally, most transportation funding sources available to local agencies, MPOs, and the State DOT, may be used by Tribal governments. However, often these funding sources have specific eligibility requirements, including in some cases the requirement for a documented planning process, such as a long range transportation plan. The Tribe may need to address transportation planning beyond what is required in 25 CFR 170 in order to partner with these agencies and maximize eligibility for available transportation funding. The goal for Tribal transportation planning should be coordination and consideration of the Tribe’s transportation system as a whole regardless of the Tribal service area as defined under the IRR program. 

More ev.
1AC Author FHWA 12 (Federal Highway Administration, 1/23/12, US DOT, “Tribal Transportation Program Delivery Guide -2011*” http://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/programs/irr/guide/documents/irr-full-guide.pdf)

Roles of the State DOT (State-owned routes on the IRR system): • Provides resources and other supporting information for project development tasks and products, as requested by the Tribe, through a Project Agreement. • Appoints a member to the Project Development Team and assists in developing the project Purpose and Need, studying project alternatives, and obtaining project environmental clearance. • Obtains necessary ROW and ensures utility relocation (both at State’s expense). • Maintains the completed project after construction. • Reviews and executes a Project Agreement with the Tribe and cooperating agencies. • Reviews NEPA documentation, PS&E contract documents, standards, and design exceptions. • Provides final inspection and approval concurrence of completed construction project. • May contribute cooperative funds to assist in the construction of an IRR Project. 

More ev.

1AC author FHWA 12 (Federal Highway Administration, 1/23/12, US DOT, “Tribal Transportation Program Delivery Guide -2011*” http://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/programs/irr/guide/documents/irr-full-guide.pdf) SRTS = Safe routs to school

Guidelines/Procedures • Each State administers its own program and develops its own procedures to solicit and select projects for funding. • Funded at $612 million over 5 Federal fiscal years (FY 2005-2009). • The SRTS Program is funded for infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects and to administer SRTS programs that benefit elementary and middle school children in grades K - 8. • Funds are administered by State DOTs to provide financial assistance to Tribal, State, regional, and local agencies; including non-profit organizations that demonstrate the ability to meet the requirements of the program

State infrastructure bank solves

NARA No date (National archives and records administration, INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS PROGRAM, http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=45e467dfa5b51ad7f704e80652bc97b4&rgn=div5&view=text&node=25:1.0.1.8.76&idno=25#25:1.0.1.8.76.2.156.7)

§ 170.303 Can a tribe apply for loans or credit from a State infrastructure bank? top Yes. Upon the request of a tribe, BIA region will provide necessary documentation to a State infrastructure bank to facilitate obtaining loans and other forms of credit for an IRR project. A state infrastructure bank is a state or multi-state fund that can offer loans and other forms of credit to help project sponsors, such as tribes, pay for transportation projects.

States Solve – Empirical Ev

Empirical evidence proves – states and tribes can cooperative on transportation through government to government accords

Johnson et al 9 National Conference of State Legislatures (Susan, Jeanne Kaufmann, National Conference of State Legislatures, John Dossett, Sarah Hicks, National Congress of American Indians, Updated by Sia Davis, National Conference of  State Legislatures “Government to Government Models of Cooperation Between States and Tribes”, National Council of State Legislatures, The Forum for America’s Ideas, 

http://www.nijc.org/pdfs/TTAP/NCSLGovttoGovt.pdf SW)

A government-to-government accord between Minnesota’s 11 federally recognized tribes and the state Department of Transportation was signed in April 2002. Objectives of the agreement include improving coordination and understanding among all parties on transportation planning, development and maintenance projects. In addition to improving transportation systems, the agreement looks to increase job and training opportunities for both Indian and non-Indian communities throughout the state. The Indian tribes in Wisconsin and the state Department of Transportation have a government-to-government relationship that aims to move “…beyond the Agency mindset of simply consulting with Indian Nations as a legal requirement, but instead, working with Indian Nations as equal partners focused on people, economics, natural and human environments to improve the quality of life for all people.” The parties have formed a task force, hold regularly scheduled meetings, and distribute a directory of department and Indian tribe contacts. In February 2003, the Washington state Department of Transportation established the Tribal Transportation Planning Organization to promote tribal transportation planning in the state and foster intergovernmental cooperation. This agreement provides a forum for sharing skills and knowledge among transportation professionals employed with Indian governments. The agreement also encourages cooperation between transportation agencies at the local, regional, state and federal levels.
Block Grants solve best

Block grants sovle best – lets tribes fund as opposed to failed USFG priorities

Cornell and Kalt 06 (Two Approaches to Economic Development on American Indian 

Reservations: One Works, the Other Doesn’t, Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development and the 

Native Nations Institute for Leadership, Management, and Policy 

Stephen Cornell and Joseph P. Kalt, http://www.jopna.net/pubs/jopna_2005-02_Approaches.pdf)

Some of the same factors that discourage strategic thinking also give non-Indians much of the control over the reservation development agenda. A lot of Indian reservations are heavily dependent on federal dollars to maintain social and economic programs and tribal government. This fact alone gives federal decision-makers a disproportionate degree of influence in reservation affairs. 4 Reinforcing this influence is the fact that few dollars come to Indian nations via block grants, a mechanism that would place more decision-making power in Indian hands. Most federal dollars are program-specific. The programs themselves are developed in federal offices, often with little attention to the diversity of Indian nations and circumstances. In addition, the pressure for quick fixes encourages a search for dollars—any dollars—that might be used to employ people or start enterprises. The development strategy becomes little more than “we’ll do whatever there’s funding for.” As tribes search desperately for dollars to maintain reservation communities and programs and manage the destructive effects of poverty, opportunism replaces strategy: the dollars matter more than the fit with long-term tribal needs or objectives. The result is that development agendas often are set by non-Indians through program and funding decisions. In the 1980s, for example, the Economic Development Administration in the U.S. Department of Commerce offered funding for specific development activities such as building motels, hoping to take advantage of reservation tourism potential, or the construction of industrial parks. Desperate for jobs and income, many tribes pounced on such funding opportunities without considering whether these projects made sense in local circumstances or fit long-term strategic goals. Some of these projects succeeded, but a decade later, Indian Country had more than its share of boarded-up motels and empty industrial parks. Even today, many tribal planners, under pressure from tribal councils to generate economic activity of almost any kind, ransack federal funding announcements looking for opportunities to bring federal dollars and federally funded jobs to the reservation.

AT: FIAT Bad 

Key to education – Jurisdiction is being devolved now
Cornell and Kalt 06 (Two Approaches to Economic Development on American Indian 

Reservations: One Works, the Other Doesn’t, Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development and the 

Native Nations Institute for Leadership, Management, and Policy 

Stephen Cornell and Joseph P. Kalt, http://www.jopna.net/pubs/jopna_2005-02_Approaches.pdf)

 State governments in the United States historically have been much less involved in Indian reservation economic 

development than provincial governments have been in Canada, where the provincial role in aboriginal affairs 

generally is substantial. However, this is beginning to  change in the United States owing to increased efforts to 

devolve power from the central government toward state and local bodies. F

AT: States are racist 

so is the federal government – that is what the 1ac is based around
and trust doctrine solves – the USFG can step in if states mess up the plan WAY TOO MUCH
And Legal guidelines prevent state discrimination in policy
NARA No date (National archives and records administration, INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS PROGRAM, http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=45e467dfa5b51ad7f704e80652bc97b4&rgn=div5&view=text&node=25:1.0.1.8.76&idno=25#25:1.0.1.8.76.2.156.7)

§ 170.110   How can State and local governments prevent discrimination or adverse impacts? top (a) Under 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, and 23 CFR part 450, State and local government officials should consult and work with tribes early in the development of programs to: (1) Identify potential discrimination; and (2) Recommend corrective actions to avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects on tribes and Native American populations. (b) Examples of adverse effects include, but are not limited to: (1) Impeding access to tribal communities or activities; (2) Creating excessive access to culturally or religiously sensitive areas; (3) Negatively affecting natural resources, trust resources, tribal businesses, religious, and cultural sites; (4) Harming indigenous plants and animals; and (5) Impairing the ability of tribal members to engage in commercial, cultural, and religious activities. § 170.111 What can a tribe do if discrimination or adverse impacts occur? top If discrimination or adverse impacts occur, a tribe should take the following steps in the order listed: (a) Take reasonable steps to resolve the problem directly with the State or local government involved; (b) Contact BIA, FHWA, or the Federal Transit Authority (FTA), as appropriate, to report the problem and seek assistance in resolving the problem.

AT: No trust

Consultation solves trust

Granell and Grachen 05 [Jessica and Grachen, The Public Involvement in Transportation Committee “Strategies for Streamlined Participation

by Native American Governments in Federal Transportation Projects”, 2005, http://trb.metapress.com/content/q00r167gm7812428/fulltext.pdf

The history of lack of trust between Native American governments  and the federal government is sometimes difficult to overcome. But  this is changing in many states. The showcased states’ DOTs and  FHWA representatives continue to work to establish better and closer  relationships with tribal governments. Early and continuous contact  ensures more trust. Most tribal governments trust face-to face contact or handshake agreements more than written documents. NYSDOT district officers work to establish closer personal contact that is  the best way to ensure that trust built will last throughout the process

AT: Fed signal key

1ac CX proves all that matters is making actual change for real people on Indian land – the CP does this
their affirmative is about “institutional racism” this is not something that can be fixed symbolically, it is about doing real things to end it. 


And we send a stronger signal – the 50 states working to help reservations makes it look like a collective shift.

And there is no impact to the symbl – as long as we help those in need we should sovle

AT: Federal Government key to compacts

Federal approval only needed when a single compact involves multiple states – each state can make their own compact with tribes

Getches, 93 Professor at the University  of  Colorado  School  of  Law (David H., “NEGOTIATED SOVEREIGNTY: INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS WITH AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBES AS MODELS FOR EXPANDING SELF-GOVERNMENT”, Review  of Constitutional Studies Vol 1 No 1, http://digitool.library.colostate.edu///exlibris/dtl/d3_1/apache_media/L2V4bGlicmlzL2R0bC9kM18xL2FwYWNoZV9tZWRpYS8xMjUwOTc=.pdf SW)

Neither federal permission nor federal approval is generally required for interjurisdictional agreements. There are some circumstances, however, where federal participation is necessary. If more than one state is involved, the United States Constitution may require congressional approval. Congress must consent to interstate compacts even if the United States is not itself a party. 63 The federal government also must participate in any contractual arrangement that attempts to alienate Indian property or other Indian rights that are generally subject to restraints on alienation. Absent a statute delegating approval authority to the Secretary of Interior, congressional approval is necessary for any such agreement.'64

AT: States don’t want to coop 

Many states already engage in cooperation with tribes – this promotes further cooperation

Cornell and Taylor 2k Director of the Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy at the University of Arizona and Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the University of Arizona, AND Senior Policy Scholar with the Udall Center, a Research Fellow at the Harvard Project, and a Senior Consultant with Lexecon, Inc. (Stephen and Jonathan, “Sovereignty, Devolution, and the Future of Tribal-State Relations”, 6/26, National Congress of American Indians Mid-Year Session, http://access.minnesota.publicradio.org/civic_j/native_american/tribalstaterelations1.pdf SW) 

While these arguments clearly are dangerous to tribes, there also is ample evidence that they are simply wrong. Furthermore, we believe they also are potentially costly to the states. Tribes and states around the country are demonstrating that there are good reasons for tribal-state cooperation on a government-to-government basis that respects the sovereignty of each.

AT: State Econ DA

Tribal economic successes benefit surrounding states – research proves

Cornell and Taylor 2k Director of the Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy at the University of Arizona and Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the University of Arizona, AND Senior Policy Scholar with the Udall Center, a Research Fellow at the Harvard Project, and a Senior Consultant with Lexecon, Inc. (Stephen and Jonathan, “Sovereignty, Devolution, and the Future of Tribal-State Relations”, 6/26, National Congress of American Indians Mid-Year Session, http://access.minnesota.publicradio.org/civic_j/native_american/tribalstaterelations1.pdf SW) 

The zero-sum view of tribal-state relationships holds that each party in that relationship gains primarily at the other’s loss. There are grounds for this view in certain situations. For example, a single dollar of gasoline-tax revenue cannot be split without one party’s gain being the other party’s loss. But this zero-sum phenomenon is by no means always present in tribal-state relations. The fact is that capable and sovereign tribal governments advance state goals as well as tribal goals. No state has an incentive to allow the kind of poverty and economic underdevelopment that has characterized Indian reservations for so long to continue to fester within its borders. That said, twelve years of research at the Udall Center and Harvard Project emphasizes that tribal control over tribal affairs is the only policy that works for economic development. We have been unable to find a single reservation where major decisions are controlled by outsiders—the states, the federal government, or special interests—where successful economic development has taken root. In short, if states want Indian poverty and its off-reservation consequences to be adequately addressed, they have to stop insisting that their rules apply to the exclusion of tribes’ rules. The evidence is compelling that where tribes have taken advantage of the federal self-determination policy to gain control of their own resources and of economic and other activity within their borders, and have backed up that control with good governance, they have invigorated their economies and produced positive economic spillovers to states. Gaming is the easiest example to point to. In 1998 we carried out the most comprehensive study yet undertaken of the economic and social impacts—on and off reservations—of Indian gaming. It showed significant contributions to off-reservation economies.3 Some quick examples: First: casino expenditures. In 1997 the HoChunk nation’s casino operations in the state of Wisconsin spent $31.6 million in vendor outlays. An estimated 70% of those expenditures were in-state, the vast majority off the reservation in support of non-Indian businesses. The Oneidas, also in Wisconsin, spent $28 million in vendor outlays, 88% of it in-state. In North Dakota, the Standing Rock Sioux’s gaming operations—not one of your bigger such operations—spent more than $7 million in vendor outlays. Seventy-four percent of that was spent in-state, almost none of it on the reservation. Second: tax payments. In 1997 Ho-Chunk gaming operations were responsible for nearly $16 million in gaming-related payroll tax deductions or withholdings; Oneida was responsible for more than $27 million; Standing Rock for nearly $2 million in North Dakota and more than a third of a million in South Dakota. Third: employment. During the major recession that hit California in the early 1990s, the three gaming tribes in San Diego County—Sycuan, Barona, and Viejas—were among the few bright spots in the county employment picture, employing hundreds of non-Indians and taking people on as other businesses were laying people off. In Arizona, the small Mazatzal Casino operated by the Tonto Apaches provided 280 jobs in 1998, the vast majority of which were filled by non-tribal members. Mazatzal replaced the largest employer in town at the very time it was shut down because of falling lumber prices, and many non-Indians credit the casino with maintaining stability in the local economy through this transition. Fourth: revenue sharing. Many gaming tribes make significant contributions to state coffers from gaming revenues under the terms of tribal-state compacts. The Michigan tribes, for example, contribute 2% of revenues to local government and 8% to the State of Michigan. Finally, there are the investments that Indian nations make with gaming profits. These tend to be diverse and substantial, turning some Indian nations into new sources of investment capital. Some of these investments are pretty interesting, too. In Michigan, to offer just one example, the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians used some of its gaming profits to buy up a condemned building in the off-reservation town of Traverse City. It cleaned up the building and turned it into a productive economic asset. An editorial in the local newspaper thanked the tribe for helping to solve a city problem and investing in the future of the town. In a second study, commissioned by the Gila River Indian Community, we examined the economic and social impacts of Indian gaming on the state of Arizona. Among the study’s conclusions: “The net economic impact of Indian gaming on Arizona is positive and substantial. Specifically, Indian gaming does not cause the State to lose tax revenues, and a conservative estimate of the contribution of Indian gaming to the Arizona economy is roughly $128 million annually.” In addition, “the one-time construction benefit of Indian casinos to the state of Arizona [has been] nearly $700 million.”4 Another recent study of ours comparing gaming and non-gaming U.S. communities over a 16-year period shows that in rural areas, Indian gaming not only improves on-reservation economic conditions; it boosts off-reservation incomes, increases off-reservation employment; reduces off-reservation welfare dependence; and is associated with reductions in certain types of crime.5 In short, in these cases an oftenrepeated state goal—rural economic development—is vigorously advanced by tribal economic development. Of course some of the gaming impacts are dramatic, but what about reservation economic activity that does not include gaming? Since 1979, the Mississippi Choctaws near Philadelphia, Mississippi have created more than 6,000 jobs on their reservation in an array of industries, including but not limited to gaming. On the Choctaw reservation today, there are far more jobs than there are Choctaws to fill them. The result is that the Choctaws import labor: thousands of Black and white workers who drive onto the reservation every day to take jobs in Choctaw manufacturing and service industries. The tribe is the largest employer in east central Mississippi and one of the ten largest in the state, bringing to one of the poorest regions of the country a dynamic economy and a host of jobs.6 And being successful hasn’t stopped them from being Choctaw: the tribe has one of the highest rates of language retention in all of Indian Country. In Arizona, the Sunrise ski operation run by the White Mountain Apache Tribe has become a major factor in the winter economy of the White Mountains, filling motels in Show Low and Pinetop, pulling in dollars and further stimulating the local recreational and tourism economy. When a federal agency threatened to close down Sunrise under the Endangered Species Act, a busload of off-reservation business and community leaders showed up at public hearings to underscore the economic dependence of the regional economy on the tribe’s resort—and this was before the tribe built its casino. In Washington State, Veronica Tiller and George Chase found in 1998 that 27 federally recognized tribes contribute $1 billion annually to the economy, paid $56.6 million in federal and state employment and payroll-related taxes; and employed 14,000 Washington citizens fulltime. Gaming played a significant role in this, but it was not the whole story.7 There are numerous other examples: the Citizen Potawatomi Nation in Oklahoma, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation in Oregon, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation in Montana—these and many others are making significant economic contributions not only to their own societies but to non-Indian communities as well. They illustrate the crucial point: as Indian nations move from welfare-based, transfer economies to productive economies, they reduce the burden on taxpayers, are able to invest in their own infrastructures, contribute to regional economies, and, in many cases, bolster state programs through their own provision of services. In short, state economies and populations benefit from tribal economic success.

AT: State Involvement Bad

State involvement inevitable – ownership issues

Migliaccio, et al 10 Assistant Professor of Civil Engineering at UNM (Giovanni C., Geri Knoebel, Senior Program Manager at Alliance for Transportation Research Institute, Rebecca Martinez, Research Assistant and M.S. Candidate at UNM, “Identification of Results-Oriented Public Involvement Strategies Between Transportation Agencies and Native American Tribal Communities”, November, National Cooperative Highway Research Program Web-Only Document 171, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_w171.pdf SW)

Tribes throughout the nation have a complex history and relationship with the federal government. Early recognition of tribes as separate and sovereign governments exists in the US Constitution, Article 1. The clause in the Constitution identifying tribes as sovereign governments gives Congress the authority to regulate commerce with many of the States, foreign nations and Indian Tribes (Deloria & Wilkins, 1999). This constitutional mention to Indian Tribes has been used to recognize tribes’ status as governments, separate from federal or state government. As various entities and sovereign nations own land within the US, collaboration between federal, state and tribal governments is inevitable in the transportation planning process.

****SPENDING

Econ turns Indian poverty

Recession hits American Indians the hardest

Muhammad 09 (Dedrick Muhammad is the Senior Organizer and Research Associate for the Program on Inequality and the Common Good at the Institute for Policy Studies., Challenges to Native American Advancement: The Recession and Native America, First Peoples Worldwide Institute for Policy Studies November, 2009 The Program on Inequality and the Common Good)

As with all people in the United States, the current economic recession has presented great challenges to Native Americans. Even tribes with lucrative gaming operations have been hit hard. Jacqueline Johnson Pata, executive director of the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), noted in February 2009 that “in this particular recession we’re seeing, there is a downturn in most gaming operations.…Only those that are really strategically located fare very well. But even [in] those places, you’ll see massive layoffs as they’re dealing with the economic downturn.”35 The Mohegan Sun Casino in Connecticut, for example, saw steady growth is every year since it opened in 1996, until its slot-machine revenues dropped in 2008. To respond to the slowdown, the casino cut the salaries of all 9,800 employees.36 The largest Indian gaming operations with casinos located in metropolitan areas have been affected significantly with decreases in revenue near 10 percent.37 Historically, Native Americans suffer more and for longer periods of time during recessions than do other ethnic groups. Native Americans’ relatively weak economic position in the U.S. economy makes them even more vulnerable to economic downturns. During the recession of the early 1980s, Native Americans on reservations saw a decline of real family income that lasted for a decade. Alvin M. Josephy notes in his book Now That the Buffalo’s Gone that “reservation unemployment, increased further by the economic recession that began in 1981, rose abruptly from an average of about 35 percent to as high as 85, and even 95, percent among some tribes.” As Robert Gregory and others point out, the 1980s saw the deterioration of the labor market for low-skilled, low-paid men, a category in which many Native American men find themselves.38 These conditions, coupled with a fairly significant decrease in federal income support for Native communities, resulted in the overall decrease in real per capita income between 1980 and 1990, as shown in Figure 5.1. The recession of the early 1980s was less severe than the current recession and should serve as a reminder of the strong negative impact recessions have on the Native American community and how quickly hard-won socioeconomic gains can be reversed. Due to the poor statistical tracking of the Native population, it is difficult to quantify how they are doing nationwide during the current recession, but all indications point to a disproportionately negative impact on Native Americans. Outside of gaming, other sectors of the economy important to Native American communities have seen devastating losses in recent years. In particular, the timber industry has collapsed due to the housing crisis.

Econ Turns Racism
Economic decline breeds racism and sexism

Kurt Finsterbusch, Professor of Sociology at Maryland, The Coming Age of Scarcity, 1998  p. 157-158

 
The fifth explanation of why scarcity decreases integration is that it aggravates all fissures in society. The shrinking pie intensifies the class struggle as discussed earlier, but Blumberg (1980, 220) adds that scarcity “will almost inevitably increase the overall level of social nastiness” and aggravate all fissures and cleavages, “creating social conflict amid a general scramble for self-aggrandizement.” He goes on to describe how racial, gender, educational, generational, and regional conflicts are likely to intensify in the United States.
Recession causes violence against minorities

Ghosh 10 (Writer for Forign policy in focus, Racism and Recession in Europe, By Jayati Ghosh, June 10, 2010, http://www.fpif.org/articles/racism_and_recession_in_europe)

Of the many undesirable effects of the ongoing — and increasingly policy-induced — recession in Europe, has received relatively less public attention: the resurgence of racist and xenophobic attitudes. This was already something of a problem, especially in Western Europe in the past decade, when right-wing political forces demanded major restrictions on immigration and sporadic episodes of violence broke out against migrant and Roma groups. As the economic crisis bites deeper, and as the "austerity measures" enforced by governments cause more unemployment and more failure of small family-run businesses, bitterness and anger among the population will inevitably grow. The danger is that it will be directed not at powerful financial organizations, or even against governments that seem to bend like willows to every dictate of the market, but against vulnerable targets that can be more easily attacked. The most obvious targets, of course, are the migrants, who often stand out because of perceived racial differences.

Recession causes racist scapegoating and oppression
ILO 11 (International Labor Association, Racial discrimination and the global economic downturn, http://www.ilo.org/global/publications/magazines-and-journals/world-of-work-magazine/articles/WCMS_165284/lang--en/index.htm)

Wong also notes that pro-cyclical austerity packages that have been introduced by governments concerned about debt levels can add to the woes of minorities, especially where social assistance or integration programmes are impacted. Finally, ethnic minorities, like migrant workers, become more vulnerable to scapegoating during downturns, and are easy targets for the racist rhetoric of political extremists, which of course feeds into further discrimination. While the drivers of racial discrimination and the socioeconomic exclusion it gives rise to are well understood, monitoring them is not easy. “One of the key problems we face with regard to this issue is measurement,” says Wong, referring to the ILO’s recently published report Equality at work: The continuing challenge. “The frequent unavailability of data and the absence of a clear definition of the grounds of discrimination at the national level make it hard to monitor progress and to target initiatives,” she says. There is thus an urgent need for governments to commit to putting in place the human, technical and financial resources needed to improve data collection. “The situation faced by people of African descent is a matter of particular concern around the globe” Lisa Wong One of the best proxy indicators of discrimination in the world of work is the unemployment rate, and here the evidence that certain racial minorities are being particularly hard hit in the current economic downturn is solid. For example, in the United States, Department of Labor numbers show marked differences in outcomes for African-Americans compared with whites or indeed other minorities. Indeed the unemployment rate remains almost twice as high for African-Americans relative to the white population in the United States, and the gap has widened since the beginning of the crisis. “The situation faced by people of African descent is a matter of particular concern around the globe,” says Wong, noting that trends comparable to those reported in the United States can also be seen in Europe. In South Africa there is higher unemployment for blacks compared to the white minority, and lower representation of blacks in top management positions. According to Rafaela Egg, a Brazil-based ILO specialist in gender and racial equality in the world of work, Brazil too is affected, data showing that the unemployment rate among “black” and “brown” workers stands at around 10.1 per cent, compared to 8.2 per cent among white workers. “Part of the problem in the country is the widespread perception that Brazil does not suffer from racial discrimination,” Egg says. “Racial issues have not been highlighted enough because of that.”

Recession fuels racism against immigrants – Ireland proves

Dervan 11 (CATHAL DERVAN, IrishCentral Staff Writer, Recession is promoting racism in Ireland according to Immigrant Council

http://www.irishcentral.com/news/Recession-is-promoting-racism-in-Ireland-according-to-Immigrant-Council-135849403.html)

A Dublin conference has heard that Ireland’s economic recession is fuelling racism in the country - as immigrants are perceived to present a ‘threat’ to jobs for native Irish. The Immigrant Council of Ireland celebrated its 10th anniversary with the seminar, which heard founder, Sister Stan Kennedy describe the co-relation between the country’s economic woes and recent racist incidents. “There is a growing perception that migrants are a threat to Ireland and the ‘native’ Irish, and are unfairly benefiting from Irish jobs, entitlements and public services,” said Sr Kennedy. “The increasing levels of racism emerging in recent times can be attributed in part to such misconceptions. Racist abuse has varied from spitting, pushing and beating people up to shouting and verbal abuse. “There is a lack of clarity on immigration policy, while the immigration system remains chaotic, bureaucratic, cumbersome and lacking in transparency. “Ethnic minorities face discrimination in the labour market and limited access to education and health care even when the economy is going well,” she says, “and in downturns those problems are exacerbated.”

****Census CP

Including American Indian’s in the census solves

Muhammad 09 (Dedrick Muhammad is the Senior Organizer and Research Associate for the Program on Inequality and the Common Good at the Institute for Policy Studies., Challenges to Native American Advancement: The Recession and Native America, First Peoples Worldwide Institute for Policy Studies November, 2009 The Program on Inequality and the Common Good)

In order to improve the socio-economic conditions of Native Americans, several policy proposals should be implemented. The simplest of all measures would be to reform Census data collection practices to better count Native Americans in national statistics. Far too often, Native American data is excluded from Census studies because the group is considered to be of an “insufficient sample size.” While this is understandable due to the relatively small number of Natives living in the U.S., it greatly limits the ability of researchers to compare the socioeconomic conditions of Indians to those of other communities. When Census data show statistics for Blacks and Hispanics, readers are likely to forget that Native Americans are another American community that is disproportionately disenfranchised. Oftentimes, a small footnote is the only mention of Native Americans in Census reports. The Census Bureau should increase outreach to Native households to increase data collection and create an accurate analysis of Native Americans that can be published alongside data for other minorities. The Bureau of Labor Statistics must also include onreservation unemployment rates so that the employment status of all citizens of the nation is more accurately reflected in the monthly unemployment numbers.

***PTC CP***

1NC

Can’t solve—nuclear facilities aren’t decreased post plan, the government will just shift the burden and bribe other rural poor communities  

COUNTER PLAN TEXT: The United States federal government should establish a tradable Production Tax Credit system for Native American tribes in the United States. The United States federal government should change the current non-assignable status of tax credits and allow tribes to trade their tax credits to business partners with tax liabilities in return for cash, equity, or other consideration equal to the value of the credits minus any transaction costs. The United States federal government should make the Production Tax Credit system permanent.

Counter plan solves waste dumping - making native americans the leader in alternative energy allows them to be an independent economy.

Peter Asmus, Senior Associate at the AHC Group (consulting firm specializing in environmental strategy), Winter, ‘98
(Landscapes of Power, The Amicus Journal, Volume 19, Issue 4, p. Proquest) [Bozman]

When Peterson Zah, president and chairman of the Navajo Nation throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, spoke these words several years ago, he was lamenting the effects of several coal and uranium strip mines and coal-fired power plants on Navajo (and Hopi) land. Those developments, including the infamous Black Mesa mine of the Peabody Western Coal Company-one of the largest coal strip mines in the United Stateswere approved in tribal council decisions that were and remain controversial among tribe members. Over the years, the mines have ripped up land that is deeply sacred to both tribes, brought health damage to mine workers and radioactive contamination to a local river, and, some tribal members suspect, been the cause of gross deformities in newborn sheep and even of mysterious deaths.  Yet these mines are only some of the more egregious of the many destructive energy projects that corporate America has brought to Indian Country. Many tribes have faced the painful dilemma of choosing to accept or reject mining or drilling deals that would bring both environmental damage and desperately needed income. Unemployment hovers around 35 percent on the Navajo Reservation, but it is less severe than on many other reservations-on some, it can reach 90 percent-and energy development is a large part of the reason. Some 70 percent of the work forces of the mines and power plants are Navajo, and they provide about half of the tribe's revenues.  In the past few years, a few Native Americans, as well as some nonNative environmentalists, have begun looking to renewable energy sources as a possible way out of this Hobson's choice. Reservations in the West were typically created on land that European Americans did not want, whether because the soil was too poor, the water too scarce, or the elements too harsh-such as fierce sun and relentless wind. Could solar and wind power help tribes change the rules of the energy game on their lands, allowing them to develop economically while honoring a spiritual tradition that holds the earth to be a living, sacred entity?  A task force of Native Americans, environmentalists, renewable-energy companies, and federal government officials has been created to look into the possibilities and recommend steps toward realizing them. A small Department of Energy (DOE) program started disbursing grants to tribes for renewable energy and energy efficiency in 1994; according to a paper by DOE's Stephen Sargent and Ernest Chabot, the program funded thirty-three projects in its first two years. And, most importantly, many Native Americans are enthusiastic about the idea. "Now is the perfect opportunity to shift gears and take a new direction," argued Zah at a 1993 conference on the topic, sponsored by the nonprofit Center for Resource Management (CRM). "We have the space, the people, the land. What we are now doing [by depending on coal] is going to be our downfall."  For some, small-scale renewables offer a way to redress the fact that many Native Americans, whose lands bring electric power to millions of other Americans, have no electricity in their own homes. Notes Navajo energy consultant Harris Arthur, "some 25,000 Navajo, and another 25,000 other Native Americans, do not currently have electricity."  Remote Indian homes and villages can be miles and miles away from transmission lines. The distance is cultural, as well; some traditional Hopi, for instance, revere the spiritual power of the earth so greatly that they refuse to allow infrastructure such as power lines to scar their land. Photovoltaic (PV) panels offer a solution that satisfies both ancient cultural practices and future needs: small-scale solar energy systems that can be installed directly onto homes without the need for power lines or for imported, polluting fuels. The few traditional Hopi who currently enjoy solar electricity are enthusiastic about it, offering prayer feathers for the power of the sun that electrifies their homes as they do for the gifts of crops, the rivers, and the land.  Harris Arthur has been preaching what he calls "the gospel of renewable energy" for more than a decade, and now finally sees some light at the end of the tunnel. This past September, he met with officials in DOE and the Environmental Protection Agency, and with key federal legislators, to push a program of rural PV systems for the Navajo. Arthur argues that the program would be a natural part of President Clinton's "Million Solar Roofs" initiative. If his efforts for federal funding fall through, however, he intends to revive a bill "which was filibustered to death" in the New Mexico legislature earlier this year-but has wide bipartisan support.  For others, the harnessing of solar and wind power represents primarily a business opportunity for the reservations, one of the few such opportunities that are compatible with the tribes' heritage of self-determination, sovereignty, and environmental values. A few tribes are using renewables to bolster their existing businesses; the Ute Mountain Utes of Colorado, for instance, are using PV-powered pumps for watering livestock. And Paul Parker of CRM points out that the upheavals now taking place in the national energy system are creating another possibility-that Native American tribes could develop their energy resources and sell power to others. Recent actions by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will open up the transmission highways used to move bulk power throughout the country for use by anyone who wishes to buy or sell. Corresponding state regulations and legislation will allow customers to choose new power suppliers just as we now choose telecommunications companies.    In these circumstances, Parker says, tribes could emerge as suppliers of clean, renewable energy to Indians and non-Indians alike. On the one hand, some Native American lands feature the best solar and wind energy sites in the country. As renewables technology advances, renewable energy is becoming ever more costeffective, and nowhere more so than at sites like these. On the other, tribal sovereignty laws create legal powers on reservations that other government entities lack. "At the institutional level, Native Americans have more control over permits and can use tax-exempt financing if power projects are compatible with their culture and goals," says Parker. According to a CRM report published in early 1997, tribes have the legal authority to build power plants and transmission lines and to deliver electricity at the retail level.  No other government entity has as many options for energy management.  Parker 

envisions Native American tribes becoming critical players in a national strategy to encourage widespread reliance on renewable energy. Starting in 1998, electricity customers in California will have the choice of buying their power from environmentally sound suppliers. (See "Living Green," page 45.) Other states should be extending the option to their citizens in the not-so-distant future. Says Parker, "If people are willing to pay more for green power, they might be even more interested in purchasing green power from Indian tribes. If tribes were focused on the issue of renewables, they could become charismatic leaders for the entire nation, bringing their moral and historical weight behind a national effort to choose clean power."  The theory sounds good, but as even Parker admits, putting it into practice is another thing. If Native Americans are to reap the benefits of any kind of development on their lands, they will have to take the lead in bringing it about. On many reservations, however, the pattern has far more often been one of exploitation by outside forces. "In the past, tribes have been passive," says Parker. "They need to be aggressive in order to take advantage of the limited window of opportunity that exists with deregulation" of the electricity industry.  Marty Wilde is still more direct about the potential difficulties. Wilde, an engineer by training, teaches math and science at the Blackfeet Community College near Browning, Montana. He points out that, for any people beset by extreme povertyand 45 percent of all Native Americans have living standards below the level the federal government defines as destitution-there are tremendous obstacles in the way of mustering the political will and financial clout for home-grown economic development.  Nevertheless, with the aid of a DOE grant, the Blackfeet have erected what Wilde claims is the first wind turbine put up on tribal lands. The pilot project was partly a kind of public relations effort, aimed both at building alliances with outside powers, such as universities, regional utilities, and state and federal government, and at getting the Blackfeet themselves interested in the prospects for larger-scale wind power development. "It sits right dab in the middle of the best wind site in the lower forty-eight," says Wilde of the 100kilowatt turbine, which was completed in May 1996. While some locations have higher average wind speeds, no other location boasts so large a potential wind development area, notes Wilde. It is projected that 10,000 megawatts of wind power could be developed here, enough electricity to serve the needs of more than a handfull of states.  But Wilde makes it clear that one of the driving motivations behind the installation of the turbine was for the Blackfeet to undertake a development project on their own, rather than have outsiders do it for them-and quite possibly take advantage of them or mismanage the project, as has often been the case. The installation is "a glowing example of how local people took the initiative," he says. "Historically, hustlers have promised the world to these tribes, only to let them down time and time again. This project could be a major moral boost that will allow the Blackfeet tribes to determine their own destiny."  The Spirit Lake Sioux of North Dakota have now also installed a wind turbine, to power their casino. By 1996, DOE had given grants toward four other wind projects. And there have been other promising developments. The Jicarilla Apache tribe, for example, is looking to establish a tribal utility authority. Ideally, they hope to integrate the functions of generating, transmitting, and distributing power, in order to serve the needs of isolated customers scattered throughout the tribe's vast land holdings-almost 1 million acres near the New Mexico-Colorado border. A mix of small wind-turbine and photovoltaic plants, as well as state-of-the-art hydroelectric and clean-burning natural-gas plants, could reduce nuclear and coal consumption in the region.  According to Wyatt Rogers, a consultant to the Denver, Coloradobased Council of Energy Resource Tribes, one of the bright spots for wind developers in Western reservations is that "the fastest-growing U.S. power markets are near by"-Seattle and the rest of the Pacific Northwest. The Council has worked primarily with traditional power sources such as coal, but Rogers, himself a Native American, is trying to prod it to explore renewables as well. They "fit in with our traditional philosophy," he says. "Sources of natural energy that can be regenerated are definitely preferred over sources that must be wasted."  All told, the federal government recognizes the sovereignty of over 500 different American Indian tribes and Native Alaskan groups. Nearly all have long-established land holdings, independent tribal governments, and a growing demand for more energy to fuel emerging economies. Today, tribal memberships are growing at an average annual rate of more than 3 percent, which makes them the fastest-growing demographic group in the United States after immigrant populations.  Will tribes be able to use the sun and wind to contribute to the worldwide effort to build societies more in harmony with nature? The task force on Native American renewables believes it will take more efforts by tribes to set up energy authorities like the one planned by the Jicarilla Apache, more work by renewable energy companies to form partnerships with tribes, and more funding and technical assistance from the federal government. But the rewards could be great. The damage fossil-fuel development has wreaked on tribal lands underscores the poverty of this country's energy and natural resource policies. Renewable energy represents a way for tribes to join the power of their traditional beliefs with the power of advanced technology.
Only the counter plan solves, lack of tax credit systems mean that existing incentives functions as deterrents.

Capriccioso 4/11/08
(Rob, Staff Writer, Indian Country Today [newspaper], 4/11/08 “Tribes look for federal wind energy incentives,” 

http://www.indiancountry.com/content.cfm?id=1096417026)

WASHINGTON - As growing numbers of tribes pursue wind energy projects, tribal energy advocates are cautiously hoping that new developments in Congress could eventually lead to tax credits and incentives to aid tribal economies. ''We're not really holding our breath for Congress to step in with funding,'' said Bruce Renville, a wind energy planner with the Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe. ''But certainly, grants or other incentives would be helpful.'' In recent weeks, Sen. John Thune, R-S.D., co-sponsored the bipartisan Clean Energy Tax Stimulus Act of 2008, which would extend the renewable energy production tax credit for one year. The current production tax credit incentive of 2 cents per kilowatt-hour is scheduled to expire in December. Thune's proposed production tax credit would only benefit entities that already have profits from wind energy production, but the legislation also includes bond funding that tribes could apply for to help establish wind energy projects. Thune and other wind energy proponents in the Senate say they want to extend the production tax credit so that wind energy developers have certainty when it comes to future projects. Whether their mission includes certainty for tribal entities remains to be seen. Few, if any, tribes have been able to take advantage of the production tax credits offered to date because many tribes that have been able to create wind energy projects have relied on non-Native developers to help them get projects off the ground. Under current law, tribes are not entitled to the tax credits provided to non-Native developers for renewable energy production because tribes have a tax-exempt status. Tribal energy experts say it's important for tribes to be reaching out to Congress regarding the tax-exempt issue, since it likely discourages non-Native developers from wanting to work with tribes. Thune's office seems amenable. ''As a general matter, we know tribes are very supportive of wind energy,'' said Jon Lauck, a senior adviser to Thune. ''They know this is an area that could jump-start their economies, and we'd like to help them.'' Recent legislative developments have also made it challenging for tribes to obtain federal wind energy seed funding. In 2007, Thune proposed the Wind Energy Development Act, which included $2.25 billion in funding for Clean Renewable Energy Bonds that tribes could have used to fund pilot wind energy programs. Under Thune's plan, 20 percent of this bonding would have been specifically set aside for tribes; however, the set-aside did not make it into the current version of the wind energy tax credit legislation, and it was not in the energy bill that passed last December. Some tribal energy advocates believe supporting new legislation that promotes Clean Renewable Energy Bonds may be the best hope for tribes that want to receive federal funding to begin wind energy development. Thune's current legislation proposes $400 million in funding for the bonds, which energy experts say tribes should be eligible to apply for via the IRS. ''Seed monies would be helpful,'' Renville said. ''But we haven't factored those into our current projects.'' As the Senate and House consider extensions of the renewable energy tax credit, the Intertribal Council on Utility Policy, which represents 10 tribes, is pushing for legislation that would support tribal wind projects. Officials with the group note that none of the federal incentives currently in place involving wind energy were designed expressly for tribes, which they say is ironic since tribes are the only group that the federal government has an explicit trust responsibility to assist in economic development. ''The federal renewable energy incentives, as designed, are problematic for tribes, in that they are both insufficient and inappropriate as drivers of tribal development as presently configured,'' the group noted in a recent policy paper. ''The presently formulated federal incentives have actually worked as disincentives in the unique context of tribal renewable energy development.'' Sen. Tim Johnson, D-S.D., and Rep. Raul Grijalva, D-Ariz., have both introduced bills that would allow tribes to be principal owners of renewable energy projects and would provide their non-Indian partners with full tax credits. The wind energy setbacks in Congress have been especially disappointing to some tribes, since their lands often have some of the highest wind resource potential in the nation.

***Kritik***

1NC

Modern acts of political generosity are rooted in colonialist desires—domination is justified through the prescription of solutions that underline that “the natives must be saved from themselves” 

RAJAGOPAL 06, BALAKRISHNAN RAJAGOPAL, Associate Professor of Law and Development and Director of the Program on Human Rights and Justice at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He has been a member of the Executive Council and Executive Committee of the American Society of International Law, and is currently on the Asia Advisory Board of Human Rights Watch, the International Advisory Committee of the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Center for Human Rights and the International Rights Advocates,  “Counter-hegemonic International Law: rethinking human rights and development as a Third World strategy”, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 5, 2006) 

A counter-hegemonic international law, one would think, starts from the human rights discourse, the pre-eminent global moral discourse of our time. Instead, human rights—or to be accurate, a broad language of ‘freedom’— has become the foundation for a hegemonic international law. To begin with, the arguments put forward by empire-mongers such as Ignatieff and Ferguson19 have been produced in one form or another by liberal political thinkers in England during the heyday of classical liberalism and empire, the late 18th and 19th centuries.20 Then, as now, thinkers such as James Mill, John Stuart Mill, Jeremy Bentham, Sir Henry Maine, Lord Thomas Macaulay, Sir James Fitzjames Stephen and others argued in various ways that the empire—especially British dominion over India—was morally and politically justified. This startling fact, that apostles of ideals such as political equality and pluralism would defend the legitimacy of a political order that rested on a negation of their very principles, is still not fully grappled with. But it is now undeniable, as Uday Mehta21 has convincingly shown, that the liberals justified the British empire—as current liberals have done in supporting the global wars since the end of the Cold War and since 9/11. And they did so not for partisan or ideological reasons, but for universal principles of civilisational progress. The well-known remark of Marlow in Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness captures this well, while addressing the ‘conquest of the earth, which mostly means the taking it away from those who have a different complexion or slightly flatter noses than ourselves’: ‘What redeems it is the idea only. An idea at the back of it; not sentimental pretense, but an idea; and an unselfish belief in the idea—something you can set up, bow down before, and offer sacrifice to.’22 The liberals could believe in this idea for the following reasons. First, they believed themselves to be superior—in knowledge, in morals, in political organisation, in military might and in science. Second, because they could have such a belief in superiority, they could judge the rest of the world as deficient, their life forms as provisional. Third, they could decide on a teleological direction that these deficient life forms should take in order to become universal, and that is by following the liberal model. Whether it is education, health, or establishing a police force, the liberals thought they knew what to do and that it was superior to other ways. The discourse of human rights, with the attendant discourses of good governance and development, offers techniques, goals and methods for realising this vision.

When we look at the rhetoric of the US-led coalition towards Iraq, the parallels are striking. After trying and failing to sell the war on various grounds—that Iraq was behind the 9/11 attacks, that Iraq was about to develop weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) and use them or share them with al-Qaeda—the only ground that has remained intact and that remains the basis for the hegemonic intervention in Iraq is the human rights one— that the world and the people of Iraq are better off because Saddam Hussein is gone. Thus it was of no surprise that the Iraq war was termed ‘Operation enduring freedom’ or that President Bush has talked incessantly of spreading freedom.

But it is also the key argument underlying those of human rights academics and groups, that, because of the horrendous nature of the Saddam Hussein regime, intervention was justified—or at least tolerable when considering the alternative. Thus, as indicated already, Ignatieff has argued that an ‘empire lite’ may be a good idea from a human rights standpoint. This is based, as far as I can see from his published writings, on three arguments: that the natives must be saved from themselves; that multilateral approaches to ensure human rights do not work; and that the USA can be trusted because of qualities that can be defined as American exceptionalism in a Tocquevillian sense—positive qualities that spring from its deeply democratic and decentralised character which make it unlikely to be a bad imperialist, unlike other countries who cannot be similarly trusted. In several ways, the first argument is remarkably close to the 19th century argument about why the West needed to establish colonialism in the interest of civilisation; it is therefore on the wrong side of history. The second argument about the failure of multilateral solutions seems unfair when it is often because of US intransigence that the multilateral institutions were, and are paralysed. The third argument that the USA can be trusted—or at least more than other countries such as China—is also very close to the British liberal opinion in the 19th century, an immaculate conception of the self that runs through hegemonic interventions in the non-western world.

In retrospect, it is quite astonishing that the signs of an intensification of hegemonic international law were not taken seriously and acted on by human rights activists and proponents. Indeed, the consolidation of a hegemonic international law could be clearly seen in the changing nature of US security, economic and humanitarian policies, and the intensification of a unilateral, a` la carte approach to international law by the USA, even before the attacks of 9/11. This could be seen in the US Senate’s reservations to the League of Nations Covenant, which demanded, inter alia, that the US Monroe doctrine be exempt from the provisions of the League Covenant, and—in a foretaste of hegemonic international law to come later—that the US be the sole legal authority to interpret the meaning of ‘domestic jurisdiction’, and that the US not be bound by any decision of the League or its organs taken through voting. As Cecil Hurst, the then legal advisor to the British Foreign Office remarked, ‘To accept now the reservations desired by the United States Senate would inevitably give rise to the impression among the other signatories of the Treaty of Peace, and more especially among the smaller Powers, that there is to be one rule for the United States and one rule for rest of the World’.23 The USA ended up not ratifying the Covenant. The infamous Connally amendment excluded from the USA’s acceptance of the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice, matters within its domestic jurisdiction, ‘as determined’ by the USA, thus effectively gutting the substance of compulsory jurisdiction. Twenty years after the UN Charter Dean Acheson told the American Society of International Law that no legal issue arises when the USA responds to a challenge to its power, position and prestige. The record of the US war in Indo-China during the 1960s and 1970s shows an eerie similarity with the Iraq war, raising questions about the ability of the international community to learn from its mistakes when the culprits are hegemonic states. Some striking similarities include: a manufactured casus belli (attack by North Vietnam); a broad resolution of the Congress authoring all necessary force (Gulf of Tonkin resolution); the use of excessive and disproportionate force; the justification of a blatantly illegal war (the bombing of Cambodia) using broad arguments about commander-in-chief authority; the elbowing aside of the UN; and the total impunity of all of the eaders for the conduct of the war.24 Before launching the Iraq war, the Secretary of State Colin Powell said as much at the World Economic Forum in Davos: ‘when we feel strongly about something, we will lead’. In other words, the idea that there is one rule for the USA and one rule for the rest of the world, the pattern of hegemony, is deeply ingrained.

The oppression of Indians is a historically significant turning point. The only way to solve is to reject the affirmative in pursuit of a policy of decolonization. Only once we assert these policies can we reconceptualize our relationship with native cultures and abandon the colonialist mindset.  
(Churchill 96, Ward Churchill, former Professor of Ethnic Studies at the University of Colorado, “From Native Son, pg.85-90, 1996)  Churchill 1996 
The question which inevitably arises with regard to indigenous land claims, especially in the United States, is whether they are “realistic.” The answer, of course is, “No, they aren’t.” Further, no form of decolonization has ever been realistic when viewed within the construct of a colonialist paradigm. It wasn’t realistic at the time to expect George Washington’s rag-tag militia to defeat the British military during the American Revolution. Just ask the British. It wasn’t realistic, as the French could tell you, that the Vietnamese should be able to defeat U.S.-backed France in 1954, or that the Algerians would shortly be able to follow in their footsteps. Surely, it wasn’t reasonable to predict that Fidel Castro’s pitiful handful of guerillas would overcome Batista’s regime in Cuba, another U.S. client, after only a few years in the mountains. And the Sandinistas, to be sure, had no prayer of attaining victory over Somoza 20 years later. Henry Kissinger, among others, knew that for a fact. The point is that in each case, in order to begin their struggles at all, anti-colonial fighters around the world have had to abandon orthodox realism in favor of what they knew to be right. To paraphrase Bendit, they accepted as their agenda, a redefinition of reality in terms deemed quite impossible within the conventional wisdom of their oppressors. And in each case, they succeeded in their immediate quest for liberation. The fact that all but one (Cuba) of the examples used subsequently turned out to hold colonizing pretensions of its own does not alter the truth of this—or alter the appropriateness of their efforts to decolonize themselves—in the least. It simply means that decolonization has yet to run its course, that much remains to be done. The battles waged by native nations in North America to free themselves, and the lands upon which they depend for ongoing existence as discernible peoples, from the grip of U.S. (and Canadian) internal colonialism are plainly part of this process of liberation. Given that their very survival depends upon their perseverance in the face of all apparent odds, American Indians have no real alternative but to carry on. They must struggle, and where there is struggle here is always hope. Moreover, the unrealistic or “romantic” dimensions of our aspiration to quite literally dismantle the territorial corpus of the U.S. state begin to erode when one considers that federal domination of Native North America is utterly contingent upon maintenance of a perceived confluence of interests between prevailing governmental/corporate elites and common non-Indian citizens. Herein lies the prospect of long-term success. It is entirely possibly that the consensus of opinion concerning non-Indian “rights” to exploit the land and resources of indigenous nations can be eroded, and that large numbers of non-Indians will join in the struggle to decolonize Native North America. Few non-Indians wish to identify with or defend the naziesque characteristics of US history. To the contrary most seek to deny it in rather vociferous fashion. All things being equal, they are uncomfortable with many of the resulting attributes of federal postures and actively oppose one or more of these, so long as such politics do not intrude into a certain range of closely guarded self-interests. This is where the crunch comes in the realm of Indian rights issues. Most non-Indians (of all races and ethnicities, and both genders) have been indoctrinated to believe the officially contrived notion that, in the event “the Indians get their land back,” or even if the extent of present federal domination is relaxed, native people will do unto their occupiers exactly as has been done to them; mass dispossession and eviction of non-Indians, especially Euro-Americans is expected to ensue. Hence even progressives who are most eloquently inclined to condemn US imperialism abroad and/or the functions of racism and sexism at home tend to deliver a blank stare or profess open “disinterest” when indigenous land rights are mentioned. Instead of attempting to come to grips with this most fundamental of all issues the more sophisticated among them seek to divert discussions into “higher priority” or “more important” topics like “issues of class and gender equality” in which “justice” becomes synonymous with a redistribution of power and loot deriving from the occupation of Native North America even while occupation continues. Sometimes, Indians are even slated to receive “their fair share” in the division of spoils accruing from expropriation of their resources. Always, such things are couched in terms of some “greater good” than decolonizing the .6 percent of the U.S. population which is indigenous. Some Marxist and environmentalist groups have taken the argument so far as to deny that Indians possess any rights distinguishable from those of their conquerors. AIM leader Russell Means snapped the picture into sharp focus when he observed n 1987 that: so-called progressives in the United States claiming that Indians are obligated to give up their rights because a much larger group of non-Indians “need” their resources is exactly the same as Ronald Reagan and Elliot Abrams asserting that the rights of 250 million North Americans outweigh the rights of a couple million Nicaraguans Leaving aside the pronounced and pervasive hypocrisy permeating these positions, which add up to a phenomenon elsewhere described as “settler state colonialism,” the fact is that the specter driving even most radical non-Indians into lockstep with the federal government on questions of native land rights is largely illusory. The alternative reality posed by native liberation struggles is actually much different: While government propagandists are wont to trumpet—as they did during the Maine and Black Hills land disputes of the 1970s—that an Indian win would mean individual non-Indian property owners losing everything, the native position has always been the exact opposite. Overwhelmingly, the lands sought for actual recovery have been governmentally and corporately held. Eviction of small land owners has been pursued only in instances where they have banded together—as they have during certain of the Iroquois claims cases—to prevent Indians from recovering any land at all, and to otherwise deny native rights. Official sources contend this is inconsistent with the fact that all non-Indian title to any portion of North America could be called into question. Once “the dike is breached,” they argue, it’s just a matter of time before “everybody has to start swimming back to Europe, or Africa or wherever.” Although there is considerable technical accuracy to admissions that all non-Indian title to North America is illegitimate, Indians have by and large indicated they would be content to honor the cession agreements entered into by their ancestors, even though the United States has long since defaulted. This would leave somewhere close to two-thirds of the continental United States in non-Indian hands, with the real rather than pretended consent of native people. The remaining one-third, the areas delineated in Map II to which the United States never acquired title at all would be recovered by its rightful owners. The government holds that even at that there is no longer sufficient land available for unceded lands, or their equivalent, to be returned. In fact, the government itself still directly controls more than one-third of the total U.S. land area, about 770 million acres. Each of the states also “owns” large tracts, totaling about 78 million acres. It is thus quite possible—and always has been—for all native claims to be met in full without the loss to non-Indians of a single acre of privately held land. When it is considered that 250 million-odd acres of the “privately” held total are now in the hands of major corporate entities, the real dimension of the “threat” to small land holders (or more accurately, lack of it) stands revealed. Government spokespersons have pointed out that the disposition of public lands does not always conform to treaty areas. While this is true, it in no way precludes some process of negotiated land exchange wherein the boundaries of indigenous nations are redrawn by mutual consent to an exact, or at least a much closer conformity. All that is needed is an honest, open, and binding forum—such as a new bilateral treaty process—with which to proceed. In fact, numerous native peoples have, for a long time, repeatedly and in a variety of ways, expressed a desire to participate in just such a process. Nonetheless, it is argued, there will still be at least some non-Indians “trapped” within such restored areas. Actually, they would not be trapped at all. The federally imposed genetic criteria of “Indian –ness” discussed elsewhere in this book notwithstanding, indigenous nations have the same rights as any other to define citizenry by allegiance (naturalization) rather than by race. Non-Indians could apply for citizenship, or for some form of landed alien status which would allow them to retain their property until they die. In the event they could not reconcile themselves to living under any jurisdiction other than that of the United States, they would obviously have the right to leace, and they should have the right to compensation from their own government (which got them into the mess in the first place). Finally, and one suspects this is the real crux of things from the government/corporate perspective, any such restoration of land and attendant sovereign prerogatives to native nations would result in a truly massive loss of “domestic” resources to the United States, thereby impairing the country’s economic and military capacities (see “Radioactive Colonialism” essay for details). For everyone who queued up to wave flags and tie on yellow ribbons during the United States’ recent imperial adventure in the Persian Gulf, this prospect may induce a certain psychic trauma. But, for progressives at least, it should be precisely the point. When you think about these issues in this way, the great mass of non-Indians in North America really have much to gain and almost nothing to lose, from the success of native people in struggles to reclaim the land which is rightfully ours. The tangible diminishment of US material power which is integral to our victories in this sphere stands to pave the way for realization of most other agendas from anti-imperialism to environmentalism, from African American liberation to feminism, from gay rights to the ending of class privilege – pursued by progressive on this continent. Conversely, succeeding with any or even all of these other agendas would still represent an inherently oppressive situation in their realization is contingent upon an ongoing occupation of Native North America without the consent of Indian people. Any North American revolution which failed to free indigenous territory from non-Indian domination would be simply a continuation of colonialism in another form. Regardless of the angle from which you view the matter, the liberation of Native North America, liberation of the land first and foremost, is the key to fundamental and positive social changes of many other sorts. One thing they say, leads to another. The question has always been, of course, which “thing” is to the first in the sequence. A preliminary formulation for those serious about achieving radical change in the United States might be “First Priority to First Americans” Put another way this would mean, “US out of Indian Country.” Inevitably, the logic leads to what we’ve all been so desperately seeking: The United States – at least what we’ve come to know it – out of North America altogether. From there it can be permanently banished from the planet. In its stead, surely we can join hands to create something new and infinitely better. That’s our vision of “impossible realism.” Isn’t it time we all worked on attaining it? 

A2: Perm

Perm still links—we will always replicate the “savior victim” dichotomy in status quo human rights approaches 

Perm can’t solve—Churchill says that only when we reject the status quo colonialist attitudes entirely and begin a process of decolonization can we change our relations to Indians and solve. Decolonization forces us to embrace our worst fears of power decline and exposes us to alternative ways of living that address prejudiced beliefs.  

2NC Link Ext.
Human rights is a product of cultural bias that spreads the savior-victim dichotomy and universalizes American norms 

(Mutua 02, Makau Mutua, former associate director of the Harvard Human Rights Program, Dean of the University at Buffalo Law School, and member of the Council on Foreign Relations, “Terrorism and Human Rights: Power Culture, and Subordination”, Buffalo Human Rights Law Review, 2002) 

The international law of human rights, arguably the most benign of all the areas of international law, seeks the universalization of European cultural, philosophical, and political norms and social structures. It is largely a culturally specific doctrine which is expressed in the idiom of the  [*5] same culture. The human rights corpus is driven -- normatively and descriptively --by what I have called the savage-victim-savior metaphor, in which human rights is a grand narrative of an epochal contest that pits savages against victims and saviors. 5 In this script of human rights, democracy and western liberalism are internationalized to redeem savage non-Western cultures from themselves, and to alleviate the suffering of victims, who are generally non-western and non-European. The images of the savage Taliban, the Afghan victims mired in pre-modernity, and the American saviors put the metaphor in sharp relief. In the human rights idiom, North America and the European West --acting generally under the guise of the United Nations and other multilateral agencies -- are the saviors of hapless victims whose salvation lies only in the transformation of their savage cultures through the imposition of human rights. The human rights corpus is presented as a settled normative edifice, as a glimpse of an eternal, inflexible truth. As a result, attempts to question or reformulate a truly universal regime of rights, one that reflects the complexity and the diversity of all cultures, have generally been viewed with indifference or hostility by the official guardians of human rights. This refusal to create a culturally complex and diverse human rights corpus is all the more perplexing because the view that the human rights doctrine is an ideology with deep roots in liberalism and democratic forms of government is beyond question. In fact, an increasing number of scholars now realize that the cultural biases of the human rights corpus can only be properly situated within liberal theory and philosophy. Understood from this position, human rights are an ideology with a specific cultural and ethnographic fingerprint. The human rights corpus expresses a cultural bias, and its chastening of a state is therefore a cultural project. If culture is not defined as some discrete, exotic, and peculiar practice which is frozen in time but rather as the dynamic totality of ideas, forms, practices, and structures of any given society, then human rights is an expression of a particular European-American culture. The advocacy of human rights across cultural borders is then an attempt to displace the local non-Western culture with the "universal" culture of human rights. Human rights therefore become the universal culture. It is in this sense that the "other" culture, that which is non-European, is the savage in the human rights corpus and its discourse. 

Inclusion legitimates domination-- those included will be always be obliged to those including. Decentralization is the only way to solve—justifications of empowerment are only another way to reinforce nation-state power.  

(Williams and Arrigo 04, Christopher R. Williams, Ph.D., Forensic Psychology, California School of Professional Psychology, Bruce A. Arrigo, PhD, Dr. Bruce Arrigo is a social theorist and research scientist who teaches a range of courses in Critical/Philosophical Criminology; Crime, Law, and Psychology; Deviant and Criminal Behavior; and Social Justice Policy at the graduate and undergraduate levels “Theory, Justice, and Social Change”, pg. 107-108, 2004) 

The impediments to establishing democratic justice in contemporary American society have caused a national paralysis; one that has recklessly spawned an aporetic1 existence for minorities.2 The entrenched ideological complexities afflicting under- and nonrepresented groups (e.g., poverty, unemployment, illiteracy, crime) at the hands of political, legal, cultural, and economic power elites have produced counterfeit, perhaps even fraudulent, efforts at reform: Discrimination and inequality in opportunity prevail (e.g., Lynch & Patterson, 1996). The misguided and futile initiatives of the state, in pursuit of transcending this public affairs crisis, have fostered a reification, that is, a reinforcement of divisiveness. This time, however, minority groups compete with one another for recognition, affirmation, and identity in the national collective psyche (Rosenfeld, 1993). What ensues by way of state effort, though, is a contemporaneous sense of equality for all and a near imperceptible endorsement of inequality; a silent conviction that the majority still retains power. The “gift” of equality, procured through state legislative enactments as an emblem of democratic justice, embodies true (legitimated) power that remains nervously secure in the hands of the majority.5 The ostensible empowerment of minority groups is a facade; it is the ruse of the majority gift. What exists, in fact, is a simulacrum (Baudrillard, 1981, 1983) of equality (and by extension, democratic justice): a pseudo-sign image (a hypertext or simulation) of real sociopolitical progress. For the future relationship between equality and the social to more fully embrace minority sensibilities, calculated legal reform efforts in the name of equality must be displaced and the rule and authority of the status quo must be decentered. Imaginable, calculable equality is self-limiting and self-referential. Ultimately, it is always (at least) one step removed from true equality and, therefore, true justice.6 The ruse of the majority gift currently operates under the assumption of a presumed empowerment, which it confers on minority populations. Yet, the presented power is itself circumscribed by the stifling horizons of majority rule with their effects. Thus, the gift can only be construed as falsely eudemonic: An avaricious, although insatiable, pursuit of narcissistic legitimacy supporting majority directives. The commission (bestowal) of power to minority groups or citizens through prevailing state reformatory efforts underscores a polemic with implications for public affairs and civic life. We contend that the avenir (i.e., the “to come”) of equality as an (in)calculable, (un)recognizable destination in search of democratic justice is needed. However, we argue that this displacement of equality is unattainable if prevailing juridico-ethico- political conditions (and societal consciousness pertaining to them) remain fixed, stagnant, and immutable.

Policy Failure

Refusal to break down the cultural barricade tanks solvency – our ideas of what Indians need will never fit in with their cultures and ideals. 

 (Hoxie ’79, Frederick E. Hoxie, Professor of History, specializing in Native American history, at University of Illinois, “Red Man’s Burden”, http://pao.chadwyck.com/PDF/1343176055871.pdf) 

Those of us who teach and write about native Americans often overestimate the importance ofwhat we do. We assume that pre-senting a fuller, more accurate picture of the Indians and their history will somehow foster humane government policies and more enlightened public attitudes. Our assumption has some basis in fact, since historians and anthropologists have been important in recent land claims decisions and in some innovative federal

programs. But skewed perceptions of native Americans and cruel govern-ment policies are not simply a function of ignorance. They also derive from the cultural outlook of the non-Indian majority. Our ideas about Indians and what they “need” do not vary with how much we know about them, for the meaning of what we know is always affected by our values and beliefs. For the most part, our culture acts as a prism through which we pass information to separate data that reinforce our point of view from those that do not. For example, the current idea that the red man was the nation's first conservationist has grown popular despite our knowledge of the impact of the fur trade on North America's beaver population. We choose either to ignore the inconsistency or to assume that the beaver hunters were tragic victims of European manipulation. What we believe about racial equality and the western Euro-pean idea of progress has often most importantly determined our imag of the native American. National attitudes in these areas have been projected regularly onto Indian people. As the public becomes more sanguine about the possibility of racial harmony, for example, their picture ofthe Indians grows more benign. The reverse, ofcourse, has also been true; it is only in this century that signiﬁcant portions of the American public have committed themselves to making our society both multiracial and egalitarian. As a result, the hope that Indians might be fully integrated

into national life is also relatively recent.

Alt Solves Ext.
Land is the center of Indian culture—embracing decolonization is the only way to break the victim-savior bond and replace it with one of mutual understanding. 

 (Babcock 05, Hope Babcock, Co-Director and Professor of Law at Georgetown University, “A Civic-Republican Vision of  ‘Domestic Dependent Nations’ in the Twenty-First Century: Tribal Sovereignty Re-envisioned, Reinvigorated, and Re-empowered”, 2005)  
 But it is said, that they are averse to society and a social life. Can anything be more inapplicable than this to a people who always live in towns or clans? Or can they be said to have no "republique," who conduct all their affairs in national councils, who pride themselves in their national character, who consider an insult or injury done to an individual by a stranger as done to the whole, and who resent it accordingly. In short, this picture is not applicable to any nation of Indians I have ever known or heard of in North America. n418 [*537] The republican principle of having a place within which to practice the art of being a good citizen is (and always has been) central to tribal society. Indian tribes have always had a concept of territory and boundaries. Most tribes assigned hunting territories to villages or lineages, which other tribes and tribal members knew of and respected. n419 Tribes also recognized (and still recognize) territory through mythical or sacred claims, and the burial sites of lineages and clans marked territory for most, if not all tribes. n420 Today, a tribe's traditional homeland is the "centerpiece of contemporary Indian life." n421 Tribal lands and their resources are not only sustaining for the tribe, but are the tribe's cultural and spiritual base - where ancestors are buried, and spirits live - and the very topography can provide cleansing and rebirth. n422 You cannot understand how the Indian thinks of himself in relation to the world around him unless you understand his conception of what is appropriate; particularly what is morally appropriate within the context of that relationship. The native American ethic with respect to the physical world is a matter of reciprocal appropriation: appropriations in which man invests himself in the landscape, and at the same time incorporates the landscape into his own most fundamental experience. n423 
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