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ABSTRACT

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is but one case or instance illustrative of

the coming 21 st Century resource wars. In one sense the Arctic Refuge may be

understood as a model precursor to the coming conflicts, pitting a complex array of

actors against each other, where fundamental ideas and values-worldviews---collide

and polarize.

The "local" Arctic Refuge conflict is important for its significance on the global

stage, as a blueprint for naming the constellation ofactors in resource wars.

Methodologically, the story of ANWR is a basic, fundamental explication of the

primary participants involved: global corporations, in this case oil; politicians and the

state; environmental non-governmental organizations; indigenous peoples and

organizations; and human rights/religious organizations.

As complex as ANWR may be given the constellation ofactors, it nevertheless

provides a fairly clear model of the conflicting ideas and values involved, enabling the

reader to assess the general problems presented, which carry over to resource conflicts

throughout the world.

This case is indicative ofa painful paradigm shift taking place within a grand

narrative, as alternative, positive visions for the future confront dominant yet outworn

values in the American commercial, capitalist culture. American values ofgreed,

materialism, egoism, and competition (survival ofthe richest) are being contested on an

axiological battleground that will extend into the coming decades.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In the coming decades the twenty-fIrst century will increasingly become

characterized and understood as a period of stark and fundamental historic transition.

This transition will likely be characterized by escalating and often violent resource

conflicts throughout the world, precipitated by an expanding human population guided by

an overarching economic growth agenda and worldview proselytized by the current

economic and corporate elites primarily centered or originating in the United States of

America.!

The battle is on for the earth's remaining natural resources, and unprecedented

expansion ofhuman population coupled with an American-style propagation ofan

unlimited economic "growth paradigm" is forcing a critical historic transition. This

epochal change or transition may become portrayed as a descent into ever-expanding

violent conflict, chaos, and anarchy fueled by ruthless competition over the Earth's

remaining natural resources. It is unlikely that the current state ofaffairs and rate ofgreed

and acquisition, especially characterizing American economic consumption, will prevail

at this pace without forcing severe environmental and social conflict and chaos.

The term "globalization," withstanding its plethora of interpretations, defInitions,

and approaches, may be understood within the context of my argument as a primarily

I For solid backgrounds on the ideological agendas ofAmerican corporate global capitalism, see:
Manfred Steger, Globalism: The New Market Ideology, (Rowman &Littlefield, 2002);
Emmanuel Wallerstein, The End OfThe World As We Know It, (University ofMinnesota, 1999);
Noam Chomsky, Profit Over People: Neoliberalism and Global Order, (Seven Stories, 1999).

I



American corporate and economic elitist view ofthe world that perceives the world's

remaining resources-especially fossil fuels, and specifically oil and gas-as

commodities for the taking by the strongest and the richest. In the worldview of

American-led global capitalism, the remaining and rapidly dwindling fossil fuel resources

are sources ofhuge profits propelled by rising prices and consumer demand at home.

Wealthy elites in the oil industry, in conjunction with their political and military allies

and cronies, are scouring the globe to locate, extract and transport dwindling oil and gas

resources to their increasing numbers ofdemanding consumers, especially American

consumers.2

In this work I argue on the theoretical level that globalization, for its various

interpretations, is fundamentally a twenty-five-year story about the ascendance of

business values and practice over the practice ofpublic politics and government, the co-

optation or takeover ofdemocratic and representative government by business, financiaL

and corporate elites.3 This is a crucial assumption, that the United States national

government is now a corporate state,4 whose increasingly privatized corporate military,

funded by the average American taxpayer, is enforcing corporate global strategies to

secure the remaining stores of natural resources, mostly in the form ofoil and gas. 5

If the invasion and attempted colonization ofIraq is not entirely about the seizure

ofup to 225 billion barrels ofpossible oil reserves, then it certainly is a significant part of

the strategy, and likely was discussed and planned during Vice-President Dick Cheney's

2 Michael Klare, Resource Wars: The New Landscape QfGlobal Conflict, (Metropolitan, 2001).
3 John Gray, False Dawn: The Delusions QfGlobal Capitalism, (New press, 1998).
4 In Peter Manicas' The Death OfThe State, New York: Capricorn, 1974, he describes the ascendance of
"private governments" in the evolution ofthe liberal state. The rhetoric of"public or civil liberties" is a
conceptual smokescreen for the actual pursuit and accumulation ofprivate property and wealth.
5 See Peter W. Singer's Corporate Warriors (Brookings Institute, 2003) for an analysis of the new
privatized U.S. military, largely supported by large transnational corporations such as Halliburton Brown
and Root, and Bechtel.
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fourteen week energy task force in the spring of2001.6 The foreign policy of the neo-

conservative oil cOrPOrate Bush administration centers upon the targeting and seizure of

oil and gas resources. The U.S. federal government is an oil government, staffed by

former (and future, once they leave office) oil company executives and board members.

There doesn't appear to be any more crucial subject at this time in history than

the nexus oftwo issues: how multinational corporations and big money are buying and

influencing politicians and affecting policy decisions--destroying the processes of good

public governance; and how the energy industry, exemplified by the big oil monopolies,

is fighting with all of its fmancial power to keep the level ofpower and profit to which it

has become accustomed throughout the twentieth century, the "oil century."

The almost exponential expansion ofoil exploration and production for profit is

causing parallel dramatic escalations ofconflict mostly throughout the developing world,

from the Middle East, to Africa, to Southeast Asia, to South America. Oil production is

on the decline, and according to expert energy analysts energy derived from oil and gas

will soon begin to decline by 2% per year, causing massive direct and indirect economic

and social hemorrhages to industrial society.7 Because ofthis decline, oil companies are

desperately searching the globe for new and economically viable production and

6 The August 25, 2003 report" Energy Task Force: Process Used to Develop the National Energy Policy,"
published by the U.S. General Accounting Office, the investigative arm ofthe U.S. Congress, outlines and
describes the failure of the GAO in its effort to obtain information from Vice-President Cheney's office
concerning the actual participants and decision-making process of the Cheney-supervised National Energy
Policy Development Group (NEPDG). The GAO notes that they filed suit in U.S. District Court for the
refusal of the Vice-President's Office to cooperate with the GAO's right to public information, in obtaining
factual information regarding the process of the NEPDG "governmental" meetings. This was the first time
the GAO had ever filed suit against the U.S. executive branch. According to the report, page one, the
district court dismissed the suit "on jurisdictional grounds, without reaching the merits ofGAO's right to
audit and evaluate NEPDG activities or to obtain access to NEPDG records. For a variety ofreasons, GAO
decided not to appeal the district court decision." GAO was pressured by various powerful forces in
Congress to drop the suit, one ofwhom was Senator Ted Stevens, Chair of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, who apparently threatened the GAO director with spending cuts to the GAO. Stevens will be a
primary actor in this thesis, as he represents powerful oil interests in his state of Alaska.
7 See Richard Heinberg's Oil War and the Fate ofIndustrial Societies (New Society:2003).
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transportation opportunities. Expanded exploration and production is in turn causing an

increasing number ofconflicts with local and/or indigenous populations, who are "in the

way" ofthese proposed start-ups for oil and extraction.8 Unfortunately, given an

(American) economic growth worldview applied to political decision-making, these fossil

fuel resource wars are only going to get worse, as the wealthy appropriate the resource

profits for themselves at the expense of local populations, and ultimately the planet.

Resource conflicts are endemic to the developing world, as transnational corporations,

exemplified by the oil companies, take advantage ofweak or non-existent national

government labor and environmental regulations-weak law-and acquire crucial

influence along national, regional, and local political elites enabling access to the

resources.

Scale and Significance of The Arctic Refuge

This study focuses upon one ofthose wars, perhaps the most widely recognized

and prominent resource conflict in the United States over the past thirty-five years. It has

certainly intensified over the past decade to reach a level ofwhite-hot polarization of

values, ideas, emotions, and political strategies and tactics, all culminating in what I

argue is a conflict representative ofa fundamental clash ofthe German

''weltanschauung,'' the term for world outlook, or worldview.9

The battle or resource war over the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is far more

significant both on a global level, and on a historic level--in spatial and temporal scope--

8 See Al Gedicks' Resource Rebels: Native Challenges to Mining and Oil Corporations, (South End, 2001);
and his earlier The New Resource Wars: Native and Environmental Struggles Against Multinational
Corporations, (South End, 1993).
9 See Michael Kearney's WorldView (Novato, CA: Chandler and Sharp Publishers, Inc., 1984).
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than is typically portrayed as the fight to protect public, federal, and wilderness lands

against development interests in industry and politics. Indeed it is comprised of the

uniquely American environmental battle to protect wild public lands from development,

however it symbolizes much more. It is far more representative ofthis critical juncture in

our historical period, the ''transition point" as it were between two roads: the choosing of

hopeful values and socially and ecologically sound visions for our future relationships to

other human beings and the natural world, along with just political-economic policies to

implement these values; versus the current values and policies instilled by economic

elites to garner greed and profit at the expense of the human poor and disadvantaged, as

well as the destruction of the natural world including non-human species of life. 10

The Arctic Refuge ''war'' takes on real and symbolic value ofhistoric and global

significance and needs to be understood in context of global (spatial) and historical

(temporal) scales for its value as a precursor for events to come. The war ofvalues and

ideas over the Refuge, and the political tactics stemming from those contrasting

ideologies, is a model or blueprint for resource conflicts in the era ofcorporate

globalization, where wealthy and powerful economic elites use their political "front men"

to pursue and obtain favorable political policy decisions and corporate subsidies-paid

by the public--favoring business elites. No example is clearer or apropos at present than

in viewing the relationships between oil companies and national politicians in the U.S.

It may, and has been argued that Third World political ecology, or the study of

how powerful transnational political-economic elites exploit and degrade natural

environments as well as the poor peoples that live in those environments, cannot be

10 See Ralph Metzner, "The Transition to an Ecological Worldview," in his Green Psychology:
Transforming Our Relationship to the Earth, (Park Street Press, 1999).
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applied to a conflict in the developed world, such as the United States. ii I argue that it

may certainly be applied, for the plight ofthe Gwich'in Athabascan indigenous people at

the heart ofthe conflict in the Refuge is little different than that ofany materially

disadvantaged locally-based community around the globe currently targeted by oil and

gas development.

The Arctic Refuge has not entailed overt violent conflict-yet. Its remarkable and

unique characteristic among global "resource wars" is precisely because the vast

coalition defending the refuge and the indigenous people fighting oil development in that

area has been so successful to this day. The success story ofthe anti-development

alignment ofenvironmental, indigenous, religious, labor, investment, and national

political congressional actors makes the apparently non-violent Refuge conflict a special

model in the study ofresource conflicts, by virtue of its popular and grassroots

democratic action and mobilization network, and appeal to the legal and political process

at the national level. Activists long involved in the issue emphasize that the battle to

deter oil development in the Refuge has been nothing short ofa "miracle" in the face of

incredible political-economic power, some ofthe most powerful and richest forces in the

world.

Assault On Democratic Process By Wealthy Elites

Still, the Refuge may be developed at any time in the relative near future, given

the change in just one or two votes ofa neo-conservative controlled Congress,

specifically the Senate, where the proposals to drill have been stopped time and again.

11 The seminal theoretical work in political ecology is Raymond Bryant's Third World Political Ecology,
(Routledge, 1997).
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Thus, the future ofthe Refuge, like any pristine natural area in the world inhabited by

indigenous peoples affected by oil development, is tenuous at best given the profit-crazed

agenda by the federal oil administration now in control. The only reason the Arctic

Refuge has remained unscathed to date is due to an amazing and dedicated phalanx of

diverse non-governmental organizations who have labored long and tirelessly to lobby

congressional members and to educate the general public all over the country as to the

long-term significance of saving a natural area, its wildlife, and the entire culture ofan

indigenous people whose very way of life personifies the principles of sustainability and

subsistence in contrast to short-term economic greed and growth.

A political ecological approach to resource conflict in the United States is

applicable at this point in history precisely because democratic processes and honest

representative government have been severely weakened and continue to be weakened by

the power ofbig money corrupting the political process, just as in the traditional

developing or "Third World." Concerning political corruption, I argue that the United

States is rapidly coming to demonstrate political qualities that have always characterized

developing countries, exhibiting the same patterns ofan utter disregard for democratic

process and the respect for a fair and uncorrupted legal system. In the terms ofone

activist, the "violence ofmoney"12 is thoroughly corrupting a relatively sound

constitutional structure. The fmancial interests and obligations ofelected and appointed

public officials are quickly dismantling any respect for representative government and

accountability to those politicians'constituents.

With the current U.S. administration, we are witnessing an unprecedented abuse

ofpublic power for private interests, and the current account ofAmerican corporate

12 Interview with Chanda Meek, San Francisco, 6-15-02.
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globalism, as well as that of the Arctic Refuge as one example here "at home," is the

sophisticated and devious use by economic elites of front individuals, groups,

organizations, and politicians to shift attention away from (secretive) corporate activities,

to remain anonymous and unnoticed in the face ofcivil and public scrutiny. The secretive

strategies and tactics displayed by the neo-conservative pro-business Bush-Cheney

Administration are unprecedented in conservative or Republican American politics,

simply because the "public" federal government is operating exactly as private

corporations and business have always operated, in secret, unaccountable to public view,

working overtime to circumvent public laws. 13

Importantly, this subversion ofthe public democratic process bears greatly upon a

discussion of the Arctic Refuge as a case study ofpolitical economic power exerting its

will to change a physical environment and adversely affect a thirty-thousand year old

indigenous culture purely for an immediate profit for a current generation ofpeople, and

a few people at the top, to be specific. Any political ecological analysis ofa resource

conflict must take into account, above all, the top-down nature of the conflict and the

resistance from "below" to elitist money power propelling the unsustainable

development. It involves the essential battle between authoritarian and centralized power

versus horizontal democratic process, two fundamentally different sets ofvalues and

subsequent political tactics to achieve those values.

13 See Joseph Stiglitz' Globalization And Its Discontents, (W.W. Norton, 2002) for a seminal explanation
of the "Washington Consensus," a complex and largely secretive set ofrelationships constituted by
American business, Wall Street, The Treasury Department, and the Bretton Woods (on the face) public
institutions ofthe International Monetary Fund and its sibling the World Bame
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Fundamental Clash of Worldviews, Ideas, and Values

The battle over the Arctic Refuge has portrayed the supreme war over public

relations, using words and ideas in lieu ofguns as weapons, with the pro-oil development

and anti-development sides passionately arguing their respective positions. On its face the

Arctic Refuge represents a classic pitched battle between economic growth and

environmental conservation. This is indicative ofa general polarized split that we have

seen in environmental politics in the United States ever since the early 1970s, when

environmental regulation whether in the form ofpollution control (eg., the Clean Air and

Water Acts) or public lands and wilderness protection received great levels of support in

Congress and the executive administrations, especially the Carter administration. The

argument concerning development and environmental politics in the U.S. has usually

been one framed by an either/or debate, as in allowing one oftwo options, either blatant

unsustainable economic growth or the opposite in the protecting wild lands set aside from

human and industrial intrusion, that is, preservationism.

We can still see this either/or "particularly American" mentality in the Arctic

Refuge war of ideas, coming from the traditional pro-growth (in this case oil) position

and the traditional environmental community's stand on wilderness and wildlife

protection. However, this is where the significance of the Arctic Refuge case becomes

much more complex and murky given present and future realities of issues including

indigenous rights, human rights and social justice more generally, as well as what it

means to live in ecologically sustainable local habitats and communities, both in rural

areas as well as suburban and urban areas.

9



Ifwe probe the basic, deeper values--worldviews-- of the actors and participants

in the Arctic refuge debate, we come up with much more complex and subtle revelations

concerning the nature and purpose ofdevelopment and the very relationship at stake

between humans and the non-human natural world. The Gwich'in Athabascan presence

in the matrix ofactors in the Arctic Refuge truly gives the case a different quality than

would be present if this were just about developing oil or saving wildlife and what

traditional American environmentalists view as separate "wilderness," the latter being

viewed as some primitive as yet uncivilized area still protected from the groping hands of

an American unlimited growth worldview depicted in the notion ofManifest Destiny.

The unlimited growth paradigm ofdevelopment ideas, personified in the pro-oil

actors in this story, is the polar opposite ofthe pro-wilderness view, however it could be

argued that both are products ofa distinctly Amero-European industrial and Christian

dominion worldview that sees "nature" as something entirely separate from human

society, whether it be conquered and ''tamed'' (pro-economic growth) or put aside from

human intrusion. The interesting and subtle aspect ofthe Refuge debate brings in the

indigenous piece ofthe puzzle, and what that piece signifies not only to the other actors

in the issue but to the overarching significance ofthe debate in temporal and spatial

terms, or "future history" and global meanings.

The whole issue ofecological sustainability, whether in rural or urban settings,

involves the traditional idea ofhumans living in some kind of inseparable balance with

their natural surroundings, with balance and relative equilibrium being the key concepts.

In this sense, the indigenous voice in the Arctic Refuge debate represents far more than

just asking Congressional officials to save the caribou, which the Gwich'in have
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subsisted upon for hundreds ofgenerations. The Gwich'in, I learned in my brief visit to

their village above the Arctic Circle, represent and signify a most profound message for

our future global world, and this concerns what it means to be sustainable in all the forms

inherent to that term, as well as locally self-sufficient and self-determined socially and

politically. Both ofthese aspects, sustainabilityand local self-determination, stand

powerfully as representations flying in the face of a global capitalist agenda engineered

by American economic elites.

Physically, and on the face, the battle for the refuge appears to be another

traditional fight between American neo-conservative Republicans pushing a pro-growth

economic agenda, and traditional American environmentalists seeking wilderness

protection. However, what is at stake in this representative battle is a model of ideas and

proposals for the future, proposals for living in sustainable balance with our differing

natural geographical environments as well as instructing us how to live locally politically

and socially (relatively to be realistic) self-reliant lives actually demonstrative of

democratic process. The Gwich'in set ofvalues starkly contradicts everything

representative about American global capitalism and the latter's control ofdistant, local

communities through the use ofcentralized networks ofpolitical-economic power.

The case of the Arctic Refuge and its stage ofactors is an excellent lens through

which to view our future history and the coming conflicts between competing worldviews

and values that truly cut to the core ofdiverging and converging human psycho-social

belief systems. The incredible political polarization of the debate, and the heated

emotions involved, which I experienced first-hand in my two visits to Alaska over two

summers, has to point to something far deeper at stake in the psyches of the actors, of
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global and future historical dimension. It is important to see the amazing local, regional,

and national political and information battle over a remote area of land on the Arctic

coast as nothing less than a battle against global capitalism, with historical importance.

What is at stake is not merely how many barrels ofoil might be pumped out ofthe

Refuge to fill up gas tanks in southern California, or whether the Refuge might be

developed with a minimal "human footprint" as the pro-drilling adherents argue. They

don't get the big picture, for they are still ensconced within that very American belief

system comfortable with the unconscious conviction in one's inexorable right to exploit

and dominate nature for money profit. The symbol ofthe Iroquois nation beliefof"seven

generations" is really what is at stake: future sustainability for future generations of

children and their descendents. What is the growth paradigm leaving to those future

generations? At present rates ofclimate change, environmental devastation, and

unmitigated consumption ofthe diverse natural resource base globally, the "tragedy of

the commons" appears to be the face of the future planet as a whole: too many people

swallowing the propaganda ofeconomic elites preaching unlimited growth, rapidly

destroying resources and creating chaos with the earth's climatic ecosystem.

Political Strategies and Tactics

If the war of ideas, values and worldviews over the Arctic refuge has illustrated

an almost perfect example ofpolarized visions between neo-conservatives and

progressives in the American politicallandscape, then the values of the neo-conservative
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and progressive worldviews absolutely extend to dictate the types ofpolitical tactics used

by the respective belief systems.

The pro-oil big business, Republican-led, neo-conservative attempt to develop the

Arctic Refuge has become increasingly characterized as a type of ''take no prisoners"

ideological war, led by the politicians ofthe Alaska state delegation, in conjunction with

their extreme right political allies in the Bush-Cheney administration. Through research

and live interviews with various actors in the Refuge debate, it became readily apparent

that I was not dealing with an ordinary issue or contest guided by fair and reasonable

guidelines for dialog and discussion. The situation was and continues to be extremely

emotional, defying the rules ofcivil debate and the public responsibility of elected

government officials. I made every effort to professionally contact and request interviews

with the pro-drilling actors in the issue, and if not entirely ignored, such as by Governor

Frank Murkowski's office in Juneau, Alaska, then I received outright refusals to

interview, as with Senator Ted Stevens Anchorage, Alaska, office. This is not to suggest

that all parties from the anti-drilling side all responded to my letter, phone, or email

solicitations, some did not even do so.

What became obvious was the overall difference of the two sides in tone and

approach, in tactics. The pro-drilling actors are some ofthe wealthiest and most powerful

people in the world, which makes the Arctic Refuge a crystalline symbol ofglobal

wealth-power disparity once this power is starkly contrasted with the villages ofVenetie

and Arctic Village, the two Gwich'in villages two hundred miles north ofFairbanks

which have single dirt roads running down materially poor villages of some two hundred

people each. The glaring difference between political economic power and wealth
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contrasted with people just struggling to survive and be left alone carries over into

political tactics as well.

The pro-drilling right in Alaska mirrors the extremist neo-conservative right at the

national level in the Bush-Cheney administration and seems to demonstrate the same

disregard for civil discourse, relying upon secrecy, the propagation ofdisinformation, an

utter disregard or manipulation for scientific evidence, and what I refer to as a "bunker

mentality" in approaching and dealing with anti-drilling forces. I will explore the tactics

ofdisinformation in a later chapter, illustrating this through my interview with Arctic

Power, the primary lobbying "front" organization for the State ofAlaska, the Alaska

congressional delegation, and the oil industry (British Petroleum, as I will explain later,

has pulled out ofpublicly supporting Arctic Power).

The war over the Refuge has, for the pro-drilling side, become a war of

propaganda, paralleling the constant disuse of information by the neo-conservative

Republican administration now in Washington D.C. This war ofdisinformation is

frightening for its underlying dismissal and contempt for truth, scientific evidence and

knowledge, intolerance ofdiffering viewpoints and values, and in general a basic

unwillingness to participate in reasonable civil dialog, the backbone ofdemocratic

practice. As Alaska state representative Sharon Cissna substantiated in an interview with

me in Anchorage, the Republicans in Alaska and the federal government have "morphed"

into something quite different than previously experienced, even in the Reagan and fITst

Bush administrations.

Whether it is the bullying, or the take no prisoners mentality, or the secrecy, or the

disinformation campaign, I was fascinated with the underlying reasons why the extreme

14



right has taken on these tendencies thus characterizing their tactics indicative ofa

dismissal ofdemocratic process. For the Arctic Refuge non-violent ''war'' over

development has devolved into very real hatreds and fears, becoming something much

more significant than the extraction ofzero to seven billion barrels ofoil, or the

preservation ofone hundred twenty thousand caribou and many other forms ofwildlife.

As the astute and philosophical Episcopal Bishop of Alaska alluded to in an interview in

Fairbanks, these deep-seated emotions, hatreds and fears, are representative of some truly

epoch-changing crossroads now hanging in the balance for our future history, and on a

globallevel. I4

The recent social Darwinistic attitude of the radical corporatelRepublican right-

the belief in the survival ofthe richest, and a "you are either with us or against us"

mentality-might be understood in broader historical terms, as a kind ofHegelian

"antithesis" reacting to the rise ofecological and environmental consciousness and

political activism. 15

The reaction and hatred is likely indicative ofa deep-seated knowledge-both

conscious and unconscious-that the industrial age, fueled by oil, is already at its end, its

14 See Robert U Ayres, Turning Point: The End ofthe Growth Paradigm, (St. Martin's Press, 1998);
Walden Bello, The Future In The Balance: Essays on Globalization and Resistance, (Food First Books,

2001).
15 The term social Darwinism, according to the Dictionary ofAnthropology, ed. Thomas Barfield
(Blackwell, 1997),429, "can be applied more generally to any social theory that stresses the necessity of
competition for social progress. The fact that such constructions stress competition rather than selection has
led some historians to redefine social Darwinism as social "Spencerism," after Herbert Spencer, who
coined the term "struggle for existence"... In the United States, social Darwinism was associated with the
ideology of industrialists like John D. Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie, who viewed success in business
as proof that competition leads inevitably to progress (Hofstadter 1955)." The latter then coincides with
my argument ofthe corporate state, the ascendance of the business worldview and the "survival ofthe
richest." Steger notes that ''perhaps the most influential formulation ofclassical liberalism appears in
Herbert Spencer's justification of the dominance of Westem laissez-faire capitalism over the rest of the
world by drawing on Charles Darwin's theory ofevolution by natural selection. For Spencer, free-market
economies constitute the most civilized form ofhuman competition in which the "fittest" would naturally
rise to the top." (Globalism, 10).
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deathbed. The severe reaction by the radical right at this point in time points to a rich and

spoiled minority unwilling to give up its wealth and power, knowing full well that the

growth paradigm driven by fossil fuel energy must give way to an ecologically

sustainable form ofparadigm for the upcoming century and beyond. There is obviously

nothing new about rich (industrial) elites pulling up their drawbridges, protected by their

moats. However, at this critical time in the world, massive human overpopulation is

combining synergistically with the outdated "economic growth is progress" worldview to

create dangerous ecological instability at the global level. Those elites know this, that the

oil age is finished, primarily because ofglobal warming and climate change. 16

The bellicose reaction at this historical time, and I think what is really

characterizing the tone and nature ofthe debate over the Arctic Refuge, is the refusal to

relinquish power to those new visionaries who accept the death of an age and embrace

the challenge of facing a difficult transitional point in history. It's all about money, and

as we see all around the world, from the isolation ofthe Arctic Refuge to the chaos of

Iraq, the oil era is about the violence of money.

16 Possibly the best book written from an inside perspective on global oil politics and global warming is by
the international geophysicist and environmental activist Jeremy Leggett, in The Carbon War: Global
Warming and the End ofthe Oil Era, (Routledge, 2001). According to the United Nations Environmental
Program's Global Environmental Outlook 3: "Since the industrial revolution, the concentration of C02,
one of the major greenhouse gases, in the atmosphere has increased significantly. This has contributed to
the enhanced greenhouse effect known as 'global warming.' The C02 concentration in the atmosphere is
currently 370 parts per million (ppm)--an increase ofmore than 30 per cent since 1750. The increase is
largely due to anthropogenic emissions ofC02 from fossil fuel combustion and to a lesser extent land-use
change, cement production and biomass combustion. Although C02 accounts for more than 60 per cent of
the additional greenhouse effect since industrialization, the concentrations of other greenhouse gases such
as methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), halocarbons and halons have also increased." (London: Earthscan,
2002),214.
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Method and the Matrix of Actors

The organization of this story mirrors the actual matrix ofparticipants in the

conflict over the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The chapter layout portrays the

philosophical, ideological, and tactical positions ofthe actors in the debate. It is important

to clarify that this is an extremely complex topic, which easily and precariously can spin

off into diverse sub-issues, topics, and other actors. One perfect example is the whole

issue of indigenous rights, sovereignty and the battle for indigenous self-determination. I

must from the outset admit a disclaimer: because ofthe complexity and long history of

the Refuge debate I must focus upon a certain aspect of the story, how elitist corporate

political power, in this case oil power, shapes and controls the fate ofnatural

environments as well as the people who depend on those environments for their survival

and livelihoods. It is the story of top-down (globalist) corporate-political power coming

face to face with an opposition founded on grassroots democratic practice, tactics and

strategy.

To illustrate how the various actors view the same event, the chapter layout will

literally follow a sequence of"actor perspectives," all the while tying each perspective

and segment into an overall linkage ofanalysis pertaining to the power of the "corporate

state" in the U.S. and its stark contrast to grassroots democratic practice.

For organizational clarity I begin with a chapter describing the background ofthe

Arctic Refuge debate, providing a historical and ideological perspective.

From there I will include a chapter on the oil companies involved in Alaska and

the North Slope, including a brief background on the oil industry.
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Because ofthe close relationship between the oil companies in Alaska and the

State of Alaska (and the current U.S. administration), the next chapter will entail the

central role ofthe State ofAlaska in the bid to open the Arctic Refuge to drilling.

Because my requests for interviews with the Alaskan offices ofthe prime actors in this

chapter-Senator Ted Stevens and Governor Frank Murkowski-were either declined or

ignored, I have no choice but to rely upon published materials for discussion of their

positions in this chapter. I did interview three democratic state politicians from the State

ofAlaska, and their views are presented in this chapter.

For convenience of sequence, I then include a chapter on the "Corporate Culture

of Spin," to exemplify the campaign ofdisinformation relentlessly purveyed by the

lobbying group representing and funded (publicly) by the State ofAlaska, "Arctic

Power." The director ofArctic Power courteously consented to be interviewed, and the

ninety minute in-depth interview certainly provided a summation of the ideological

position and worldview represented by this lobbying arm ofthe oil and State ofAlaska

pro-drilling coalition. Arctic Power was created explicitly and formally as a "non

governmental" organization designed solely to lobby the U.S. Congress to open up the

Arctic Refuge for drilling. The ideas, values, and tactics represented in the Arctic Power

position and language are fascinating and significant as a window into the mentality and

worldview ofthe neo-conservative, oil corporate, pro-unsustainable growth mindset.

Part two of the thesis sequentially examines the roles and outlooks of the

environmental, indigenous, and religious communities involved in the battle, from the

anti-drilling perspective. The "Alaska Coalition" fighting oil development in the Arctic

Refuge is an extremely large and complex mix of organizations and interests representing
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an array ofoverlapping and diverging philosophical positions, though bound by a

common denominator ofpolitical purpose and tactics.

While this organization ofactors by chapter is somewhat arbitrary, it provides the

least confusing way to approach this diverse and complex issue. My intent is not to echo

the many books and theses written on the actual mechanics ofthe ANWR battle as an

insular issue, an extremely popular topic for writers and academics. My purpose is to

examine the elemental positions ofthe primary representative actors-not all, of course,

there are over six hundred groups in the Alaska coalition alone-and to see these

overlapping and diverging positions within an overarching context ofcorporate

globalization and political ecology.

Importantly, regarding methodology, this is foremost a normative argument and

approach taking the position ofthe clear underdog in this case, the coalition ofgroups

fighting big oil and their political front men. In planning and requesting interviews, I

made every effort to contact the major pro-oil actors as well as their opponents, and while

the three major oil actors in Alaska at least responded declining to be interviewed, at least

they responded, and in the appendices I will include their responses, along with that of

the Stevens Anchorage office. Murkowski's office did not respond.

There are so many groups and voices in this debate, from both sides, with

complex and often subtle arguments that defy easy explanation. It is impossible to

include the majority ofthem, and I admit that I have chosen only a few major voices. It is

also difficult if not impossible to approach this heated issue as an impartial academic

"equally" analyzing the views and perspectives. I chose this issue because it exemplifies

a classic battle ofdemocratic grassroots interests fighting some ofthe most powerful
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companies in the world, companies causing great harm to global environments and local

populations of (often indigenous) economically disadvantaged peoples. It is impossible

not to take a normative and moral position by the very nature ofthe debate and discourse.

I had to walk a fine line to courteously request interviews with pro-oil actors who knew

upfront about my position, as the matter ofprofessional ethics and honesty was required

at all times. Still, there was a catch-22 in obtaining those interviews because ofthe nature

of my normative position, and because this issue has become so emotionalized and heated

between the sides and actors. Over twenty in-depth interviews were conducted with

expert actors representing respective positions in this conflict, and interviews ranged

from sixty to ninety minutes, one taking three hours.
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CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND TO BATTLE: THE THIRTY YEARS' WAR

While the high-profile fight over U.S. Congressional votes on whether or not to

open the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil drilling really started at the end of the

1980's, continuing into the 90's until the present moment, the history ofthis clash of

worldviews and political ideologies dates particularly to the inception ofAlaska as a U.S.

state in 1959, and even more generally to its inclusion as a U.S. territory in 1867.

Russia sold its Alaskan colony to the United States in 1867, as the Czar's treasury

had become depleted as a result ofwar with Britain. The indigenous peoples ofAlaska,

having endured one hundred years ofRussian occupation, braced for a new colonizer.

From the 1867 sale until the present day, Alaska has been tom by the clash over white

settlers intent on becoming rich from the extraction of natural resources, and Alaska

native tribes seeking to sustain a subsistence-based way life as well as tribal self

determination. In one sense, the Arctic Refuge represents a culmination ofthis historical

clash of fundamentally different ways of seeing life and nature.

From its origin as a U.S. territory in the 19th century, Alaska has been perceived

by Anglo-American newcomers as a vast repository ofnatural wealth, a source for

economic development, whether those resources came in the form of gold, timber,

fisheries, or oil and gas. After it became a federal territory, it was hailed as ''the last

frontier." Interestingly, the American notion of "frontier" entails that of an "uncivilized"

naturally pristine landscape begging for economic development, the latter equated with
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progress and civilization. This comprises the worldview ofManifest Destiny, where lands

and resources are actually believed to be there for the taking and development by an

assumed morally and technologically superior Anglo-American settler or colonizer. Once

these settlers developed and "civilized" the American West, they simply took the

Western frontier mentality northward to Alaska, where Manifest Destiny came to clash

with indigenous civilizations that anthropologists now believe may have actually existed

in the area for thirty thousand years (Athabascan Indian tribes that is, Eskimos tribes

much later).

The current clash over the Arctic Refuge is not an isolated, disconnected "issue"

or incident in time, confined to the lobbying for congressional votes in Washington D.C.

in the latter 20th and early 21 st centuries. It is a microscope into deep ideological and

axiological divisions over how we humans decide that we will live with "nature" and

other humans. 17 The Refuge battle is a culmination ofdeep resentments and hatreds that

have been developing since Alaska became a territory. The Anglo-Americans sought

wealth and economic fortune in Alaska, and didn't care who stood in their way, a mind-

set continued from the takeover of the American West. Importantly, the debate over the

Arctic refuge is not confined to a current temporal generation, it is merely the apex of

simmering conflicting values over nothing less than a customary unsustainable economic

17 Throughout this work one theme will involve conflicting interests represented by the
respective"preservationist" and ''ultilitarian or conservationist" positions within American environmental
thought and politics. Preservationism, rooted in the philosophy and politics of John Muir, is a type of
environmentalism that "seeks to preserve the natural environment from the effects (positive or negative) of
human intervention. Preservationism is often confused with conservationism, a term that denotes a
utilitarian approach to the use ofland and other natural resources rather than a desire to see them remain
unaltered or not utilized by humans." Ruth A. and William R. Eblen, eds., The Encyclopedia OfThe
Environment, The Rene Dubos Center for Human Environments, Inc. (New York: Houghton Miffiin,
1994),577. The American debate between these two camps originated in the early twentieth century
environmental battle over whether to dam the Hetch Hetchy River in Yosemite National Park. Gifford
Pinchot and Theodore Roosevelt represented the conservationists who felt that San Francisco's need for
water took precedence over preservation ofwildemess. Muir led the argument for preservationism.
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growth paradigm, personified by the white Anglo-American incursion into an incredibly

rich landscape ofnatural, biological, and indigenous cultural diversity.

Alaska is a model example by which to view the classic historic clash of the

economic development (through resource extraction) and conservation-sustainability

paradigms. From the outset in the 1867 acquisition of Alaska from Russia, through the

enactment ofAlaskan statehood in 1959 almost one hundred years later, the battle over

land and natural resources-and the philosophy ofland use-took center stage in the

conflict and competition between federaL state, and native land claims.

The Drive To Statehood

While Alaska had always been a target for resource extraction in the eyes of many

white settlers since the nineteenth century, not until World War II did the territory

become recognized by the federal government for its key strategic geographic

importance. Following the bombing ofPearl Harbor in 1941, the Japanese attacked the

Aleutian Islands as part of its North Pacific campaign. In swift response, the U.S. military

moved forces into Adak, Dutch Harbor, and Cold Bay, engaging the Japanese on the

outer islands. The war effort prompted the rapid completion of the Alaska-Canada ("The

ALCAN") highway in an effort to connect Alaska with the "lower 48," and was used as a

supply route for the war in the Aleutians, as well as opening up access to the interior of

Alaska through its terminus in Fairbanks.

The incursion ofthe U.S. military bases into Alaska forever changed the

demographic nature of the state. According to one interviewee, an indigenous cultural
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and political activist, the arrival ofU.S. military personnel during and following the war

marked the fIrst time in Alaskan history that the non-native population outnumbered the

Alaskan native population. During the 1940's the non-Native population grew by

seventy-seven percent to 128,643 residents, and most of this increase was due to military

presence. By 1959, when Alaska became a state, the population had again almost doubled

through the previous decade. I8 This was a crucial turning point in the history ofthe

territory, for parallel implications ofeconomic development. Indeed, Alaska has not only

been defmed as an "oil state," since the Prudhoe Bay fmd in 1967, but as a military state.

In the aftermath of World War II, the escalation ofthe Cold War with the Soviet Union

brought strategic air command bases into Alaska, because of its geopolitical importance

in the Arctic.

Because ofthis unique coupling ofmilitary and oil interests in one American state

since 1941, that Alaska is a perfect "petri dish" through which to observe the presence

and values of the military-industrial complex. It provides an interesting parallel to the

national agenda ofthe current federal administration that is fIrmly committed to

furthering the interests ofboth the oil companies and the new privatized military, the new

corporate military. 19 In one sense, Alaska provides a mirror into the past, into the old

industrial economy, a dinosaur where oil energy propelled-and still does with the Bush-

Cheney-Rove platform--a global military machine. The state symbolizes a national and

even global crossroads ofvalues between backward-thinking oil industrial economic

types, and forward-thinking people (albeit a marked minority in Alaska) envisioning an

18 Donald Craig Mitchell, Take My Land, Take My Life: The Story ofCongress's Historic Settlement of
Alaska Native Land Claims, (University ofAlaska Fairbanks Press, 200 I), pg. 1.
19 Peter W. Singer, Corporate Warriors.
Michael T. Klare, Resource Wars.

24



ecologically sustainable future founded upon principles ofnature conservation and socio-

political democratic practice.

Alaska's Traditional Bi-Polar Personality of Values

If Alaskan U.S. territorial and subsequent statehood history has been

characterized by the greed oframpant resource development and extraction, by the lure of

Anglo-American adventurers from the "lower 48" looking for fast money and personal

freedom from social legal restraints, it has conversely and in bright contrast been the

object ofa revered conservationist ethic at the local, regional, and national levels. In post-

war Alaska, development interests shot forward at an accelerated pace, with widespread

fishing, oil development on the Kenai Peninsula, and logging in the Tongass National

Forest. These post-war forms ofresource exploitation followed earlier territorial pursuits

of gold extraction and fur trapping.2o

On the other extreme, however, Alaska from the Nineteenth Century had been

recognized by conservationists as a world-class model ofwilderness values. With the

Harriman Expedition of 1899, naturalists such as John Muir, John Burroughs, and Louis

Agassiz Fuertes portrayed Alaska's unique wild character in chronicles, journals, and

artistic depictions. A wide range of scientists and explorers documented Alaska's

20 Ken Ross' Environmental Conflict in Alaska (Boulder: University Press of Colorado, 2000) is an
excellent background account ofpost-World War II Alaska and the various resource conflicts that arose
between developmental and environmental interests in the period preceding and succeeding statehood in
1959. As Ross details, Alaskan environmental battles have involved not only oil, but issues ranging from
resource management ofwolves, migratory fowl, and bowhead whales, to nuclear testing (Project Chariot),
the Rampart Dam project, and of course continuing battles over the Tongass forest with logging interests.
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geography and wildlife from 1870 through 1895, including the U.S. Army Signal

Service's compilation of surveys and reports from 1885 through 1887.

These early efforts all supported a federal conservationist agenda leading to legal

protections of federally "owned" wild lands. As early as 1892, President Benjamin

Harrison created a forest reserve and fish culture station on Afognak Island. President

Teddy Roosevelt in 1907 and 1908 established the Tongass and Chugach national forests,

and in 1909 he issued seven executive orders setting aside national bird and mammal

reservations, the forerunners ofnational wildlife refuges. In 1912 and 1913 President Taft

issued executive orders to protect more than three and one-half million acres ofland,

most of it on the Aleutian Island chain. Congress established Mt McKinley National Park

in 1917, and in 1918 President Woodrow Wilson created Katmai National Monument

under the Antiquities Act of 1906.21 In 1925, President Calvin Coolidge employed the

Antiquities Act to designate Glacier Bay National Monument. President Franklin

Roosevelt expanded the area of Glacier Bay in 1939 and created the Kodiak National

Wildlife Refuge and the Kenai National Moose range by presidential order in 1941.

We see that an environmental ethic guided thinking at the national and federal

government level as far back as 1909. In this light, the issue over the Arctic Refuge has

been contested for over one hundred years, with conservationism at odds with overt

resource exploitation. Importantly, this polarity parallels and signifies a fundamental

difference between private and public values, the very split at stake in the process of

"globalization," the constant erosion and dismantling ofpublic process, policy, and

institutions by private wealthy individual and corporate interests.

21 Former President Jimmy Carter, in a speech in Anchorage in 2000, argued that the Arctic Refuge should
be temporarily protected under National Monument status by presidential order and invocation ofthe 1906
Antiquities Act until passage ofa congressional bill can afford it permanent wilderness status protection.
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The bitter fight between the pro-development State ofAlaska, the big three oil

companies and the opposing conservationist-minded coalition actually has a long history

dating to the previous century, where the very meaning of "nature" and the human

relationship to nature is squeezed between two colliding worldviews. This is not only a

collision between development and conservationism in the overt traditional sense, but one

between private interest and public governmental protection.

The "State" ofAlaska, as we shall see, has not practiced ecological stewardship in

any fashion since its inception in 1959, compared to the protections promoted and

enforced by the federal government. The State ofAlaska is really a public institutional

front for powerful private corporate interests. We are seeing this phenomenon more and

more in the present United States, where business interests attempt to remain anonymous

and secretive while they use their (formally) public political front people to take the heat

from civil society. Any public form ofgovernment that takes eighty percent of its entire

budget from oil company revenue is hardly a public institution, or at least in name only.

The New State and the Big Land Grab: Greed and Black Gold

The early federal efforts to conserve parts ofwild Alaska continually met with

discontent and friction among the Anglo-American settlers intent upon immediate

resource exploitation. Caught in between these two major elements were the indigenous

Native Alaskans, who just wanted to preserve their lifestyle and ethnic indentity. The

competition subsequently, and to this day, has been borne out in the fight over land
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claims, reflective ofcompeting visions over how natural resources are to be understood

and used.

The division between the federal government and the non-Native settlers

deepened in the territory through the post-war period, and resulted in a push for

statehood. "Largely as a result ofdissatisfaction with the federal government's

management of fisheries in Alaska, residents ofthe Alaska Territory fought for and won

statehood in 1959. The prize was huge. Congress granted the new State ofAlaska 105

million acres ofpublic lands, an amount equal to one-third of the total acreage granted to

all ofthe 50 states over the course ofthe nation's history. And for the first time ever, a

state was allowed to select its statehood grant from any vacant, unreserved federal lands.

This major benefit for the state quickly led to conflict with long-standing Native land

claims.,,22

The Alaska Statehood Act included two important provisions that would set the

tone for the upcoming decades and how the new state would define itself Statehood

proponents urged Congress to write special provisions that would offer special sources of

revenue to the Alaska State government. One provision required the Bureau ofLand

Management (BLM), the Interior Department agency that manages unreserved federal

lands, to pay the new state 90% ofthe revenue taken from oil and mineral exploration

and development leases on federal land in Alaska. The second provision conveyed the

legal title of 105 million acres of federal land to state ownership.

Bill Egan served as governor ofAlaska for the first two terms, through 1967. He

immediately set out to base state government budgets and expenditures on monies

22 Wilderness Society, "Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act," (Wilderness Society, 2001),
pg.l6.
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derived from oil leases on the new state lands, lands transferred from BLM stewardship.

From the outset, the new state "banked" its future upon oil exploration and development.

As early as 1902, oil had been discovered in Alaska, near the mouth ofthe Katalla

River which empties into the southeastern comer ofPrince William Sound, ironically not

far from Exxon's great oil spill of 1989. There were 16 wells at Katalla by 1929. This

was small enterprise however, and in 1953, six years before statehood, a major oil field

was under exploration on the Kenai Peninsula south ofAnchorage. Richfield Oil, the

precursor to Atlantic Richfield Company-ARCO-struck oil at Swanson River inside

the Kenai National Moose Range.

When Alaska became part of the United States in 1959, the Richfield discovery

well was producing 500 barrels a day, and a nearby second well 300-500 barrels. These

numbers themselves signified nothing, however the discovery on the Kenai precipitated a

flurry of speculation, in keeping with the type of mentality that had moved into Alaska

with the earlier gold rushes.

Since the discovery in 1953, the BLM had received hundreds ofapplications for

noncompetitive oil leases, all from "prospective" John D. Rockefellers. In 1953, the BLM

charged a paltry 25 (later 50) cents per acre rent for these oil leases on federal land. The

leaseholders waited impatiently to see ifoil companies would offer to drill on one's land.

During the 18 months following the Kenai discovery, 6,894 leases were issued by the

BLM!23 In essence, the new gold rush was on, but this time in black gold: oil. To this

day, Alaska has staked it's future on the stuff.

As stipulated in the Alaska Statehood Act, the new state received 90% ofthe

annual rent received from oil leases by the BLM, and this accounted for over 30% ofthe

23 Mitchell, Take My Land, Take My Life, pg. 4.
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1959 fIrst state legislature's spending budget. According to the new Alaska Secretary of

State Hugh Wade: " .. .In looking ahead, it would be my disposition to be grateful for

what we have and hopeful that discovery and production will lead to further exploration

and a fIrmly founded oil industry which for years to come will assist state fmancing both

through leasing income and production royalties. ,,24

Wade's dream came true, and Egan instructed his Alaska Department ofNatural

Resources (DNR) to lease competitively the right to explore for oil on state land under

the waters ofCook Inlet offshore the Kenai Peninsula location of the 1953 oil strike.

Along with the 105 million acres of land that the federal government had so generously

donated to the new state, the Statehood Act also granted the state legal title to all federal

land under coastal waters seaward to the three-mile limit. Over the period ofEgan's fIrst

term in office, the DNR offered nine competitive lease sales for oil exploration, all but

two surrounding the Cook Inlet area. These nine sales garnered $42.6 million for the state

in its fITst four years. To give some perspective, in 1959 the fITst Alaskan legislature

required almost 27 million dollars to operate for its fIrst year. Even before Prudhoe Bay

was discovered by ARCO in 1968, the state was betting its entire future on oil discovery,

in one big lottery. The exploration leases alone prior to 1968 secured the state fat

revenues.

During Bill Egan's second term his DNR conducted seven more lease sales, five

more in the Cook Inlet area, and these totaled $30.7 million. Thus the state conducted 16

lease sales in its fITst eight years ofexistence totaling some $72.7 million, even before the

Prudhoe Bay fIeld was discovered.

24 Ibid, pg. 5
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From its inception the state of Alaska went out of its way to lure and entice oil

companies to drill on its new lands. In 1959 the Alaska DNR filed its first application for

the 105 million acres donated under the Statehood Act. By 1960 the DNR Division of

Lands had implemented its plan to select four million acres of federal land each year for

the next 25 years. The new state was receiving 90% ofall revenues collected from

resource rents on federal lands, and 100% ofall revenues on its own lands, from oil

exploration and timber sales (the federal government had given the state legal title to

400,000 acres oftimber in the Tongass and Chugach National Forests), among the most

prominent forms ofresource extraction. From its birth, the regional government

depended wholly upon expedient resource extraction for its existence, and became used

to fast profits derived therein.

Prudhoe Bay and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

The current conflict over the Arctic Refuge is a continuation ofevents that heated

up in the 1960's, as the new state anxiously attempted to appropriate its share of federally

granted lands for resource development. The fight that began in earnest in the 1960's

over land claims accelerated into the 1970's. It became one ofthe classic battles ever

waged in the United States pitting resource development against environmental

protection. However it was not only to become a fight between regional governmental

interests allied to the oil industry and federal interests protecting public wild lands, but

also one involving Alaskan Native land claims.

Alaskan Natives had carefully watched and grown nervous over the State of

Alaska's selection of federal lands, selections targeted especially for oil development.
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Alaskan indigenous peoples were accurately worried about preserving their subsistence

ways oflife in the face of this development juggernaut. While they had lived for

thousands ofyears-in the Athabascan case tens ofthousands--on a subsistence

relationship to nature, with the passage of statehood the new regional government was

risking its financial future on oil development. By 1965 the clash over land claims was

already in full force, and Native representatives had stalled the state's land selection

program through protests to federal authorities. A Native political movement advocating

aboriginal land rights voiced its concerns in Washington D.C. In 1966 Alaskan Native

political activists persuaded Interior Secretary Stewart Udall to order the BLM to curtail

the issuance of noncompetitive oil leases (and mining claims, homestead, among other

applications) for use on, or conveyance of title to, federal land.

Importantly, Alaskan Native activists almost blocked the state's Prudhoe Bay land

selection applications to the BLM. After oil was discovered in Prudhoe Bay in 1968 by

ARca on state selected land, by 1970 five Native villages located along the right-of-way

ofthe newly proposed trans-Alaskan pipeline convinced a U.S. district court to prohibit

the Interior Secretary from giving the go-ahead for construction of the pipeline. Native

leaders demanded that indigenous land claims be resolved before oil development on the

North Slope of Alaska and an oil transportation system to deliver that oil could

irreparably damage Native cultures and subsistence ways of life.

Conversely, the State of Alaska and its friends in the oil industry were, to say the

least, ecstatic at finding the largest oil field to date on the North American land mass. The

State had bet everything on finding oil, and it hit the jackpot, assuring its state wealth for

the next 40 years. The trick now, for the state and the oil companies, was how to placate
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the Alaska Natives and take the aboriginal land claims factor out ofthe development

issue.

It is ironic, or maybe it isn't, that one ofthe most powerful players in the entire

Arctic Refuge debate, Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens, currently one ofthe most powerful

men in Washington D.C. and the head ofthe Republican Senate's Appropriations

Committee, originally came up with the brilliant idea ofhow to silence the Natives' calls

for land claims that were interfering with oil development. Before he became a politician,

Stevens worked as a young lawyer with the Interior department. He actually proposed the

idea, which became the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANSCA) in 1971.

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971, which by the way is presently

severely criticized by Alaskan Native sovereignty movement alliances in Alaska, gave

one billion dollars and 44 million acres, including subsurface rights, to 12 regional and

over 200 village Native corporations. While the Act has been glamorized by its

proponents over the past 30 years, the fact is it was a calculated effort to get the Natives

"out of the way" ofoil development.

The very act ofconferring upon land or local resource-dependent indigenous

people the enactment ofregional and village corporations may be viewed as a not so

subtle form ofcultural imperialism. It was an effort to assimilate the ''Natives'' into the

dominant Anglo-American worldview, and quite simply to buy them offwith money and

land to keep them quiet. At the time, the archly conservative Alaskan U.S. Senator Mike

Gravel proposed giving the Natives only the one billion dollars, however Stevens

countered this idea by adding the land allotment to the monetary buy-out. Billions of

dollars would be profited from the Prudhoe Bay fields for decades after the Native

33



Claims Settlement Act, so a $1,000,000,000 buy-out would not be much comparatively.

Most importantly, the villages that chose to take the money and incorporate gave up

future aboriginal claims to land. This was key.

This is not abstruse history unrelated to the story ofthe Arctic refuge. The

Gwich'in Athabascan ofArctic Village and Venetie were the only two villages in Alaska

to not accept the terms ofANCSA, and these Indians are at the center of the Arctic

Refuge debate which involves the same protests over the rights to subsistence, the same

protests that took place in Washington D.C. in the 1960's as the State ofAlaska was

trying to swallow up land for rapid development and resource rents. These two Gwich'in

villages have held out all these years, refusing to be "incorporated" and assimilated into

the dominant economic worldview, where nature is but understood as a source ofprofit,

not livelihood or balanced sustainability. The Gwich'in from these two villages refused to

give up their aboriginal land rights, proudly standing up against the State ofAlaska and

the most powerful oil companies in the world.

Young Alaskan natives are now asking their elders why they agreed to ANCSA,

and many ofthese young people are going to law school to fight for their tribal rights. On

the other hand, I have heard typical white Alaskans in Anchorage scoff at the very idea of

giving the Natives land and money. The average white Alaskan would rather not even

think about the Alaskan Natives, they are best ignored.

Racism is deep in Alaska, as it exemplifies the frontier mentality of the American

West.25 It is a very different mindset than that found in Canada, for example, where

indigenous peoples are consulted and respected as sovereign tribes, political entities. The

tension between white Alaska and indigenous Alaska is palpable, and it just may be the

25 John Bodley, Victims ofProgress, (Mayfield: 1999), pgs. 30-46.
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indigenous piece of the puzzle, which makes the Arctic Refuge controversy so bitter,

eliciting deep emotions and hatreds. It is not merely the issue of saving the wildlife, or

that ofa classic conservation issue, but one that brings indigenous human rights to the

fore. It involves racism and ethnocentrism as well.

Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act

The contested themes ofthe Arctic Refuge may be traced to the Alaska Native

Claims Settlement Act, and even more fundamentally to the Alaska National Interest

Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).

ANCSA did not include provisions for Native subsistence rights, but Congress

promised to address the issue at a later period. The Native Claims Settlement Act also

provided a second, very important, stipulation in Section 17(d)(2) that would carry

enormous significance over the meaning ofpublic lands and development into the

twenty-first century. That section directed the Interior Secretary to withdraw "from other

uses" up to 80 million acres of federal lands that the Secretary interpreted as appropriate

for study as possible new national parks, wildlife refuges, forests, wild and scenic rivers,

or as additions to such protected areas. In other words, ANCSA was the precursor to what

would become the largest legal protection of federal wilderness in the history of the

United States.

The questions of subsistence and unprotected federal lands included in ANCSA

provoked a furious battle through the 1970's, practically an entire decade ofdebate,

which ultimately ended with the passage ofANILCA. This debate was raging just as the
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trans-Alaska pipeline was being built from 1973-1976. Prudhoe Bay would start pumping

oil through the pipeline on its way to Valdez in 1977. The decade-long debate over the

studies for new designations ofprotected federal lands brought together the main

protagonists, which to this day comprise a conflict ofglobal dimension in its significance.

The 1970's marked a turbulent period as opponents mobilized over the land and

resource debate in Alaska initiated by ANCSA's call for federal lands studies. These

studies stalled The State ofAlaska's land selection program, and the Alaskan delegation

would bitterly fight the implementation ofANILCA and its protection of federal

wilderness areas. Senators Ted Stevens and Mike Gravel would battle the proposed

legislation all the way until its passage in 1980. Allied with the delegation were industrial

development interests---especially oil-anxious to exploit Alaska's resources.

In opposition to this alliance, one ofthe most powerful anti-development

coalitions ever formed in the United States entered the stage. The Alaska Coalition,

presently spearheading the drive to protect the Arctic Refuge as designated wilderness,

was originally founded as an organization ofconservation groups allied with Native

groups to protect Native societies and the wild areas providing habitat for the wildlife

populations upon which their subsistence depended. The Alaska Coalition today is one

of the most influential alliances of conservation and indigenous groups in the country.

The story ofthis alliance is a remarkable one, and in the 1970's it stood up against the

powerful interests of the State ofAlaska and oil, mining, and timber companies. Their

goals, views, and tactics will be addressed in the second part of this book.

In 1972 Interior Secretary Rogers Morton submitted his recommendations to

President Richard Nixon by calling for the inclusion of 83 million acres in new wildlife
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refuge, national park, national forest, and BLM areas. The recommendations were

forwarded to Congress in late 1973, and as specified under sections of ANCSA, a series

ofwilderness studies were subsequently undertaken over a five-year period by a joint

federal-state land use planning commission. These studies included analyses, research,

maps, and public comments on diverse aspects ofAlaska's natural and cultural resources

and histories. Federal management agencies also issued land protection proposals,

reports, studies, and environmental impact statements including public comments on

protection proposals for the Alaskan lands in question. These detailed and diverse studies

comprised an involved body of scientific work that would later constitute the basis ofthe

legislation to create permanent protection for federal wild lands in Alaska.

The fight for ANILCA heated up once Jimmy Carter took office as President in

1977. Carter has to this day remained the political champion of the anti-development

groups formed by the Alaska Coalition. This passage evokes the intellect and dedication

ofpossibly the United States' greatest conservation-minded President and his

commitment to passing ANILCA:

I don't believe there has ever been an issue so contentious in the
U.S. Congress that involved more powerful interests marshaled against
one another. The debate really began as soon as Alaska became a state.
How would it be possible to treat the State of Alaska with respect and to
allot to the state a substantial portion of the land that belonged to the
American people? How would it be possible to honor the Natives who had
been here since time immemorial and treat them fairly? How would it be
possible to protect the incredible and unmatched beauty of Alaska? And
how would it be possible to protect the interests ofthe rest ofthe
country?26

When Carter took office, another hero ofthe conservationist groups, Morris

Udall from Arizona, took over as chairman ofthe House ofRepresentatives Interior

26 Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act, Jimmy Carter's forward based upon remarks delivered
in Anchorage, Alaska, August 23,2000.
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Committee. Udall would face offwith the Alaskan delegation until ANILCA was passed

in 1980.

Udall introduced the bill H.R. 39, to protect 140 million acres of federal lands in Alaska

as national parks, wildlife refuges, wilderness, and wild and scenic rivers. The bill

proposal sparked public hearings in Washington D.C. and Alaska, which led to further

refinements that were passed in the House in 1978. However, in the Senate, Alaskan

Senator Mike Gravel blocked the passage ofthe bill.

The Alaskan delegation was hoping to stall the passage ofthe bill until the five

year limit expired: Section 17(d)(2) of ANCSA required that Congress would have five

years to pass a bill based on the body ofresearch conducted by the various agencies

involved. However, the new Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus, close to Carter, countered

Gravel's stall tactic, and just as the previous Interior Secretary Morton's

recommendations were about to expire in late 1978, Andrus withdrew more than 110

million acres under the emergency powers of the Federal Land Policy and Management

Act of 1976. At the same time, Carter utilized the Antiquities Act to designate 56 million

acres ofnew national monuments. This was a critical move, for the pro-conservationist

executive branch at the time played check-mate with the tactics ofthe Alaskan delegation

in the Senate. These emergency moves gave "national interest lands" in Alaska

temporary protection until ANILCA could be passed two years later.

The State ofAlaska and their friends in industry quickly sought to stop these land

withdrawals in "their state" by challenging these protections in court. The U.S. District

Court of Alaska, however, found that the President and the Interior Secretary had acted

within their legal bounds ofauthority.
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Following Carter's protections for national monuments, hard fought negotiations

ensued with House and Senate bills H.R. 39 and S. 9, respectively. The House passed a

Udall co-sponsored bill in May of 1979, and the Senate Energy and Natural Resources

Committee approved Paul Tsongas' Senate version in the summer of1980. The fmal

Senate version reduced Udall's protection of 130 million acres to 104 million.

The passage of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act not only set

aside 104 million acres of federal land for protection from development, but specified

directions for management ofthese lands. The Act was unprecedented in scope: it created

13 national parks, 16 wildlife refuges, two BLM conservation areas, two national forests,

and 26 wild and scenic rivers. 60% ofAlaska is federal land, while 23% is in state hands.

Ofthat 60% percent, 26% percent is composed ofwildlife refuges, ofwhich the contested

Arctic Refuge is but one of 16; 15.5% is in the National Park system; 15.5% is in the

preservation system, and 6% are national forests. 27

Carter and Udall had led the charge to protect more wild land than any other bill

in the history of the U.S. Unfortunately, the bill was just signed in 1980 when national

elections marked a dramatic shift in power toward Republican and pro-development

interests. Ronald Reagan took over as President, and James Watt became the Interior

Secretary. According to Jimmy Carter: "After I was out ofoffice, and even during the

campaign in 1980, Ronald Reagan looked upon this as a land grab. He carefully chose his

Secretary ofInterior to subvert and to repeal, ifpossible, the historic legislation. James

Watt represented the views ofthose who had opposed this legislation since it was first

27 Interview with Andrew Keller, Fairbanks, Alaska, 7-21-03.
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introduced. The struggle to subvert the basic elements of ANILCA is still going on, led

by members of the Alaskan Congressional delegation."28

During his tenure, Watt ordered the BLM to curtail any further studies for

possible wilderness protections on BLM lands. His order still stands some 30 years later.

The Reagan era ushered in the era of"globalization," the corporate privatization and

deregulation ofpublic governance, oversight, and laws. The battle over federal land

designations in Alaska, culminating in ANILCA in 1980 as Carter left office, signified a

face off between clear opponents, with future defmitions ofdevelopment at stake.

Once Reagan took office, the very pro-development people who fought ANILCA

tooth and nail suddenly became its stewards over the next 12 years. An onslaught of

attacks on the legislation came in the form of weak agency regulations and management

directives for implementing the Act's conservation provisions as well as new legislative

efforts to destroy the Act.

After the 1994 elections, Alaska's three Republican congressional delegates took

control of influential congressional committees. Representative Don Young became

chairman of the House Resources Committee, and Senator Frank Murkowski (now

Governor ofAlaska) became chairman of the Senate Energy and Natural Resources

Committee. Two ofthe strongest proponents ofresource extraction and exploitation,

opponents ofANILCA fourteen years earlier, were now in charge ofoverseeing all

federal lands! To further ensconce the power ofthe Alaskan delegation at the federal

level, Senator Ted Stevens, the most powerful of the three, became chair of the Senate

Appropriation Committee. Stevens is an ardent Bush-Cheney ally, and has overseen his

28 Alaska National Interest Lands Act, forward based on speech delivered in Anchorage, Alaska, August,
23,2000.
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committee's approval of massive funds, tens ofbillions ofpublic dollars, allocated to

military corporate contractors and the Pentagon for the invasion and subsequent

occupation ofIraq. I discuss Steven's views and relationships to the big oil companies in

chapters three and four.

The Alaskan delegation has spearheaded opposition to ANILCA all along, for

decades, and since 1995 has led the charge to amend the Act and weaken its regulatory

protections. It is unlikely that there is a more traditional pro-growth resource

development mentality in the United States than in the Alaskan state delegation.

The political battles over ANCSA and ANILCA provided historical backdrops to

the continuing philosophical struggle between fundamentally different worldviews, and

these are still played out in Alaska and Washington D.C. over the perceived value ofthe

Arctic Refuge. The clash is about short-term profit versus long-term visions of how to

live ecologically sustainably within the finite bounds ofour natural world, and it is

politically about the battle to ensure democratic practice and grassroots participation

versus continuing and growing efforts by big business to monopolize public institutions

and processes for their own narrow profit-making purposes. One long-term Arctic Refuge

environmental activist explained to me that the history ofpublic land protection in the

United States represents nothing less than the protection ofdemocratic process. The

battle is that ofDavid versus Goliath, democratic activists pitted against an elite political

economic machine.

The issue raises elemental questions about global capitalism and its insatiable

greed: How much money is enough? Are ancient cultures worth saving or not? Should

those cultures merely be absorbed and sacrificed into the modernized engine of material
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progress (for a few)? Ifwe destroy places represented by the Arctic Refuge, step by

insidious step for immediate profits, are we not destroying ourselves as well, and future

generations, by ensuring the tragedy of the commons?

On the basis ofthis brief historical background of the contest over the Arctic

National Wildlife Refuge, I proceed to respective analyses and portrayals of the main

actors themselves in the conflict. First, I turn to the pro-oil development forces in the

debate. The oil companies involved are some ofthe largest and most powerful

corporations in the world.
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CHAPTER III

THE OIL COMPANIES: A LEGACY OF GLOBAL POWER

The major transnational oil corporations are presently exploring for oil and gas all

over the world, at a fevered pace. Oil production, according to a wide variety ofenergy

experts including geophysicists who have worked within the industry for decades, is

predicted to begin a permanent decline in global production rates in this fIrst decade of

the 21 st century. The peak in United States oil production reached its zenith in the late

1970's, coinciding with the peak of Alaska's production on the North Slope.

The U.S. peak ofoil production in the late 70's preceded the rise of

"globalization" in the 1980's and beyond, ushered in by the neo-conservative

governments ofRonald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. Corporate globalization after

1980 paralleled the ever-escalating search by large oil companies to obtain oil outside of

the United States, as the U.S. had already passed its production peak. The majority ofoil

reserves in the world lie in the Middle East, primarily in Saudi Arabia (262 billion

barrels, 25% ofworld's proven reserves), and secondly in Iraq. Iraq has known reserves

of 112 billion barrels ofoil, and industry experts believe that the country may hold 270-

300 billion barrels, rivaling Saudi reserves.z9

To give perspective on this amount ofoil, Alaska's North Slope Prudhoe Bay

fields have operated since 1976, and will keep producing for another 50 years, according

29 Michael Renner, "The New Oil Order: Washington's War on Iraq is the Lynchpin to Controlling Persian
Gulf Oil," Foreign Policy in Focus, February 14, 2003.

43



to British Petroleum reports.3D Those fields originally held approximately 15 billion

barrels. The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, according to Richard Fineberg, a former oil

analyst and advisor to the Governor in the State ofAlaska, holds anywhere between zero

and seven billion barrels. Even if a mean of3.5 billion barrels were produced, exploration

and production in the Refuge would likely yield approximately six months ofgasoline for

U.S. automobile consumers, since the U.S. presently consumes 21 million barrels ofoil

per day, with this expected to rise to 25 million barrels. 31

The point of these numbers is that the U.S. consumes up to one-third ofthe

world's oil and gas reserves, and America's growing population is demanding more fossil

fuel energy every year. The rising demand, coupled with a soon-to-be global oil

production peak and decline, is driving the oil companies to push for expanded

exploration opportunities all over the world, including with regard to the remaining small

reserves left in the United States.

Oil industry experts, scientists and executives advised the Bush-Cheney

administration during the series ofsecret meetings over the Spring of2001 in Cheney's

"Energy Task Force," and educated the administration as to the reality of "Hubbert's

peak," the theory originally formulated by the oil geophysicist M. King Hubbert32 who

predicted the peak and decline ofoil production in the U.S. The theory was extended to

try and predict the peak ofglobal production, and experts now believe that ceiling to be

reached possibly between 2003 and 2008. Bush and Cheney were advised concerning the

30 BP Exploration 2003 Charter Report to Governor ofAlaska Murkowski from BP Exploration President
Steve Marshall. <http://alaska.bp.com/alaska/statereports/2003Report/presidentasp>
31 Interview with Richard Fineberg, Fairbanks, Alaska, 7-15-03. Fineberg is a PhD. in Government and
former oil and gas advisor to Governor in Alaska, 1986-89. He is now the principal advisor and consultant
on oil and economics to the Alaska Wilderness League based in Washington D.C.
32 Richard Heinberg, The Party's Over: Oil, War, and the Fate ofIndustrial Societies, (New Society:
2003),81-123.
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peak and decline in oil production, and the new energy policy is based on that

information, allowing the companies to explore for smaller fmds at an accelerated rate to

keep up with rising demand.

The physical peak and decline ofglobal oil production, coupled with skyrocketing

human population rates, in turn guided by an elitist business economic growth

worldview, spells big trouble for poor populations around the world who live in the way

of oil and gas exploration. Local populations, including indigenous peoples, are now

fighting for their physical and cultural survival as they live on lands targeted by large

corporations allied with the national, regional, and local governments that hold

jurisdiction over those local populations.

Much is now written on "resource wars," or global conflicts generated by

contestation over a finite resource, whether that be oil, gas, water, diamonds, or gold, for

example. My concern here is oil conflict, for apart from water, competition to acquire the

remaining stores ofoil and gas around the world is causing horrific social conflict and

environmental damage. The contest over the Arctic Refuge is a "First World" conflict,

and though it is thus far non-violent as opposed to oil and gas wars taking place from the

Middle East, to Central and Southeast Asia, to South America, to Africa, it is relevant to

see that the conflict in Alaska has much in common with these "developing world"

resource wars. Primarily, it involves two ofthe same actors involved in all ofthese

conflicts: major transnational oil companies, and indigenous people fighting for their

physical and cultural survival. This makes the Arctic Refuge battle agIobal battle, and is

verified by the fact that the Gwich'in involved in this are aligning and cooperating with
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anti-oil development organizations and individuals all over the world, cutting across

national boundaries ofdeveloped and undeveloped countries.

Though the Gwich'in have lobbied hard in Washington D.C., along with their

powerful environmental allies, to barely garner enough votes each time in the U.S. Senate

to stave off the oil companies and their political front men in the Alaska delegation (and

since the 2000 election in the federal administration as well) from drilling exploration in

the Arctic Refuge, the reliance on the votes in the U.S. Senate is tenuous for the

immediate future. The Gwich'in are up against some ofthe richest corporations in the

world, one ofwhich-Exxon Mobil-is the second richest in the world (to WaIMart).

The Oil Century and Players in Retrospect

Oil was fIrst discovered in Pennsylvania in the United States in 1859, two years

before the American Civil War. The industry exploded on the scene right after the war,

ushering in the next 140 years ofglobal economics powered by oil energy. John D.

Rockefeller, the "father ofthe oil era," bought his first refmery at the age of26, and

became a billionaire within 15 years through the transporting and refining ofoil. He

learned, from the beginning, as we will see with British Petroleum, Conoco-Phillips, and

Exxon-Mobil with the trans-Alaska pipeline, that the real money in oil is made by

controlling its transportation.

Rockefeller founded Standard Oil, the American giant whose successors are, over

100 years later, prominent in the conflict over the Arctic Refuge. By the early 20th

century, Rockefeller's infamous ruthless business tactics and near monopolization ofthe
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U.S. oil industry prompted a federal government anti-trust suit. A 1911 decision by the

Supreme Court forced the breakup of Standard Oil Company into smaller companies that

are now part ofthe Alaskan oil monopoly. Standard Oil broke up into Standard Oil of

New Jersey (which later became Exxon), Standard Oil ofNew York (Mobil), Standard

Oil of California (Chevron), Standard Oil ofOhio (Sohio, later acquired by BP), Standard

Oil ofIndiana (Amoco, now BP), Continental Oil (Conoco, now merged with Phillips

from Oklahoma), and Atlantic, subsequently Atlantic Richfield (then ARCO, then Sun,

now BP).33

Three ofthe original Standards were bought up by BP, one ofthe three big

companies dominating Alaskan oil, and involved over the Arctic refuge. Exxon Mobil is

another one ofthese three in Alaska, and it traces its roots to Standard ofNew Jersey and

New York. Exxon Mobil, according to Sara Chapell, an oil and gas researcher in the

Alaska Sierra Club office, leases subsurface rights to the Arctic Refuge, and has the most

to gain from drilling in the Arctic Refuge.34 The other big player in Alaska, with an

aggressive interest in opening up the Refuge, is Conoco-Phillips. Chevron Texaco also

has a major stake in the North Slope and the Arctic Refuge, and leases subsurface rights

from the State ofAlaska to the immediate west ofthe Refuge boundaries. Chevron

Texaco drilled the only exploratory well in the Refuge, and the results to this day have

been kept absolutely secret, outside ofChevron.

New oil discoveries in the U.S., in Texas, Oklahoma, and California, after the turn

of the 20th century would make the U.S. the primary oil producing and exporting nation

in the world for the first half ofthe century. Texaco and Gulf Oil were among the new

33 Heinberg, The Party's Over, pg. 62.
34 Interview in Anchorage, Alaska, 7-28-03.
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companies created during the period ofthe 1930's, when new discoveries led to dramatic

overproduction and cheap prices (oil was as low as four cents a barrel).

For the rest ofthe 20th century, the "Seven Sisters,,35-Exxon, Mobil, Chevron,

Gulf, Texaco, BP, and Shell-owned "four-fifths of the known reserves outside of the US

and the USSR and controlled nine-tenths ofthe production, three quarters ofthe refining

capacity, two-thirds ofthe tanker fleet, and virtually all ofthe pipelines.,,36 It is

interesting to note that of the Seven Sisters' monopoly, those seven have been reduced to

four, and three ofthose with the exception ofPhillips are primary players in Alaska and

in the center of the Arctic Refuge debate.

During the second half ofthe 20th Century, U.S. domestic production, as

mentioned previously, declined, as the Middle East soared in production. Furthermore,

The Organization ofPetroleum Exporting Countries, spearheaded by Saudi Arabia, came

to control global oil production, and most importantly, pricing. According to Daniel

Yergin:

The international order had been turned upside down. OPEC's
members were courted, flattered, railed against, and denounced. Oil prices
were at the heart ofworld commerce, and those who seemed to control
prices were regarded as the new masters of the global economy. OPEC's
membership in the mid-1970's was virtually synonymous with all the
world's petroleum exporters, excepting the Soviet Union. And OPEC's
members would determine if there was to be inflation or recession. They
would be the world's new bankers. They would seek to ordain a new
international economic order, which would go beyond the redistribution of
rents from consumers to producers, to one that established a wholesale
redistribution ofboth economic and political power...The member
countries ofOPEC would have a significant say over the foreign policies

35 Anthony Sampson, The Seven Sisters: The Great Oil Companies and the World They Made, (Hodder and
Stoughton: 1975).
36 Heinberg, The Party's Over, pg 62.
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and even the autonomy of some ofthe most powerful countries in the
world.37

Yergin's last sentence may correctly hold the key to the U.S. invasion ofIraq, as

part of the U.S. oil companies'-and their political allies in the U.S. neo-conservative

administration-- grand energy plan to take control of the world's remaining oil fields. 38

The U.S. oil companies and their political allies were certainly frustrated with this history

ofthe Arab-led OPEC controlling oil prices and production flows to the West and the

U.S. Couple this with an inside knowledge of the coming peak and decline offmite oil

resources around the world, and the result was the choice to pursue an aggressive policy

to takeover these resources militarily.39 This strategy was developed to hedge against

future unpredictability regarding Middle East oil, particularly Saudi Arabia, the oil giant.

Saudi Arabia is suffering from internal tension and may descend into chaos due to

several reasons: "These governments (oil-rich Arab nations) are clearly now under

greater internal stress than at any time in the past few decades. The Saudi royal family

appears divided as to the line ofsuccession from King Fahd, who cannot be expected to

live much longer. Moreover, most of the citizens of Saudi Arabia subsist largely on state

subsidies derived from oil revenues, which have been falling due to population

37 Daniel Yergin, The Prize: The Epic Quest For Oil, Money & Power, (Touchstone: 1992), pgs. 633-4.
38 See Michael T. Klare's discussion ofpresent and future competition and war over oil in the Middle East
in Resource Wars, pgs. 27-81. Chalmers Jolmson provides evidence for the collusion of oil and military
strategy in the invasion ofIraq in his important work, The Sorrows ofEmpire: Militarism, Secrecy, and the
End ofthe Republic (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2004): "In the late 1990's, during the second Clinton
administration, the Pentagon began seriously to prepare for a renewed war with Iraq. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff's Strategic Assessment 1999 specifically said that an 'oil war' in the Persian Gulfwas a serious
contingency and that 'u.s. forces might be used to ensure adequate supplies.'" (226) Johnson goes on to
say: "The strongest evidence that oil was a prime motive was the behavior of the American troops in
Baghdad after they entered the city on April 9, 2003. They very effectively protected the headquarters of
Iraq's Ministry ofOil but were indifferent to looters who spent two days ransacking the National Museum
of its priceless antiquities and burning the National Archives and the city's famed Quranic Library. The
same thing happened to the National Museum in Mosul. While the marines defaced some of the world's
most ancient walls at the site of the Sumerian city ofUr, near Nasiriya, the army was already busy building
a permanent garrison at the adjacent Tallil Air Base to protect the southern oil fields." (234)
39 Klare, Resource Wars, 1.81.
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expansion. This fall in payments to the young is one of the causes of tensions within that

country. Thus, Saudi Arabia may be headed toward turmoil, which could lead the U.S. to

intervene to seize the oil fields in the eastern part of the country.,,40

Due to Saudi Arabia's complex involvement with Osama Bin Laden and the

attack on the World Trade Center in 2001, as well as it's future political and social

instability, the invasion ofIraq to obtain a minimum of 112 and up to 300 billion barrels

ofoil by a U.S. corporate oil-military machine appears to be central to the policy ofthe

Bush-Cheney oil administration. According to Renner:

The impact on the world markets is hard to overstate. Saudi Arabia
would no longer be the sole dominant producer, able to influence oil
markets single-handedly. U.S.-Saudi relations cooled substantially in the
wake of the September 11,2001 terrorist attacks...An unnamed U.S.
diplomat confided to Scotlands Sunday Herald that a rehabilitated Iraq is
the only sound long-term strategic alternative to Saudi Arabia. It's not just
a case of swapping horses in mid-stream, the impending U.S. regime
change in Baghdad is a strategic necessity.41

In an April 2003 article by The Ecologist, Lutz C. Kleveman states:

War on Iraq is about a lot more than boosting oil companies'
profits. It's the latest battle in the ongoing war over who gets to control the
earth's remaining energy reserves. Few people have an idea just how
momentous a strategic struggle is being waged behind the rhetoric of
weapons inspections and human rights. What is at stake is nothing less
than who controls the earth's remaining energy reserves. This new 'Great
Game' (a modem variant ofthe imperial rivalry between Great Britain and
Tsarist Russia in the 19th century) over oil is about to enter a crucial stage.
However vehement the denials by the Bush administration, Washington's
true intention is to turn Iraq into an alternative to Saudi Arabia: a strategic
oil supplier for its economy and a key US ally in the Middle East,42

This is not to divert attention or focus from the issue ofoil on Alaska's North

Slope, but merely to expose the larger dimensions ofthe U.S. domestic debate over "oil

40 Heinberg, The Party's Over, pg. 193.
41 Renner, ''The New Oil Order".
42 Lutz C. Kleveman, "The New Great Game," Oil and Security, The Ecologist, April 2003.

50



security"-a primary term and issue inaccurately used by the Alaskan political delegation

and their allies in the Bush administration while arguing to open the Arctic Refuge-to

see it in global oil terms. It is imperative to understand that in the era ofcorporate

globalization, giant energy companies from different "nations" are not only competing

with each other but forming consortiums with regional and local governmental elites to

gain access to the world's 1,033 billion barrels of proven oil reserves.43 Ofcourse, these

consortiums are now comprised by a few mega-corporations, and the biggest is Exxon

Mobil, as well as the most infamous and secretive. Another is BP-Amoco, which

swallowed up Arco in 2000. Add to this list ChevronTexaco, and you have companies

involved in multi-billion dollar operations from Africa to Iraq, to the Caspian Sea, to

Southeast Asia, Latin America, and Alaska's North Slope.

Most analyses of the 40-year debate over the nature and future ofpublic lands in

Alaska, conservation and oil development have not dealt with the broader picture of oil

globalization. My point in this section is to fIrst provide the larger temporal and spatial

scales of the oil industry, and to place the oil actors in the Arctic refuge debate within

these scales, to especially illustrate the massive breadth oftheir economic and political

power. They are aggressively pursuing oil and gas internationally, and this is critical to

then understand why they are taking certain tactical positions in the Arctic Refuge

political campaign, on U.S. ground, as ofnow taking "silent" positions for purposes of

public relations.

43 These were reserves as of2000, cited in Klare's Resource Wars, pg. 19.
An excellent example ofan oil consortium involving the current "big three" in Alaska is the "Offshore
Kazakhstan International Operating Co.," a joint venture ofExxon Mobil, BP Amoco, Phillips, Shell, and
several other companies in control of a major oil find in the Kashagan field in the northeastern comer ofthe
Caspian Sea (Resource Wars, pg. 85). The Caspian, second in oil reserves to the Middle East, has 30-50
billion barrels (source Richard Fineberg).
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We have witnessed, at the end of the 20th century, oil mergers that have severely

damaged the spirit ofcompetition in the industry. In December of 1999, Exxon merged

with Mobil for $81 billion, and the two former Standard Oil companies, the largest at the

time in the U.S., sported combined revenues of$146 billion just for 1998, second only to

two other fossil fuel giants, General Motors and Daimler Chrysler.44 This merger

precipitated the takeover ofArco by BP shortly thereafter. Along with the giant

ChevronTexaco, these oil powers are now attempting to dominate the global oil market,

and they are using the U.S. corporate military to do it, to control production, pricing, and

transportation, to meet the rising petroleum needs ofa rapidly expanding U.S. population.

In a global context over the seizure and security ofoil, three of the four large

companies involved in Alaska and the Arctic Refuge-BP, Conoco Phillips and Chevron

Texaco-are all involved in the escalating socio-political crisis in Iraq. According to an

August 2003 article by Corporate Watch:

Shell, along with Chevron Texaco, BP, and seven other oil giants
have won contracts to buy Iraq's new oil production ofBasra Light crude.
The contracts cover production from the Mina AI-Bakr port in southern
Iraq from August to December of2003. Under the deal, Iraq will supply
645,000 barrels per day (bpd) for export, an increase on the 450,000 bpd
produced in July but still a third ofpre-war levels. BP and Shell will each
send one very large tanker every month to Iraq to pick up their two million
barrels. Among the other companies that have signed deals to buy the oil
are Conoco Phillips, Valero Energy and Marathon Oil, Total ofFrance,
Sinochem ofChina, and a company from the Mitsubishi group.45

This knowledge is important to understand how and why the most powerful forces

in the Arctic Refuge debate, the oil companies, present themselves strategically and

44 "F.T.C. StaffUrges Rejection Of Deal By Two Oil Giants," New York Times, December 1, 1999. This
copy was provided courtesy ofRichard Fineberg.
45 Pratap Chatterjee and Oula Farawati, "To the Victors Go the Spoils of War: British Petroleum, Shell, and
Chevron Win Iraqi Oil Contracts," Corporate Watch, August 8, 2003.
<http://www.corpwatch.org/issues/PID>
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tactically. BP, Phillips, and Exxon Mobil all are indeed making money on the Alaskan

North Slope, however they are all looking overseas to reap far greater profits. U.S.

production, exemplified by the North Slope, is in decline, as has been mentioned. The

profits lie overseas, where these companies do not have to fight public relations battles as

with the Arctic Refuge. For them it is a headache to constantly pour money into aPR

battle to explore for what Richard Fineberg, basing his analyses on US Geological Survey

data, argues are only 0-7 billion economically (not technically, a critical distinction)

recoverable barrels ofoil in the Arctic Refuge. In one report, Fineberg shows that the US

Interior Department itself, through the US Geological Survey, has admitted that because

of far different geological conditions from that ofPrudhoe Bay, the Refuge rock

formations may preclude economically sustainable extraction, even if for example, a

mean of3.5 billion barrels is discovered. Compare this to over one trillion proven barrels

ofoil in the world.

In this context, the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is seen for its economic value

only to the oil companies, and that value is a fraction ofthe profit pie that they are

reaping currently and in the future overseas. Importantly, The Refuge resource conflict

has been fought on the battlefield ofpublic relations and information, and this has

distinguished the success ofthe grassroots movement fighting oil development.

Furthermore, ifwe interpret that broad term ofglobalization as including the power of the

corporate-owned mass media to shape hearts and minds through incessant public

relations campaigns, then it is unwise for the oil corporations, the embodiment of

"resource globalization," to damage themselves publicly for possibly several billion

barrels ofoil. Their activities overseas, and the resource wars that they are causing on
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every continent, are certainly under the radar screen ofthe American public, which is

now the victim ofthe corporate controlled US media.

The American public, due to the public relations campaign championed by the

large coalition ofU.S. environmental organizations, has pushed congressional

representatives to vote against Refuge drilling. The issue is a national poster child of

environmental "success." Unfortunately, the American public is unaware, for the most

part, ofoil company activities overseas, and access to information of their activities is

now virtually limited to the internet, where global non-governmental organizations

publish and provide data on the ''truth'' ofwhat is going on behind the incessant public

relations campaigns in the mass media, where distortion and image have replaced facts.

Nevertheless, my purpose is to point out that the giant oil companies get what

they want, and ifthey really needed the Arctic refuge economically, they would get it. In

the next two chapters I will continue a discussion from chapter one illustrating how the

Alaskan political delegation, led by Ted Stevens, has pushed the opening ofthe Refuge,

for political ideological as well as sheer economic reasons. Ifthere is a distinction

between politicians and business executives, though the line is now virtually obscured by

the corporate takeover ofthe state, politicians like Ted Stevens are motivated by

monumental egos, driven to create legacies ofpower. It is common to bunch political and

economic interests together, but in the Alaska case, I would argue that the worldview of

the big oil executives-like Lord Browne ofBP and his President ofAlaska Exploration,

Steve Marshall-boils down to strictly economic reasons, not political, as with a

politician like Ted Stevens who views the people in his Alaskan state as his children. The

oil companies' "worldview" is strictly economic, cutting costs to make bigger profits;
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companies' strenuous efforts to lobby to lower their taxes as well as deregulate

governmental (environmental) oversight over their practices fits in with this goal.

Perhaps their most successful strategy in keeping with a globalist agenda, is cost-

shifting: cutting their costs, their taxes, while the public ends up actually paying for

corporate welfare and corporate ventures through taxation. The perfect case ofthis is seen

with the U.S. Senate's approval oftens of billions ofdollars oftaxpayer money

"laundered" through the "public" governmental Pentagon to finance defense contract

corporations (including oil companies and oil service companies like Halliburton). Cost-

shifting is the very point ofglobalization: get the public to finance for example through

"public" institutions like the World Bank new private oil ventures in foreign lands, by

companies such as Exxon Mobil that construct new pipelines in places like Chad and

Cameroon, displacing hundreds ofmore or less traditional communities. Oil companies

are committing atrocities all over the world, but they aren't publicized in the U.S.

because Exxon Mobil, BP, Unocal, and Chevron Texaco board members either cross-sit

on the boards of mass media companies, or have heavy cross-investments, or simply fund

the programs. 46

46 See a report by Public Interest Research Group, "The Arctic Refuge, the 'Filthy Four' & Organized
Labor," to view the links between corporate elites. Donald Fikes, a member of the Exxon Mobil board, also
sits on AT&T's board. Exxon Mobil Director Helene Kaplan is a member of the Verizon board. Exxon
Mobil Director William Howell serves on Halliburton's board, Dick Cheney's company, and former
chairmen and CEOs ofboth Chevron Texaco and Phillips currently serve on Halliburton's board as does
the former president and CEO ofthe American Petroleum Intstitute. BP shares a director, R.L. Olver, with
Reuters, a media giant, and another BP director, Charles Knight, serves on IBM's board. It doesn't stop
here: another BP director, Sir Ian Prosser, sits on the board of the pharmaceutical giant GlaxoSmithKline.
Chevron Texaco shares two directors, Former Senator Sam Nunn ofGeorgia and Carl Ware, with Coca
Cola. Nunn also sits on the Board ofGeneral Electric, the mass media giant. Phillips, the other oil
transnational involved in Alaska, shares one director with media giant Knight Ridder. Another Phillips
director sits on Proctor & Gamble's board. David Boren, a prominent Phillips Board member, is a
Democratic former U.S. Senator and governor from Oklahoma, and is now the President of the University
ofOklahoma. Boren also serves on the board ofAMR corporation, the parent ofAmerican Airlines. In
other words, the oil companies are cross-fertilized with other corporate powers, reflecting the
monopolization and merger-mania of the 1990's and beyond.

55



The "old and the new" ofglobalization have been fused with the rise of the

American neo-conservative Bush Administration: the "old" industrial economy ofthe oil

powers has seemingly combined with the "new" high-tech virtual information economy

ofthe great media corporations like General Electric, Disney, and Fox (Rupert Murdoch)

to deal a serious blow to the future prospects ofdemocratic access to truthful information.

The corporate Republican agenda is fueled by the energy corporations, and they have

locked up the American avenues to information, the real crime against democracy. The

corporate media is shaping hearts and minds, feeding the public with disinformation,

omitting valuable facts ofwhat the public should know about giant corporations such as

the oil giants, shapers ofour entire foreign policy.

The oil industry is not part of the "old industrial economy," as fossil fuel energy

drives the entire cyber-world "virtual" economy.47 The oil company directors and board

members sit on major media corporate boards, as noted. Ifthe oil companies fail to

provide oil and natural gas, then the mass media as well as computers roll to a stop. Oil

runs the world, and according to global scientists, is killing the world.48

Alaska's Oil Companies, the North Slope and the Arctic Refuge

First, I should provide an important note concerning methodology and the

gathering of information relating to the Arctic Refuge. I attempted in a fair manner to

request in-person interviews with the main oil company actors in the debate. I requested

interviews with BP Exploration Alaska and its President Steve Marshall, as well as with

47 Joshua Kar1iner, The Corporate Planet: Ecology and Politics in the Age ofGlobalization, (Sierra
Club:1997), pgs. 1-30.
48 Leggett, The Carbon War, pgs. 1-75.

56



Exxon Mobil and Phillips Petroleum. These requests were declined. Thus, this chapter

relies upon secondary textual references and citations to attempt to discern the views and

tactics ofthe oil companies concerning the Refuge itself as well as broader questions

concerning future uses ofresources, development, global capitalism, human and

indigenous rights, and the human relationship to the earth. Other actors provided opinions

on the oil companies involved in Alaska, and Richard Fineberg qualifies as an expert on

the industry, having worked within it and Alaskan government for many years. My

primary information concerning the industry in this chapter is taken mostly from the

Fineberg interview, as well as from several other environmental activists that will be

cited. Please note that I was invited to an interview with Judy Brady, the Director of the

Alaska Oil and Gas Association in Anchorage, and when she read my consent form and

topic concerning the Refuge, asked me to leave her office, rudely declining an interview.

I deceived no one in garnering the interview over the phone. I made every effort in good

faith to interview a key individual from the oil side of the debate, and was rudely treated

and refused.

Nevertheless, in keeping with the other requests made to interview oil

representatives, I learned that the very methodological process I applied, to interview

expert actors, appeared to verify one of my theses concerning the secretive tactics

employed by the pro-drilling proponents, with the exception of Arctic Power, who I will

discuss in Chapter Four. The very actions employed by pro-oil proponents seemed to

demonstrate an intolerance for dialog and openness to information, appearing to coincide

with the characteristics ofthe neo-conservative worldview and value system displayed by

the current dominant thinking in the corporate-Republican federal administration.
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The penchant for secrecy has been documented and analyzed by Joseph Stiglitz,

the winner ofthe 2001 Nobel Prize in Economics. In Globalization And Its Discontents,

Stiglitz comments:

My research on information made me particularly attentive to the
consequences ofthe lack ofinformation...This is why in the discussion of
reform I emphasize the necessity for increased (economic) transparency,
improving the information that citizens have about what these institutions
do, allowing those who are affected by the policies to have a greater say in
their formulation. The analysis ofthe role of information in political
institutions evolved quite naturally from my earlier work on the role of
information in economics.49

While Stiglitz was referring to his experience with the World Bank and

International Monetary Fund, his ideas apply as well to the behavior ofthe elitist

political-economic alliance involved in the Alaskan oil development dispute. Except for

the lobbying group Arctic Power, the powerful actors ofthe main three oil companies and

the offices ofTed Stevens declined or refused to speak to me about the Arctic Refuge

issues. The increased "privatization" of information and lack of transparency about

economic practice in my interview process starkly contrasted with the "public-minded"

access to information provided by numerous expert sources from the anti-drilling side of

the debate. I will further discuss this in Part Two. In keeping with Stiglitz comments, the

arrogant tendency toward secrecy and lack of transparency is fundamentally

antidemocratic, and this process can be seen in strategies and tactics ofthe oil companies

in the Alaskan debate, certainly verified in the methodological attempt to gain access to

interviews.

49 Joseph Stiglitz, Globalization And Its Discontents, Preface.
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Alaska's Oil Giants: Global to Local Players

The oil corporations involved in Alaska's North Slope, and subsequently the

Arctic Refuge, hold a powerful monopoly over the oil production and transportation in

the state as well as the state government. Since 2000, British Petroleum, Exxon Mobil,

and Conoco-Phillips control virtually all ofthe Alaskan oil production and transportation

through the trans-Alaska pipeline.

In late 1999, the Federal Trade Commission permitted the $81 billion merger of

Exxon and Mobil, making it the second largest company in the world. This prompted BP

Amoco to attempt a merger with Atlantic Richfield Company (ARCa), the original

discoverer ofoil in the giant Prudhoe Bay field. BP merged with ARCa, but only after a

bitter grassroots fight in Alaska whereby a citizen-led coalition named "Backbone"

contested the merger as it was reviewed by the FTC. Fineberg and three former Alaska

state governors led "Backbone" in the effort to block a merger that would have given BP

virtual control over production and the trans-Alaska pipeline, ensuring their monopolistic

control over the oil in the state, and subsequently their stranglehold over the state

government. The FTC, influenced by Backbone, required BP to divest its newly acquired

ARca interests in the North Slope on condition ofpermitting the merger. BP took

control ofARca's other assets outside ofAlaska, but sold its North Slope holdings to

Phillips Petroleum, resulting in the present tripartite split ofAlaska oil shares.

BP originally became interested in Alaska in 1957, when it decided to diversifY its

original Middle East interests, and dependency upon those politically volatile interests

(Iran, for example) to expand into the Western Hemisphere. After ARca and its silent
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partner Standard Jersey (Exxon) hit oil at Prudhoe Bay in 1968, BP became the third

major power on the North Slope along with those two. BP, ARCO, and Jersey organized

to build the Alaska Pipeline, along with companies with much smaller interests. It

gradually became the dominant power in Alaskan oil political economics after it acquired

Standard Oil of Ohio (SORIa) in 1987. For perspective, SORIa, through its Alaskan oil

profits, had jumped from 73rd on the Fortune 500 list before Prudhoe Bay, to 3rd on the

list in 1980. According to Fineberg: ''No other company has ever gone up that far in the

Fortune 500 in four years. That's how big Prudhoe Bay was and is."sO BP had acquired

John D. Rockefeller's original company SORIa to assure it of "downstream" outlets of

Alaskan oil, that is refineries and gas stations.

The takeover of SORIa in the late eighties made BP a visibly powerful player in

Alaskan economics. Then in 1998 BP bought Amoco for $60 billion, becoming the

second largest private oil company in the world. When BP announced in 1999 that it was

going to buy ARCO, another major player in Alaskan oil production for $29 billion, the

state was on the verge ofbecoming victim to outright monopoly.

The Classic Oil State

There is no other state in the U.S. where a single industry provides, every year,

approximately 80% ofthe state's general fund, and roughly two-thirds ofthe state

budget. As Fineberg states: "There isn't any other state that comes close to being so

50 Fineberg interview.
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dependent on oil; where do you have three companies that control 90% ofproduction

profits, as with BP, Phillips, and Exxon?,,51

The merger by BP with ARCa, as mentioned, prompted a major battle in the state

of Alaska. Then Governor Tony Knowles, an ex-oil man, favored the BP merger and

increased monopolistic control over the state's oil. The citizen's group Backbone was

created by people such as Fineberg and the three former governors in response to the

perceived lack of"backbone" by the state legislature in standing up to the Governor's

office' full support ofthe BP merger. According to Fineberg:

Then Governor Knowles caved in completely to represent the BP
line. The protocol ofBP's proposed agreement with the state and actual
agreement with the state was called a development charter, what it would
do if there were a merger. This was how they governed the (American)
colonies, with charters. There is a charter between BP and the State of
Alaska-they have lived up to a formal agreement based on what they
would do if a merger were permitted.52

The merger went through, as did the BP-state charter, however it was revised by

ruling of the Federal Trade Commission, as the FTC required BP (and the State of

Alaska, its partner through the "charter for development") to divest BP's Alaskan ARea

shares, shares which were sold to Phillips. Concerning Knowles, the Governor's office,

and BP, Fineberg asserted: "What is a charter? The King's dispensation to control a

colony. The state bureaucrats had no spine to fight the governor, they caved in, so the

citizens formed Backbone to fight the merger. We were saved by the FTC, not the state

government, which had caved in to BP on the charter. BP had a win-win situation.,,53

Exxon had sued to block the merger, and coupled with the FTC's ruling, oil power in

Alaska became divided three ways, rather than one way, by BP. Fineberg believes the

51 Ibid.
52 Ibid.
53 Ibid.
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outcome greatly benefited the state ofAlaska: "this solved a thorny, outstanding problem

to Alaska's benefit. Both the Phillips acquisition ofARCa Alaska and the equalization at

Prudhoe Bay were tremendous outcomes for Alaska (compared to a single company's

monopoly); both were opposed by the State of Alaska and neither were part ofthe

Governor's "Charter For Alaska.,,54

The result, since 2000, is that three companies now own roughly thirds ofthe oil

industry in Alaska, as the divestiture ofARCa shares to Phillips greatly enhanced the

latter's power in Alaska (Phillips share in the North Slope and the pipeline is now

approximately 30%). Phillips is aggressively working to open the Arctic Refuge. We

have seen how it is expanding in strength, gaining contracts in Iraq and the Caspian Sea,

for example.

Indeed this has become a "win-win" situation for BP in its control over Alaskan

oil. In the latest (required yearly in the charter) 2003 "Charter for Development Report"

sent by BP Exploration President Steve Marshall to now Governor Frank Murkowski,

Marshall explains that the report:

... describes our actions in 2002 to meet our commitments to the
State of Alaska as outlined in the Charter document signed Dec. 2, 1999,
and amended March 15, 2000. In 2002, we remained Alaska's No.1
private investor, with a capital budget ofover $640 million. Through this
investment we realized a nine percent increase in production and secured
more than $750 million in capital allocation for 2003, a sum that is 20%
higher than the average annual capital expenditures during the 1990's. In
addition, Alaskan companies received 85 percent of$I.1 billion spent with
third-party (oil) service providers, further underpinning the Alaskan oil
field economy.55

Marshall goes on to state:

54 Email from Richard Fineberg, August 8,2003.
55 President Steve Marshall, BP Exploration, Charter Report to Governor Murkowski, March 28, 2003.
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· ..we continue to concentrate on producing the multibillion barrels
ofoil in place and lowering our operating cost. We have enough known oil
and gas resources in our Alaskan portfolio to sustain production at current
rates for the next 50 years, and enough proven resources to maintain
current rates for 20 years. BP also contributed $5.3 million to the
community in 2002 to a variety oforganizations that make life better for
all Alaskans. Part ofour commitment is manifested in the BP Energy
Center, which opened its doors to the public last year and is a source of
immense pride for us. Utilization by community groups is extremely high
and the feedback we receive on this service is very positive. ,,56

This letter verifies the tremendous economic power wielded by BP over the state

ofAlaska government and communities. While Exxon Mobil remains overtly low-key

and secretive in Alaska since it's oil spill in 1989 in Prince William Sound, a national

catastrophe, BP takes center stage for its control over the pipeline, profits and

contributions to the state, as evidenced in Marshall's letter to Murkowski. Money buys

political and civil legitimacy, according to the corporate worldview, and profit transcends

all other considerations such as social and economic justice, environmental sustainability,

and political democratic practice. Ofcourse, the rhetoric ofBP champions itself as

stewards ofthese virtues. Reality is something different than image, however.

Public Relations and the Arctic Refuge

The corporate oil giants involved in Alaska's North Slope and Arctic Refuge are

currently reaping big profits from exploration, production, and transportation ofoil

throughout the developing world, from Africa to Iraq, to the Caspian, Southeast Asia, and

South America. They are benefiting from weak or non-existent political and legal

regulation, corrupt political allies, and weaker opposition than encountered, for example,

56 Ibid.
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with the powerful environmental organizations in the U.S. In the developing world, as in

Iraq, Bolivia, Columbia, or Aceh, resistance is outright violent.57 Resistance to oil

development in the Arctic Refuge is not "yet violent," according to Alaska State

Representative Sharon Cissna.58 It has been a war of ideas and information, thus far

distinct from the resource wars ofthe developing world. The oil companies involved have

been forced to go underground, so to speak, due to incredible public relations pressure

created by the U.S. environmental groups.

The oil companies cannot afford bad publicity, they thrive upon both image and

secrecy. In Exxon's case, the 1989 oil spill in Prince William Sound severely damaged

their national image and reputation, though this hasn't slowed their progress throughout

the world. They are the "silent partner" in the tripartite power arrangement in Alaskan oil

political economy. By their own admission59 they own the majority ofgas rights on the

North Slope, and thus will benefit greatly from a newly proposed gas pipeline that will

transport Prudhoe Bay gas to the lower 48, primarily southern California and its

insatiable energy market. They would profit from drilling in the Refuge, for as stated

earlier they hold the majority ofsub-surface rights, however they are keeping low-key for

public relations purposes.

The oil companies in Alaska would be pleased ifthe U.S. Congress allowed

drilling in the Refuge, and they are pushing this privately, but the issue has become such

a public relations nightmare for them, that they are happy making their continued profits

from Prudhoe Bay, pipeline tariffs, and exceptional overseas opportunities where they do

not have to fight a public relations war on home ground. Much debate has centered on

57 See Peluso and Watts, Violent Environments; and Gedicks, The New Resource Wars.
58 Interview July 10, 2003.
59 Letter from Exxon Mobil, June 17, 2003
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''who'' is really pushing drilling in the Arctic Refuge: the oil companies or the State of

Alaska. The case is much more subtle than to merely say the oil companies are passive

players, and it is the state pushing the development because they are starved for money.

Ofcourse the oil companies are pushing the development, said one former oil worker, an

Anglo who has lived in the Gwich'in Arctic Village for many years, and who worked on

the North Slope for 25 years. Compared to extracting tens of billions ofbarrels ofoil out

of the developing world, as in Iraq, where it is relatively cheap to extract from the desert

a high grade ofquality oil, of course the Arctic Refuge is not as attractive profit-wise.

Nevertheless, the oil companies would make money exceeding their costs. We are talking

about comparing billions to millions ofdollars when speaking ofthe oil companies, and

ofcourse the Refuge may not be compared to Iraq, for example, for magnitude of oil and

profit.

Thus, publicly the State of Alaska, its congressional delegation, its governor, and

its public lobbying group Arctic Power are, in the words ofone expert environmental

activist, "carrying the water" for the oil companies. The state of Alaska politicians and

their cronies in the Bush-Cheney Administration are the front men and women for the

powerful companies that remain silent except for their marketing efforts to appear

"green" and sensitive to social justice in relentless public relations campaigns.

BP is the outstanding example ofa corporate oil behemoth that has proclaimed

itself as a green company, based upon its public relations campaign. In a 2000 speech,

Lord Browne ofBP declared that his company now stood for "Beyond Petroleum." Much

ofthis rhetoric derives from BP's endorsement of the Kyoto climate change accord,

however BP actually has become, since endorsing the accord, one ofthe world's largest
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contributors to global warming since merging with ARCa in 2000. Together with

ARCO, BP accounts for 3% ofthe world's fossil fuel emissions; it is the fourth largest

carbon producer on the planet.6o

BP also stakes its image as the "solar" oil company, having purchased U.S.

Solarex and the French APEX solar companies. It also installed solar panels in 200 gas

stations around the world-not solar stations. Yet the image does not match the actual

investment portfolio. According to Athan Manuel ofPublic Interest Research Group:

"Almost 100%--99.95% to be exact-ofBP's recent investments are in fossil fuels. Its

solar investments have actually declined to less than .01% ofthe overall company

portfolio. BP spent $100 million, more than double this solar investment, on legal and

advisors fees for buying ARCO. And finally, for every $10,000 BP spent on oil

exploration and development in 1998, only $16 was spent on solar energy.,,61

Greenpeace, Public Interest Research Group, and Trillium Asset Management of

Boston-the "ethical investment company"-co-filed a resolution against BP to force the

company to abandon lobbying efforts to open the Arctic Refuge, and in 2000, at the

annual BP shareholder meeting, a full 13% ofthe shareholders forced management to

abandon any public support and lobbying to open the Arctic Refuge. 62 Since this vote, BP

has continued to remain quiet and non-committal concerning opening the Refuge: "We

don't take a position on ANWR either way. BP does not take a public position on

ANWR. It is public record that BP is expanding current infrastructure in the Prudhoe Bay

60 Daniel Lashoff et aI, Kingpins o/Carbon: How Fossil Fuel Producers Contribute to Global Warming,
1999, pg. 4.
61 Athan Manuel, U.S. Public Interest Research Group Education Fund, "Green Words, Dirty Deeds: A
PIRG Expose ofBP Amoco's Greenwashing," October 1999.
62 "Historic Shareholder Vote Against BP On Arctic Exploration Plans," April, 13,2000, Greenpeace.
<http://archive.greenpeace.org/pressreleases/arctic/2000>
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area, but for cost reasons is not expanding into the National Petroleum Reserve and has

sold leases in NPR to another oil company (Phillips).',63

The key wording here is that BP is not taking a position "either way," nor a

"public" position. It is letting Ted Stevens, Frank Murkowski, and Arctic Power,

"corporate frontmen" through the State of Alaska, pursue the dirty work in a high profile

public relations war, one the oil companies would rather leave alone while they pursue

far better profits and far larger quantities ofoil outside ofthe United States. IfCongress

votes to open the Refuge-the last vote in the spring of2003 was 52 to 48 against

drilling, a slim difference oftwo votes in the deciding Senate-then the oil companies

will proceed to drill and make a profit, but they aren't about to hurt their image,

presently, to do so.

63 Phone interview with Bill Strever, BP Alaska, Environmental Public Relations Department, June 15,
2003.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CORPORATE STATE

"We live in a thorougWy corporatized society, where unelected and
unaccountable corporate executives dictate our choices regarding media, education,
transportation, forms ofenergy, health care, pay, housing, to the very food we eat. The
fundamental public policy decisions regarding how our society should be organized are
being made for us... We are not self-governing citizens; we are merely labor units and
consumers. ,,64

A recurring theme resonates in the discussion of the actors setting the stage in the

resource conflict ofthe Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Indeed, it is a fundamental clash

ofworldviews, between values ofeconomic growth and environmental conservation,

between material and spiritual interpretations of the worth and value ofnature.

But the heart ofthe issue is one with profound implications at a national and

global level, and this speaks to prospects ofan ominous future predicated upon the sheer

power of the private corporate- business sector to control public institutions and publicly

elected officials. We may view the example of Alaska and the oil companies there as a

regional microcosm ofa deeper and broader political-economic dynamic pervading the

national and global stage with a dangerous virus. This disease constitutes the very nature

ofupcoming economic-political "wars" in the next several decades: and that is the

dismantling of the public sphere and governance by the private sector, the systematic

destruction ofpublic government for private profit. 65

64 David Cobb, The Program on Corporations, Law, and Democracy, "Corporate Power: The Perversion of
the Promise of Democracy," <http://www.poc1ad.org>
65 See Amory Starr's excellent thesis, Naming The Enemy: Anti-Corporate Movements Confront
Globalization, (Zed: 2000).
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In the data in the previous chapter we saw how the major oil players in Alaska

quietly, behind "PR screens" at home in the U.S.--smoke and mirrors-proceed to make

huge profits overseas, as in Iraq. The oil companies routinely "co-opt" political allies

throughout poor developing countries, contracting with those allies and their state oil

companies to reap hefty profits. They are in effect doing the same thing in Alaska, at the

regional level, using political figures and institutions like the Alaska delegation, State,

and the lobby group Arctic Power to take the heat offofthem in the public sector. The

"corporate age" of the late 20th century and 21 5t century is characterized by the

privatization ofpublic interests, officials, and policy. This is the long-term strategy of

huge business and corporate powers, as they have in effect declared war on anything

public in nature, on public governance and representative democratic practice.

To implement this ideological economic strategy, as illustrated in the previous

chapter, the corporations-in this case oil-have tactically used the mass media to

appropriate the very language ofdemocracy and social justice, and environmental

responsibility and stewardship, the arguments used by their opponents. In the next

chapter I will discuss how the pro-drilling advocates in the Arctic Refuge issue tactically

appropriate the very language oftheir enemies, and how the manipulation ofthe "facts"

and misinformation is part of the public relations war.

Presently, however, let us further examine the monopolization of the oil industry

in Alaska and how the industry uses its political "front men" at the state and national

level to garner greater power and profits. Some scholars have argued that the principles

ofpolitical ecology, involving how economic elites co-opt political partners in the

developing world to cause great environmental and human rights damage at the local
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level, are not applicable to developed world cases. Try arguing this to activists and

leaders ofthe Gwich' in tribe in Alaska who may lose their entire form ofphysical and

cultural survival if drilling is allowed to permeate the Arctic Refuge.

With the rise ofcorporate monopolization and power over public policy making

in the United States, it now seems outdated and irrelevant to argue that ''third world"

practices ofpolitical cronyism and corruption cannot be applied to a democratic state

such as the U.S. They certainly may be applied, and will be borne out in the coming

years as corrupt political economic partners continue to dismantle representative

democracy in the United States, as the latter appears more and more as a corrupt

developing country separating rich elites from poor masses.66 Ifthe U.S. were a genuine

democracy, then political ecological arguments could not be applied so readily to First

World resource conflicts like the Arctic Refuge. But the U.S. is no longer a democracy,

and with corporate monopolization the same trends are taking place in the U.S. as in the

developing world, the abuse ofpublic policy, governance, and utter disregard for the poor

and the environment. National boundaries ofthe "nation-state" are falling away, replaced

by global separations ofrich and poor.

The challenge in the case ofthe Arctic Refuge has been to "name the enemy," as

evidence of Starr's (2000) thesis. The anti-development coalition has fought a tough

public relations war, a battle ofwords, concepts, and scientific evidence. While they

managed to force BP to pull out ofthe public campaign to open the Refuge to drilling,

they are fighting tooth and nail with the oil corporations' front men, the Alaska

congressional delegation, the governor, and the previous governor (Tony Knowles, a

Democrat).

66 Kevin Phillips, Wealth And Democracy: A Political History OfThe American Rich, (Broadway: 2002).
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Oil company influence on the State ofAlaska politicians is so thorough as almost

to be unique in the United States: "The power structure between the State of Alaska and

the three oil companies (BP, Phillips, and the silent partner Exxon Mobil) is

unprecedented in the U.S. Oil industry dominates in many ways, they shape public

perceptions and what gets on the radar screens ofpeople, what is or isn't a problem. They

mold perceptions, and that power is indirectly exercised and more directly exercised in

contributions to politicians, campaign financing. ,,67

The oil power is exercised over state politicians in Alaska more than in any other

state. Former Governor Knowles is a Democrat who is planning to run for the Senate

representing Alaska in the next election cycle, ironically challenging the current

Governor's daughter Lisa Murkowski, who was appointed by her father to fmish out his

Senate term when he became Governor in January 2003. The Alaskan political power

structure is run by a few powerful individuals; individuals, according to one Anchorage

environmental activist, who are "defmitely in bed with" the oil executives ofthe three oil

companies.68

Ted Stevens, Frank Murkowsk~Don Young, Tony Knowles, and Lisa Murkowski

form the Alaskan insiders' political clique and power structure that is inseparable from

oil special interests. In fact, there is only a rhetorical division between these Alaskan

politicians as distinct from BP, Phillips, and Exxon Mobil. If the citizens group

"Backbone" had not vigorously protested Governor Tony Knowles' partnershi~the

development charter-with BP, then BP would now control the entire state in an iron

67 Interview with Fineberg.
68 Interview with Mary Ellen Oman ofSierra Club, 6-8-03.
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monopoly, solidifying its control over American domestic oil production and sales.

According to the 2003 BP Report:

Following a series of mergers and acquisitions with Amoco,
ARCO, Burmah CastroI and Vastar, by 2001 BP had become the largest
oil and gas producer and one ofthe largest gasoline retailers in the United
States. At the end of2001, we had nearly $40 billion of fixed assets in the
U.S., with operations in almost ever state. In May 2002 BP was overall,
the sixth largest company by market capitalization on the New York Stock
Exchange. U.S. investors own some 35 percent ofthe company's
shares.,,69

It appears as ifthe foreign national BP is controlling the colonies, not only in

Alaska, but at the national level as well.

Monopsony Over the State

If British Petroleum had succeeded in taking over ARCO's Alaskan shares in

2000, it might have gained control over the U.S. domestic market. BP, as noted in

Marshall's letter to Murkowski, is making bigger profits in Alaska each year, almost 10%

a year, though production has leveled off since the boom ofthe late 1970's. At its peak

production, Prudhoe Bay produced 1.5 million bpd, though now it produces 500,000 a

day. However, some curious facts have been uncovered not only by Richard Feinberg, the

long-time Alaskan oil expert, but by the State of Alaska's Department ofNatural

Resources Oil and Gas Regulatory Commission.

BP now controls 51% of the trans-Alaska pipeline system (TAPS), and if the

Federal Trade Commission had allowed it to take over ARCO's Alaskan assets, then BP

would have controlled the pipeline and Alaskan oil industry. Instead ofthree companies

69 BP 2003 online report, "BP North America," <http://www.bp.com>
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now buying all ofAlaska's oil from state contract leases, the 2000 merger would have

left one in total control, and quite possibly in control of the entire u.s. market. Ifone

seller controls a market, you have a monopoly; if one buyer controls the market, the

result is a "monopsony."

Beth Kertulla is a State Representative for the State ofAlaska, representing

Juneau. I had an opportunity to interview her at her parents' home outside ofAnchorage,

while her father was present. Her father, Jay Kertulla, was in the Alaskan state legislature

for 32 years, and passed more bills than any other legislator in the history ofAlaska. Both

Kertullas are Democrats, and dedicated to the state government ofAlaska. According to

Jay Kertulla, Alaska is now a "corporate state," and he blames a 1985 legal agreement

contracted between the oil companies and the State Department ofLaw.

A November 2002 ruling by the Alaska Regulatory Commission claimed that the

oil companies in charge ofpipeline tariffs overcharged competing oil producers on the

North Slope by $9.9 billion over just and reasonable "costs" between 1977 and 1996.70

The State ofAlaska is losing revenues each year at present, and Jay Kertulla estimates

that this loss is exponential: "We lost $100 million this year, and it will be $200 million

next year.',71 (Fineberg has estimated the figure to be between $100 and $120 million per

year.)

One reason the state has lost revenue to the oil companies in Alaska is because

pipeline tariffs, controlled primarily by BP, exceeded costs by 57%. In 1985, State

lawyers caved in to the pipeline owners-a consortium ofseven companies led by BP-

to end eight years of litigation. According to Parker: "Historically, the (Regulatory)

70 Walter B. Parker, "Lower pipeline tariffs deserve look," Anchorage Daily News, January 3, 2003.
71 Interview with State Senators Beth and Jay Kertulla, Anchorage, July 28, 2003.
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Commission and its predecessors favored the widely accepted depreciated operating cost

methodology permitting pipeline operators to charge tariffs sufficient to cover repayment

of investment, operating cost, taxes, and fair rate of return on investment."n However,

the 1985 agreement between state attorneys and the oil companies agreed to an

alternative methodology that allowed the pipeline operators to charge tariffs 57% over

their costs. That 57% profit was ingeniously included as cost, once the state oil royalties

and taxes were collected after all ofthe oil transportation "costs" or expenses were

tabulated. The tariff is a shipping cost. According to Fineberg, for every dollar per barrel

ofoil that costs go up, the State ofAlaska loses $0.21 per barrel in reduced royalty and

severance tax payments. This may seem slight but, as Fineberg explains:

One example ofa giveaway in the TAPS tariff that was clearly
identified in the Regulatory Commission decision on the pipeline is the
per-barrel profit allowance that is built into the tariff agreement ($0.65 per
barrel). The more the North Slope exceeds production forecasts, the more
profit the industry takes in. Increased production of, for example, 100,000
barrels per day results in additional profits of$65,000 that day at no
increased cost. Since pipeline tariffs reduce state revenues by
approximately $0.21 per dollar, the State loses $13,550 on that increased
production.73

In other words, this is creative accounting by BP, Phillips, and Exxon Mobil: their

actual profits are counted as shipping costs. Fineberg has conducted extensive research

into what he calls the "pipeline tariff theory," or how a company controlling the

transportation ofoil essentially controls the market. Conoco, Fineberg contends, had been

driven out ofAlaska by BP and its partners, even though it was renting a prime oil field

on the North Slope. It could not justify the tariffcharges against its production costs, and

was losing profit. The shipping tariff is how BP drove its competition out ofthe state.

72 Parker, "Lower pipeline tariffs deserve look."
73 Email from Fineberg, August 26,2003.
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Fineberg has visited the Caspian basin, and believes that within 10 years BP may end up

controlling Caspian oil through control of the main pipeline. Apparently, the oil

production operators are nervous.

The pipeline is not the only way that state revenue is affected negatively; oil

prices critically control markets and determine profit shares. Oil revenue in Alaska is

roughly divided three ways: 50% to industry, 25% to the federal government, and 25% to

the State ofAlaska. Pricing ofoil per barrel also determines how the state loses money;

once oil exceeds costs ofproduction and transportation-somewhere between $7.35 and

$10.00 a barrel-any profit over that base is divided three ways, with the oil companies

receiving 50%, as opposed to 25% each for the federal and regional governments. For

example, if oil is at $30.00 a barrel (presently it just reached $32 per barrel), then the net

revenue is $20.00 to $22.65 per barrel. The State of Alaska collects only one dollar per

barrel for every two that the companies make as prices rise.

Thus, it is greatly to the benefit ofBP to drive out competition using the pipeline,

then to become a "monopsony" by controlling the prices ofAlaskan oil traveling

interstate to the U.S. west coast (California) and Hawaii, the two largest consumers.

Again according to worldwide oil experts, oil prices will only continue to climb in the

future as production peaks and declines. The consumers will pay, and the oil companies

will harvest tremendous profits through higher pricing with level or decreased

production.

State politicians such as the Kertullas term this as evidence that the oil companies

thorougWy dominate Alaska through manipulating the tax structure. Beth Kertulla, in her

second term as representative for Juneau, possesses extensive expertise in working with
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and against the oil companies. After law school she worked for ten years in the Alaska

State attorney general's office, having studied environmental law. She worked on oil and

gas issues for the state, also issues relating to the pipeline, and brought a powerful

understanding of the oil and gas industry with her into the state legislature. She

represented the state in numerous court cases pitted against oil company attorneys. Her

father, Jay, the retired 32-year legislator, joined former Governor Jay Hammond and

Fineberg in forming "Backbone" to fight the BP merger in 2000.

Beth Kertulla represents a state-level politician who is very worried about how

big business dominates and runs her state government: "The hard part is when you run up

against a monolithic industry, which the oil industry is in Alaska. They seem to want to

stamp out all criticism; they don't want any disagreement, and won't tolerate it at all. By

and large the oil industry is getting our oil for very little or nothing because of the tax

structure, and seem to want no questioning of what they are doing-and this wrong.,,74

Not only are the three major oil companies in Alaska shifting their profits from

pipeline tariffs into the cost column, effectively, they also benefit from a tax structure

which is part ofthe earlier 1985 state law concerning oil fields on the North Slope.

According to Beth Kertulla: "In the tax structure there is an economic limiting factor

connected to 'aging oil fields,' supposedly, but the way it was written it now applies to

new fields as well.,,75 That is, the big three oil companies are benefiting from

depreciating taxes connected to increasingly aging fields: not only do the taxes depreciate

yearly for existing fields, but the tax breaks apply to new fields as well.

74 Interview July 28,2003.
75 Ibid.
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The state, according to the Kertullas, is losing money at an exponential pace,

every year. "The state is at a crossroads in how to deal with the future permanent fund

and taxation. We should be stepping back and looking at the oil industry as we have a

regressive tax structure now. The state will see a decrease in revenue because of the tax

structure, over the next ten years, though production levels will stay the same or

increase.,,76 In fact, of the $110 million or more a year that the state could gain just ifthe

pipeline fees were lowered, reflecting true shipping costs, about $33 million would go

into the State Permanent Fund.77 As it is, many Alaskans believe that the Permanent Fund

is in jeopardy, and that the state may curtail Fund yearly payments to Alaskan residents in

the very near future.

The boom days for the state government are over, then, however the big three oil

companies are enjoying massive profits. As noted, BP announced to Murkowski that it

enjoyed a 9% profit over the previous year, in 2002, roughly equaling the plus-$1 00

million that the state lost that year.

Yet, given this crisis to state government, neo-conservative big business ally

Governor Frank Murkowski is cutting back state public services, rather than helping state

advocates such as Kertulla re-write the tax structure and tax the oil companies for their

increasing profits.

It is important to note that just because state government advocates like Jay and

Beth Kertulla would like to see the oil companies pay their fair taxes, complaining about

oil company monopolization, and are against drilling in the Refuge, this does not mean

that they are against oil development in general as a form ofrevenue. Remember, the

76 Ibid.
77 Allen Baker, The Associate Press, December 31, 2002.
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State of Alaska has received generous monies for decades from oil, and it is rare to find

anyone in the State government against fossil fuel extraction and use in general, as are the

environmental and Gwich'in advocates in this case. People have different thematic

agendas in the Arctic Refuge debate, some overlapping and some diverging. Jay Kertulla

noted in the interview that his wife's family had been part of the oil empire in Oklahoma,

so anti-oil development was not part of the Kertulla agenda-anti-industry

monopolization (monopsony) was, if it hurt state coffers. This is why research over the

Refuge unearths very complex variances ofpeople, ideas and values. For example, the

Kertullas constituted one of my best interviews, and these were honest, decent people,

even though I would not agree with them about continued oil development given the

sophisticated arguments by global scientists concerning global warming caused by fossil

fuel use. Interestingly, in Arctic Village, the Indians were arguing about global warming,

placing the argument in a larger context than mere amounts ofrevenue to state coffers in

one local area ofthe world. I further discuss the Gwich'in views on global warming in

Chapter Six.

Kertulla poses an interesting case, as she is one ofonly five State politicians

three Representatives and two Senators-- who have stood against drilling in the Arctic

Refuge. (Another is Rep. Sharon Cissna, whom I also interviewed.) Kertulla is against

drilling, interestingly, not because of strictly conservation reasons-she thinks that the oil

companies could drill ("if they wanted to") without harming the landscape, the main issue

for the environmental community-but because she has visited the Gwichin' Arctic

Village, and firmly believes that this is an issue ofhuman and indigenous rights. She is

not completely against drilling, and is pro-oil development in Alaska: "I am for
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development, I have helped write leases, but I want to see the indigenous people

respected. I am just more skeptical than others who say outright that it (the Refuge)

cannot be developed safely environmentally."

The Oil Company Front Men

Ironically, the powerful Alaskan political allies of the oil companies-Ted

Stevens, Frank Murkowski, Lisa Murkowski, Don Young, and Tony Knowles78
-

actually use this shift from public to private funding that they instrumentally create

politically to argue the need to drill in the Arctic Refuge, to fill state coffers, when it is

they who have enabled the oil companies to benefit from increased profits, paying lower

taxes. The Alaskan "regional" case is virtually reflective ofwhat is happening at the

national level, and it is a perfect marriage ofthe Alaskan neo-conservative Republican

elites, exemplified by Stevens, with big oil and big business in general, and the Bush-

Cheney administration.

Ifever there were a clear example ofa few powerful political elites allied with big

industry, it is Alaska. Stevens, Murkowski, and Young are long-time Washington insiders

with close ties to the oil companies as well as the Bush-Cheney administration. The

corridor of influence runs straight from the Alaskan delegation and Alaskan oil to the

federal government. Ted Stevens is one ofthe most powerful men in Washington D.c.,

78 As Governor in 2002, Knowles hosted joint meetings with Russian officials to explore energy
development and in the Russian Far East, linking Alaskan and Russian oil interests. During the same
month, an inaugural Energy Summit in Anchorage hosted by the State included representatives from BP,
VECO Alaska, Fluor, and high level officials from the U.S. Interior department and Alaska State
government. The summit was designed to facilitate greater international investment in the Alaska energy
sector and to explore possibilities for greater development. www.ibcenergy.com
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and has been the primary drum-beater ofthe Alaskan oil industry in advocating drilling in

the Arctic Refuge over the past decades. What has made the grassroots fight against

drilling in the Arctic Refuge so remarkable, is that the indigenous Gwich'in Indians and

their environmental and religious/human rights allies are pitted against such powerful

forces, like the oil companies, Ted Stevens, Dick Cheney, and George Bush.

Ted Stevens has served in the United States Senate since he was "appointed" in

1968-35 years, and he is currently one ofthe most powerful men in Washington D.C., a

close ally of the Bush administration and innumerable big corporate sponsors and

contributors. He personifies the neo-conservative Republican close to big business. At 79

years old, currently in his 7th term in the Senate, he is Senate President Pro Tempore and

chair of the powerful Senate Appropriations committee, the committee funneling the tens

ofbillions of taxpayer dollars into the military-corporate takeover ofIraq. No other

Republican in the U.S. Congress is more instrumental than Stevens in securing corporate

welfare subsidies for large defense and oil contractors and companies, at public expense.

As the Senator for Alaska, he is the most powerful politician by far out ofthe

state, and far outdistances Frank Murkowski both in ability and influence. Stevens never

was initially elected to the U.S. Senate, in 1968. According to Donald Craig Mitchell, his

appointment by Governor Wally Hickel was an example of "odious skullduggery" in

which Stevens, a State Senate Republican in 1968, managed to manipulate state law to

take over a federal senate seat.79

Stevens had always been ruthlessly ambitious in his goal to become a U.S.

Senator, but by 1968 had lost two elections for the Senate. Alaskan Democrats controlled

the delegation in those days, until Stevens turned the tide with dirty political tactics. At

79 Mitchell, Take My Land, Take My Life, 235.
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the time the two Democrats, Ernest Gruening-who had beaten Stevens in 1964 for the

Senate-and Bob Bartlett were aging and victims ofpoor health. The state had to plan for

contingency ofreplacing one in the event ofdeath. All fourteen Republicans in the State

Senate, led by Stevens, set about to change the state law which required a Senate

successor to corne from the same party. The bill was passed, by Republican majority, and

Stevens' mentor, Governor Hickel, signed it without even reading it. Sure enough, Bob

Bartlett died, and Hickel appointed Stevens as successor in 1968. One State Democrat

(Nick Begich) noted that Stevens couldn't get elected, so he engineered a coup enabling

an appointment. They haven't pushed him out ofthe office since, in 35 years. The man is

power hungry, and believes himself to be Alaska.

The Republicans have controlled Alaska ever since. Representative Don Young is

serving his 16th term, first elected in 1973. Frank Murkowski, the new Governor, was

fIrst elected to the u.S. Senate in 1980, and when he left to become the current Governor,

his seat was taken over by his Republican daughter, Lisa Murkowski. Alaska is staunchly

Republican, and they constantly argue against big government. This is very hypocritical,

say Alaskan conservationists, in that Stevens is known in Washington D.C. as the "king

ofpork," bringing in more federal taxpayer dollars per capita to his state than any other.

Stevens is not well known among citizens in the "lower 48," but he is a lynchpin for

Washington Republican power, and one ofthe Senate's closet allies to the Bush

administration.

Stevens has spearheaded the Alaskan State's drive to open the Arctic Refuge to

drilling. Because the oil companies have pulled out ofpublic advocacy for the drilling,

Stevens has publicly excoriated the industry for letting the State take the heat. Arctic
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Power, the "NGO" that was created 10 years ago to lobby solely for the opening ofthe

Arctic Refuge, is the mouthpiece for Stevens, Murkowski, and the Bush Administration.

(Their ideas and arguments as representative ofthe neo-conservative corporate

Republican ideology will be the subject ofthe next chapter.)

Since he took office in 1968, Ted Stevens has lobbied for the oil industry to open

the Arctic Refuge, and he claims that he "made a deal" with the Democrats in 1980 to

allow them passage ofANILCA only if the Refuge were to remain accessible to drilling.

(ANILCA stipulated only that the Refuge should be studied for effects ofdevelopment on

the wildlife and land, for seven years, not that it would be open to drilling). Stevens is the

most arrogant and relentless supporter ofdrilling in the Arctic Refuge. Stevens, Young

and Murkowski are blatant oil "front men," pursuing the development interests ofthese

corporations. Just observe the data on oil contributions to these three, contributions from

the same companies trying to drill in the Arctic Refuge.

From 1993 through December 1998, Don Young, as chair ofthe House Resources

Committee, received more hard money from BP, Exxon, ARCO, and Chevron political

action committees (PACs) than any other member ofCongress, $54, 698. Young is also

on the Select Committee for Homeland Security, and is the chair ofthe House

Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. Frank Murkowski, chair ofthe Senate

Energy and Natural Resources Committee from 1993-98, received the second largest

amount ofPAC money from these companies, $22, 500. Kay Hutchinson, the Republican

from the oil state ofTexas and an avid advocate ofdrilling in the Refuge, received the

most from these companies, $44,699. Ofthe top ten Senators receiving money from

these companies in this period, Ted Stevens ranked sixth, receiving $24, 750.
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From 1993-98, the top ten recipients ofPAC (hard) money from these oil

companies were all Republicans, both in the Senate and the House.8o Senators in the top

ten included ardent drilling proponents and supporters (now) of the current Bush

administration, Larry Craig ofIdaho, and James Inhofe ofOklahoma.

In Ted Stevens' 2000 profile ofpolitical contributions, the oil and gas industry

tops the list, with $160,000, followed by an array of monies from other PACs from the

mega-corporate community, including defense contractors. Stevens is the quintessential

big business-friendly Republican. From 1995-2000, his contributions totaled $3,501,660,

and 80.4% ofthese monies came from business. Interestingly, a full 18.4% ofthese

monies were undisclosed.81 During Stevens last Senatorial race in 2002, he raised

$3,155,116, and received 78% ofthe Alaskan vote, as compared to his Democratic

opponent, who only raised $894 and received only II% ofthe vote. 82

This is a blatant example ofa corporate-political relationship, an outright instance

of"buying" the politician, where one individual receives over $3,000,000 for a campaign,

and the Democrat receives $900. As Alaskan oil experts and state legislators have

attested, already noted, there is no other state in the country where top-down political-

economic power is so ensconced, where one industry controls the entire state, and ofthat

industry, only three companies control the oil (it would have been one-BP-ifnot for the

grassroots protest).

It should also be noted that Veco corporation, an originally Alaskan oil service

company, and now a transnational corporation with interests in, for example, Kazakhstan

80 Figures cited from Athan Manuel, "No Refuge: The Oil Industry's Million Dollar Campaign To Open Up
the Arctic," u.s. Public Interest Research Group, February 1999.
8! Center For Responsive Politics <http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians>
82 Ibid. <http://www.opensecrets.org/races>
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and the Caspian Sea, was the number one contributor to Stevens in 2000. Veco is pushing

hard for the opening of the Arctic Refuge, and has much to gain financially. A number of

oil service companies are pushing to open the Refuge, some State, some national (offices

in Alaska), and some from Native corporations, such as the North Slope Native

corporation, Natchik (a global company). Interestingly, Veco, a main contributor to

Stevens, owns the Anchorage Times, a vociferous local mouthpiece constantly arguing

for drilling in the Refuge.83

Observing data from the 2001-2 period ofcorporate contributions to politicians,

Stevens received monies from BP, Halliburton, Exxon Mobil, and Anadarko Petroleum (a

company trying to expand on the North Slope, and seeking leases for ANWR). His

portfolio of fmancial contributions lists a who's who ofcorporate America, and just this

period lists over 500 corporate political action committees who contributed money to his

war chest. Some ofthese included: Chevron, Shell, Ford, Phillips, Marathon Oil,

Columbia Energy, Duke Energy, Sabre energy, Sempra Energy, Tesoro Petroleum, EI

Paso Energy, the defense contractors Bechtel and Fluor (in Iraq), big tobacco, Goldman

Sachs, Citigroup, major airlines, and Walt Disney.84 Stevens is the corporate front man,

as these figures illustrate.

83 I have analyzed the language ofnumerous articles from past Anchorage Times editorials, and they
regularly attack environmentalists, promote oil development in the Refuge, and staunchly support Ted
Stevens. Richard Fineberg wrote an editorial piece to the Anchorage Daily News on March 26, 2003,
commenting on Stevens' use ofmisinformation while presenting the case before the Senate to open
ANWR Stevens March 19,2003 tirade on the Senate floor has become legendary: he threatened Senators
who had voted against the Refuge by declaring: ''people who are voting against ANWR are voting against
me, and I will not forget it." (This prompted a Pulitzer Prize winning cartoonist to draw a screaming baby
in a high chair, spitting out his pacifier and turning blue.) The Veco-owned Times retorted in its own
editorial that Fineberg was "a bald-faced liar," and Fineberg is in the process of suing the Times for libel.
Such are the travails ofthe ANWR ''word wars."
84 Center For Responsive Politics.
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Frank Murkowski, the ally of big oil in the Alaskan Governor's office, received

$1,649,128 in his 1997-2002 campaign portfolio, and 88.4% ofthis money was from

business, 5% from labor. He disclosed only 76.0% ofhis contributions.85

The figures denoting disclosure are disturbing for Murkowski and Stevens, but

they appear to confirm the efforts ofthe oil companies and other large corporations to

hide their contributions from the public. They thrive upon secrecy and image in public

relations. The obvious upshot ofthe figures presented is the clear overlap ofoil and

political Republican interests.

Oil Greasing National Politics

The influence ofthe Alaskan delegation at the national level is obvious, given the

number ofseats that Stevens and Young hold on powerful committees. Governor

Murkowski, the former Senator, like Stevens and Young, is very close to the Republican

Bush administration. Alaskan regional politics, then, truly overlaps with the federal

administration. The oil industry forms an umbrella over the elite regional and federal

Republican politicians.

The oil and gas industry provided a total of$159, 146, 548 in contributions-

individual, PAC, and soft money-- to federal candidates for election cycles between 1990

and 2004.86 For the all-important 2000 election cycle, when the Bush and Cheney ticket

won the Presidential election, oil contributions hit an all-time high ofover 34 million

dollars, with a soft money contribution of 16 million, and almost 11 million from

individuals (7 million from PACs). Soft money constitutes unregulated, and unlimited,

85 Ibid.
86 Center for Responsive Politics, "For the Oil & Gas Long-Term Contribution Trends."
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contributions to political parties. Ifthe numbers are any indicators ofan increasing

overlap between oil money and Republican political power, than we can see that in 2000,

78% ofoil money went to federal Republicans; in 2002, 80% went to Republicans; and in

the current 2004 cycle, 82% is going to the Republicans.87

Ofcourse, Democrats are not immune from taking contributions from oil

companies, according to a report by the Center for Public Integrity: "(Documents) show

the Democratic Party's propensity to solicit donations based on its legislative agenda and

rarely seen connection to the oil corporations. One such call sheet dated November 13,

1995, instructs a caller to ask British Petroleum for a contribution of $85,000.,,88

According to one Democratic National Committee call sheet: "The (Clinton)

Administration helped them out on two major issues this year, fIrst dealing with deep

water drilling in the GulfofMexico, and the other Alaska North Slope trade, dealing with

oil imports from foreign-owned companies. ,,89

Other Democratic National Committee call sheets have shown similar

connections to other companies like Texaco (now Chevron Texaco), where solicitors

were instructed to tell how ''the President helped out the oil industry by supporting them

on drilling issues." The fundraisers would then ask for $35,000.

While the Democrats are certainly not immune from money pandering from the

oil companies-even though the Democrats in the Senate like to make a poster child out

ofthe Arctic Refuge, to appear as "conservationists"-they pale in comparison to

Republicans for the percentages received, as cited above.

87 Center for Responsive Politics, "For the Oil and Gas Long-Term Contribution Trends."
88 "Trading in Favors: Soft Money Documents imply quid pro quo between donors and politicians," Center
For Public Integrity, Washington, July 2,2003.
89 Ibid.
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The same report connects large corporations who have access to federal

lawmakers through fundraising events. During the 2001 Republican National Committee

Gala, "executives who gave $20,000 or more could request which Republican lawmakers

and cabinet secretaries they wanted to dine with." Frank Murkowski was among the

energy regulatory legislators requested by the $38 billion energy company Reliant

Energy, to sit at their table at the Gala. The legislators included Republican power

brokers all backing the new Cheney energy policy, and ofcourse all ofwhom back the

effort to drill in the Arctic Refuge: Murkowski; Billy Tauzin, chair ofthe House

Committee on Energy and Commerce; Senator Don Nickles ofOklahoma; Senator Larry

Craig ofIdaho; Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham; and Interior Secretary Gale Norton.

The Republican-energy cadre is a formidable one, and comprises a relatively small circle

at the top, with the Alaskan politicians enjoying a special place at the center.

The Arctic Refuge and The Bush-Cheney Energy Plan

In 1980, the Alaska National Interest Lands Act legislation stipulated that the

Arctic Refuge would neither be designated as wilderness, or be opened to oil exploration.

From 1980 forward, the Refuge became famous as a "gray area," neither fully protected

nor open to development. In this sense it has transcended itselfto become a symbol of a

fundamental clash ofvalues. These values have been manifested in the long political

battle, pitting oil companies and their political "front men" against the environmental,

indigenous, and religious/human rights coalition.
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ANILCA in 1980 called for a seven-year "scientific evaluation" by the

Department of the Interior ofthe Arctic Refuge to explore the possible consequences of

drilling in the coastal plain area. In 1987, the Department, charged with management of

the Refuge, issued its long awaited report to Congress, recommending that the entire

coastal plain be leased for immediate oil development. The Natural Resources Defense

Council, representing eight powerful national environmental groups, including the

Wilderness Society, National Wildlife Federation, and Sierra Club, went to court to

challenge the Interior finding. The Gwich'in Steering Committee also filed a suit on

behalfofthe indigenous community involved, concerning possible effects on the

Porcupine Caribou herd that calve in the coastal plain area

In 1988, the Natural Resources Defense Council, the Trustees for Alaska, and the

National Wildlife Federation issued their own report challenging the [mdings ofthe

Department of the Interior. The report was the first ofa number of scientific studies by

environmental groups detailing the massive environmental damage caused by North

Slope development, challenging the public relations campaign ofpro-drilling advocates.9o

The Arctic Refuge debate may be viewed as a public relations "war," a war of

ideas, scientific evidence, and deep-seated values, between the big business and the

environmental groups, with the state and national politicians sandwiched in-between.

90 ''Tracking Arctic Oil: The Environmental Price ofDrilling the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge," is an
updated version of"Oil in the Arctic," by the Trustees ofAlaska, Natural Resources Defense Council, and
the National Wildlife Federation. It includes findings ofa "detailed, extensively referenced investigation
based on a review ofstudies, reports, and other documents prepared by state and federal regulatory
agencies, the oil industry, independent scientists." Introduction, pg. 10.
Also, see "Broken Promises: The Reality OfBig Oil In America's Arctic," prepared for the Wilderness
Society by Pamela A. Miller, Arctic Connections, 2003.
"Arctic Refuge Drilling Or Clean Energy? A Summary And Review OfCurrent Literature," by Pete
Morton, PhD. Resource Economist, The Wilderness Society, is an excellent report as well, challenging the
misinformation portrayed by pro-drilling advocates such as Frank Murkowski, Ted Stevens, and Arctic
Power, all mouthpieces for the oil industry.
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Since 1987, the war over what constitutes environmental and scientific "evidence,"

concerning developmental damage or lack thereof on the North Slope, and by probable

extension to the Arctic Refuge, has been waged by oil and environmental lobbyists in the

halls ofCongress, seeking to sway the votes ofthe Republicans and Democrats.

In 1989, an attempt to open the Refuge was squashed when the Exxon Valdez

disaster in Prince William Sound dealt a blow to the image of the oil companies. (Since

then, Exxon Mobil has kept a very low profile in Alaska, though they managed to avoid

paying millions in punitive damages in lawsuits in Alaska.)

In 1995, both the House and Senate approved drilling for the coastal plain,

attaching a provision for drilling to a budget bill. President Clinton rescued the Refuge at

that time, vetoing the entire budget bill.

Nevertheless, the Alaskan delegation continued to pursue its ''white whale," and

Stevens has taken on the role ofa relentless Ahab, with Murkowski as his first mate.

When Bush and Cheney took over the executive branch ofgovernment in 2000, Stevens,

Murkowski, and Young became enamored with their renewed chances to open the

Refuge for drilling.

In October 2001, Murkowski and Senator Jim Inhofe from Oklahoma tried to

attach a drilling provision to a massive $345 billion defense bill, immediately following

the World Trade Center attack. Murkowski and other Republicans tried to convince

Senators that opening the Refuge was now a matter ofnational energy security.

Murkowski exploited the New York tragedy to attempt to open ANWR, playing upon

national fears concerning oil imports. Larry Craig and Trent Lott fortified the Republican

line on drilling in the name ofenergy security, however Democrat Tom Daschle, always
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the spearhead against drilling, managed to keep the ANWR provision out ofthe defense

bill.

The Republican-crafted energy bill of2002 (S.517), a product ofCheney's secret

energy task force in the Spring of200l, included an amendment introduced by

Murkowski to open the Arctic Refuge to drilling. This time, the desperate Murkowski

''tried to swing deals to gain more Democratic votes, at one point offering to use some of

the revenues from the oil leases to pay for benefits for laid-off steel workers.',91 Actually,

Murkowski and his Republican allies had said back in the fall of200l that they would try

to attach Arctic Refuge drilling ''to virtually any bill that would come to the Senate

floor."n The attempt was defeated in the Senate by a vote of54-46.

In the Spring of2003, another attempt was defeated. "Last week Alaska's

senators tried to keep an ANWR drilling measure in the Senate's budget bill. Their effort

failed 52_48.',93 Following this defeat, Stevens was furious: "I'm mad enough to eat nails

right now. I just don't like it when people don't keep their word to me. People who vote

against this today are voting against me-and I will not forget it."94

Seven Republicans had voted with the Democrats to remove ANWR from the

budget resolution. The lobbying battle between pro-drilling advocates such as Arctic

Power versus environmental and Gwich'in groups had always been furious, but before

the 2003 vote, these sides were both targeting four senators perceived to be sitting on the

fence: Lincoln and Pryor, both Arkansas Democrats; Smith, the Democrat from Oregon;

91 "Energy: Key Votes During The Debate OfThe Bush Energy Plan," The Center For Responsive Politics.
92 "AFL-CIO's biggest union opposes ANWR drilling," Liz Ruskin, Scripps-McClatchy Western Service,
October, 31, 2001.
93 "Gas line added to energy bill, no ANWR," Liz Ruskin, March 27, 2003.
94 ''Narrow vote keeps ANWR out of Senate's budget bill," Liz Ruskin, March 20, 2003.
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and Coleman, a Minnesota Republican. All four ended up voting against drilling, due to

the influence ofthe environmental lobby.

Later, Stevens, the chair ofthe Appropriations Committee, said that three senators

had reneged on commitments to him, voting against drilling. He vowed that he would

remember these senators as he was writing annual spending bills: "You bet your bottom

dollar, ifthey can't keep their word to me, why should I keep my word to them? Why

should I give my word?,,95

These incidents are important to understand the general and persistent intolerance

and arrogance Stevens has portrayed throughout multiple efforts to gain drilling access

for his allies in the oil industry, as well as to buffer state coffers. Stevens' ideas and

tactics illustrate those ofthe quintessential neo-conservative or neo-liberal, and are

reflective of the Bush-Cheney mentality. He doesn't live up to the typical rhetoric of the

neo-conservative, however, in reducing state spending: his Appropriations Committee

just allowed $87 billion for the '"war on terrorism," in Iraq and Afghanistan, awarding

billions in contracts to oil companies, oil service companies, "security" fIrms, and

defense contractors. Furthermore, his (along with both Murkowskis, Young, and Tony

Knowles) rhetoric ofblasting non-Alaskan Americans for their utter misunderstanding of

Alaska's local environment and oil industry is thoroughly specious and hypocritical as

the "king ofpork" brings more federal tax dollars to his state per capita than any other.

This is not the action ofa free-marketeer, a so-called traditional Republican. He is

instrumental in working with the Bush Administration to push America further into

insoluble debt, now at $500 billion (some estimates ofthe entire debt, including informal

fIgures, are $7 trillion). Politicians like Stevens are shifting public funds into private

95 Liz Ruskin, "Narrow vote keeps ANWR out of Senator's budget bill."
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coffers: he, along with the rest of the Alaska delegation, just managed, through the Bush

Energy Bill, to award $21 billion in loans to BP and Phillips in Alaska to build a new gas

pipeline that will transport gas to the lower 48 states, primarily California.

Ofcourse, this coincides with a new Senate bill that will provide $100 billion

dollars in tax breaks to businesses over the next ten years. Tax breaks, subsidies, loans,

all at the expense of the public sector. This would be easy to fix if elected officials were

not allowed to take any monies from the private sector, only from public funds as in

Arizona at the state level. However, we have seen from the data that federal level

politicians are bought and paid for by the corporate community, exemplified by the

Alaskan delegation. Government documents show that Energy Secretary Spencer

Abraham met with more than 100 representatives ofenergy companies and corporate

associations from January to May of200l, during Cheney's secret task force meetings.

British Petroleum, Exxon Mobil, Chevron Texaco, and the Independent Petroleum

Association of America were among the powerful corporate interests forming the energy

policy.96

The head of Congress' General Accounting Office was going to sue Cheney for

refusal to provide full disclosure of the Spring 2001 energy policy meetings. Ted Stevens

met with Comptroller General David Walker, and it was speculated by high sources in

the GAO that Stevens threatened to cut funding to the GAO, as head ofthe

Appropriations Committee, unless Walker dropped the lawsuit.97

Sadly, we must question whether the Arctic Refuge is but a diversionary tactic

calculated by the oil industry to shift environmentalist and public attention away from

96 "USA: Documents Show Bush Energy Plan Fuelled By Industry," Danielle Knight, Inter Press Service,
March 28, 2002.
97 "USA: GOP Threats Halt GAO Cheney Suit," Peter Brand, The Hill, February 20, 2003.
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what the industry truly covets: tax breaks and energy subsidies paid by the taxpayers. The

aid to energy fIrms in the Bush-Cheney energy bill includes provisions for up to $558

million in annual funding for coal, oil, and natural gas research and development; the

loan guarantees for the Alaskan gas pipeline; creation ofa new Energy Department R&D

program to support ultra-deepwater oil drilling technologies which could be used to fmd

more oil in the Gulf of Mexico (is it coincidental that BP controls the drilling in the

Gulf?); and importantly, a little known provision to allow Indian tribes to lease tribal land

and rights-of-way for oil, gas, and other energy exploration.98

Indeed, even a Sierra Club lobbyist admitted: "certainly we had great worries that

by focusing our (lobbying) efforts on Arctic drilling, we would not devote resources to

other issues such as tax incentives and subsidies for the oil and gas industry. Some of

these things slipped under the radar; there wasn't a floor fIght in the House on those

provisions.,,99

The environmental lobby has targeted Tom Daschle, Joe Lieberman, and John

Kerry as the Democratic Senatorial champions in protecting ANWR. Even Arctic Power

told me in an interview, which will be discussed in the following chapter, that these three

Senators, along with Richard Gephardt, are the nemeses ofthe pro-drilling lobby.

However, the problem lies in viewing the Arctic Refuge as an isolated issue from the rest

ofthe energy bill that just passed the Senate. Tom Daschle himself-with Trent Lott, the

arch- conservative who wants to drill in the Refuge-added an amendment giving $14.5

billion in tax credits for the energy sector, including tax breaks for oil and natural gas

98 "Tribes Mine New Opportunities in Energy Projects," Richard Simon, LA Times, October 16,2003. I
will return to this provision in the chapter on the Gwich'in.
99 "Is Alaska Drilling a 'smokescreen'? Debate diverts attention from other items that aid oil industry,"
Tom Curry, MSNBC, March 29, 2002.
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exploration. 1OO The Arctic Refuge has created an image for liberal Senators seeking to

appear as friends ofthe environment, as environmentalists poured their monies and

10bbying efforts into the issue of ANWR.

The political machinations need to be understood within a broader framework of

what is really at stake: corporate power has thoroughly co-opted representatives of the

public, and this includes corporate Democrats like Lieberman, Daschle, Kerry, and

Gephardt, who are all wealthy individuals. When a campaign like ANWR focuses too

tightly upon a conservation issue, ignoring deeper political-economic signals of

corruption and subversion ofrepresentative democratic practice, then a cancerous system

quietly gets worse as liberals worry about pandering to politicians merely looking to

appear as "good environmentalists." It's like taking aspirin for cancer. Daschle and

Lieberman want the spotlight for saving the Gwich'in and stopping Refuge development,

but both fully support the energy bill and its oil tax breaks and subsidies, and along with

Kerry and Gephardt, join the Republicans in funding $87 billion for the oil war on Iraq,

vastly benefiting oil companies and defense contractors, among others. The hypocrisy is

real: corporate money has infested national politics, and there is little difference now

between Democrats and Republicans, in the corporate state. The real difference is

between the wealthy and the poor, in the age ofcorporate globalization, and the rhetoric

of liberal politicians who themselves are quite wealthy just doesn't bear much substantive

fruit.

100 "Energy: Key Votes During The Debate OfThe Bush Energy Plan," Center For Responsive Politics.
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CHAPTER V

THE CULTURE OF CORPORATE SPIN

The collusion of high -level corporate and political power has, unfortunately,

resulted in a domination ofthe mass media. Recent political deregulation in the summer

of2003 by the U.S. Federal Communications Commission has led to greater

monopolization ofthe media by a few mammoth corporations. This development has

further eroded the democratic process, and the subsequent access to truthful information

and knowledge.

Corporate control over the dissemination of information and ideas is fundamental

to the long-term strategy ofthe big business community, and the oil companies are no

exception to this rule. In the previous chapter, we saw how business corrupts and

dominates political representatives and policy-making. Ifthere is any such thing as "long

term" strategy to business thinking, it pertains to making profits, period. As evidenced in

the previous discussion ofthe political-economic powers involved over the Arctic Refuge

debate, it goes without saying that their ''worldview'' is decidedly materialistic,

economic, and centered upon elitist power, drastically departing from the values ofthe

opposition in the fight over the Arctic Refuge. In part two I will explore the nature of

these latter values derived from interviews with participants in the debate.

To elaborate upon Fineberg's opinion, the oil companies in Alaska have taken up

two priorities as their strategy to monopolize profit as power: one, to "buy" politicians

through campaign contributions, in turn garnering tax breaks and subsidies, for example;
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and two, to capture the hearts and minds ofcommon people through the artful

dissemination ofpublic relations campaigns, including monetary contributions to

communities and incessant television advertisements. Both ofthese "tactics," one for the

elite politicians and one for the public, are intended to ensure strategic goals of

maximizing profit and cutting cost. Both tactics involve an employment of the sheer

power ofmoney to purchase political and social legitimacy.

The second tactic is the subject ofthis chapter, the "art" ofdisseminating

misinformation in our new era of"corporate spin" at the dawn of the 21 sf Century. Never

has the process ofcapturing hearts and minds come so easily to political-economic elites

as it does presently, given the sophistication of mass electronic media, the embodiment of

"techno-capitalism."

As mentioned previously, a war of information and ideas, not bullets, has

characterized the battle for the Arctic Refuge. The battle is for ideological legitimacy,

with both sides-the business worldview and the environmental worldview-vying to

press their ideas and values upon political decision-makers and the public. In a grand

view oftemporal and spatial scales, the ideological and axiological (pertaining to values)

debate over the Arctic Refuge concerns a clash ofbusiness and environmental values,

with the public and politicians squeezed in between, so to speak, as profiteering

developers war with conservationists and ecologists. As this war develops, both

ideological positions seek to press their arguments upon the minds and values of

politicians and the public.

Obviously the conflict entails many individual and group interests, overlapping

and diverging within each ofthe major camps. Nevertheless, it is imperative to keep
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foremost in mind the major ideological platforms inherent with the positions, and to not

become lost in the plethora ofdetails in this multi-faceted subject. In dealing with the

history and politics of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, it is easy to lose sight of the

forest through the trees. My intent is not to cover all of the details in this subject, but to

focus upon a political ecological approach and methodology concerned with political

economic power and injustice at the global scale, and how "ANWR" signifies the broader

clash over capitalist versus social justice and ecological claims.

These claims are now the subject ofwhat quite possibly will be the 21 st century's

greatest source ofconflict and debate, the relationship of humans to the natural world, of

which they are part. The pro-development and anti-development positions, though not by

all means simplistically categorical, revolve around this seminal question or dilemma.

The positions taken by the Arctic Refuge participants illustrate assumed ideas and values

concerning how humans shall perceive and live with or against nature.

To complete this first section on the pro-oil development actors, I would like to

discuss the ideas and concepts utilized in the viewpoint ofArctic Power, the formal

lobbying group for the State ofAlaska--and may we say informally-for the oil

companies who have chosen to avoid the negative publicity in the campaign. In

discussing the ideas constituting the position ofArctic Power, in essence the mouthpiece

of Stevens, Murkowski, Young, and the oil companies, it is important to understand the

role of their ideological position within a theoretical context ofpolitical-economic

legitimacy.

Manfred Steger (2002 :5) provides a helpful theoretical defmition of ideology that

pertains to the particular issue ofbattling ideologies over the Arctic Refuge:
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Most political and social theorists defme ideology as a system of
widely shared ideas, guiding norms and values, and regulative ideals
accepted as fact or truth by some group. Ideologies offer individuals a
more or less coherent picture ofthe world not only as it is, but also as it
should be. In doing so, they organize the tremendous complexity of human
experience into simple and understandable images that, in turn, provide
people with a normative orientation in time and space, and in means and
ends.

Yet ideology always contains a political dimension, asserts Steger (2002:5), and

"is ultimately about the many ways in which power is exercised, justified, and altered in

society." Thus, the alliance ofthe oil companies and their neo-conservative political allies

forms an ideology that is an expression of top-down economic power, an articulation of

assumed beliefs as to how social classes should be divided (unequally and vertically), as

well as to how this upper class stands by its perceived right to infmitely exploit natural

resources for its own profit.

The indigenous people, conservationists, and religious leaders fighting against oil

development in the Arctic Refuge provide their own "counter" ideologies, worldviews,

and even political tactics in their contestation ofwhat they perceive to be an ecologically

unsustainable economic growth ideology conveyed by the "carbon club."

The language, as well as the very process ofdelivery, seemed to markedly

distinguish the experts I interviewed from the two sides ofthe Arctic Refuge debate. As

noted, the very fact that the Stevens and Murkowski offices either flat out refused to talk

(Stevens) or didn't bother to respond (Murkowski), indicated a contempt for the very

process ofdialog, the backbone ofdemocratic practice. Nevertheless, Arctic Power as the

lobbying tool of Stevens, Murkowsk~ and Young did speak quite candidly and at length.

The ideas expressed by Arctic Power provide a lens through which to view the

general platforms ofthe political-economic neo-conservatives who are pushing the oil
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development in the Arctic Refuge. Arctic Power was created in the early 1990's by the

state and oil companies with the express intention to serve as a lobby group to open up

the Arctic Refuge to drilling. Arctic Power, officially funded by '"State ofAlaska"

monies, receives an average of $1.25 million every three months, from public state

monies (another example of how the oil industry shifts their private costs to public

expense). While they focus solely on the Refuge, their ideas are fully representative of

the corporate neo-conservative ideology now dominating the federal political landscape.

In this sense their interview was especially helpful and illuminating to observe first-hand

the business/neo-conservative value system and the political tactics employed as

demonstrative ofthose beliefs or values. In essence, the language and tone used in the

interview constitutes the operational tactics employed by the neo-conservatives in the

Arctic Refuge public relations battle.

In discussing their ideology, it is first helpful to frame Arctic Power's positions

within what Manfred Steger (2002: 7-8) refers to as the three hallmarks of ideological

presentation: distortion, legitimation, and integration. IOI

Distortion, states Steger, is ''the production ofcontorted images of social reality.

More importantly, the process ofdistortion hides the contrast between things as they may

be envisioned in theory and things as they play themselves out on the plane ofmaterial

reality." Distortion is central in the presentation ofArctic Power's ideas, as

representative of Stevens and Murkowski, for they continually attempt to project their

own negative weaknesses on to the opposition, primarily the environmentalists. The

burden of '"falsehood" and misinformation is attributed over and over to the

101 Steger cites Paul Ricoeur's Lectures on Ideology and Utopia to discuss these three elements of
ideology: the notion ofdistortion is developed in the thought ofKarl Marx, legitimation in the sociologist
Max Weber, and integration in the anthropologist Clifford Gertz.
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environmentalists, while it is they, the neo-conservatives, who protect truth and the

scientific "facts."

Legitimation is the need for any authority to establish its right to rule in the face

ofpublic scrutiny and possible contestation ofthat right to rule. The battle of ideas for the

Arctic Refuge lies precisely within this plane ofaction: the local conflict may be

extrapolated to represent the global battle heating up between corporate elites (and their

political front men) and common (poorer) people fighting to preserve democratic, public,

and ecologically sustainable values. According to Steger: "There will always remain

some discrepancy between the popular belief in the authority's right to rule and the

authority's claim to the right to rule. It is one of ideology's functions to supply the people

with additional justification in order to narrow this gap." The Arctic Refuge debate

precisely addresses this gap, and Arctic Power was created by the Alaskan delegation and

the oil companies as a mouthpiece to launch a public relations campaign to attempt to

counter the powerful public contestation ofgrassroots information and ideas assembled

by the Alaska Coalition.

The integrative function of ideology, as derived from anthropologist Clifford

Geertz, stabilizes and preserves social (and economic and political) identities of

individuals and groups. The conservative function of identity overtly applies to the

Alaska case, in that any challenge to the legitimacy ofthe most powerful group or class is

met with fierce resistance: the oil companies and politicians refuse to have their power

challenged, let alone by environmentalists and indigenous people. As Steger notes:

"Such rigid forms ofresistance to change contribute to turning beliefs and ideas into a

dogmatic defense ofdominant power structures." Indeed, language reinforces power
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structures, and is used by dominant political-economic groups or classes to gain the

consent ofthe subordinate groups, without having to revert to physical coercion.

Language becomes fundamental to reinforcing the legitimacy ofone's power in the age

ofcorporate public relations. Ifthey don't have to resort to using force, as the oil

companies have repeatedly used in developing countries, then they will use the power of

ideology, propaganda and image as in the case ofthe Arctic Refuge.

In much of the United States at present, the corporate attempt to capture hearts

and minds by integrating the public into the dominant neo-conservative worldview is

working, with the media as the tool. However, the story ofone area ofland in the Arctic

has challenged this "integrative" process, and evoked tremendous emotion and passion on

both sides, one attempting to challenge the dominant political-economic order, the other

resisting change by tooth and nail to preserve the perceived weltanschauung ofAmerican

Manifest Destiny.

Arctic Power: The Front NGO For The Carbon Club

In The Carbon War, possibly the best book written to date on the politics of

global warming, oil industry scientist and expert Jeremy Leggett provides an insider's

view into what he refers to as the "foot soldiers" of the oil industry, the "carbon club."lo2

As he recounts over a decade of international political negotiations with the

intergovernmental panel on climate change, Leggett explains how the oil companies

102 Jeremy Leggett, The Carbon Club: Global Warming and the End ofthe Oil Era, (Routledge: 2001).
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employ front organizations, such as the "Global Climate Coalition," led by people such

as Don Pearlman, to do their bidding and political lobbying. 103

Arctic Power is another oil front NGO, though a regional invention that lobbies at

the national level, certainly not at the level ofthe Global Climate Coalition. Their ideas

and tone within the interview reflected what Leggett observed while trying to discuss

global warming with higher-ups in the oil industry:

I felt that I had discovered something very important here. The
most basic information on the global warming debate, it seemed, was not
getting through to people.. J had a similar experience at the World
Climate Conference, where I had taken part in a public debate with BP's
then managing director. It seemed that a kind ofsubtle corporate
information shield was at work. People in the carbon-fuel industries were
able to exchange perceived wisdoms about global warming in a
comfortable, mutually supportive milieu into which few opportunities
were offered for the insertion ofworrying extraneous information. When
information was aired widely in the industry, it was often spurious. 104

These insights apply directly to the carbon war in Alaska, and the attitudes

generated by the Alaskan carbon club are the same ofwhich Leggett speaks. There is

little toleration with the opposition or opposing information: any knowledge provided

from outside ofthe power structure must be false, a product ofdeceitful misinformation.

Dissent is not allowed, as alternative ideas and values threaten the status quo of the power

structure.

103 Leggett explains: "Among the dozens ofnon-govemmental organizations registering alongside
Greenpeace International for the ICC plenary in Sweden were the Global Climate Coalition and the Global
Climate Council. These sounded for all the world like scholarly and neutral Washington think-tanks, but a
scratch below the surface revealed otherwise. The board membership ofthe Global Climate Coalition
included representatives ofthe American Petroleum Institute, Amoco, Arco, Phillips, Texaco, Dupont, and
Dow Hydrocarbons. Shell and BP were members. The major users ofoil were there too, in the shape ofthe
Association ofIntemational Automobile Manufacturers and the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association.
Coal interests included the American Electric Power Service Corporation, the American Mining Congress,
the Edison Electric Institute and the National Coal Association." The Carbon War, 10-11.
104 The Carbon War, pg. 61.
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For example, in responding to a question regarding what the basic issues ofthe

Arctic Refuge debate are all about, the Arctic Power representative said:

These are the same simplistic issues as 10-15 years ago, as the
facts go, but they are so emotionally charged that it has created a very
polarized situation. The basic issue is that Alaska is so far away from the
rest of the country, and we have an understanding ofoil development
we're very comfortable with it, we all know people who worked in the
industry on the (North) Slope, it is not a controversial issue in the state.
Polls show that 75% or higher support drilling. We know the facts about
the caribou and the way these issues get portrayed nationally is so far from
the facts. But people have no way ofknowing that, because it's been
portrayed as an environmental issue and it's not. lOS

A few signifiers jump out from this statement. The word "facts" is used not only

three times in this particular quote, but is referred to repeatedly throughout the interview.

Also, not one ofthe anti-drilling interviewees attempted to portray the ANWR debate as

"simplistic," ifanything it is a myriad ofcomplex subtleties, in history, ideas, and actors.

Reference is always made to the "fact" that Americans from the "lower 48" do not

understand the Alaskan "resource development" culture, implying a resentment of

outsiders who do not understand the regional and local situation. This coincides with the

neo-conservative dislike for federal government, an almost inherent Republican mentality

characteristic to the state, or at least Anchorage, the dominant population center.

Nevertheless, the rhetoric does not bear out the "facts," as the "King ofPork" Ted

Stevens, a primary voice and power behind Arctic Power, brings more federal money per

capita into the state than anywhere else in the country. These funds are derived from the

taxpayers in the "lower 48" who are ignorant about Alaska, according to Arctic Power,

and who should have no say about whether Alaskans want to drill or not.

105 Interview with Arctic Power, July 10, 2003.
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The old axiom holds true, that to cut through the rhetorical smokescreen, one

needs to follow the money trail. We have seen data on how the neo-conservatives in u.s.

business and politics are not free-marketeers at all, but live by a devised and calculated

manipulation ofthe public sector, using public government to enhance private subsidies

and profits. There is nothing "free market or laissez faire" about corporate

monopolization and welfare.

Regarding polling statistics, environmental activists pointed out that the polls vary

according to who is funding the study, obviously, so the "75%" cited is subject to

skepticism. This polling number was produced from a firm in Anchorage funded by the

pro-drilling groups. One environmental activist said that the public opinion in Alaska is

actually swinging toward not drilling in the Arctic Refuge: he contended that 40% of

Alaskans now support conservation of the Refuge. Arctic Power likes to speak of

"Alaskans" as a whole, versus outsiders who do not know the issues, however Alaskans

are diverse in their opinions and realize that this is a very complex issue.

The language and tone of Arctic Power is one ofcondescension, and exclusion:

there is no point in having any discussion over the issue because there is no issue, it is

assumed that the oil development interests hold the sole rights to discussion. It reminds

us ofBeth Kertulla's statement that the oil companies in Alaska will not allow any

dissent, the very process ofdemocratic dialog is disallowed. This then results in a kind of

epistemological dictatorship, where opposing views and concepts are not even given an

opportunity to fight on a level playing field. This is very similar if not identical to stances

taken by the Bush-Cheney-Rove Administration, where any process of multilateral

dialogic process is annulled.
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It is interesting to analyze neo-conservative corporate thinking, for it invariably

projects incivility, intolerance and hypocrisy-a lack ofreasonableness-- on to the

opposition, constantly shifting the negative imagery to the perceived "enemy." It has

been noted that Karl Rove, the neo-conservative ideologist and policy-maker behind

George Bush, is a specialist in shifting negative imagery on to the opponents of the neo-

conservative agenda: "(his) most obvious talent lay in conceiving ofa devastating

negative attack. ,,106

Perhaps the most obvious tactic employed by the oil industry in general, and

certainly voiced through Arctic Power, is the attempt to greenwash, and thus neutralize,

the environmental arguments. Arctic Power, unlike the anti-drilling groups, refused from

the outset to even frame the debate as one pitting economic development versus

conservation, economic growth versus the environment. According to their view, the oil

industry in Alaska has proven over the past 30 years on the North Slope that it is a viable

environmental steward, and that it cares about protecting the environment with sound

technologies. "We have proven that you can have protected environments with

development." Thus, the oil industry co-opts the language ofthe opposition by referring

to "sustainable development," that amorphous catch-all term that has come to the aid of

unsustainable developers.

When asked about the new report just published in the Spring of2003 by the

National Academy of Sciences, detailing 30 years ofenvironmental pollution and severe

damage to North Slope environments as well as to Native cultures, Arctic Power merely

acknowledged that it knew of the report: "Some ofthese reports are politically

106 Lou Dubose, Jan Reid, Carl M. Cannon, Boy Genius: Karl Rove, the Brains Behind the Remarkable
Political Triumph ofGeorge W Bush, (Public Affairs:2003), pg. 194.
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influenced." I retorted that indeed they are influenced, for the pro-drilling lobby paid to

have the report researched and published, yet the findings thoroughly contradicted the

intent ofthe oil lobby. Senator Joe Lieberman latched on to the report the day it was

released, citing the fmdings as evidence to support making ANWR a permanent

wilderness.

The realities ofNorth Slope oil development diverge sharply from the corporate

spin propagated by the industry. Pamela A. Miller has extensively researched North

Slope development and environmental degradation:

Prudhoe Bay and 24 other producing fields today sprawl across
1,000 square miles, an area the size ofRhode Island. There are more than
4,700 exploratory and production wells, 225 production and exploratory
drill pads, over 500 miles ofroads, 1,100 miles oftrunk and feeder
pipelines, two refmeries, 20 airports, 115 pads for living quarters and other
support facilities, five docks and gravel causeways, 36 gravel mines, and a
total of27 production plants, gas processing facilities, seawater treatment
plants, and power plants.,,107

The environmental record ofthis development sprawl has been anything but kind

to the environment and Native cultures. Scientific data on the North Slope shows that air

pollution from Prudhoe Bay has been measured 200 miles away in Barrow, Alaska.

Miller states that industry:

...annually emits approximately 70,413 tons ofnitrogen oxides,
which contribute to smog and acid rain. This is more than twice the
amount emitted by Washington DC, according to the Environmental
Protection Agency, and more than many other cities. Other regulated
pollutants include 1,470 tons ofsulfur dioxide, 6,199 tons ofparticulate
matter, 11,560 tons ofcarbon monoxide, and 2,647 tons ofvolatile organic
compounds emitted annually, according to industry records submitted to
the Alaska Department ofEnvironmental Conservation. lOS

107 Pamela A. Miller, "Broken Promises: The Reality ofBig Oil In America's Arctic," pg.2.
108 Ibid.
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Concerning greenhouse gases, North Slope industry annually releases 24,000

metric tons of methane and 7.3 to 40 million metric tons ofcarbon dioxide annually.

In regards to spillage, the North Slope fields and trans-Alaska pipeline have

produced 423 annual oil spills since 1996, and there ''were 2,958 spills between 1996 and

2002 totaling more than 1.7 million gallons oftoxic substances, most commonly diesel,

crude oil, and hydraulic oil.,,109

This barrage of statistics is not meant to overwhelm the reader with excessive

data; to the contrary, it is necessary to illustrate the scientific "facts" that seem to

undermine claims oflegitimacy by the oil lobby. The Arctic is an extremely fragile

environment, and the devastation of30 years ofdevelopment has rendered areas

unrecoverable. The National Academy of Sciences has projected that the significant

effects ofexisting development on the Slope will continue to expand and adversely

influence wild areas far beyond immediate area ofdevelopment. That is, damage to the

Arctic is far-reaching.

The worst "synergistic" damage is in the form ofglobal warming. Governments,

scientists, and activists throughout the Arctic are debating what to do about melting ice

sheets, glaciers, sinking tundra, massive release ofmethane, the loss ofwildlife and

effects on Native cultures in the circumpolar region. Indigenous activists in Alaska argue

this point with force:

Science has confirmed what Alaska Natives, such as the Yupik
(Eskimo) and Gwich'in, have been saying for many years: something is
happening with the weather, and it is affecting the air, water, land,
animals, and, in turn, affecting the people. Though the whole world is
warming, climate change has a more drastic effect on the geographical
north, hitting Alaska, the Northwest Territories and Siberia the hardest.
Global temperatures do not rise evenly. Over the past 35 years, these

109 Ibid.
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northern areas have experienced a temperature rise that is five times
greater than the global average ofapproximately one degree F. One
degree, even five degrees, may not seem like much, but consider this: the
difference between the average atmospheric temperature during the last
geologic ice-age and today is only nine degrees F. That change took
thousands ofyears to produce, but the massive burning of fossil fuels, ever
expanding since 1900, is creating rapid change, especially over the past
few decades. llo

Arctic Power, as a voice ofthe oil lobby, had this response when asked about

whether fossil fuels were responsible for global warming:

I'm skeptical about the whole issue, it's a chicken-little situation,
fossil fuel use doesn't contribute. There are natural causes, like cows and
methane gas. I can't believe that people can focus so narrowly that this
warming is man-made, when climate has fluctuated so much through
history. The Arctic world used to be tropical, that is why we have oil here
from dinosaurs. I agree about temperatures and our climate is changing,
what I don't agree with is that fossil fuels are to blame. How can a tropical
environment with dinosaurs then become covered with ice? That's a huge
swing in climate.

At this point I was having trouble following the logical train of thought: this oil

lobby representative was invoking a very poor sense ofgeological history to explain the

five degree change in temperature to the Arctic over the past several decades. They want

to invoke "science," but at every turn have a complete contempt for science. It was like

trying to have an intelligent conversation with a brick wall.

The oil industry in Alaska, unbeknownst to much ofthe public, has been hit hard

with filles and penalties relating to disregard for environmental regulations. In 2002, BP

was hit with separate filles of $675,000 (spill clean-up problems) and $300,000 (delaying

installation ofleak detection systems. BP was filled $412,000 in 2001, and $22 million in

2000 (federal court, criminal and civil). The BP (Native) oil service company contractor

110 "Hit First And Hit Hardest: Global Warming, The Oil Industry And Alaska Natives," The Alaska Native
Oil and Gas Working Group, supported by the Indigenous Environmental Network and Project
Underground,2003.
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Doyon was fmed $3 million in 1998, for intentionally dumping hazardous wastes down

Endicott wells. In 1993 BP was penalized another $51,000.

This data seems to contradict Arctic Power's rhetoric: so much for

"environmental stewardship," and the notion ofcorporate self-policed governance. When

asked about how to respond to criticisms concerning North Slope damage, Arctic Power

responded: "They measure spills on the Slope by teaspoons. There are different ways to

use statistics to prove a point. People that have this inherent fear ofdevelopment and oil

companies are going to criticize Prudhoe Bay, but those knowledgeable and comfortable

about oil, especially from other countries like Russia, come here to take tours. We give so

many tours. These oil tourists can't believe we are so clean on the North Slope."

In fact, BP has stopped giving tours to members of Congress who are trying to

decide on the Arctic Refuge. They may be giving tours to Russian oil officials, ofcourse,

since Tony Knowles and the oil industry are trying to bolster cross-border investments

with Russia, as Siberia contains an estimated 40% ofthe world's reserves. Many

Americans are working in the Siberian fields, and oil is why Bush and President Putin

remain cooperative. It is also difficult to say that "other countries" are comfortable with

oil development, when much ofthe developing world is protesting oil development, from

South America, to Asia, to the Middle East and Africa. The statement is absurd.

The Spin ofMisinformation

The Alaska oil lobby has continually painted the issue as one ofnational energy

security, trying to parlay the World Trade Tower incident into an argument for the need
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for domestic oil development. According to the Arctic Power representative: "We import

60% ofoil from countries that don't have the governments and regulations to protect their

environments like we do. Let's get the oil from where it is the most environmentally safe,

the North Slope."

We have already seen the data on how environmentally safe the North Slope is,

and in response to the argument concerning domestic energy security, resource economist

Pete Morton writes:

The U.S. is a high cost oil producer with just 1-3 percent ofglobal
oil reserves...The expected value ofeconomically recoverable oil in the
Arctic Refuge represents between 0 and three-tenths ofone percent (0.3%)
ofglobal supply...Assuming oil is found, production of Arctic oil can be
expected to range from approximately 200,000 to one million barrels a day
for a decade or so. This represents between 1 and 5 percent ofwhat the
nation consumes daily.11l

Fineberg estimates that the Refuge would likely peak at 400,000 barrels a day, far

from the figures cited by Stevens, Murkowski, and Arctic Power (l million a day, for

decades).

Still, the real point in all of this is not the precise number ofbarrels that ANWR

would produce. As Fineberg notes, the only real "energy security" lies not in further oil

development, whether overseas or at home, but in conservation, both in civil practice and

governmental support and regulation. Furthermore, as we will see in Part Two, strictly

economic arguments miss the big picture, especially with regard to global warming and

massive changes to the environment.

The oil lobby has also consistently portrayed the issue as one about job growth:

Arctic Power's Anchorage office is in the Teamster's building, and they like to argue that

the unions are fully behind oil development in the Refuge. A 1990 study funded by the

III Pete Morton, PhD., Resource Economist, "Arctic Refuge Drilling Or Clean Energy?"
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American Petroleum Institute projected that up to 735,000 jobs would be created by

opening up ANWR. ll2 Gale Norton of the Interior Department, Stevens and Murkowski

all cite the inflated job number. Nevertheless, Morton states that drilling would result in

"0 to 60,000 jobs nationwide."ll3

While Arctic Power receives support form the Teamsters, who have pushed

drilling in the Refuge, the argument does not hold that organized labor only supports the

drilling lobby, because ofjob growth. Drilling opponents receive strong support from the

Service Employees International Union, the largest union in the AFL-CIO, with 1.4

million members. "We need a long-term, sustained effort for working families to solve

our nation's energy policy, not quick, fly-by-night solutions," said the President of

SEIU.114 "Although the Teamsters have been very visible supporters oftapping the

refuge, organized labor is clearly oftwo minds on the issue. The operating engineers, the

laborers, and the building trades unions are with the Teamsters. Leaders ofthe United

Auto Workers, Communications Workers of America, the National Writers Union, and

the United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America have spoken out against

drilling, citing environmental reasons. ,,115

Thus, the divisions in labor are quite real over the issue, and it is not one-sided by

any means, as Arctic Power and the Alaskan delegation would argue.

112 It was prepared by the Wharton Economic Forecasting Association, an economic consulting firm.
113 Morton cites three studies which coincide with this assessment, one by the Tellus Institute (1993), E.B.
Goodstein (1994), and D. Baker (2001). The three studies estimate job creation from 50,000 to a maximum
0[70,000.
114 Cited in Liz Ruskin, "AFL-CIO's biggest union opposes ANWR drilling," October 31, 2001.
<http://www.ienearth.org>
115 Lis Ruskin, "AFL-CIO's biggest union opposes ANWR drilling."
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While Arctic Power asserts: "Development has meant a more sustainable, self-

reliant posture for Alaskans,,,116 Alaska State Representative Sharon Cissna has a

different view. She claims that the State ofAlaska does not support sustainable, self-

reliance at all. She is a strong advocate ofsustainable community development, and her

district in Anchorage, which includes the University ofAlaska, is a rare model ofa self-

supporting community. According to Cissna:

This state does not support sustainable development. They try to
lure big businesses in to the state, bringing in money that won't stay in the
state. They are just betting, making huge risks in development, such as
with ANWR. They are giving huge incentives for companies to come into
the state, like BP, and in order to [mance that will cut monies to many
local communities, as with health care. They are sacrificing sustainable
business. ANWR is an example of inviting large outside corporations to
come in, develop, and take the money back out with them. (Fighting
opening) ANWR maybe is the most profound example oftrying to build a
state where people want to live, sustain one's heritage versus letting
outside corporations come in to develop and leave. 117

Cissna zeroes in the problem ofglobalization: outside corporations coming in to

make profits, only to leave once the monies dry up. She has an alternative vision, that of

local sustainable communities, and is working hard to implement this in policy, though

her ideas are not popular in a state led by political elites allied with big money. "Oil

companies only think about next year, not 50 years from now." Here Cissna targets the

real issue over ANWR, short-term profit versus long-term visions of sustainable

environments and communities.

Regarding jobs, Cissna's opinion is a stark contrast from the argument made by

Stevens, Murkowski, and Arctic Power:

116 Arctic Power Interview.
1I7 Interview with State ofAlaska Representative Sharon Cissna, June 10, 2003.
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In the late 60's when oil was found we weren't looking at the
social costs. Oil came in to Alaska, and we were thinking about short-term
jobs. Now we are thinking about jobs in the same way, little has changed.
The people attracted to oil jobs are young, mobile people with not a great
work history. Many who were attracted to Alaska were people who
couldn't get jobs in the lower 48. We had a liquid labor pool floating to
Alaska. Anybody who had any talent left Alaska. Those who didn't invest
their money wisely blew it, and many of those are left here now."

Cissna noted "how the best people leave Alaska, where there is a big turnover,"

and little long-term social investment. She wants to create an environment where people

stay. "They are not looking at long-term costs; it is about short-term greed and small

thinking. Elected officials are going to think first ofgetting re-elected."

Arctic Power had an interesting view on the perceived "most powerful actors" in

the debate: "It is a small group of Senators. The focal point ofthe debate is so polarized;

they have their own agendas that this is an environmental vote, and they are pandering to

environmental NGOs (non-governmental organizations) who are warm and fuzzy on

these issues without researching them." Here is the ever-present hate for the

environmentalists, again blaming them for lack ofresearch and use ofthe scientific facts.

"They (the Senators) know that people will not be able to go to Alaska and research it for

themselves. It's an easy vote to support the environment, when they really don't know the

issue in Alaska. People like John Kerry, Lieberman, Tom Daschle: they have all refused

to come to the state." This is untrue, for Lieberman has visited the Gwich'in in Arctic

Village.

On the Native element ofthe debate, Arctic Power and the oil lobby fully support

the Inupiaq Eskimo village of Kaktovik, as the village sits on the proposed development

site. "Kaktovik Natives own this land, want to develop it, and they have no other way of

supporting themselves." The oil lobby argues that these Eskimos still rely upon the

113



caribou for subsistence, just like the Gwich'in. However, the Kaktovik Eskimos argue

against oil development offshore, as it will affect their bowhead whale hunting.

The issue over Kaktovik is complicated. The mayor is a white man, and friendly

to the oil industry. Two different activists in Alaska, one involved with indigenous issues

since the 1970's, confrrmed that some type of"land swap" took place to enable the

Kaktovik leaders-----in this case a white man as mayor-to own the land. The subtle issue

here again is one of behind-the-scenes co-optation of indigenous leaders by corporate and

political elites bent on development. One long-term religious activist and scholar in

Alaska told me that in the early 1980's, the Prudhoe Bay oil people were flying over to

the ANWR 1002 area to camp with the U.S. Fish and Game people, and were bragging

about how they were co-opting the Kaktovik Inupiat Eskimo by giving them helicopter

rides, etc. lIS Today, Kaktovik has schools, sewer systems, indoor playgrounds. They have

been given these from the oil industry. (In the Gwich'in chapter, I will contrast this with

the poverty of Arctic Village).

Thus, co-optation ofallies in local government-the same process that has

happened all over the developing world-seems to explain the Kaktovik phenomenon.

One Gwich'in representative told me that they receive letters and even emails all the time

from individual Kaktovik villagers who privately are against oil development on ANWR,

and who support the Gwich'in stance. The upshot is that this is not as simple as Arctic

Power would have one believe, but there is a long history to this, dating to the early

1980's, when the oil companies fIrst began to "bribe" the local villagers on the

prospective development site. In all ofthese cases ofresource conflict, everywhere, it is

118 Interview with source who wished to remain anonymous. The information, while indirect, is viable from
this source.
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imperative to distinguish who wants the money, and who has the most to gain. Political-

economic inequality must always be accounted for ftrst and foremost: the elites,

including village leaders, have the most to gain, but always claim that they have the best

interests ofthe people at heart.

There is another extremely important point to make. Many indigenous leaders

now are corporate people, and this is getting worse as Congress, receiving pressure from

the Bush administration and Interior Department, relaxes regulations allowing energy

corporations to make deals with numerous tribal leaders on U.S. western lands to develop

oil, gas, and minerals on triballand. 1l9 The point is that one's values and beliefs

determine whether one values immediate gain from money and proftt, or sees the value of

something beyond money and greed. "All" indigenous peoples are no longer living in

harmony with nature, and many have been absorbed into the capitalist paradigm.

Ethnicity does not determine how one feels about ecological sustainability or capitalist

growth, or socioeconomic justice, for that matter. It is a question ofvalues, beliefs,

attitudes, and ideas.

Ofcourse, Arctic Power appears to have little respect for the Gwich'in: "That's

hyped, that the Gwich'in are on a subsistence economy. Everyone is on a cash economy

in this state. Gwich'in are very bitter about not becoming a corporation. The Gwich'in

have been adopted by the environmental community and the Eskimos here don't have the

same weight to their voice. It's PC (politically correct) to be native now, and I just don't

understand this, it's cool to be native." Actually, I learned that the Gwich'in are very

proud to have not become a corporation, so this is an absurd statement.

119 "Tribes Mine New Opportunities in Energy Projects: With Congress poised to relax rules on Indian
land, business promises to flourish." LA Times, October, 16,2003.
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Also, the Kaktovik Eskimos do receive weight to their voice, and publicity, and

are supported with political power. In 2003, Richard Pombo (Republican-CA), the House

Chair for the Committee on Natural Resources, convened a meeting at Kaktovik, to

promote the village and its "need" for oil development. Pombo is a neo-conservative

pushing oil development in the Arctic Refuge, and used the Kaktovik meeting as a public

relations tool, to make it appear that indigenous peoples were pushing development. Thus

neo-conservative politicians like Pombo, Stevens, Young, and Murkowsk~ along with the

lobby Arctic Power, provide a voice to the certain Kaktovik Eskimos who prefer the

money associated with drilling.

Neo-Conservative Corporate Theology

Arctic Power typically represents what Jeremy Leggett refers to as carbon club

front NGO. Big corporations, and certainly big oil, now put massive efforts into public

relations campaigns, attempting to convince the public that they care about ecological

sustainability and social justice. Shell Oil is now spending tremendous amounts of money

to appear as environmental stewards, as they have come under increasing criticism from

international environmental, human rights, and indigenous activists for their activities in

Nigeria's oil wars. Even National Geographic is now advertising the virtues of Shell Oil,

as beneficent environmental stewards. Bribery takes all forms.

After comparing interviews with Arctic Power and anti-drilling representatives

from various environmental, indigenous, and religious groups, it became apparent that

fundamentally different worldviews were taking the stage in the Arctic Refuge clash, and
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these deep-seated perspectives and values were reinforced by the very process of the

communicative tactics used, in the ways actors spoke ofthe opposition. The Gwich'in

typically, as part oftheir culture, ask to hear as many opinions as possible, in a

remarkable process ofwhat might be called democratic, indicative offairness. The actors

from the environmental and religious communities also displayed a keen sense of

fairness, and compassion for nature and people. I was fortunate to interview some

remarkable people in this "resource war."

The striking aspect ofthe Arctic Power interview was the nature ofthe seeming

intolerance for the opposition, a sense ofarrogance. The ideas and the process were

indicative ofneo-conservative economic thought in general. Behind the cursory

presentation and effort to appear as an environmental steward, it was interesting that the

real ideas and values poured through later in the interview. A main theme ofneo

conservative corporate theology is a disgust for anything public, as opposed to private

control, as evidenced from this statement by Arctic Power: "12% ofland in Alaska is

owned by Native corporations, and less than 1% is in private hands. Compare that to

Texas; they don't have any problems with what we have to go through up here. Texas is

almost entirely privately held, people do what the heck they want.,,120 This is a disgust

for federal governmental oversight and regulation, displaying a clear libertarian

mentality.

It is interesting how Ted Stevens brings in so much federal money to Alaska, the

most in the country per capita, yet his mouthpiece NGO Arctic Power complains about

federal public lands and oversight: "Senator to Senator some ofour biggest allies have

been those who recognize states' rights. Two Hawaii Democrats are Stevens strongest

120 Interview with Arctic Power
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allies, because Natives don't have access to federal lands." To use the example ofHawaii

to invoke states' rights and indigenous rights to complain about federal lands in Alaska is

another specious comparison. Arctic Power typically uses the language of"indigenous

rights" as a way to divert attention from the sheer drive for profit.

Neo-conservative ideology and language wages war on anything public: process,

lands, and dialog. George Lakoffanalyzes neo-conservative thought as a top-down

process which is thoroughly social Darwinistic: "This means favoring those who control

corporate wealth and power (those seen as the best people) over those who are victims

(those seen as morally weak). It means removing government regulations, which get in

the way ofthose who are disciplined. Nature is seen as a resource to be exploited. One

way communication translates into government secrecy.,,121

Social Darwinism views self-interest and competition as values to be placed

above all others: injustice and inequality are justified as the strong (the richest, in

corporate theology) rise to the top, and the weak do not deserve compassion, they deserve

what they get. Social Darwinistic values and thought, spearheaded by corporate America,

are deeply ingrained at this point in history in the United States, and the spread ofthis

vicious belief system is what is benignly referred to as "globalization."

In lieu ofa worldview predicated upon values ofpredatorial self-interest and

competition, tactics promoted to "destroy one's enemy," Lakoffdescribes the alternative

to the neo-conservative emphasis ofthe bunker mentality:

Social responsibility requires cooperation and community building
over competition...there is a general 'ethics ofcare' that says, 'help, don't
harm.' To be ofgood character is to be empathetic and
responsible...Empathy and responsibility are the central values, implying

121 George LakotT, "Framing the Dems: How Conservatives control political debate and how conservatives
can take it back," American Prospect, Volume 14, Issue 8. September 1,2003.
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other values: freedom, protection, fairness, cooperation, open
communication, competence, happiness, mutual respect and restitution as
opposed to retribution. 122

Importantly, Lakoff's progressive view ofgovernment contrasts sharply with the

corporate theological distaste for regulation:

In this view, the job ofgovernment is to care for, serve and protect
the population (especially those who are helpless), to guarantee democracy
(the equal sharing ofpower), to promote the well-being ofall and to
ensure fairness for all. The economy should be a means to these moral
ends. There should be openness in government. Nature is seen as a source
of nurture to be respected and preserved. Empathy and responsibility are
to be promoted in every area of life, public and private. 123

The fight over the Arctic Refuge is truly a confrontation ofthese respective values

and worldviews, as well as their manifested political tactics. This battle is now taking

place on the world stage, amid ecological, demographic, and economic crises. Part Two

turns to the progressive thinkers and actors in this global debate, as depicted in the "War

for the Refuge."

122 Ibid.
123 Ibid.
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CHAPTER VI

THE ENVIRONMENTALISTS: VISIONS UNDER SIEGE

"The reason the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge coalition was so successful was
because you have the cultural values, indigenous rights, environmental values, the global
.. 11 h . ANWR ,,124warrnmg enVlfonment-a are t ere ill .

The success of the Alaska Coalition in battling oil development in the Arctic

Refuge depended precisely upon bringing a diversity of interests together:

environmentalists, indigenous peoples and activists, religious community activists.

Activists contend that the ANWR campaign succeeded by virtue of broad-based support,

uniting traditionally individual interest groups, and in developing a convergence of

values. Chanda Meek, an experienced environmental and indigenous activist,

commented: "You can pull in a lot ofdifferent groups with different perspectives. There

is a diversity of interests. You can pick and choose which groups you want to work on

which aspect. The cultural aspect of ANWR is important, and that of indigenous rights:

the beliefthat the Gwich'in should be a principal actor in what happens there."

The perceived unity ofdiverse interests characterizing the Arctic Refuge

campaign has distinguished it from many traditional u.s. environmental campaigns, and

the convergence of values is central to its success, as well as a resourceful and pragmatic

utilization ofpolitical organization and tactical savvy.

From the anti-drilling perspectives, the key is to understand the subtleties within

and behind the purported ''unity'' ofthe coalition. The interesting aspect of the ANWR

124 Interview with Chanda Meek, indigenous and environmental activist, Earth Island Institute, San
Francisco, June 15,2002.
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campaign has been framed by its confluence ofboth social justice and environmental

values. 125 As discussed in Chapter One, the history ofthe Arctic Refuge campaign from a

u.s. environmentalist perspective hinged upon the passage ofthe Alaska National

Interest Lands Conservation Act, the effort to preserve wild lands and set them aside

apart from human development. In the traditional American environmental

preservationist view, the only alternative to human incursion and development is the

setting aside ofwilderness, an enclosure apart from the human footprint. What makes the

Arctic Refuge debate more complicated from within the anti-drilling perspectives is that

the social justice aspect-indigenous rights and questions ofaboriginal political

authority--does overlay traditional conservationist concerns ofenvironmentalists, and

challenges traditional preservationist interpretations ofhow humans should interact with

"nature." Thus, the case of the Arctic Refuge expands and deepens how educated "middle

class" u.s. environmentalists defme their own values, as prerequisite to their

environmental policy positions.

The Arctic Refuge issue does point to the themes of ("First World")

environmental justice and ("Third World") political ecology, precisely because ofthe

cultural dimension, that of indigenous rights, in this case the Gwich'in Athabascan.

Overall, the anti-drilling groups do work together, and definitely posit clear and

unmistakably different value systems from those ofthe pro-drilling forces and lobby.

125 There is a variety of literature concerned with the marriage of social justice and environmental elements
in resource conflicts. See the anthropologist Barbara Rose Johnson's Life and Death Matters, (Alta Mira:
1997), and Who Pays The Price, (Island: 1994). Geographer Raymond Bryant's Third World Political
Ecology frames resource conflict against a theoretical model ofmultiple actors: corporations, politicians
and the state, intmational economic organizations (WTO, World Bank, IMF), environmentalists, human
rights groups, and indigenous actors. Anthropologist Paul Little's "Environments and Environmentalisms
in Anthropological Research: Facing a New Millennium" provides an excellent literature survey of the
interdisciplinary fields ofpolitical ecology and environmental justice.
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It is only obvious that the twin values portrayed by the groups in Part One focus

upon bald-faced greed and power; this is not a revelation. It is interesting, however, to see

how the pro-oil development actors strategically and tactically implement their

fundamental values ofeconomic profit and political power. It is also imperative to note

that the pro-drilling "carbon club" is fixated upon short-term profit and fmancial gain.

There is little if any concern for future ecological and social/cultural consequences of

short-term economic development. This is important to note in any discussion of

temporal scale, or "future history." In contrast, the anti-drilling groups primarily center

their arguments upon an ecologically sustainable and socially just future, and the

interviews with expert environmental indigenous, and religious representatives bear out

these concerns.

Alternative Visions: A Question of Values

The environmentalists traditionally argued to save the Arctic Refuge on the

grounds ofwilderness preservation, the need to save intrinsic wilderness values. They

still do argue this, however the platform has fundamentally expanded to include

economic arguments and the need for sustainable development of local communities.

Human rights organizations, according to one activist, have pushed traditional

environmentalists to expand and transform their preservationist positions to include

human rights issues, and more specifically indigenous rights.

The Sierra Club has now implemented a joint conservation-human rights

"Partnership Program" with Amnesty International. According to Sierra Club staff, their

NGO is "by far" in the lead ofenvironmental organizations when it comes to splicing
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social justice concerns into conservationist political platforms. The one theme where I

found common ground among the environmentalists and the indigenous people in the

Arctic Refuge interviews was that ofecologically sustainable development, ecological

sustainability. Ofcourse, advocates ofunsustainable development-such as the fossil fuel

industry--eonstantly use the language of sustainability as a PR tool. Nevertheless, the

term has a very real meaning to the environmentalists126 and indigenous peoples.

According to environmental activists, they "are not against economic development," but

are for sustainable economic development.127 The Sierra Club representative importantly

noted that this platform extends to suburban and urban environments as well, thus

connecting the issue over the coastal plain with questions of local sustainability, such as

those raised by Representative Cissna concerning her urban Anchorage district.

Thus, individuals with very different cultural and ideological backgrounds

converged on the values ofecological and economic sustainability: white politicians and

environmentalists, and indigenous people. People are increasingly becoming aware that

the current economic growth paradigm just is not realistic for the future, if only seen from

an economic point ofview. Kelly Hill Scanlon researches the Arctic Refuge for the

Northern Alaska Environmental Center, a local Alaskan NGO that serves as a member of

the Alaska Coalition. According to Scanlon, "Energy efficiency and waste have become

the battle point for the environmental community. Wilderness as an intrinsic value was

the traditional argument for environmentalists, but since many people don't appreciate

126 One Sierra Club activist in Anchorage informed me that the environmental community in Alaska has
now switched to referring to themselves as "conservationists," because the pro-oil politicians and oil people
have succeeded through negative PR in denigrating the term "environmentalist," often trying to portray
environmentalists as eco-terrorists. This has become a favorite PR and misinformation ploy used by the
corporate community ever since September 11,2001, to associate environmentalists with terrorists.
127 Interview with Mary Ellen Oman, June 8, 2003.
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that "value," energy waste and efficiency is now a central position. If energy efficiency is

the argument, then ANWR is not even an issue.,,128

Indeed, Scanlon points out that the argument for wilderness as intrinsic value is

still there, but the environmental community has transformed its message to appeal to

economic sensibilities. This includes not only the philosophic value of wilderness, but

practical economic values, for example in illustrating the value ofenergy efficiency.

Scanlon made the astute point that the argument varies according to the location and

constituency: in Fairbanks, for example, the economic argument is employed, and in

Berkeley intrinsic wilderness value may be used.

Scanlon views development as "meeting needs. Sustainable development is where

the argument has to go. Traditional environmentalism has been elitist, but from the

1980's on people have recognized this and tried to make changes. The key for the

environmental community is to create long-term goals on a wide array of fronts. We are

hampered by a band-aid approach; short-term protections require taking money away

from long-term projects like sustainability and alternative energy sources."

The problem is, Scanlon notes, the neo-conservative barrage and juggernaut since

1980 is forcing the band-aid approach. She sees the Arctic Refuge as a defensive

campaign, rather than an example of making "Carteresque" structural changes in long-

term environmental policy, as in pursuing alternative energy, research and development.

She worked with the National Research Energy Labs in Colorado.

The environmentalists'economic argument for energy conservation and efficiency

has appealed to many grassroots supporters. Still, the intrinsic value for wilderness has

128 Interview with Kelly Hill Scanlon, July 15,2003. Scanlon has an M.A. in Environmental Politics, a RA.
in Journalism, and she worked as legislative aide in Washington D.C. She served as an environmental
policy analyst for the National Conference ofLegislatures in Denver.
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been the prime driver to harness support to fight development in the Arctic Refuge. Sean

McGuire, a long-time Arctic Refuge activist, contends that:

One ofthe most profound things about this success story is the
"spiritual passion" that people have, in their need to believe that there are
still some places left just as God intended, that are wild and unspoiled.
Most of the people that have written and called in with grassroots support
will never even see ANWR. In an age where we have over six billion
people on the planet, and another billion or more every 12 years, these last
wild places are a connection to a spiritual sense ofwell- being. The Arctic
Refuge is a symbol ofpristine wilderness: people will never go there, but
it still means something to them. 129

This "spiritual" awareness of the intrinsic value ofnature is further underscored

by the ever-increasing cross-fertilization ofties and bonds between the environmental

and progressive religious communities. For example, one Sierra Club activist in

Anchorage (who is also head ofthe Anchorage Audubon Society) also serves as a

Presbyterian church elder. 130 She notes that the Sierra Club is "bonding with the religious

community," and the Sierra Club Partnerships Program headed by Melanie Griffith in

Washington D.C. actively promotes greater interaction with ecologically-minded

religious organizations and groups. The National Council ofChurches has partnered with

the Sierra Club.

Traditional environmentalists in the U.S. have typically viewed the Christian

religious community with great skepticism, and this basically is traced to a perceived

Christian belief in dominion, or the human right to control and dominate nature. This

points to a deeper philosophical rift between anthropocentric and ecocentric views toward

129 Interview with Sean McGuire, July 15,2003. McGuire is a life-long activist, and once walked solo from
Alaska to Florida to protest the loss ofAlaskan public lands.
130 Mary Ellen Oman of the Sierra Club referred me to her Presbyterian minister for an interview
concerning spiritual ecology, politics, and the role ofreligious activists in working with other groups. This
interview will be included in Chapter Seven.
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nature, essentially questioning the assumed human right to use and exploit nature in any

profitable manner. The worldview of"Manifest Destiny" was supported and legitimized

by the concept ofdominion, and I have already discussed the importance ofManifest

Destiny in the shaping ofunconscious values ofmost Alaskans.

While various environmentalists are still wary ofthe religious community, the

walls are falling as healthy linkages have been rapidly developing over the past decade,

and now an environmentalist is seen as backward ifhe or she does not see the incredible

potential of forging ties with allies in the religious and human rights communities, in an

effort to overcome deleterious divisions that are being exploited every day by corporate

and neo-conservative strategists like Karl Rove.

Ifanything, the Arctic Refuge campaign by anti-drilling forces has demonstrated

a remarkable ability to bring in a cross-section of interest groups and values falling across

the spectrum, from "deep greens" to "light greens," from people utilizing both spiritual

ecological as well as economic arguments. The secret ofthe success ofthis campaign

rests upon the very coalescence ofdiverse interests. Karl Rove's Machiavellian

(characterized by cunning and duplicity) "genius" rests upon his ability to bring

heretofore divided conservative interests together, to forge alliances, and in turn to divide

and conquer the progressive communities. Ifthe "Fight for the Refuge" has represented

anything for progressives, it is how to create positive, cooperative linkages between the

plethora ofdiverse interest groups. 131

131 See Bron Taylor, ed, Ecological Resistance Movements: The Global Emergence o/Radical and
Popular Environmentalism, (SUNY Press: 1995).
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Grassroots Organizing: Tactics

As described in Chapter One, the "Alaska Coalition" was originally founded in

1970 as primarily a wilderness preservationist advocacy group, fighting to save federal

public lands from development interests both within the oil industry and the State of

Alaska. The Coalition was instrumental in creating the Alaska National Interest Lands

Conservation Act. In this sense, the Alaska Coalition since the 1970's has been

spearheaded by powerful and influential professional environmental non-governmental

organizations (NGOs) such as the Sierra Club, the Wilderness Society, the Natural

Resources Defense Council, the u.S. Public Interest Research Group, and the National

Audubon Society.

These groups have wielded great influence in Washington D.C., not only in

networking together in a tightly knit group within the environmental community, but in

their long-term nurturing ofrelationships to diverse congressional members in D.C.

According to one veteran activist with the Sierra Club, the Coalition focuses upon

consistency in lobbying efforts: the same activist will develop a relationship with a

particular Senator or Representative, for example.

While the Coalition has, for the past three decades, centered administrative power

in D.C., and continues to do so, environmental members claim that the real success in

saving the coastal plain to date has evolved from the Coalition's ability to harness

tremendous grassroots support from across the country, in every state.

The various activists that have been associated with the Arctic Refuge campaign

over the years all agree on one point: the campaign has been an "amazing" and
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"remarkable" testament to the mobilization ofgrassroots organization, linking national

level environmentalists to regional and local grassroots advocacy. The success has relied

upon strong top to bottom linkages as well as ''unifying'' disparate interests. Andrew

Keller, a veteran Alaska Coalition activist and scholar, states:

The coalition has been successful because ofunification, bringing
in religious groups at the human rights angle, attempts to work with
farming groups, hunting groups, an energy coalition group, a wide array of
groups. But the real strength lies in people in congressional districts all
over the country who see slide shows, presentations, and put pressure on
their politicians. The coalition has the flexibility to have members travel
around the country to give presentations and educate the public. We have
a combination ofD.C. people, people who have a long history with the
issue, and new blood is continuously brought in. We are on top ofwhat is
going on in the capital, and people across the country do the organizing (at
the local level). In Alaska, we have people who have expertise on the
Refuge, from Fairbanks or Anchorage, who know it intimately, from
research or guiding. We coalesce experience from Alaska to D.C., to work
across the country. 132

Indeed, the Alaska Coalition is a testament to the "power ofNGOs in the U.S.,"

according to Andrew Keller. Environmentalists like Keller constantly team up with

Gwich'in representatives to give slide show presentations on the Arctic Refuge all over

the country. Keller has given many presentations on the Refuge over the years, and the

Coalition relies upon experts acquainted with the Refuge-environmentalists and

indigenous representatives in concert-to educate the public and persuade people to

write, call, and email their congressional delegates.

132 Interview with Andrew Keller, July 21,2003. Keller started working in grassroots environmental
politics in the 1970's, mobilizing support for ANILCA for the Sierra Club. He has an intimate knowledge
ofthe Refuge as a researcher and guide, having worked for the federal Fish and Wildlife Service in the
"1002" area ofANWR in the 1980's, and is currently writing a thesis on ANWR. Keller is a perfect
example of a local Alaskan activist who links up with the national activists on a continual basis. He travels
to Washington D.C. several times a year. He allowed me to listen to the weekly Alaskan Coalition
teleconference from his home in Fairbanks. The teleconference links D.C. activists to regional and local
activists with weekly coordination and updates, in a remarkably organized ''top-down'' outreach.

128



One Sierra Club activist, who specializes in researching the oil companies

involved in the Refuge and Alaska, also works closely with the Gwich'in in the political

realm for the ANWR campaign. 133 Sara Chapell actually became interested in the

campaign through a slide show that came to her hometown in Pennsylvania. The

Gwich'in speaker in that local presentation affected her powerfully, motivating her to

organize slide shows for the Sierra Club at the local level. She is a perfect example ofthe

power ofgrassroots organization and how it personally influences people to become

involved. She now is one ofthe more knowledgeable environmental and indigenous

activists residing in Alaska.

The Alaska Coalition lists over 700 members on its website,134 an array of

organizations varying from mainstream environmental organizations such as the Sierra

Club to indigenous, religious, academic, labor, and sporting (hunting) groups. Ofthese

700 organizations, 55 are national members, the rest divided among state and local areas.

The Coalition website provides listings of members for every state in the U.S.

Membership varies according to locations: California lists 70 member organizations,

Florida 43, Oregon 30, Texas three, and Oklahoma one. The latter states obviously reflect

their oil interests. Local member organizations in different states illustrate the remarkable

diversity ofthe Coalition: in Minnesota, you find the United Steel Workers of America

and the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy; in Arizona, the Apache Survival

Coalition, Women for Sustainable Technology, and Friends ofBuenos Aires NWR; in

Louisiana, a local Baptist church; and in Florida the Farmworker Association of Florida.

National membership includes the "Republicans for Environmental Protection." While

133 Interview with Sara Chapell.
134 http://www.alaskacoalition.org
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most ofthe members are environmental groups, the Coalition has managed to bring in a

rich diversity of membership.

Coalition membership includes as well 14 Canadian organizations, including the

Canadian Embassy, Environmental section; Porcupine Caribou Management Board; the

Vuntut Gwich'in; Assembly ofFirst Nations; Canadian Arctic Resources Committee;

Canadian Nature Federation; Council for Yukon Indians Cultural Survival; Dawson

Indian Band; Sierra Club ofCanada; Western Canada Wilderness Committee; Caribou

Commons; and The Yukon Conservation Society. This mix represents Canada's strong

recognition of, and commitment to, a perceived inextricable link of indigenous and

environmentaVconservationist affairs.

While the large mainstream environmental groups such as the Sierra Club and

Wilderness Society were prime drivers of the original Alaska Coalition, the Alaska

Wilderness League in D.C. is now the only member ofthe Coalition that works on the

Arctic Refuge full-time. The Alaska Conservation Foundation in Anchorage primarily

funnels funding from outside sources into members ofthe Coalition, while the Trustees

ofAlaska in Anchorage is staffed with environmental attorneys that handle lawsuits on

behalfofenvironmental organizations in Alaska. All ofthese organizations work closely

together in the Alaska Coalition.

Insider Environmental Politics

The environmentalists working within the campaign state that as a whole, the

Coalition is powerful, because of its unity. Outsiders cannot "wedge" the Coalition, and
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issues are taken care of"internally, like a family.,,135 They note that the Coalition is

guarded against outsiders for its own protection, and that the power within is distributed

from the national to local levels.

This all sounds very idealistic, almost bordering on perfection. Part of the

problem in attaining information in interviews from Coalition environmentalists is the

nature ofthe ANWR campaign itself. It has become such a divisive and heated battle of

ideologies that even some anti-drilling advocates are not willing to give interviews. The

environmentalists and Gwich'in have become very distrustful ofoutsiders not only

because so many people, from outside ofthe u.s. as well, have asked for interviews, but

because pro-drilling people have actually attempted to infiltrate the environmental and

Gwich'in communities to gain information to use against them. In one case security

personnel from the Alyeska Pipeline Company (part ofBP) posed as environmentalists in

Fairbanks to try and gain inside information to use against the environmental Coalition.

The oil people were exposed publicly, and the story hit the papers throughout Alaska. 136

Environmentalists inside the ANWR campaign paint a fairly homogenous

picture ofthe "unity ofthe Coalition." However, one long-term American international

activist, Meek, with experience in both indigenous and environmental perspectives, who

has not worked directly within the American ANWR campaign, has a more subtle view

toward the environmental Coalition:

In the campaigning, groups like the Alaska Wilderness Coalition
mostly were helping smaller environmental groups and helping groups
around the country put together a common cookie-cutter approach: writing
letters to the editor, letters to Congressional people. Email is fundamental
to environmental organizing capacity, formalizing standardized

135 Interview with Kelly Scanlon.
136 Interview with Sean McGuire.
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arguments, using cookie-cutter framing how people should think about the
issue."137

The coalition working on the Refuge has depended upon members watching slide

shows, sending money into the Washington-based groups, and sending out emails to

members. They claim grassroots support has mobilized the campaign. Still, as Brian

Tokar explains, insider mainstream environmentalism remains firmly ensconced within

D.C. political circles:

.... mainstream environmentalists increasingly coveted their seats
in Washington's policy circles, and came to identitY further with those
business and government interests that could bestow such access....The
history of mainstream environmentalism in the 1990's has been one of
legislative compromise and capitulation, missed opportunities, and the
ever persistent pursuit of"influence" in a fundamentally corrupt and anti
ecological political system. Despite consistent public support for
environmental initiatives, and the rapid proliferation ofenvironmental
rhetoric and images, the actual condition ofour air and water, the integrity
ofour ecosystems, and the health ofour people show few signs of
significant improvement. Defenders ofan "insider" approach to activism
argue that access to the corridors ofpower enables them to work more
effectively for the environment. Yet as the representatives ofofficial
environmentalism become more isolated from grassroots activists, the
mainstream groups became rather comfortable in their safe and non
confrontational stance. ,,138

It is fair to view the environmental ANWR campaign from a more critical

overview. Lakoff provides insight concerning the differences between coalitions and

social movements:

An unfortunate aspect ofrecent progressive politics is the focus on
coalitions rather than on movements. Coalitions are based on common
self-interest. They are often necessary but are usually short-term, come
apart readily and are hard to maintain. Labor- environment coalitions, for
example, have been less than successful. And electoral coalitions with
different interest-based messages for different voting blocks have left the
Democrats without a general moral vision. Movements, on the other hand,
are based on shared values, values that defme who we are. They have a

137 Interview with Chanda Meek.
138 Brian Tokar, Earth For Sale: Reclaiming Ecology in the Age o/Corporate Greenwash,
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better chance of being broad-based and lasting. In short, progressives need
to be thinking in terms ofa broad-based progressive-values movement, not
in terms of issue coalitions.,,139

The term here is self-interest. A more cynical view ofthe ANWR "Coalition"

may perceive that environmental activists at ''the top," especially at the Washington D.C.

level, are pursuing their own political and fmancial gain, albeit quite pale compared to the

power of the opposition, in this case the oil companies.

In all fairness, it is questionable whether the campaign has truly linked "broad-

based values" versus merely using what Meek calls a top-down cookie-cutter approach.

While non-environmental groups from the indigenous, religious, and labor sectors have

been brought in, it appears to be out ofself-interest, certainly to bolster the power of

Washington-based environmental groups.

I found that actual grassroots, lower-level, local environmentalists were more

willing to share their ideas and cooperate for interviews, while administrators in groups

like the D.C. Alaska Coalition, the Alaska Conservation Foundation, and the Trustees for

Alaska would not even respond to letter, phone, or email solicitations. Some

environmentalists were extremely open and helpfuL others were indifferent or

exclusionist, and did not even bother to respond, such as the directors of the D.C. Alaska

Coalition, or the U.S. PIRG office. People would screen their calls with recorders, then

never call back. At least the British Petroleum Vice-President in Alaska had the courtesy

to phone in response to my letter.

Despite the rhetoric, as noted by Tokar, ofa commitment to grassroots action and

mobilization, as well as to "national outreach," my own experience with some ofthe

environmentalists in the interview process seemed to validate Tokar's awareness of

139 George Lakoff, "How Conservatives Control Political Debate and How Progressives Can Take It Back."

133



insider environmental politics and a top-down sense ofarrogance toward an earnest

outside researcher. The Sierra Club was very helpful and open, as were two researchers in

the local Fairbanks ENGO, the Northern Alaska Environmental Center. Unfortunately,

the process seemed to validate my own skepticism toward the higher levels ofthe

environmentalist community, that it is not as open to grassroots action and the general

public as the rhetoric would have you think.

Meek, a true indigenous grassroots activist and environmental policy analyst with

Earth Island Institute (a member ofthe Alaska Coalition), noted that certain Washington

D.C. groups like the Alaska Wilderness League designed the cookie-cutter campaign

strategy for the Arctic Refuge, fmding a common "value" demoninator among average

Americans who understood the goals ofmainstream American environmentalism-but

not the complexities of indigenous politics and different indigenous groups. Meek also

commented on the insider mentality ofthe environmentalist community:

"Environmentalists are very worried in talking to an interviewer about divisiveness

within their ranks, as corporations will read the thesis and use strategies to use against

them. ,,140

Thus, in reality, the Arctic Refuge campaign is more complicated and subtle than

would first appear to an "outsider." One experience in the fieldwork/interview process

revealed a defmite division and tension within the environmental community involved,

and this stemmed from competition over jobs and clash ofegos, a common malady in

American society whether from the neo-conservative right or the liberal left.

My overall experience with the environmentalists left me doubting the rhetoric of

a grassroots outreach to the general public, or that these environmental organizations are

140 lnterview with Chanda Meek.
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really committed to a transformation of base values, which should be the hallmark of true

social movements. My own view is that the American liberal (progressive) community in

large part is very divided, and self-interested, and cannot transcend competition within its

own ranks. As Lakoff notes: "A progressive vision must cut across the usual program and

interest -group categories. What we need are strategic initiatives that change many things

at once." For example, 2004 Presidential contenders such as John Kerry and Richard

Gephardt, so-called champions ofdefending ANWR, joined forces to attack Howard

Dean, the popular grassroots Democratic contender, the only Democrat who stood up

against the oil war in Iraq.

If groups like the Sierra Club are truly making efforts to fmd common value

ground with human rights groups, indigenous groups, and religious groups, then this is

hopeful for the future, and a departure from past (American) environmental elitist politics

as usual. Nevertheless, I remain skeptical, just as the ANWR case tends to reveal an

issue-based approach. Some environmentalists are reaching out, indeed, but this

"community" is by no means unified-it is diverse and individualistic.

One problem with the Arctic Refuge case, especially concerning

environmentalists, is that I believe it dangerously borders upon being seen as only

another preservationist "issue," microscopically insulated from larger (and international)

fundamental questions ofpolitical economic power, and what I see to be the corporate

takeover ofdemocratic society in the u.S. The bottom line, as I see it, is when corporate

Democratic Senators like John Kerry, Tom Daschle, and Joe Lieberman love the

publicity in appearing to be environmentalists while stopping drilling in ANWR, yet
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quietly vote for every $87 billion appropriation for U.S.-led oil wars in poor undeveloped

countries, voting alongside Ted Stevens and the Bush-Cheney military-oil junta.

In this age ofcorporate globalization, any insulated "issue" becomes dangerously

irrelevant unless one constantly views the global implications ofthe power at the top. The

point ofChapter Three was to illustrate how the oil companies in Alaska operate all over

the world: they are local to global players. My fear with some American

environmentalists is that they are too provincially "national" and too issue-based, and not

focused enough on the real structural theme ofour era, the corporate takeover of the state.

Ifthis were the focus, some environmentalists would be more concerned with how

corporate "Democrats" vote on corporate oil-military subsidies totaling tens of billions

ofdollars, than how they vote on ANWR.

There is also a question of how well the environmental community intersects with

other public-interest non-governmental organizations. The energy director at Public

Citizen, Ralph Nader's consumer advocacy group, noted that "ANWR was a

smokescreen and brilliant strategy" by the energy industry and GOP to keep attention

away from the real nuts and bolts ofthe new and far-reaching energy legislation:

"ANWR is being used as a diversion. Go to all the leading environmental websites; the

ANWR issue is front and center, but there is no significant mention ofother provisions in

the energy bills." 141 The legislation, according to Public Citizen, was designed to use

"ANWR as leverage to get more domestic oil and gas tax breaks."

A leading D.C. lobbyist for the Sierra Club admitted: "certainly we had had great

worries that by focusing our (lobbying) resources on Arctic drilling, we would not devote

resources to other issues such as tax incentives and subsidies for the oil and gas industry.

141 Tyson Slocum, in "Is Alaska Drilling A Smokescreen?"
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Some ofthese things slipped under the radar... ,,142 Slipped under the radar? The new

energy legislation is a major neo-conservative overhaul of how government deregulates

oversight and control over corporations. Oil and gas subsidies are much more than

"issues," they comprise a fundamental restructuring ofdemocratic governance, of

creation ofthe corporate state. This seems naive at best. We have to wonder whether the

environmental groups in the ANWR campaign truly interlink with other NGOs, such as

those focusing on corporations. PIRG does, and along with Greenpeace, filed the

shareholder resolutions against BP that ultimately led the company to withdraw its

funding ofArctic Power. However, important anti-corporate NGOs such as Corporate

Watch and Project Underground are not listed as members of the Alaska Coalition.

Interestingly, Corporate Watch and Project Underground are both main supporters ofthe

Gwich'in in the fight over the Refuge, however. This leads us to consider the relationship

ofthe environmentalists and the indigenous peoples involved in the Arctic Refuge.

ANWR: Environmentalists and the Gwich'in

The crucial relationship in the Alaska Coalition is that ofthe environmentalists

and the Gwich'in Athabascan. The Arctic Refuge campaign brought the environmentalist

and indigenous communities together, according to Meek, because ofa convergence of

values. Both sides capitalized upon the need to save the wildlife, specifically the

Porcupine caribou herd. The environmental preservationist community sought the

protection ofwilderness values, wildlife, and federal public lands. The Gwich'in found

an overlap ofvalues with the environmentalists because ofwilderness and wildlife, of

142 Melinda Pierce, "Is Alaska Drilling A Smokescreen?"
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course, but because ofvery different reasons, and much more personal, real. The

Gwich'in are fighting for nothing less than cultural survival, which includes subsistence

rights to continue to hunt caribou, the animal with which they spiritually identify. In the

following chapter I will discuss their relationship to the land. Their "convergence of

values" with the environmental community is complicated, and should not be easily taken

for granted. Much of the alliance developed out of self-interest and political need for both

sides, as a political necessity in battling an incredibly powerful political-economic

machine.

The Sierra Club's Chapel knows the Gwich'in well, and has worked closely with

them in the Refuge campaign:

The Gwich'in Steering Committee is a powerful and effective
voice for the people, magnifying the voices of their people. They don't
really need help from outside consultants, they are smart and politically
saavy Gwich'in women who have basically taken the charge from their
elders, doing their work. The environmental community has taken the
stance to support them in ways that are workable, somewhat fmancial, but
more so in making sure that the Gwich'in voice has a seat at the table. 143

Indeed, the environmentalists in D.C. have tried to give the Gwich'in greater

access to political participation, grassroots participation. As Chapell observed: "Ifthere is

a hearing on native rights, sacred places, an environmental issue related to the Arctic, we

make sure that the Gwich'in have an opportunity to testify in front of Congress. Or they

speak first-hand to the media at a press conference. There is a big political morass out

there, so political access is much more important than giving financial resources.,,144

Chapell recognizes the deep cultural differences between the Gwich'in and the

environmentalists, which underscores their different values and goals of seeking

143 Interview with Sara Chapell.
144 Ibid.
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subsistence versus environmental preservationism: "We don't have the experiences of the

Gwich'in, I did not grow up butchering caribou. There is no reason for me to go on

talking about that, it's not genuine. When we do have people traveling around the lower

48 doing slide shows, we try to have a Gwich'in delegate present, to try to match an

environmental speaker with a Gwich'in spokesperson, equally. They speak from

Gwich'in experience."

Chapell fIrst became motivated to join the ANWR campaign after hearing one

such Gwich'in speaker in her Pennsylvania hometown: "Until that slide show I had no

idea there was a group ofpeople so marginalized by a decision that would be made in

Washington D.C. It speaks to the power ofgrassroots environmental evangelism. The

personal connection was the difference, meeting people that would be affected by the

political decisions."

Still, the environmentalists have been running the campaign, and have the power.

Environmental activist Scanlon referred to the Gwich'in as bringing ''the human

wilderness component" into the campaign. "The Gwich'in have symbolic power. They

are the symbol of ANWR. They have power but it is not really theirs. It is a matter of

mutual use: the Gwich'in are a willing participant, they are willing to be used for their

own political gain, but it is mutual gain.,,145

Ifthe Gwich'in and environmental communities are willing to use each other for

political gain, with the latter gaining the most political capital, there is a more

fundamental separation between the two within the American context. Indigenous activist

Meek is very familiar with the Canadian political system and its willingness to

incorporate indigenous politics into all phases ofgovernmental decision-making,

145 Interview with Kelly Hill Scanlon.
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including environmental policy. According to her, there is a big difference between

Canadian and American environmentalists:

It seems to me that there is a gulf between indigenous activists and
environmentalist activists in Alaska. I knew a former environmental
activist from Alaska who viewed native corporations as representative of
native communities, and in Canada you do not have native corporations.
He said that ANWR was no big deal, that it was not the most important
issue in Alaska. He didn't care about indigenous rights. The history of
American protected areas is a history ofremoving the original inhabitants
and land managers.,,146

By contrast, in Canada, indigenous rights are inseparable from discussions of

environmental sustainability. The notion ofCanadian environmental-indigenous justice is

very different from that ofAmerican environmental preservationism. "(American)

environmentalists want to lock up land, set it aside, imposing a regime hurting local

communities. There are multiple uses for any landscape. Deep ecology is unrealistic for

communication with various parties. In Canada you don't have the David Ortons ofthe

world. American preservationists are unrealistic, imposing cultural imperialism.,,147

Thus, maybe the overlap of values in the ANWR campaign is more a matter of

political advantage for the environmentalists, to build an issue-based coalition. Meek has

a different view concerning the treatment ofthe Gwich'in in the ANWR campaign:

It's not as ifthe Gwich'in Steering Committee got a million dollars
to work on ANWR, but I'll bet some environmental groups did. Those
groups have a lot ofpull in Congress and D.C. and can pull in big
financial resources: like the Natural Resources Defense Council, the
Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club. The Alaska Coalition, however, is not
a wealthy group. The Indians never get the money. The success in
blocking drilling is not because ofthe Gwich'in, it is because most
Senators can feel good about voting against ANWR due to the fact that
there was so much public pressure created from the campaigning. The
Senators wouldn't lose any political capital by voting against it. Ifthey

146 Interview with Chanda Meek.
147 Ibid.
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didn't have direct political consequences, they voted against it; it was a
poster child.,,148

A closer inspection ofthe Arctic Refuge environmentalist campaign reveals more

subtlety and complexity than first perceived at a superficial leveL The campaign success

was contingent upon a public relations barrage orchestrated by the main environmental

groups in D.C., capitalizing upon the symbol ofthe Gwich'in, the "human wilderness

component." Indeed, grassroots action was mobilized throughout local areas ofthe entire

country, which was a remarkable feat oforganization, even if was a "cookie-cutter"

approach. Overall, however, the "coalition" does not seem to have reached the status ofa

social movement, ifa true convergence ofvalues is required, with a common future

vision. One possible interpretation is that political expediency and opportunism

motivated the D.C. environmentalists to bring in disparate interest groups.

This chapter is only meant to provide a more realistic, critical approach to an

overview ofthe ANWR narrative. It is dangerous to ignore critical subtleties and

complex diversities in participant values: indigenous activists themselves will point out

that there is an uneasy marriage between American environmental preservationists and

indigenous goals and values. Through my first-hand observation with the actors in the

Refuge conflict, the indigenous and the religious community representatives seemed to

challenge my ideas the most, expanding my views, and portraying uneasy subtleties

within the issue.

The Gwich'in, to whom I will now turn, placed the ANWR debate truly within a

larger global context, fundamentally drawing upon the crisis ofglobal warming. The

Gwich'in argue for the twin themes of human-ecological sustainability and their need for

148 Ibid.
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political self-determination, expanding upon the environmental preservationist model. In

essence the Refuge war has left them squeezed in between three major actors, the oil

company-Alaska State complex, the federal government and the environmental

preservationists. They are the real "heroes" in this story.
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CHAPTER VII

THE GWICH'IN: A FIGHT TO THE END

"Conquest through colonization by industrial nations destroyed millions of
indigenous peoples and countless cultural groups. Most surviving indigenous groups lost
their political independence and now only have a precarious control over resources. As of
1997, an estimated 220 million indigenous peoples were scattered over the world, usually
in remote areas that are prime targets for resource development by outside interests.,,149

The story of the Gwich'in battle against oil development in Alaska is currently

taking place all over the world, in remote areas. The theme is the same, as indigenous

cultures fight for their lives, their lands, and the very worlds they have known. 150 In the

Gwich'in case with ANWR, the difference is that they are trying to use the political vote

to stave off resource extraction: as Representative Cissna commented, it has not become

violent "yet."

Bodley's Victims ofProgress probably serves as the best historical and theoretical

overview through which to view the Gwich'in battle. The idea oftemporal and spatial

scales brings the Gwich'in and the Arctic Refuge into focus. This battle is being fought

against a larger canvas ofwhat Bodley refers to as the clash oflarge-scale, modem

industrial commercial societies with small-scale traditionally subsistence-based cultures.

The fight over ANWR may be viewed as a classic historical clash ofscale and values: the

large (global) dominant commercial culture and its inherent capitalist value system

149 John Bodley, Victims ofProgress, (Mayfield: 1999), pg. 1.
150 See Al Gedicks, Resource Rebels: Native Challenges to Mining and Oil Corporations; and
Nancy Lee Peluso and Michael Watts, Violent Environments.
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threatening the very life ofa local-level and extremely small group ofpeople representing

and advocating local sustainability. ANWR is a perfect example of the global-level

capitalist resource extraction machine attempting to run over and destroy any traditional

small culture in its path. These traditional peoples are "in the way" of "progress and

manifest destiny."

The current story ofthe Gwich'in may be perceived as a physical and symbolic

last stand against the entire American capitalist value system that has committed

genocide and ecocide against American tribal peoples for the past 400 years. It is as ifthe

inexorable machine of manifest destiny has reached the limit of its acquisitive value

system on a stretch ofU.S. territory lying above the Arctic Circle, where a battleground

ofvalues is being waged of historical and global proportions. A unified Gwich'in nation

is fighting much more than just black oil, but the very beliefs that have propelled

genocide and ecocide in this country. They represent hope for an alternative future,

advocating values for local, small-scale, ecologically sustainable communities, that are

simultaneously culturally, economically, and politically self-determinant.

The Gwich'in Culture and Nation

The central, most exciting feature of my interview process in Alaska was my bush

plane flight into Arctic Village, which lies 200 miles north ofFairbanks, 110 miles north

ofthe Arctic Circle. Arctic Village is historically known in the Gwich'in language as

Vashraii K'oo, which translates to "Steep Bank By The Creek." The Gwich'in were

nomadic before they settled into Arctic Village, which is the farthest north ofany Indian

144



village in the United States. The contested calving ground ofthe Porcupine Caribou herd

in the coastal plain of the Arctic Refuge is 200 miles north ofArctic Village. Arctic

Village rests between hills on three sides, lying just on the south side of the Brooks

Range. Flying north from Fairbanks, the Alaskan landscape is riddled with tundra ponds

and lakes, rivers coursing through seemingly infmite Arctic plains. The terrain is

immense.

In the language ofthe Gwich'in Steering Committee, Arctic Village is part ofthe

"Native Village ofVenetie Tribal Government" land, a sovereign area established in

1943. The ''Native Village of Venetie Tribal Government" is the governing body over 1.8

million acres ofprivate tribal land, which includes the villages ofVenetie and Arctic

Village. There are nine tribal council members, chiefs, that oversee the tribal government.

Each village has a traditional council as well, managing community affairs. Each

community has a "Traditional Chief," who is the authority over traditional tribal laws,

advising the village councils with respect to traditional laws and values, for guidance in

. h . 151governmg t e commumty.

From the outset, it is important to understand the fundamental rift between how

the Gwich'in view themselves, as a sovereign tribal entity, and how the U.S. government

views them. In 1998, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 9-0 that the Gwich'in of Venetie and

Arctic Village do not qualify for "Indian country" status, giving them reservation status

as commonly found in the lower 48. This was a rebuke by the federal government

concerning legal and political autonomy, not whether the Gwich'in owned the 1.8 million

acres. The Gwich'in land is private-you have to have permission to enter their area. The

U.S. government and the Supreme Court refused to recognize their tribal government

151 Gwich'in Steering Committee protocol letter, provided in Fairbanks before the flight into Arctic Village.
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sovereignty. The U.S. government sees the Gwich'in, not as a sovereign "nation," but as

private landholders. This is absurd, since these people have lived in their ancestral areas

for possibly 30,000 years, compared to over 200 years ofexistence ofthe U.S.

government.

Arctic Village is a small Gwich'in Athabascan community of 130-180 people,

with three dirt roads and one small plane strip. In the summer, people drive small multi-

wheel motorcycles with heavy tires, and I saw only one old pick-up truck in the village.

In the winter, they drive snow machines to get around. The Gwich'in of Arctic Village

and Venetie (the bush plane stops in Venetie on trips to and from Arctic Village) are

materially poor people: one may walk the length ofthe village in ten minutes, and it is

composed of mostly one-room log cabins. They have repeatedly turned down monetary

offers from oil companies, and offers to build new facilities-all modem conveniences

enjoyed by the Inupiaq Eskimos at Kaktovik. 152

The Gwich'in community is a very small kin-based community. Arctic Village,

for example, is composed of several extended families. Bob Childers, an indigenous and

environmental activist, worked with the Gwich'in for over 25 years, and helped bring

them into the ANWR debate. Childers notes one cross-cultural difference concerning the

Gwich'in: "Working with the Gwich'in is about working with clans and extended

families, not institutions.,,153 Venetie and Arctic Village have a joint tribal council ofnine

ranked chiefs. The day I arrived in Arctic Village, the tribal council ofchiefs was

meeting for its annual event. My plane stopped in Venetie along the way to pick up

Chiefs attending the meeting in Arctic Village.

152 Interview with Sean McGuire.
153 Interview with Bob Childers, Anchorage, July 29,2003.

146



I was invited into Arctic Village by one Gwich'in tribal representative, for two

days.154 This was an extremely short period, granted, however it appeared that the

invitation meant for the trip to be brief For those unfamiliar with the extended history of

the ANWR campaign, outlined in Chapter Two, it is difficult to fathom how many

people both nationally and internationally have visited Arctic Village. One Gwich'in told

me that it is like having people knock on the door ofyour home every day, year after

year. There is no end to it, for them. They are caught in between: they need the allies, and

they need people friendly to their cause to tell their story, however at the same they just

want to be left alone. One Gwich'in gave 40 interviews in one week alone, to outside

visitors to Arctic Village.

To the Gwich'in, as well as other actors in the long ANWR campaign, so many

types ofpeople have come through the evolving door for so many years, only to make

quick exits, pursuing their own political, research, and commercial interests, for example.

In a sense the process has become so overwhelming, as to be a cause for cynicism. The

Gwich'in have been used and exploited by so many "anti-drilling" individuals and

groups, using the ''poster children" to further personal and interest group gain, advantage.

In the big picture, the example of the Gwich'in is a sad testament to exploitation, even

from their own anti-drilling "side."

The Gwich'in are not political or legal by nature, they traditionally don't even

think in those terms: they were, for thousands ofyears, nomadic hunters and gatherers,

154 The Gwich'in will remain anonymous, at their requests. One representative told me that I may not cite
specific Gwich'in, including chiefs; if a researcher or writer wishes to cite them, and quote them, then the
tribe now legally requires mandatory review and final say before any document is published. The Tribe
provides its own legal form to be signed, and the tribe not only has the final say on the document but also
receives a share ofthe earnings from publication, if there are any. Already published comments by
Gwich'in representatives may be quoted, and I do this in this chapter, citing the source. However, I
paraphrase anonymous sources from my interviews with Gwich'in during the two days in Arctic Village.
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taking life from hunting caribou. Thus, they have had to become assimilated into the

dominant white legal-political culture just to attempt to develop allies and work within

the system to fight oil development and their loss ofaboriginal land rights. This

assimilation process has caused great debate and division within the Gwich'in villages,

and I witnessed this first-hand. Foremost, it appears in the attitude ofthe elders, who are

frustrated with the perceived loss oftheir traditional ways, coupled with a frustration with

the younger generation that-more and more-is living in white urban society, attending

white colleges, and learning white "worldviews." One elder lamented the fact that all of

his children live on the outside, and that maybe he sees them once a year for Christmas.

A trip into Arctic Village-albeit a briefone-reveals a prideful people, fiercely

proud of their culture, history, and relationship to the land. Still, it would be naIve, like

many environmentalists who have never been to Arctic Village, to paint the Gwich'in as

a homogenously traditional people still thoroughly living a life ofpure subsistence.

Meek, who has researched and worked with many indigenous communities, commented

that she "can't think ofone that is strictly a subsistence economy." The Gwich'in still

hunt caribou, ofcourse, but they don't wear caribou skins, unless it is for a special ritual

event.

They appear to be materially very poor people, but simultaneously rich in other

ways, such as kinship ties. However, one can see the tragic subtleties in their community,

especially in the gulf between the older generation and the younger. One elder

commented that the culture would be gone in three to four years. This frustration and

sense of tragic loss is borne ofa consciousness ofone's cultural and family history, the

unbroken chain ofclan lineage and continued connection to the same land over
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generations oftime. These deep feelings, connecting a memory ofthe past to the present

and future, are not really understood and appreciated by people like myself growing up in

an urban, commercialized culture. The Gwich'in respect for history, history of family and

the land, is practically diametrically opposite to the white American disregard for history

and what one owes to the past. The two cultures could not be more different.

I can try to speak ofthe way Gwich'in perceive their connection to the land, and

to their ancestors, but this is only a superficial approximation. The best I can do is portray

the tremendous gulfbetween our cultures. Childers, who probably spent more time with

the Gwich'in over the past 25 years than any other white man, explains: "Getting along

with native folks can be tough, but the Gwich'in are the toughest. They don't take it from

anybody, they are very prideful."

After I arrived in the late morning in the village, I was instructed to wait in my

small cabin until my Gwich'in representative-the one who invited me-eame to see me.

I grew frustrated as the day passed, into the evening, waiting for the interview. At 10:00

pm this person knocked on my door, with child in tow. According to Childers, this was

typical, and I was ignored intentionally: "It took seven years before anyone talked to me

on the street in Arctic Village. One Gwich'in told me, 'Well, all you white guys look

alike.'" In my case, that particular interview was postponed until late the next day.

There is a great cultural divide, even among the Gwich'in and their

environmentalist allies. According to Childers: "The Gwich'in did not want to support

the environmentalist ''wilderness'' position, because that is a foreign concept to them, not

being able to do things as they always have. They have wanted things as they have

always been, and for us to get the hell out oftheir face." This involves a deeper, subtler
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fundamental divide over how the whites from Bodley's consumer culture-including

environmentalists who want to set nature aside-see nature, in contrast to the Gwich'in.

Childers continues: "It is a question of the wilderness concept versus subsistence. In the

American worldview there are only two or three boxes, and in one box is ''wilderness,'' to

protect and preserve. To the indigenous worldview, the white view of ,'wilderness" is that

where humans don't belong, they don't have a place. They see the land exactly as you see

your backyard. The concept of wilderness doesn't fit, it's not ''wild'' to them if you have

lived there your whole life. There is an assumption of separation in white American

thought, between the idea of the primitive versus that ofthe civilized. The primitive

represents that which you can't control. There is a fear of the primitive, that which you

can't control."

The Gwich'in are now speaking ofecological sustainability, using the term to

expand upon that of subsistence. Both in essence refer to need, meeting basic needs in a

balance with nature and resources, in contrast to the insatiable commercial want

exemplified in the global American society and culture. I55 Gwich'in culture actually

represents a true sense ofsustainability, if the term broadly includes a commitment to

seeking a human balance with the natural world, an equilibrium, as well as a sense of

communal social democratic structure. The Gwich'in live in 15 small villages, totaling

7,000 people, spreading from eastern Alaska to western Canada. They live simply, and

take only what they need to survive:

We live a very simple and humble life in our communities and
although it may seem that we are not very advanced in modern adequacy
we love our homeland and way oflife. We are healthy and content in our
community and homeland. We believe that we are a very fortunate people

155 See Paul Ekins' (ed) The Living Economy: A New Economics in the Making, (Routledge: 1986), for a
classic theoretical and interdisciplinary overview ofsustainability.
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to have a healthy ecosystem, which sustains us and a living culture to pass
on to our future generations, as well as the conveniences of modern
times... .In our day to day life we balance our traditional lifestyle with the
current. This is our approach, to live in the best ofboth worlds. We try to
ensure that our culture thrives in the face of modern times. Balance is the
key. In the community there are modern facilities and conveniences as
well. We have two stores, a post office, a clinic, school, washeteria
(showers and laundry facilities) and a council office. Our school and
offices are equipped with computers and the internet. Some homes enjoy
satellite television as well. We have telephones, VCR's, and microwaves,
etc. Although we do have these modern conveniences, we do not have
running water or indoor plumbing in our homes nor do we have indoor
heating, as woodstoves provide warmth in our homes. We do have to haul
our wood and water for these purposes.,,156

The Gwich'in are proud oftheir lifestyle, and the fact that they never accepted the

terms ofthe Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. They kept their land, and turned down

the money. They are the rebels in the State ofAlaska, and have refused to become co-

opted indigenous people, or corporate indigenous people-taking the money and

sacrificing one's history, culture, language, spirituality, and connection to the land.

Where most indigenous peoples in the United States are increasingly succumbing to

capitalist influence, in gambling and cooperating with oil and mining companies to

extract resources from their tribal lands, the Gwich'in are a most remarkable exception.

The Connection To The Land

Faith Gemmill, a member of the Gwich'in Steering Committee, explains the deep

spiritual connection between the Gwich'in and the land:

Indigenous Peoples have a spiritual obligation to uphold the
sacredness oflife, as well as uphold the integrity ofthe Earth. We are
given life from the Earth. We relate to the Earth as our Mother-we
understand that the role ofour mother is a life-giving force that nurtures,

156 Gwich'in Steering Committee protocol letter, distributed in Fairbanks prior to flight to Arctic Village.
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protects and promotes life. The integral role and values Mother Earth has
nurtured within us is that we are responsible for the assurance of life.
These teachings entail the essence ofour life and spirit ofour peoples,
which are not negotiable nor compromised. Exploitation ofour lands is to
sever the umbilical cord between our Mother and our Peoples. Ifthis cord
is severed, it would threaten the survival and well being ofour future
generations."157

Every Gwich'in speaks ofthe sacred connection to the Earth, to the land. While

the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is a federally managed area ofland contested by oil

companies, state and federal government, and environmentalists, to the Gwich'in it is a

sacred place, where their caribou give birth and nurse the young in the summer. The

Gwich'in call themselves the "caribou people," and they have a spiritual connection to

the caribou, the animal upon which they have depended for subsistence for hundreds of

generations:

We have a spiritual connection to caribou. They are everything to us-the food on

our table, they were shelter to us before. It's ours story, it's in our songs. We do a caribou

hunt dance. We used to be nomadic people, we'd follow the food, wherever we could

gather the food, we used to live a very basic life, simple life based on needs, not greed.

Without caribou our people wouldn't have survived after Western culture came to us with

disease that wiped out a lot ofour people. There used to be 100,000 ofus, now there are

less than 7,000. Our people used to die only ofold age, but today after the change that

has come to our country, our people are dying ofcancer, heart disease, drug and alcohol-

157 Keynote address by Faith Gemmill, Program Director, Gwich'in Steering Committee, at the Alaska
Native Health Consortium Annual Meeting, October 31, 2001. <http://www.alaska.net/~gwichin>
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related death. That's what development put upon us, ifthere is more development it will

get worse. I58

The land, nature is everything to traditional Gwich'in learning. One Gwich'in

told me proudly how he grew up in Arctic Village, climbing and exploring every hill and

mountain within sight ofthe village. He was part of that land as a child, and as an elder,

continued to see it as his life. He said that they are losing the land, ofwhich the caribou

are part; that is they lose their land, they lose their humanity. The land was and is their

heritage, their race:

The caribou are God's way ofgiving us life. They are too sacred
for self-interest. Politics is not in our (traditional) system. When the
caribou migrate they use the energy ofthis planet. Now the energy is all
screwed up. It is a matter ofspirituality and the global environment. You
can't rely on money out here; these are the cycles ofnature. Without the
cycle of life, without ANWR, the cycle oflife is over, all for money. Oil is
unnatural; fossil fuels lead to global warming. I59

Another Gwich'in spoke in similar terms, emphasizing how this battle over the

Refuge was really a question ofhow humans relate to nature, the natural cycle, and other

humans. To the Gwich'in, the process ofhow humans interact is everything. Childers, the

Gwich'in activist, noted: "To the Gwich'in the visiting is the meat of it, between people.

The process ofvisiting round the campfrre, speaking only in Gwich'in, meeting with

people all night."

The Gwich'in culture, then, is characterized by an integral relationship to the

surrounding land and the other clans, people in the village upon whom they depend for

survival. It is said that each Gwich'in knows the land intimately, every aspect of it in

158 "Human Rights vs. Oil," A CorporateWatch Interview with Sarah James, April 27, 2001.
<http://www.corpwatch.org/campaigns>
159 In a note of irony, the office ofthe Alaska Oil and Gas Association in Anchorage displayed a picture of
the Arctic Refuge on the wall, with the quote: "Save our heritage, the Arctic Refuge." These were the same
people who threw me out of their office when I merely asked for their views on the Refuge.
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detail, for 200 miles in circumference ofeach village. This an amazing thing to

comprehend for a Western, "urbanized" mind.

One Gwich'in said that ANWR has become the pinnacle ofa struggle ofbig

companies and powerful government pitted against the poor (he emphasized to me that he

meant "poor" in the material aspect, not in that ofpride). He said that in the indigenous

worldview, the question is about our role as human beings and our relationship to life and

other beings. This, he said, contrasts with the Western corporate worldview, one based on

hierarchy and power. Indigenous organization ofleadership and social structure, he said,

may be seen as a reverse triangle, as the leaders seek to uphold the will ofthe people.

In a very real sense, Gwich'in communitarian ethics is an excellent example of

social democracy on a small scale, a village scale. According to Childers, Gwich'in truly

practice democracy in the way and process that they make decisions, and consult with

each other. Ifthere is a natural democracy, it is enshrined in Gwich'in culture: "You

cannot get five Gwich'in to agree on anything. They are very comfortable in airing their

differences in public. They tell you to speak to different people to get different views."

This sounds like an inherent democracy, encouraging difference ofopinion, and extended

discussion. The Gwich'in are unique in that they practice a true form ofcommunitarian

social structure, depending upon each other, yet they think for themselves, as emphasized

by Childers.

I found this to be true in my brief experience in the village, as Gwich'in are very

outspoken, and some actually belligerent in their candid appraisals ofwhat they perceive

to be the destruction oftheir natural lands and way oflife.
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The Gwich'in are angry about profound environmental change to their traditional

land and ecosystem. Every tribal member I spoke to expressed a combination ofanger

and deep sadness over environmental change to the land. It actually snowed while I was

in Arctic Village, in the middle ofJuly. According to elders, it was the ftrst time in their

entire lives that they had ever witnessed snow at this time of year, and they were blaming

global warming and severe disruption to the global climate.

Importantly, the Gwich'in I spoke with did not want to speak ofthe ANWR issue

as just as a separate or free-standing issue. When they speak ofthe caribou, they will tell

you that the caribou migration patterns have been disrupted; one village member told me

that they haven't seen caribou in the area for two years. One villager complained that the

massive stream ofoutside "hunters and hikers" flying in to the Arctic Refuge has

disrupted the migratory pattern ofthe animals. It is not just oil development, then, that

threatens the animals and Gwich'in subsistence. Masses ofpeople, from both sides of the

political spectrum-including backpackers, environmentalists, wildlife and resource

biologists and academic researchers-are streaming into ANWR, changing the land with

the human footprint. I saw groups ofhunters, backpackers and researchers getting ready

to take off in bush planes for the Refuge area and the Brooks Range. The Gwich'in are

being swamped with outside hunters and eco-tourists. The problem, the Gwich'in will tell

you, is not just oil, but too many non-Native people invading their landscape. Basically,

they just want to be left alone.

The caribou, for generations, followed the same migration route, and it always

flowed through Arctic Village. Thus, in the springs and summers the Gwich'in would

take the caribou they needed for subsistence, as the animals respectively traveled north to
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the coastal plain birthing grounds, and again south before the fall, back to Canada for the

winter. These patterns are now changing dramatically. The oil people and hunters are not

the only ones disrupting the caribou: the Alaska Coalition ofenvironmentalists is now

tracking the caribou with radio collars on the animals. Many wildlife biologists and

scientists, urban environmentalists, anthropologists, are imposing their own brand of

cultural and ecological imperialism upon the traditional indigenous peoples-- this was

asserted by three expert ''white'' long-term indigenous activists. The Gwich'in are caught

in-between dualing forces from the dominant global commercial culture, the resource

extractors and the resource "managers," the environmental scientists.

These people see their very way of life beginning to vanish, and it is not

theoretical to them, it is real. To them, global warming is not a theoretical debate, it is a

daily and yearly reality, as it now snows in the middle of summer, and much ofthe

previously year-round ice and snow ofthe Arctic is now melting. The permafrost under

the tundra is melting. The Arctic region in Alaska is warming at a rate "10 times faster

than regions in the rest ofthe world. Scientists say the average winter temperature in

Alaska has risen by 4 Celsius in the past 40 years. Many Alaskans say the state itself is

partly to blame, because they believe its own oil resources are helping to drive climate

change. They say the ice is melting and the weather warming, with disastrous results.,,160

Another study by NASA reports: "The historic loss of sea ice seen in the Arctic in recent

years is tied to widespread warming in the polar region that is increasing at a rate of more

than 2 degrees per decade.,,161

160 "Alaska's oil melts its ice," BBC online, May 7, 2002, <www.news.bbc.co.> These claims are included
in a film made by The Television Trust for the Environment, as part of its Earth Report series.
161 "Arctic's Loss of Sea Ice Linked to Warming Trend," Los Angeles Times, October 24,2003. The study
was conducted by NASA, and was published in the Journal of Climate, November I, 2003.

156



I was impressed with how the Gwich'in feel their natural surroundings, how they

are connected to every rhythm and change in nature. When it snowed, one villager

mentioned that snow at that time ofyear was harmful to the natural cycle, that the cold

would kill the new plants and the baby birds, the chicks. The natural cycles and the

climate have been terribly disrupted, according to the villagers.

The Gwich'in as a whole perceived that their local disruption was at once a global

phenomenon, an absolute local to global linkage. Others from the anti-drilling side of the

Arctic Refuge debate did not speak overtly ofglobal warming, more usually ofsaving

and preserving the land, and wilderness values. The Gwich'in all spoke ofmassive

environmental disruption, at a global level. They live with temperature change and

warming on a daily basis, and it is affecting whether they can eat. Global climate change

is not an ideological issue for them, it is one ofthe stomach and survival.

It is clear to the Gwich'in at the (extreme) local level-an isolated village of 150

people north ofthe Arctic Circle-that a massive change to nature is taking place, and

that industrial society is to blame. Their local experiences and observations confIrm what

global scientists like Jeremy Leggett have been saying for 20 years. After it snowed, one

Gwich'in rode by on his four-wheeler, introduced himself in a friendly manner, then

commented on the climate change, the change to nature. I asked what he thought ofthe

Refuge, and ofthe snow in the summer. He replied angrily: "Why ask me? You guys are

the ones who are supposed to have the answers. Why don't you fIgure it out!" He also

meant that ''we''--eonsumer culture--eaused this mess, and that they are paying for it,

with the loss oftheir culture, their livelihoods, their lives. Other experts interviewed, non

Gwich'in, lamented that the average Alaskan could care less about what happens to the
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Gwich'in in these isolated villages, that the retort "let them move to Anchorage" is a

common refrain.

In the Gwich'in worldview, every aspect in nature is linked, part ofa wider web

oflife, ofwhich humans are but one part. The Gwich'in do not speak ofthe Arctic

Refuge separately, because they do not think of it as a section ofland to be divided up

with political and legal jurisdictions. It is a sacred place, where the caribou give birth,

give life-in turn giving life to the Native people. Their way ofseeing the world could

not be more different than those people who are attempting to take oil out ofthe ground

only for profit. Granted, many Natives have now become swallowed up by the money

worldview, driven by greed. These are the corporate Natives-usually tribal elites

targeted and co-opted by wealthy white corporate and politicalleaders-- but they are to be

distinguished from people like the Gwich'in, who believe in and advocate sustainability

rather than profit.

Gwich'in Activism

The Gwich'in have a long history ofpolitical activism, and the Gwich'in Steering

Committee has become well known the world over because of the fight over the Arctic

Refuge. Sarah James is now an international figure, and won the prestigious Goldman

Prize, awarded yearly to worldwide indigenous activists.

Nevertheless, few are aware ofthe history of the Gwich'in political involvement

over ANWR, dating to the late 1970's. The seed ofthe fight against oil development in

the Arctic Refuge was planted and nurtured by the vision ofone man, the Gwich'in Chief

Jonathan Solomon, from Fort Yukon. Bob Childers, who worked with Solomon for over
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25 years, states that the Gwich'in were unworried about development in the Arctic

Refuge until passage ofthe 1978 provision in ANILCA that allowed government seismic

exploration for oil. Until that time, they assumed that the wildlife area was unthreatened.

According to Childers, Solomon was the spark from this period forward: "Jonathan was

born with a wide angle lens on the world. It was his first instinct to make this an

international issue, and he insisted that this go to Old Crow (the Gwich'in on the

Canadian side ofthe border). There was not a single Gwich'in indigenous person that

understood the importance ofthat until 1988, unlike Solomon. Most people have a very

provincial view. Solomon was a visionary."

Childers explains that in the late 1970's and early 80's, it was very difficult for

the Gwich'in to make any progress in the halls ofWashington D.C., in attempting to

lobby Congressmen on ANILCA and the fate ofthe coastal plain. At one point in the late

1970's "the Gwich'in, led by Solomon, started beating drums in the Congressional office

hallways, and the Senators were so startled that they came running out oftheir offices.

They started to listen to Solomon, because he was the Mayor ofFort Yukon, as well as

the Chief Politicians could care less ifyou are a Chiet: but ifyou are a Mayor you are

something."

By 1987, Solomon was the first to frame the ANWR issue as one ofhuman rights,

indigenous rights. Environmental groups such as the World Wildlife Fund and Robert

Redford's Institute for Resource Management were attempting to work with the

Gwich'in, but to place the issue within a context ofconservation. By 1988 Solomon met

with Gwich'in leaders, brought the entire Gwich'in nation together, including the villages

in Canada, and characterized this as a battle for human rights.
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Childers, who has worked on both sides of indigenous and environmental

activism, says that "it is now fashionable to have coalitions ofenvironmental, human

rights, indigenous, and religious activists." However, in 1988 it was not, and Solomon

importantly pushed the Gwich'in to not only frame the issue within an international

context, by bringing in the Canadian Gwich'in, but to create a platform for a human

rights battle.

In 1988 the Gwich'in Steering Committee was created, to collectively represent

the Alaskan and Canadian Gwich'in. The Committee was designed to have four

representatives, with four alternates, evenly divided between Alaskan and Canadian

communities in four regions, two on each side ofthe border. Interestingly, Childers noted

that ''the Canadian Gwich'in always had a greater affiliation to their government."

Childers helped place Sarah James on the Steering Committee: "Sarah stuck out early on,

as a health care aide and coordinator in Arctic Village. I wanted her on the committee,

and she has been on there ever since. Originally, however, she was way too provincial to

see the bigger picture, and Solomon was the engine in all ofthis. Solomon may be a

sonofabitch and hard to deal with, but he has been one ofthe best street-smart politicians

I have ever seen."

Jonathan Solomon understood in 1988, that the Gwich'in needed to build

alliances with other tribal groups. They sent one delegate from Arctic Village to the

annual meeting ofthe National Council ofAmerican Indians. Childers states that" the

power ofthe NCAl since 1988 has kept the oil development from proceeding in the

coastal plain. One week after that NCAl meeting we had (anti-drilling) resolutions from

the NCAl, Indigenous Survival International, and the entire Gwich'in Nation. We had
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momentum from then on. North Slope oil has never been able to break that seal of

support, that unity behind the Gwich'in."

It is valuable to tell Childers'story, for it reveals the important background to the

current success enjoyed by the younger, rising Gwich'in activists and leaders. Much of

the ANWR limelight has been focused upon the large environmental groups, for their

"grassroots success." In contrast, few people even know of Solomon's vision and

persistence, his tenacity in bringing the entire Gwich'in nation together as well as forging

powerful alliances with other national indigenous organizations such as the NCAl.

According to Childers, Solomon's entire story has never been told, never documented.

This history ofthe indigenous alliance in the ANWR campaign also points to the

difference between the positions of the environmental and indigenous campaigns. They

have superficially overlapped, for political purposes, over wilderness values, but diverged

in important ways. Normally an interviewer would never hear Childers' story, only the

popular environmental side. What gives Childers' views so much weight is that he started

out as an environmental researcher and activist out ofUniversity ofCalifornia at Santa

Cruz, but then transformed into an indigenous activist, by his own assessment: " I wanted

to do both, but after two to three years I understood that you can't do both. You're either

an indigenous rights activist or a greenie. These are not brown-skinned environmentalists,

they are Native people. Many environmental activists out there are hallucinating, the two

don't overlap. The Natives are not urban environmentalists, they meet only on mutual

ground." Indeed, most people never hear ofthe Gwich'in alliances with other indigenous

organizations, which since 1988, in Childers perspective, have deterred Refuge

development.
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Jonathan Solomon's groundbreaking activism cleared the way for current young

Gwich'in leaders who are challenging unsustainable development in Alaska-specifically

oil-- as well as the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. The issues ofnative land claims

and native sovereignty are inseparable, ofcourse, from the overall problem ofoil

development in Alaska, since ANCSA was created by politicians like Ted Stevens and

Wally Hickel, in conjunction with oil interests, to nullify any later Native land claims that

may have stood in the way of the oil pipeline. ANCSA was passed in 1971 without a vote

ofthe Alaskan Native population, or the American people. "The discovery ofoil on the

North Slope pushed Congress to enact the Alaska Claims Settlement Act in 1971, which

took nearly all ofthe land from indigenous control and allowed the industry and state to

gain access to the resources. It set up a tool to divide and exploit the Indigenous Peoples,

their traditional lands, and resources.,,162

The Gwich'in leaders have recently allied with other Alaskan Native tribes and

leaders to form the Alaska Native Oil and Gas Working Group. The new coalition is an

exciting attempt to challenge the major political-economic forces driving unsustainable

development in Alaska, and the world. Hundreds ofAlaskan Native leaders from all over

Alaska are forging an alliance to challenge the legitimacy ofANCSA and oil

development:

Concerns over unsustainable oil and gas development with
environmental and cultural consequences for Alaska Natives created the
need for grassroots community groups to come together. This process was
supported by international organizations like Project Underground and the
Indigenous Environmental Network through the Indigenous Mining
Campaign. The communities and the activists are challenging the oil

162 ChiefEvon Peter, Arctic Village, "Oil And The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act," The Alaska
Native Oil and and Gas Working Group, supported by Project Underground and Indigenous Environmental
Network, <www.ienearth.org>
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industry in Alaska, sort ofthe "sacred cow" ofAlaskan politics, the source
ofstate revenue, and individual check to Alaskans (which many refer to as
"bribe or shush money"), and indeed the lunch money for most
politicians-whether state or federal. 163

The policy statement ofthe new Oil and Gas Working Group speaks to both

ecological sustainability and self-determination:

The Alaska Native Oil and Gas Working Group rejects the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act as an illegitimate infringement on our right
to sovereignty and self-determination. ANCSA has allowed the "takings"
ofour aboriginal lands to be exploited by natural resource extraction
corporations with no commitment to building and maintaining sustainable
and healthy communities. We are honored to share, reach out, and network
with Alaska Natives, other Indigenous tribes and organizations, and
support groups who want to defend our inherent rights to our lands,
waters, and cultural way oflife from unsustainable energy policies
advanced by corporations whose goal is to disenfranchise, separate, and
eradicate Alaska's Native peoples.,,164

The creation of this alliance "from below" is indicative ofthe fundamental

challenges taking place against the oil industry, in Alaska and around the globe. One

Gwich'in representative told me that he is networking with approximately 100 formal and

informal organizations, both nationally and internationally. He spoke ofthe urgency in

the needs for his people. Power is now more subtle than it was historically, he said, but

the history ofANWR and ANCSA is unquestionably a fight against massive greed,

wealth, and power. He emphasized that the ANWR narrative history requires an

understanding ofthe ''whole'' history, including the extinguishment ofaboriginal land

rights. The alliance ofNatives in the Oil and Gas Working Group represents a rising tide

of indigenous activism, led by young Native leaders eager to confront the corporate

worldview:

163 Winona LaDuke, "Alaska: ANWR, Oil, and the Natives," April 7, 2003.
<http://yeoidconsciousnessshoppe.com>
164 "Oil And The Alaska Native Claim Settlement Act."
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ANCSA has successfully removed tribal people from control over
their ancestral lands and destiny. Because our lands are run by corporate
Indians and not our traditional leaders, we have lost our way and our
wisdom. As long as a 'profit at all cost' is the motto of these corporate
entities, Alaska Natives are left to defend themselves-including their
distinct culture-from corporate raiders, government, and greed. ANCSA
has splintered Native people over money, at a time when we need to come
together to save what remains ofour wild lands and subsistence ways of
life. 165

There is a clash ofvalues and worldviews taking place between the Alaska

Natives, as evidenced in these words. Arctic Power and the oil interests would have the

public believe that "most" Alaska Natives are for oil development and the monetary

benefits accompanying that development, and that the Gwich'in are the intransigent

rebels, but in reality we see in the example of the Alaska Oil and Gas Working Group a

cross-section ofNatives-of which the Gwich'in are only part-seeking an end to

unsustainable development and profiteering that is ruining their environments and

cultures.

This coalition, what I would term a Native "movement," posits a coalescence of

values, a common vision for the future:

As global warming, resource wars, increased demand on
diminishing supplies, and the people's demand for a cleaner future bring
to an end the age ofoil, Alaskan Natives will be left with devastated lands,
fractured cultures and a broken economy. At that point, shares in Native
Corporations that have built their profits on oil exploitation will be
worthless. There is a powerful movement ofAlaska Natives who are
challenging the oil industry. We demand our rights to a safe and healthy
environment, from which we can feed ourselves and build sustainable
economies.166

165 Dune Lankard, Eyak Preservation Council, Eyak tribal member, "Oil And The Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act."
166 "Hit First And Hit Hardest: Global Warming, The Oil Industry And Alaska Natives," Oil and Gas
Working Group.
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A broad spectrum of Alaska Natives have been complaining about global

warming for years now. In a 1998 Greenpeace report, Art Ivanoff, the Chair ofthe non-

profit organization Arctic Network, a Native resident from Unalakleet, Alaska, stated:

"Traditional activities, such as hunting, fishing, and gathering ofplants, are crucial to

Alaskan Native peoples' way oflife. Even subtle changes in temperature over the long

term can effect our ability to live as our parents and grandparents have-we need a

healthy environment to fully preserve our traditional values, culture, and spirituality.,,167

Native testimonies over a two-year period contributed to the release ofthe 1998

joint Greenpeace and Arctic Network report "Answers from the Ice Edge," which

included Native testimonies from seven Bering and Chukchi Sea villages-Eskimos-

detailing their first-hand experiences with global warming. The co-sponsors attempted to

give the Western science ofglobal warming a human face, in an unprecedented

documentation ofclimate change at the Native community, local level in the Alaskan

Arctic.

It is not only the Gwich'in Natives objecting to development ofthe Arctic Refuge.

In a April 1, 2003 article to the Anchorage Daily News, the Eskimo mayor ofNuiqsut, a

village west ofANWR and Prudhoe Bay, near the Beaufort Sea Coast, explained that oil

development on the North Slope has caused heavy environmental damage to the entire

region, along with cultural breakdown among the villages:

Air pollution isn't the only problem. We have water quality
changes, land use conflicts, oil spills, noise pollution, increased traffic and
disturbance to fish and wildlife species. And the social fabric ofthe
community is under stress. Truancy, vandalism, domestic violence,
alcohol, and drug abuse and suicide are all increasing...And how does all
ofthis affect global warming? Remember that all ofthese sprawling

167 "Alaska Natives Provide Personal Testimony OfThe Impacts OfGlobal Warming, August 11, 1998,
Greenpeace archive online <http://archive.greenpeace.org>
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pipelines will eventually go under water and the plates of ice will rise.
Then what will happen to the oil facilities? When the pristine white
wonderland that we live in becomes a black wasteland, it will be too
late. 168

There is concerted Alaskan Native movement now aimed at the oil industry and

their political partners. It is critical to understand that this involves a cross-section of

Alaska Natives, supported by other national and international groups ofNative and non-

Native organizations. Gwich'in leaders and activists are now attending international

conferences and meeting with other indigenous peoples such as the Native Hawaiians and

the Maoris in New Zealand. They are networking from the local to the global level.

Open-Ended Resistance or State Protection?

The "statement ofprinciples" ofthe Alaska Native Oil and Gas Working Group

explicitly calls for an inherent right to self-determination for all indigenous peoples, and

it rejects the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act as an illegitimate infringement upon

that right to self-determination. The statement interestingly incorporates principles of

sustainability similar to those long advocated by political Green parties: "We are

committed to a moratorium on all new exploration for oil, gas and coal as a fIrst step

towards the full phase-out of fossil fuels with a just transition to sustainable jobs, energy,

and environment. We take this position based on our concern over the disproportionate

social, cultural, spiritual, environmental, and climate impacts on indigenous peoples,

particularly in Alaska.,,169

168 Rosemary Ahtuangaruak, "Oil drilling threatens Native ways," Anchorage Daily News, April 1,2003.
169 "Statement ofPrinciples OfThe Alaska Native Oil And Gas Working Group," <www.moles.org>
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The key to the stated principles of this organization lies in the vision, not merely

in the resistance to big oil and its allies in state and federal government. The indigenous

people are calling for a ''just'' and sustainable future, as well as "sustainable economic

solutions for our communities." The principles include commitments to "upholding and

promoting the integrity ofour traditional cultures and values," as well as an

"intergenerational approach, which honors the wisdom and guidance ofour elders and

that values the role ofour youth." These indigenous people are networking with other

groups and individuals from the local to global level, attempting to share a common

vision based on mutual values of social justice and ecological sustainability.

They state that the decisions made by the group originate from indigenous

members ofthe communities affected, and that non-indigenous "supporters" will be

included at the "prerogative ofthe decision-making members." They also welcome all

individuals and representatives from communities and organizations that adhere to the

principles.

These "principles" state a common purpose for indigenous peoples sharing a

worldview polar opposite to the "corporate Natives" and others embracing the economic

growth paradigm. However, it is unclear how this vision for locally just economic and

ecological sustainability is to be concretely enacted, politically and legally. Meek notes

that mere resistance is bound to fail in the face ofcorporate power, unless local

indigenous communities are protected by constitutional codes. The federal government

should have an obligation and duty to consult on activities on Indian land. Tribes need to

be politically and legally recognized as their own nations, so a confederal relationship

might exist between the autonomous community at the local level and the federal
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government, codified in the constitution. The economic decisions need to be made

primarily at the local community level, in consultation with the federal government, thus

a decentralized "bottom-up" arrangement would give greater autonomy and decision

making power to community members.

While indigenous communities are networking with environmental groups all the

time, there is still a vast gulfbetween the two, if the large environmental organization is

perceived as centralized and ''top-down,'' battling the corporation at the expense ofthe

local community. One religious community representative stated that many indigenous

communities in Alaska, Eskimo and Indian alike, are very distrustful oflarge

environmental organizations seeking to impose preservationist sanctions against

corporate development, ignoring the need for indigenous subsistence. To these

indigenous communities, it is a question ofpolitical authority, as well as subsistence and

sustainability.

Open-ended resistance does not bode well for indigenous communities fighting

corporate development. Ifthe state does not protect the community from the corporation,

then the corporation will keep coming back, over and over until it wins. In the United

States, the Gwich'in have private land, but were denied tribal government recognition by

the federal government. The new energy bill passed by the U.S. Republican

Administration and Congress (drafted behind closed doors) gives corporations more

power than before to negotiate with tribal leaders to develop oil, gas, and coal on Native

and government lands. In essence, the U.S. government, at the behest ofcorporate

lobbying, is abdicating its power to the business community. Meek notes that states must
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protect Native communities from corporations, and that environmental NGOs will not

stem the tide: ''NGOs are not going to save the world."

We cannot abandon the nation-state system in favor ofsome amorphous and ill

defined vision ofglobal civil society, which will just lead to chaos and anarchy, a world

where the massive corporations will win every time. The problem is privatization of the

public sphere, public spirited institutions. However, privatization will merely lead to

further fragmentation and chaos, lawlessness, and ecological breakdown. The only viable

alternative is the "new" kind of state, where local communities are given autonomous

economic control to develop sustainably, while a strong and healthy federal government

protects local rights in the national constitution. The goal would be to protect healthy

"bioregions," where local communities control their own sustainable economies, using

renewable resources, self-determinant in their own political decision-making, while in

consultation and cooperation with the federal government.

The Gwich'in did articulate to me their proscribed goal concerning political

autonomy: "Our current goal, which is informally agreed to, is to work towards the

greatest level ofself-determination and self-governance that we are able to attain within

the U.S. system. There is talk ofother approaches, but none that have been formalized

through a decision ofa major gathering ofour nation.,,170 Given the directions ofthe

current U.S. corporate state, however, their prospects do not look good. Without

permanent federal recognition and protection-as in making ANWR a protected

bioregion-the oil industry and its allies in the State ofAlaska will keep pushing for

renewed yearly votes to open the Refuge, without end.

170 Email from Evon Peter, March 2, 2004.
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CHAPTER VIII

THE RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY: PHILOSOPHERS OF ANWR

There is a rising awareness among leaders in the progressive religious community

that a vital cross-section ofshared interests and values, concerning social justice and

ecological sustainability, must lead to further political cooperation between groups

fighting unsustainable corporate development.

The Alaska Coalition is supported by numerous religious organizations,

including: The National Episcopal Church, the Religious Action Center ofReform

Judaism, the Central Conference ofAmerican Rabbis, the Coalition on the Environment

and Jewish Life, The United Methodist Church, the Earth Ministry, the National Council

of the Churches of Christ, the Justice and Witness Ministries, the Presbyterian Church,

the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, and the St Thomas Orthodox Church. This

formal list does not count the growing number ofprogressive individuals and

organizations in the religious community that are currently supporting and working with

other political advocates in the indigenous and environmental communities.

Some of the most exciting and intellectually challenging insights and ideas

regarding the current and future state ofcorporate globalization are emanating from the

progressive community. It is imperative to distinguish religious progressives in the U.S.

from the present Christian Right, which, thanks to Karl Rove's strategy-making, has

dangerously allied with the U.S. big business and Republican communities. We have

seen how a polarization ofvalues has characterized the Arctic Refuge debate, between
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pro-drilling and anti-oil forces, and this division can be seen in no better venue than

within the religious community. The battle over deeply held beliefs, ideas, and values in

the ANWR fight serves as a fascinating example, metaphor, for a much larger conflict

over values now taking place at the global and historic levels, both spatially and

temporally.

While religious progressives have always held fast on what they perceive to be

the primary issue of social justice, they are now regularly advocating ecological

sustainability, cross-fertilizing their concerns with environmental advocates. I found the

religious leaders in the ANWR case to be particularly sensitive and intellectually aware

of the complex history and subtle dynamics taking place within the Refuge conflict, as

well as the predicament ofthe Gwich'in. The progressive religious community is

extremely concerned with the growing problems of social, economic, and political

injustice, and particularly human rights ofthe poor.

Again, it is important to distinguish that ever-present ideological division between

progressives and neo-conservatives, for it fully carries over into the religious community.

Many environmentalists do not really appreciate the potential contribution that religious

progressives have to offer in building important alliances for future resource battles or

wars against corporate greed, unsustainable development, and human rights abuse. The

environmental community has too often mistakenly and superficially bunched all

religious representatives together, without recognizing the vast division over values

taking place within the religious community.

These politically progressive and well-educated religious leaders bring

tremendous perspective to the table, along with an impassioned yet reasoned commitment
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to long-term values of social, economic, and environmental justice. Their presence and

voice is probably essential in "social movement-building," in strengthening the value

base of those attempting to counter and provide an alternative to the capitalist-driven

unsustainable growth paradigm.

Perhaps no setting has better illustrated this real and potential contribution than in

the Arctic Refuge conflict. The U.S. Episcopal Church has been a principal driver and

major player in the struggle to protect the indigenous and human rights of the Gwich'in,

who have been Episcopalian for 100 years.

The Gwich'in themselves, at the turn ofthe 20th century, sought out the Episcopal

Church, it was not thrust upon them. According to one source in the religious community,

the Gwich'in tum to the Church was" a completely different game, it was not pushed

upon them.,,171 Faith Gemmill, ofthe Gwich'in Steering Committee, comments on the

Gwich'in and the Episcopal Church: "My great-grandfather was one of the fIrst Episcopal

ministers; he helped translate the Bible to our language. We say the Lord's Prayer in our

language, sing traditional hymns in our language.,,172

The Gwich'in see a close connection between their own traditional spirituality

and Christianity. The Episcopal Bishop ofAlaska, Mark MacDonald, explains:

"Gwich'in Christianity has become a way to affirm and embrace the old ways and the

new ways, without losing cultural cohesiveness and solidarity. The Gwich'in are brilliant

theologians. Gwich'in traditional culture is much closer to Christianity and Jesus than the

dominating culture-Christian or not.,,173

171 Interview with anonymous source, July 14, 2003.
172 Murray Carpenter, "The Gwich'in and ANWR: The Most Anglican Group OfPeople In the World Fight
For the Right To Protect A Way OfLife," January 2001, <http://thewitness.org/archive>
173 Ibid.
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The Episcopal Bishop ofAlaska, Mark MacDonald, provided the most

philosophical ofall the interviews, and placed the example ofthe conflict within a far

broader level of scale, both globally and historically. Bob Childers, the Gwich'in advisor

and advocate, began working with Bishop MacDonald in the early 1990's:

He is the church's leading national and international expert on
indigenous issues. He grew up in Indian country, his father was an
accountant for several Indian tribes on a reservation in Minnesota. He had
a ministry there, and also spent five years in Navajo country. MacDonald
is the most successful person from the religious community dealing with
indigenous missions in the world. He is one of my big heroes in all of
this. ,,174

The web ofpolitical action in the history of ANWR actually brought seemingly

disparate actors together. Federal Fish and Wildlife biologists, stewards ofANWR,

actually spoke privately with representatives ofthe Episcopal Church back in the 1980's,

urging the Church to take action to help the Gwich'in. The biologists had first-hand

knowledge ofoil company employees bragging about how the companies had co-opted

the Kaktovik Inupiaq into taking a pro-drill stance by offering them material rewards.

The oil people figured that opening ANWR would be easy.

The Episcopal Church then worked with Gwich'in leaders and Bob Childers to

develop a political stance and platform. According to Childers, MacDonald's assistant

Reverend Scott Fisher was a key figure at the local level in mobilizing support for the

Gwich'in, and then MacDonald took the issue to a national level: "Bishop MacDonald

made the big change, he moved this from one ofthe items on the Episcopal agenda to a

top issue on the national Episcopal agenda." Fisher had consulted with Jonathan

Solomon, the long-time Gwich'in activist, then Fisher consulted with Childers. The

linkage grew in strength, spreading outward from the local to the national level. In the

174 Interview with Bob Childers.
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early 1990's the Alaska church took a position against developing ANWR in support of

the Gwich'in and human rights, then the Episcopal Church in Washington D.C. spread

the word to other churches throughout the country.

The Native-Human Rights Issue: 21st Century Resource Wars

Bishop MacDonald, an international expert and voice on Native rights in the

Episcopal Church, fIrst heard about the Arctic Refuge issue from his mentor Dr. Helen

Peterson, who had been a major player in American Indian rights issues since the 1950's.

Peterson had served as the head ofthe National Congress ofAmerican Indians.

ANWR fIrst reached MacDonald's consciousness in the late 1980's, and Peterson

helped MacDonald to see ANWR within the context ofother Native issues, and as a

human rights and tribal issue, not only an environmental one. In this sense the Episcopal

Church, thanks to the work ofMacDonald, may be viewed as a model for how religious

progressives may become more involved in supporting victims in future political

ecological and environmental justice conflicts. The National Bishops of the Episcopal

Church have continued to vote unanimously in favor of supporting the Gwich'in in

fIghting the development ofANWR.

Bishop MacDonald commented upon his background in the Arctic Refuge

campaign: "In 1990 a group ofus took an extended trip throughout Alaskan villages, and

at this time I met Jonathan Solomon. I was not yet a major player, but was aware of the

people pursuing the ANWR campaign at the level ofnational advocacy. To me it was so
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compelling because it was a combination ofNative, human rights, and environmental

issues."175

MacDonald has evolved since 1990 to become one ofthe most critical players in

the debate, demonstrating a unique, remarkable philosophical perspective of the conflict,

as well as a sharp sense ofpolitical and psychological acumen. He believes that one way

to describe ANWR is "as a model, as one ofthe fIrst battles of the next 100 years, ofhow

people live, how they see the environment and indigenous issues--a place where our

fundamental values are being formed, shaped, and decided. This is a precursor of the next

century."

MacDonald's ideas and experience with the debate confIrm my thesis that ANWR

is fundamentally a clash ofworldviews, a conflict ofglobal and historical signifIcance

reaching far beyond the physical bounds ofthe Arctic coast:

It's a clash of the past, of traditions and ideas that have served
people well for thousands and thousands ofyears, with a view of
development that is beginning to clash within the dominant society as
well. Voices are saying that we have to approach this from a different
point of view; we can't drill our way out ofenergy dependency, we can't
drill our way out ofbad policy, and we can't spend our way out ofgreed.
There are so many aspects ofthis (ANWR), that it really is a defming
issue.

MacDonald's insights and overall perspective ofthe conflict confrrms that this is

a grand narrative of multiple actors and values, ideologies, all overlapping and

converging in complex ways. Fundamentally, however, he sees this case as one of many

future conflicts where indigenous rights and environmental concerns converge:

Environmental issues are not isolated from Native issues.
Aboriginal rights and the development mentality of frrst world nation
states are very much linked together. I am very sensitized to these issues
and how they will affect poor people, indigenous people. There is a

175 Interview with Bishop Mark MacDonald, July 20, 2003.
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heightened sensitivity not only by the victims ofdevelopment, but to the
fact that the ideas, values, and approaches that threaten the environment
also threaten indigenous people.

Critically, MacDonald echoes the worries coming from within indigenous

communities, concerning the split between "corporate Natives" and those such as the

Gwich'in seeking to retain sustainable communities: "They are also developing a

heightened awareness that their own values and approaches as indigenous people are seen

as dangerous from a developmental point ofview. I fmd it sad that there are Native

people on both sides of the issue. I try, as the Gwich'in do, to show a tremendous amount

ofrespect for different opinions, and also be aware of the political complexities."

The Episcopal Church's stand on human rights is fundamental to the anti-drilling

platform. The environmental and human rights elements, as already discussed, have not

always coincided and worked in tandem. MacDonald notes that he is an environmentalist,

but emphatically states that his vocal stand and political activism on the ANWR issue

fIrst and foremost originates from a commitment to indigenous and human rights:

I consider myself an environmentalist but I worry when I listen to
environmentalists who don't seem to understand the human rights issues
involved, and that makes me very nervous. It is a potential problem. I
think there is a potential conflict (between human rights and
environmental issues) as you are dealing with people, ideologies, and
cultures that don't always mix well, or don't speak to each other well. For
example, some ofus spoke with the National Wildlife Federation before
they took their historic stand against developing ANWR. One Gwich'in
got a big lecture from the environmentalists when he said that
development isn't so bad."

Thus, MacDonald and the Church view ANWR predominantly through a lens of

indigenous and human rights, though they have allied with the environmental

community:
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As a diocese we are very aware that we are part ofa coalition
predominantly made up of indigenous organizations related to the
Anglican community around the world. We understand that a big part of
our central identity is being indigenous. We also have other
responsibilities, and there are political nuances. I am not a big fan of
gaming in the lower 48, but because tribes are sovereign, and they have
been forced into this situation because oftreaty funding cuts, I think it is
no one's business to preach to them, even though in-house I can see the
raising of big issues ofwhether it is good, bad, or indifferent. I personally
would have a big problem ifthe Gwich'in wanted drilling, and I would
express that opinion. Nevertheless, I would also defend the Natives' rights
to make their own decisions."

Thus, the complexities ofa situation like ANWR reveal convergences and

divergences ofvalues, even within the "anti-drilling camp," and the indigenous-human

rights aspect ofthe matrix truly creates the defining nuance in the conflict, challenging

deeply held belief systems.

A Study of Deep-Seated Values

I have discussed the vicious polarization ofemotions and stances that have

evolved through the evolution of the Arctic Refuge debate. This issue has transcended

itself, and it signifies a dynamic taking place ofsomething far more crucial and elemental

than a mere physical battle for oil over a piece of land on the Arctic Coast. Bishop

MacDonald possesses a penetrating insight into the deeper forces at work in this

polarized debate, for the Arctic Refuge is really representative ofan uneasy challenge to

the fundamental, day-to-day values ofthe average spoiled American. No player in the

Refuge matrix has more experience with this conflict ofvalues than MacDonald. He has

taken a very unpopular position in defending the Gwich'in, even within his own Church,

and has stood his ground, while often under vicious fire:
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The pain that is going on is a testimony that something is going on
of major importance, at a deeper level ofvalues. These opponents get the
fact that for me the Gwich'in and their survival is the big thing here. I
would still be against drilling if the Gwich'in were not in this, but not
going public and not willing to take so much criticism. In Alaska and
elsewhere in the United States, in the mainline press they tend to avoid the
human rights issues. When we are getting into that realm we are getting to
the deeper parts ofthe issues that people want to avoid.

Indeed, the Gwich'in piece ofthe ANWR puzzle strikes at the core ofthis topic,

creating tremendous hostilities, hatreds, and confrontations.

A powerful, underlying sense ofracism and cultural imperialism inherited from

the mentality ofManifest Destiny seems to be rearing its head in the Arctic Refuge

conflict. According to MacDonald:

It's complex because it is somewhat hidden. It's almost as ifthe
Native people are invisible, are relics ofthe past. I think America has a
difficult time dealing with its own lack of logic in its relationship to
Native peoples: on the one hand, some feel guilty in the way they have
treated indigenous peoples, but fundamentally the attitudes have changed
very little from beginning to end. The unsaid feeling is that 'we discovered
this land and now we will use it any way we want; we are very sorry we
messed up your life but if you know what is good for you you'll go to
Anchorage.' You hear this all the time, it is often articulated."

The modem theme ofcolonization is ever-present in ANWR, the implicit

inherited belief in the power ofthe dominant commercial culture to bring "progress" to

uncivilized peoples and undeveloped landscapes. This mindset and belief system is

currently destroying the remaining traditional cultures and natural environments left in

the world, not only in the Arctic. Bishop MacDonald and the national Episcopal stance

appears to be very sensitive to this global dynamic taking place in Alaska, to this fight

over deep values: "You have these deep feelings ofguilt, acquisitiveness and greed,

mixed with shame, all ofthese things. The implications are tragic in what we have shown

in our capacity to hurt people. There are also fears that there 'won't be enough for my
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family and me.' All ofthese things come together into a kind ofawful web. It is very

difficult to deal with, break open, and display."

What is really taking place here is the beginning ofa painful paradigm shift

within the grand narrative, as alternative, positive visions for the future confront

dominant yet outworn values in the American commercial, capitalist culture. American

values of materialism, greed, egoism, and competition (social Darwinism, survival ofthe

richest) are being contested on an axiological battleground that will extend into the

upcoming decades.

MacDonald perceives that this paradigm shift is taking place in the way ANWR is

contested, in the approaches used by the opponents:

What the Natives are saying is like a mirror toward what the
American public has been trying to avoid--doing with less, changing one's
lifestyle. Even environmentalists try to avoid it, as ifthe Gwich'in and
their views in this raise fundamental questions: about how we live our
day-to-day lives, what is important, our families, our homes. It is a mirror
that is held up to the dominant culture, in a way that the dominant culture
fmds difficult to sustain any gaze upon. They see it for an instant, then
walk away.

MacDonald almost seems to view the other actors in this drama as if he is looking

down upon the entire tragedy, understanding of its past and its future, and the motivations

of the separate actors. MacDonald has resided in Alaska as the Bishop for six years,

transplanted from the lower 48, and this may be why he has a better overview ofthe

situation. The value conflict over the Arctic Refuge has produced ugly confrontations

inside Alaska, where the real battle is taking place. The vote may be taken inside the

Senate in Washington D.C., but the real battle, the pitched confrontation over beliefs and

values is being fought on Alaskan soil. "A lot ofAlaskan hopes, fears, insecurities, and

difficulties seem to be coagulating over ANWR. It is a fundamentally defming issue for

179



the state, but sadly there is a tremendous amount of bitterness and resentment in this. It

has become very personal for people like Ted Stevens."

The ANWR matrix is a fascinating web ofactors all connected to each other. Ted

Stevens, the great voice for the pro-oil coalition, is an Episcopalian, ironically a member

ofMacDonald's Alaskan diocese, an organization standing by the Gwich'in. Only

ANWR could bring these two supposedly disparate individuals together. A group of

Episcopal Bishops made a national statement in backing anti-oil forces, writing a letter to

President Clinton, asking him to protect the Refuge by making it a national monument.

Stevens happened to be in Anchorage at the time, and ran into MacDonald in the airport,

the same day the statement was sent to Clinton. Stevens verbally exploded at Bishop

MacDonald in the airport, rebuking him for his position, making a scene, in what is now

a legendary incident within Alaska. Stevens various explosions over ANWR have

become well known by now, as the members ofthe Senate may attest.

This incident symbolizes the divisiveness over ANWR, and shows how the

Episcopal Church itself is divided over the issue. It also raises questions over one

progressive individual's right to speak up against a neo-conservative majority opinion.

MacDonald has been vilified by many in Alaska, and within his own Church, for his

principled stand:

The papers at the time misrepresented what I said, TV crews
crafted interviews with me to make it look as if! were speaking for the
whole Church. I am very careful in everything I say to point out that
Episcopalians in Alaska differ on this. The reality is that in the Episcopal
Church outside of Alaska, there is no dissension that is significant to speak
ofover ANWR. The Bishops have unanimously voted time and again at
some cost to them in their own Dioceses, to support the Gwich'in. This is
the only thing they have voted on unanimously since I've been a Bishop.
They have shown great courage in this.
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There are many heroes in the ANWR story, and Bishop MacDonald is just one,

however his particular role in the matrix is even more intriguing because ofthe fIre he

has voluntarily taken from within his own "interest group," so to speak, the Episcopal

Church. The pressures have also been immense within Alaska on those wishing to speak

up like MacDonald, but who are afraid to do so against the dominant values: "People

have written to me to say thank you for being a voice on this issue. People are afraid to

speak up, are afraid oflosing their jobs, for example. A lot ofpeople in the State of

Alaska (government) who are against development have been intimidated into silence.

There are strong and violent reactions to those who speak up against drilling."

This intimidation sounds frightening similar to the same reactionary, militantly

zealous mentality that has arisen in the United States ever since the attacks on the World

Trade Towers. The affluent in the United States, accustomed to a certain material

lifestyle, are reacting violently to those poor people everywhere who are lashing out in

anger and frustration, calling for a fair distribution ofeconomic resources. This is all

about pursuing fairness, economic equality, and a distribution ofpolitical authority: who

is doing the decision-making, and is that ecologically sustainable. ANWR is really

nothing less than a challenge to the political-economic power structure, a struggle ofthe

"weak" on the outside ofthat power circle who are attempting to change that structure.

This struggle is backed by visionaries such as MacDonald, who understand the far-

reaching, profound dynamics at stake:

People write letters to me, some in support, and others threaten to
leave the church over the ANWR issue. It is gratifying because people
write with support and encouragement, and it is horrifying because so
many Alaskans feel intimidated into silence. The worst thing in Alaska is
to be characterized as an environmentalist. An Alaskan environmentalist is
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not supposed to exist, but is seen as an outsider, a do-gooder with good
intentions but not much awareness ofwhat is going on.

It is fascinating how militant anger has come to dominate the ANWR issue.

MacDonald explains: "The opposition tends to stereotype and caricature. Much ofthe

logic oftheir arguments includes things like: 'You're a jerk, therefore we should drill, or

you're stupid, therefore we should drill.' The passion overtakes them, and they repeat

formulas, the same outworn formulas like it 'can be done safely.'"

MacDonald's support ofthe Gwich'in seems to be triggering the heated reaction:

"People will feel bad about what earlier generations have done to Native people, but they

still justify wiping out the Gwich'in lifestyle for a few gallons ofgas. They believe that

the Gwich'in should fit the American lifestyle."

The fundamental ways of how humans relate to nature are being examined in this

ANWR process, pitting an economic worldview of "progress" against deeper meanings

ofsubsistence:

Subsistence is at issue here: in English it means 'barely getting by,'
but in Gwich'in and Inupiaq it means 'our way oflife.' In Gwich'in,
subsistence has a connotation of someone who is well-prepared, someone
who is taken care of This lifestyle has to do with a recognition of the
abundance ofnature, the abundance of God's generous response to the
creatures ofthis Earth, and also the sacrifice that other creatures make to
serve the people.

Here the debate moves into the realm ofspiritual ecology, examining and calling

into question the very material values ofwhat Bodley calls the "dominant commercial

culture." The Gwich'in and the religious community are expanding the debate to include

far deeper questions than the traditional argument provided by preservationist

environmentalists, as the very meaning of subsistence is getting to the root of the issue

over unsustainable capitalist growth and acquisition. The fundamental way humans relate

182



to each other and to the non-human natural world is under examination in the microscope

ofANWR. To the Gwich'in, and certainly to MacDonald's mind, an alternative to the

economic worldview includes a confluence oflife-affrrming, healing values: the quality

oflife, spirituality, human community, belongingness, and connectedness to others

(human and non-human beings alike). Thus, it is more than "just getting by" in the strict

economic sense: it is a healthy "way oflife," physically, psychologically, and spiritually.

Political Ecology and Spiritual Ecology

The matrix ofactors in Alaska debating critical themes ofecological

sustainability and social-economic justice extends beyond the issue ofthe Arctic Refuge.

The progressive religious community is not only working with indigenous peoples to

advocate concerns for social justice and human rights, as in the case ofBishop

MacDonald, but reaching out to voice its support ofenvironmental platforms. As cited

previously, the Sierra Club is attempting to develop stronger ties with human rights

organizations such as Amnesty International as well as religious organizations, through

their "Partnerships Program" organized by Melanie Griffm in Washington D.C. To

reiterate, the National Council of Churches has partnered with the Sierra Club.

In many intriguing instances, environmental activists are simultaneously working

in their religious communities to further raise consciousness ofthe coalescence of social

justice and ecological issues. Mary Ellen Oman, whom I interviewed in the Anchorage

Sierra Club office concerning ANWR, is also a Presbyterian Church elder. The

fascinating web of actors in the Arctic Refuge conflict spins outward, creating
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unexpected and gratifYing possibilities in research. Mary Ellen Oman arranged an

interview with her Presbyterian minister, Karen Lipinczyk, an advocate of spiritual and

political ecology.176

While Lipinczyk is not directly related to the ANWR issue, her ideas and political

positions are illustrative ofthe progressive thinking and visions now taking shape within

the religious community, combining commitments to the education ofspiritual and

political ecological issues.

Lipinczyk is quick to distinguish progressive Christianity from the neo-

conservative brand, which has infiltrated current political and economic circles in the

United States. She has worked with students at the University of Buffalo, attempting to

dispel the conjunction ofChristian and political neo-conservative agendas:

Jesus was a political revolutionary, and social justice was his main
concern, he was unequivocally for marginalized people, social ethics. We
are now living in a nation that has gone crazy with materialism. Corporate
capitalism is not compatible with Christianity-there is no meeting
ground. Progressive Christianity is connected to all ofthose causes
seeking to increase human understanding, peace and justice, saving the
planet, and funding education. Christianity addresses how to be a faithful
human being in honoring the Divine in all of life-all life.

Lipinczyk's ideas are intriguing, for they seek common ground for discourse in

political and spiritual ecology, often separate fields of inquiry. Her views parallel my

own argument, that the progressive religious community has a tremendous contribution to

make in discussing issues relating to the environment and socio-economic and political

justice, and that political ecology and spiritual ecology might be viewed as two sides of

the same coin. For example, the presence ofthe Gwich'in and their views on the

176 Interview with Karen Lipinczyk, July 29,2003. Lipinczyk holds a graduate degree in Theology from the
Graduate Theological Union at Berkeley, and has been ordained for 23 years. She is a political activist as
well, and ran for the city council in Buffalo, New York. She has studied liberation theology, hermeneutics,
feminism and women's spirituality, and animistic religions with a background in Anthropology.
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relationship of humans to ''Nature'' in the ANWR discourse lends an entirely different

dimension to an otherwise typical development-environmental conflict. As Bishop

MacDonald emphasized, the presence of the Gwich'in worldview-their values-

challenges the very assumptions and foundations ofa society devoted to money, material

gain, and self-centered individualism. The "spiritual ecologists," whether they be in this

case the Gwich'in, the Episcopal Bishops, or the Presbyterian Lipinczyk, are arguing that

more than political changes or fixes will be needed to fmd our way out ofthis political

ecological morass. The crisis is deep, and one ofsocial and environmental ethics: a

fundamental transformation ofvalues and worldviews is needed, to examine how we

relate to nature and each other.

What are the prospects for social change, for addressing political-economic

inequalities? Lipinczyk offers a view from a spiritual and political perspective:

There is not enough will (in the U.S.) to change the harm that we
are doing, nonviolently. I still believe in nonviolence, but I don't see the
will from a critical mass. I think that means that things will get worse and
worse. This is empire building that we are engaged in. What I hope will
happen, if there is hope in the midst ofgreat pain, is that when things fall
apart, the pain will lead to will. You can only take so much pain and then
folks start to organize, and that is when the church ofthe modem century
will have to step up to the plate. Will we make the sacrifices to try and
hold up a whole lot ofpain? We will go so far down as to force a
paradigm shift."

Thus Lipinczyk foresees a descent into chaos, which in tum will create a new

collective power, where new leaders will emerge. "Why political and spiritual ecology

now? Partly because we've evolved to the point where we can start thinking about those

things. The planet is in such crisis, maybe this is an evolutionary aspect ofepoch change

and revolution. There has to be more to accomplish, this can't be the end. In terms of

185



classical evolution, biologically, we have reached the wall. The change has to be spiritual

for epoch change."

Lipinczyk agrees that "political ecology is about studying corporate power, and

the politicians are the front guys. Complicity is the problem in consumptive America.

There is no moral compass, no critical thought. We are the children of the corporate mass

media." Thus, political ecology may be interpreted as the naming ofthe problem (or

naming ofthe "enemy," in Amory Starr's terms), while spiritual ecology may be viewed

as integral to any fundamental paradigm shift, epoch change: forward-looking normative

changes in values, in social and environmental ethics.

Concerning the role ofChristianity in politics, Lipinczyk argues:

The temporary Christian "right" does not have the strength to hold
the crisis that is coming. The denominational structure will fall apart, and
that is good. Religion is not about converting people or proselytizing, it is
in building homes, communities, fighting aids-helping people. It is about
being concerned with climate change, alternative energies, technologies,
being responsible for each other. Even unsophisticated thinkers out there
can make the leap from the local to the global."

We see ideological barriers being torn down with thinkers like Lipinczyk,

intellectual representatives from the progressive religious community. She has

participated in inter-religious dialog, and sees progressive Christianity as entirely

compatible with other religions: "The hallmark ofprogressive Christianity is that we

don't have the lock on truth."

Politically, her church holds international meetings, where such issues as free

trade agreements, human rights, and the environment are discussed with international

delegates: ''These agreements are killing them. These (American) policies are so far from

the founding father visions; even if they were aristocrats, the documents were good."
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Thus, politically active members from the religious community are supporting

human rights and environmental positions, becoming vocal participants in political and

spiritual ecological issues. Those at the fore are helping to re-frame the debates, exposing

the differences between Christian progressives and neo-conservative "Christians" with

underlying political-economic agendas. Much ofthe process now lies in the necessity to

challenge and refute the incessant corporate spin ofthe Christian political "right."

The progressive religious actors in the matrix offer a broad perspective, infusing

temporal and spatial scale, providing a grand narrative ofour current social and

ecological crises-within the context ofpast and future histories. Their future

contributions in political and spiritual ecology will be many, and much needed.
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CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSION: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge debate is but one case or instance illustrative

of the coming 21 st Century resource wars. In one sense the Arctic Refuge may be

understood as a model precursor to the coming conflicts, pitting a complex array ofactors

against each other, where fundamental ideas and values--worldviews--collide and

polarize.

The "local" Arctic Refuge conflict is important more for its significance on the

global stage, as a blueprint for naming the constellation ofactors in resource wars.

Methodologically, the story ofANWR is a basic, fundamental explication ofthe primary

participants involved: global corporations, in this case oil; politicians and the state;

environmental non-governmental organizations; indigenous peoples and organizations;

and human rights/religious organizations. 177

As complex as ANWR may be given the constellation of actors, it nevertheless

provides a fairly clear model ofthe conflicting ideas and values involved, enabling the

reader to assess the general problems presented, which carry over to resource conflicts

throughout the world. ANWR is an outstanding model, ifonly judging by the corporate

oil actors: Exxon Mobil, British Petroleum, Chevron Texaco, and Phillips are all global

players, Phillips to a lesser degree. In Chapter Three, my main purpose was to

demonstrate how the Alaskan oil actors are eminently powerful at the national and global

177 Raymond Bryant's Third World Political Ecology served as a methodological model for naming the
primary actors in resource conflicts. This is a foundational work in political ecology and inspired the
creation ofmy own research design, the critical narrative.
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levels, to provide a spatial perspective for corporate power and its influence over

government.

The confluence ofoil and government power is very clear in the case ofAlaska

and the Alaskan political delegation. I focused upon the example ofTed Stevens as an

almost perfect case ofneo-conservative thought and values, and because he is powerfully

linked to the current matrix ofcorporate oil, military, and neo-conservative theology

dominating and pervading the national and international policies ofthe Bush-Cheney

Administration.

As discussed in Part One, the neo-conservative theology or agenda is essentially a

social Darwinistic belief system, advocating the survival ofthe richest, cutthroat

competition and domination ofthe opposition, and a sociopathic thorough disinterest and

disregard for social and economic justice and equality. The values engineering American

corporate globalization are fundamentally socially Darwinistic, designed to create a

monied aristocracy, a plutocracy. The story ofANWR pits this plutocratic alliance ofthe

super-rich against a phalanx ofenvironmental, indigenous, and human rights actors.

I attempted to portray the subtle differences and potential problems within the

anti-drilling coalition, noting the top-down power ofthe large Washington-D.C. based

environmental organizations. Nevertheless, in contrast to the pro-drilling plutocracy, anti

development forces as a whole are very much grassroots in nature, operating on mere

fractions ofoil lobby budgets. There is simply no comparison in the scope ofpower: my

primary argument is designed to portray a corporate state out ofcontrol, where massive

amounts of money determine political decision-making and effect the poorest people at

the local level, destroying natural environments as well.
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Politicians like Ted Stevens, Frank Murkowski, and Tony Knowles are corporate

front men, a thesis supported by interviews with experts such as Beth and Jay Kertulla.

The national government--distinct from state and local politicians-is pervaded with

monetary corruption and corporate influence, and the Alaskan delegation is but a glaring

example. The theme ofour era, that of the corporate state, as exemplified with the

powerful political influence ofoil companies such as Exxon Mobil and BP, seems to

consist in how these secretive corporations repeatedly manage to shifts their costs on to

either an unsuspecting or just apathetic public.

The neo-conservative political agenda is devoted to not only helping the richest to

cut their taxes, a primary concern ofthe Bush-Cheney Administration, but also in

harnessing public funds from the average taxpayer to subsidize corporate costs and

projects. As mentioned previously, the Alaskan oil consortium, including the State of

Alaska and Ted Stevens, has managed to shift the costs of building a new gas pipeline

from Alaska to the lower 48, from private industry to the public sector. This "subsidy" is

included in the new energy bill of2002. It is but one example ofthe new corporate

theology, to not dismantle government, but to secretively manipulate politicians to shift

the costs on to the public, a public already in massive debt.

Summary of Findings: The Dual Structure Process

Political ecological theory constitutes a study oftop-down political

economic power, and how it affects environmental change and social injustice at the

local, regional, and global levels. In preparation for the interview process in Alaska, I
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reviewed a wide range ofliterature covering themes in political ecology, corporate

globalization and political economy, oil and energy, anthropology, and ecological

democracy. My goal was to push the interdisciplinary borders, to attempt to illustrate the

theoretical interconnections of these areas by utilizing a challenging and relevant case

study ofa resource war or conflict.

The critical paradigm provided the appropriate methodology through which to

apply political ecological theory and a top-down study of multi-level political economic

power.178 The critical paradigm or method aligns well with political ecological theory

precisely because it assumes structural political economic inequalities from the outset,

setting the framework for a normative approach, one ofadvocacy.

My approach toward the case study of the Arctic Refuge involves a dual structure

method, which coincides nicely with political ecological theory. Dual structure entails: 1)

an employment ofa matrix ofactors converging upon the same event or theme; and 2) an

over-arching critical narrative placing the actors and their respective values, ideologies,

and worldviews within a holistic framework. The design is to apply a literary method or

narrative to political ecological themes. While ethnographic method is typically

anthropological, my interdisciplinary approach attempts to create a political ethnography

ofa matrix ofactors converging upon a political event. The political ethnography allows

the actors to voice their various opinions, views, and values concerning the common

event while allowing for the greatest level of flexibility in their responses.

My role was learn from these key informants, some ofwhom had worked with

this issue for decades, and to then tie their arguments into a comprehensive narrative,

178 Margaret D. LeComte and Jean 1. Schensul, Designing & Conducting Ethnographic Research, volumes
1 and 2, (New York: AltaMira, 1999).
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utilizing a literary approach. The key for me in this research design was to approach the

interview process with the broadest theoretical background possible, bringing in a

number ofthemes including critical globalization thought and political economy, but

allowing for the highest level ofreflexivity generated by the interview process. That is,

the critical paradigm allowed me to approach the various actors with my own

assumptions concerning local to global top-down political economic power, however the

interview process itselfallowed me to "reflexively" adjust my theoretical assumptions

accordingly.

The interview process with Arctic Refuge actors was challenging and stimulating,

especially given the highly charged nature ofthe debate, which has raged for decades.

Interestingly, my assumptions concerning the corporate state were verified from sources

where I least expected to fmd them: retired Alaska State Congressman Jay Kertulla, and

Richard Fineberg, the oil and gas expert. These men provided unexpected interviews: I

had not contacted them prior to leaving for Alaska. This is an important point for future

researchers gathering interviews for the coming resource conflicts or wars. While one

must be well-read in a variety of thematic areas in political ecological theory before

approaching the interview process, it is absolutely necessary to maintain a reflexive

attitude or awareness while experiencing the subtleties ofa highly stimulating interview

process. I learned something quite important while weaving my way through the matrix

ofthe ANWR actors: one's best interviews may indeed be the ones you don't expect. I

did not expect to interview the Bishop ofAlaska, or Bob Childers, for that matter. Both

were experts on the subjects ofthe Gwich'in and indigenous politics (for non-Natives).

192



The interview process for the Arctic Refuge conflict constituted the most

gratifying aspect ofthe research project, as I was fortunate to meet some extraordinary

people. The real value in studying a resource conflict like the Arctic Refuge is to allow

the key actors to inform and educate one's own worldview, and to be flexible in

considering how their knowledge might re-shape one's own theoretical assumptions. This

is the advantage of the dual structure methodology, applying a literary style in the

"critical narrative" overview to a political ethnographic matrix ofactors.

For example, the interview process re-shaped my initial theoretical assumption

concerning social movements. I had assumed on an academic level that the anti-drilling

group alliance in the Arctic Refuge represented a hopeful example ofhow progressive

social movements might unify in the future to fight corporate globalization,

environmental destruction, and social injustice. One early goal ofthe research process

was to explore the ANWR campaign to see how environmental groups were "helping"

indigenous peoples (a patronizing assumption itself-more cultural imperialism?) to fight

unsustainable development and oil companies specifically. This sounded quite noble on a

theoreticalleve~ however in Part Two I discussed how the interview process generated

complexities and subtleties concerning the "unity" ofcoalition members, and that closer

inspection revealed not a true social movement, as defined by Lakoff, but a collection of

interest groups. This collection was in tum characterized by a top-down organizational

structure led by the Washington-DC based environmental groups.

The Meek, Childers, and Bishop MacDonald interviews were most interesting

precisely because they had worked within both environmental and indigenous advocacy

groups over a long period oftime. Each of these informants pointed out the actual deep
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disparity between environmental and indigenous interest groups, and how the D.C.-based

environmental non-governmental organizations bring in other interests groups (such as

the Gwich'in) to bolster their own administrative power and fmancial resource base. As

Meek noted insightfully, "the NGOs are not going to save the world." One of my initial

academic assumptions was that maybe they could save the world. This was naive at best:

the reality is that the large environmental organizations are corporations themselves,

though obviously on a much smaller scale than the oil companies. One cannot compare

millions to billions ofdollars.

Overall, the groups in Part Two ofthis work are fighting for positive visions for

the future, in stark contrast to the corporate-political elites (exemplified in the oil mafia).

However, the question of "new social movements" is a cause for serious concern and

skepticism, for the actual divided nature of these interest groups merely mirrors what I

perceive to be the fundamental deteriorating qualities of individualism and competition

self-interest-within American culture and values. That is, the large NGOs, such as the

environmental groups, are part ofthe corporate state as well, and contrary to grassroots

rhetoric have evolved into top-down hierarchical organizations characteristic of insider

politics, pursuing their own political and fmancial agendas at the expense ofgrassroots

democratic practice. My findings from various interviews lead me to conclude that

fragmentation and self-interest, rather than some form oftheoretical unity, characterize

the so-called new social movements, or political interest groups.

On the positive side, the indigenous political-advocacy groups are now

networking from local to global levels, linked by internet communications. Their

alliances are expanding by the day, as witnessed by the example ofGwich'in leaders,
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who are global players. It is important to emphasize, however, that these are indigenous

networks, primarily, and that any perceived unified alliance with the big environmental

groups is a superficial observation. As Childers noted, many environmentalists are

deluded into thinking that there is such an alliance. It is far more problematic and

fractious. Still, the indigenous groups themselves are networking at a furious pace, and

this a hopeful sign for the future.

The issue ofglobal warming and climate change became a focal point of the

Arctic Refuge debate after having visited the Gwich'in village and talking with tribal

members. The fact that it snowed during my visit in mid-July, to the distress of the

Gwich'in, only supported their arguments concerning disastrous climate change. After

this incident, to my mind global warming became the common denominator for all the

groups vying for political position in the ANWR conflict. Drastic climate change

enveloped all ofthe arguments, at that point, especially because of its dire and immediate

effect on the communities in the Arctic. The issue ofglobal warming truly linked the

local to the global, in this empirical instance.

While discrepancies arose within the anti-drilling groups, their tactics as a whole

were found to be relatively benign in contrast to the powerful oil mafia. The interview

with Fineberg was educational and illuminating, for here was a PhD. in Government, who

had served as the oil and gas advisor to the Governor ofAlaska in the late 1980's, an

international-level oil expert, who had become the principal advisor for the Alaska

Coalition trying to save the Arctic Refuge.

Fineberg's published accounts on ANWR over the years centered upon what he

emphasized was the crucial point of the battle: the need to expose and challenge the
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disinformation campaign continually disseminated by the pro-drilling lobby. Thus, the

important element ofmedia power and how information is used became another critical

issue that emerged primarily out ofthe interview process, after meeting Fineberg. His

testimony proved that the war over scientific information was pivotal in the ANWR

dispute, the war of ideas. Fineberg contributed fundamental insights into how oil mafia

tactics have shaped the debate, continuing to influence public opinion through the power

ofmedia. The Arctic Refuge is a battleground over scientific information. The various

environmental groups and the United States Geological Survey, for example, have

produced extensive and detailed environmental scientific documentation on the North

Slope, as cited in this work. Indigenous advocacy groups, we have seen, are using this

knowledge to forge their own alliances and arguments concerning fossil fuel use and

global warming. These efforts are furiously countered by the tactics ofthe oil mafia,

which must rely upon mass media advertising in an effort to "disinform" the public.

The Commodification of Mind

In my "Culture ofCorporate Spin" chapter, the intent was to expose and openly

discuss the sophisticated Machiavellian corporate propaganda methods by which these

business elites constantly shape and create false perceptions and beliefs among the public

citizenry. We live in the age ofthe new corporate state predicated upon the incessant

marketing of "false truths," a constant public relations effort to legitimize capitalist greed

and power-wealth by employing belief-images of "patriotism," "security against

terrorism," "freedom and democracy." These terms are becoming cliche with the
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corporate state and the mass media marketing machine, in an all-out effort to discredit

any opponent of the corporate-business worldview. Alaska is a perfect example:

interviewed experts noted how the major oil companies daily inundate local and regional

television programming with eco-friendly and social justice-friendly commercials

attempting to legitimize the goals ofthe oil companies.

The subtle, real issue in globalization is the use ofmass technology by corporate

monopolies to brainwash hearts and minds with commercial propaganda. The insidious

intent is to convince the poor and the middle class, through the relentless use of

misinformation, that it is actually in their best interest to bring about greater levels of

public debt, while further elevating the profits of the corporate aristocracy. The mass

marketing effect in this process is likened to a "commodification ofmind," creating a

type of dictatorship of ideas. By reducing humans to unthinking consumers, lowering the

common denominator, passivity engenders profit.

This corporate dictatorship ofthe media and the dispersal of information that we

are seeing the United States is not coincidentally paralleled by a meteoric rise in the

power ofthe military-oil power complex. As I discussed in the chapter on the oil

companies, given the incredible rise in corporate consolidation and monopolization over

the past three years, energy executives are now interfused more than ever before with

mass media corporations. General Electric is one ofthe largest media owners in the

United States. The energy corporations are obviously inseparable from the military as

well, evidenced in the invasion ofIraq, as the protesting poor must be constantly

portrayed as terrorists, threats to the creation ofmarkets and consumer passivity. We see

an unprecedented unity ofmedia, energy, and military corporate power at the beginning
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the 21 st Century, embodied in the new radical American right, in the visions of right-wing

intellectuals such as Karl Rove. As seen in the example ofthe polarized ANWR debate,

the new American corporate Republican agenda desires nothing less than the utter

destruction ofthe opposition, the perceived enemies to markets and profits. The oil and

defense industries are basically running the U.S. federal government at this point, running

up massive profits at the expense ofpublic debt. The energy-military-media triad is

bombarding the public with misinformation campaigns, as exemplified in the ''war on

terror," as journalism has degenerated into little more than corporate marketing and

public relations.

This monopolized marketing of falsehoods invoking the use of ''the facts," as

discussed in the example ofArctic Power, poses dire potential problems for the future

dissemination ofknowledge and truth. Corporate spin is continually presenting itself as a

harbor for scientific truth. This creates what Jeremy Leggett describes in The Carbon

Wars as "cognitive dissonance," as oil company spin or misinformation, for example,

constantly bombards the public with falsehoods portrayed as environmental or scientific

knowledge. As Leggett observed the "carbon club" lobby at work over many years during

Intergovernmental Panel On Climate Change talks and conferences, he became an expert

on the use ofoil company spin: "Cognitive dissonance is an uncomfortable awareness of

the distance between your own view ofsomething, and the views for the people in whose

company you fmd yourself. It's the kind of feeling that makes you ask yourselfwhether

you can possibly be right, or even sane, when so many others seem so sure you are

wrong. ,,179

179 Jeremy Leggett, The Carbon Wars: Global Warming and the End ofthe Oil Era, pg. 124.
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The Ascendance Of Private Governments

One great challenge in the upcoming years will be the absolute necessity for

public and democratic-spirited individuals and groups to challenge this mass marketing

ofcorporate theology, a worldview predicated upon the ascendant values ofmoney profit,

social Darwinism, and privatization. It goes without saying that political solutions like

getting big private money (whether they are formal or informal, they are still bribes) out

ofpolitical campaigns and re-instituting state control over the business community

"separating business and state"-- would solve many ofour problems.

But is it too late to purge the u.s. federal state ofpervasive money corruption

when most federal politicians are joined at the hip with corporate boards and lobbyists?

Unfortunately, as seen in the case ofANWR and Alaska, there is no distinction between

the business community and what we used to term "statesmen or statists," professional

public policy-makers. Is it possible to politically "reform" a cancerous situation? A life

long politician and statist such as Alaska's Jay Kertulla appears disheartened and

resigned in speaking ofthe "corporate state." Or as the theologian Karen Lipinczyk

suggests, will this process just get worse and worse, bottoming out with economic and

spiritual chaos and anarchy, in turn forcing a critical mass change in consciousness and

values?

Obviously, it is impossible to foresee events upon the horizon, but energy will

playa central role, according to experts across the liberal to conservative spectrum.

Energy-and the oil companies-will affect every aspect of society in the upcoming

decades. Energy wars and conflicts will dominate global landscapes until policies
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embrace the values ofecologically sustainable community-building. These wars will

propagate in poor countries while consumers in the United States demand ever more non-

renewable energy, as they refuse to change their material, consumptive lifestyles, fueling

public debt and corporate profit.

The problems are much more structural and far-reaching than in merely focusing

upon human rights abuses in resource wars, as victimized plaintiffs try to sue big

corporations such as Exxon Mobil, Chevron Texaco, or Unocal, for example. I80 These are

reactive attempts only, and they do not solve the main issue, the necessity ofswitching to

sustainable energies before global warming spins synergistically out ofcontrol. When

that happens-it is starting-- continued PR debates on whether humans are to blame for

these violent fluctuations in climate change will be seen as ridiculously rhetorical and

irrelevant.

We would not have oil and gas resource wars in the first place, in places such as

ANWR, Iraq, Columbia, Equador, Bolivia, Aceh, Burma, and Nigeria, to name but a few,

if conservation measures were implemented in simple policy procedures. It doesn't help

to keep having yearly votes on ANWR, to keep the wolves at bay, or to keep filing

reactive law suits against oil companies in the name ofhuman rights abuse. Can band-

aids cure cancer? The oil era must be perceived, by consumers and policy-makers alike,

as being overly destructive to nature and human societies, outdated--finished. The growth

180 In a recent L.A. Times article, Exxon Mobil is exposed for its funding of social science professors and
academic studies designed to influence judicial decisions in favor ofcorporate defendants in punitive
damage law suits. Corporate money-oil money-is infiltrating American academia: Exxon Mobil has paid
out an estimated $1 million dollars, enough to fund 6,000 researchers, since 1994 when it was first ordered
to payout $5.3 billion in damages to Alaskan plaintiffs (an award it has still not paid due to ongoing
appeals). They are literally bribing the judicial process, buying academicians along the way. See: "Funding
Studies to Suit Need: In the 1990s, Exxon began paying for research into juries and the damages they
award. The findings have served the firm well in court," Los Angeles Times, December 3, 2003.
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paradigm is also dangerously outdated and harmful, generating ecocide, an utter

destruction ofthe natural world.

In the study ofthe Arctic Refuge, we have seen a number ofdiverse arguments

made against the oil industry. In my view, commensurate with that ofthe Gwich'in,

diverse scientists such as Jeremy Leggett, and other members ofthe global climate

coalition, the base issue is that ofglobal warming and the dire prospect ofcatastrophic

climate change. Leggett perhaps offers the broadest perspective derived from extensive

experience with this issue:

The problem was in the carbon arithmetic...Stabilizing
atmospheric greenhouse-gas concentrations required deep cuts in
emissions from all fossil fuels. We had to get to a solar future running on
renewable energy sources and energy efficiency as soon as possible, and
right now the expanding gas industry was busy setting itself up to make
things worse, not better. It was taking money away from renewables and
efficiency. Given that we couldn't turn to solar power overnight, gas
might have to have a role as a bridging fuel to a future running on
renewables, but we had to be very aware that there was a vast amount of
gas available. There was around 1,000 billion tonnes ofcarbon in gas
below the ground, according to the best estimates then (1993), compared
with some 200 billion tonnes in oil. You couldn't allow the oil industry to
reinvent itself as a gas industry, especially not in the face ofarithmetic like
that: 300 (maybe 200) billion tonnes ofcarbon from fossil fuels ofall
kinds was probably more than enough to risk catastrophic destabilization
of the climate. And on top of that came the problem ofleakage. Natural
gas was, after all, primarily methane. Just a 3 per cent leakage ofgas from
the production, transportation, distribution, and use ofgas and you would
lose the advantages of its lower carbon intensity with respect to oil. At
twice that, you were not even beating coal.,,181

This statement from a knowledgeable, expert geologist is especially pertinent to

the Alaskan case, and ties the local example into a global perspective. The Alaskans,

even most ofthose fighting against oil development in ANWR, are strongly and almost

uniformly in support ofa new (subsidized by the national taxpayers) gas pipeline to be

181 Jeremy Leggett, The Carbon War: Global Warming and the End ofthe Oil Era, pg. 126.
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built from the North Slope to the lower 48, which will generate vast amounts of money

for the entire state. They do not seem to recognize the global picture ofLeggett's "carbon

arithmetic," which focuses upon carbon emissions as a whole, including gas. Using

Leggett's arithmetic, the argument for using "cleaner" gas is a specious one, merely

utilized to bring in more profit. Environmentalists themselves in Alaska will back down

and support the gas pipeline, for the economic benefits. So there seems to be an

inconsistency, ifwe are really viewing the global ecological picture and the need to

immediately terminate the fossil fuel culture for the health ofthe atmosphere.

The New War of Worldviews

The case ofANWR may used as a tool through which to view a matrix of

worldviews from a variety ofangles, all merging upon central themes ofecological

sustainability or unsustainability, and social equality or inequality. The complicated

debate over "corporate globalization" really addresses these latter two variables, which

are hallmark themes in political ecology. The current push toward corporate

monopolization ofhuman societies and natural environments is frightening in its arrogant

and sociopathic disregard for the fundamental value ofequality. I perceive equality to be

conceived in political ecological terms as simultaneously socia~ economic, politica~ and

"ecological." By ecological, I refer to an equality likened to a sense ofequilibrium, or

balance, achieved between humans and the rest ofnature. This, I believe, is what the

Gwich'in are arguing. Sustainability is an ecological equality or balance achieved to

sustain a quality way oflife, spiritually, biologically, economically.
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Corporate theology by contrast is proselytizing a type ofdangerous sociopathy, an

indifference to social ethics and environmental ethics: equality. Capitalism is currently

declaring war upon the world's human poor and what is left of its natural environments.

The upcoming decades may become remembered as the new great world war, a global

civil war, waged between the competing worldviews or paradigms ofrapacious economic

growth and development versus sustainability and novel forms of socio-ecological

democracy.

We may be witnessing, in the rise of this militant form ofneo-conservative

corporate social Darwinism, an epochal backlash against the environmental thought and

policy of the 1960's and 70's. The "growth" ideology or belief system is coming to an

end, is in its death-throws, preceding a major historical paradigm shift. The growth

adherents are clinging to their power-wealth, and using physical force to delay an

inevitable epochal transition to a more equal and sustainable world. No industry better

epitomizes this bunker mentality than the global oil people, refusing to give way to

alternative values and ways of living in balance, of ecological and social justice and

equality.

In terms ofpolicy, common sense dictates that we must purge the state of money

corruption and business influence: bribery. Immediate simple solutions would involve

forcing corporations and wealthy individuals to pay their equal share oftaxes, cutting all

corporate subsidies paid at the expense of the common public citizen--especially to the

fossil fuel corporations-and using these upper class monies to pay for a broad social net

ofprograms to help the poor and elderly while protecting the health ofecological

systems. This is nothing new, these are traditional Democratic and progressive policy
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ideals. Make the rich pay their taxes, and don't subsidize them. Respect the law and the

constitution, and revoke corporations' personhood (civil) rights that were given to them

by the Supreme Court in 1886 while misinterpreting the Fourteenth Amendment. 182

Break up corporate monopolies and follow anti-trust law, and re-imbed business within

social institutions: government is accountable to the people, not to the elitist business

community.

These simple ideas seem sadly na"ive at this time; it is doubtful that the chain of

political-economic power can be broken at the national level now in the United States, in

taking democracy back from the corporations and the private sector. While political

reform is preferred to revolution, reform does not seem realistic in the immediate future,

given the fact that the national politicians are bought and paid for by business lobbies and

private interests.

Ifa revolution against this plutocratic aristocracy becomes a future possibility,

then this revolution will for the fIrst time in history combine the traditional revolt over

social and economic injustice and inequality with a new consciousness and defense ofour

remaining global ecological systems. This will be a political ecological revolution,

hopefully non-violent and bringing together diverse forces under a common umbrella of

progressive values. The inequality is going to get worse, just as the destruction of nature

is going to accelerate under the current rapacious paradigm proselytized by the big

business worldview.

182 According to David Cobb, we need to "Undo the legal fiction that corporations are 'persons' with
Constitutional rights. A corporation is an artificial entity created by our state government to serve a public
need, not an independent private entity with intrinsic 'rights.' Quoted from: "Corporate Power: The
Perversion ofthe Promise ofDemocracy," The Program on Corporations, Law, & Democracy,
<www.poclad.org>
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A critical mass ofconsciousness demanding alternative values and policies to

corporate globalization does not yet exist in the United States, though it is growing

rapidly in the poorer countries, as in South America, where only 12% ofthe people

throughout those countries see the United States in a favorable light. With the current

direction ofcorporate neo-conservative policy-making in the U.S., it is probable that

masses ofpeople will become poor, losing their jobs, losing social safety nets. Only then

will a critical mass develop, and it will be crucial for the progressive leaders from the

political, environmental, social justice, labor, academic, indigenous, and religious sectors

to unite to form a common value-policy platform, not merely resisting, but providing firm

alternatives and ideas to be placed into action.

Change will not occur until economic catastrophe affects the middle class and the

average citizen, and they are absorbed into poverty-stricken levels ofclass. Appeals and

warnings by members ofthe intelligentsia will not change anything until stomachs are

affected, and people cannot feed their children-at that point anger will erupt and

hopefully non-violent solutions will be proposed. It is my sincere hope that political

reform may purge money corruption from a theoretically sound system, and that public

spirited professional statesmanship may prevail over a business worldview that coldly

and without compassion has declared war upon nature and the world's poor, elevating

exploitation and rapacity ofthe weak to an art form, as revered values. Ifreform ofa

cancerous culture in moral decline is possible, then I am in full support ofthose able to

effect fundamental change.

Nevertheless, my intuition and experience tells me that this is not likely, just as

the Gwich'in are likely to lose the Arctic Refuge so southern Californians can fill up their
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gas tanks at the usual consumptive pace. Economic and ecological disaster probably lie

upon the horizon, only because people refuse to look to the future, with an eye only for

tomorrow's material well-being. When that well-being crashes, which alternatives will

emerge from the ashes?
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APPENDIX A

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

This thesis assumes that global (fossil fuel) resource wars will only escalate over

the upcoming decades in the 21 st Century. My argument and discussion addresses two

primary theoretical questions. First, who is causing these wars or conflicts, that is, where

does the true power lie? I argue that the private corporate sector is really in power, using

political elites as front men to further their profiteering interests. That is, ifdemocracy

ever did exist in the United States-and it never did for indigenous peoples or black

slaves-at present it has surely denigrated into a corporate state, as big business dictates

policy to political front men and uses the Pentagon as its global police force. No

corporate sector better embodies this process at present than the oil industry, and a

discussion ofthe Alaska case is used as a rather bold, clear example ofhow a resource

war (to date non-violent) is precipitated by economic elites and their powerful political

allies.

Much of my thesis involves the naming ofthe top-down hierarchical power

structure and cause in these conflicts, the naming of the private corporate powers behind

the political fronts, thus describing the corporate state. Second, who is fighting this

development and appropriation of resources, and what are they fighting for? Thus while

the first question involves the naming of the economic power structure and the corporate

elites, the second question involves the fundamental clash over worldviews and a

discussion ofwhy and how these values and ideologies collide. What is at stake are

207



deeply opposed wOrldviews concerning how humans perceive and interact with nature

and other humans, and this places local struggles over development and resource

conflicts within ever-expanding spatial contexts at regional, national, and global levels.

The "anatomy" ofresource conflicts reveals a concentration ofelite political

economic power motivated by private profit, in stark contrast to those visions promoting

public-spirited ecological sustainability and decentralized, local forms of grassroots

democratic practice.

In this essay I will briefly discuss primary literature in the thematic areas of

political ecology, corporate globalization and political economy, oil and energy,

anthropology, and ecological democracy. The literature in these areas contributed greatly

to my development of the Arctic Refuge critical narrative.

Political Ecology

Raymond L. Bryant produced a seminal work in his Third World Political

Ecology/83 outlining the major actors involved with resource and development conflicts

in the Third World. Bryant contends that it is necessary to place each conflict in context

ofthe competing actors, whether they be place or non-place actors. The latter idea is

crucial in a study ofglobalization, for the flow of outside fmancial and investment capital

into local arenas makes it imperative to identify the non-place actors wielding the

fmancial power.

Bryant identifies the major players: states; transnational corporations; the

multilateral economic institutions such as the International Monetary Fund and the World

183 Raymond 1. Bryant and Sinead Bailey, Third World Political Ecology, (London: Routledge, 1997).
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Bank (as well as the regional development banks); the environmental non-governmental

organizations (ENGOs); and the indigenous rights organizations. Bryant's framework

inspired my original interest in the multi-level linkage184 connecting transnational

corporate investments, local and national government elites, and the various

"oppositional" actors such as the non-governmental organizations and grassroots,

indigenous, and local actors. The narrative of the Arctic Refuge conflict fits into this

multi-level and multi-actor scenario or matrix.

Bryant's earlier "Political Ecology: An Emerging Research Agenda In Third

World Studies" (1992) attempts to formulate his multi-actor structure that will form the

basis of his later work (1997). In this article he concentrates upon "naming" the actors in

context, especially the Third World states, the First-Third World interstate relationships,

and the all-important transnational corporations and their complex relationships with the

states. This was an important work in political ecology, for in 1992 many of the

phenomena ofthe neo-conservative corporate global agenda were yet to take place, such

as the free-trade agreements of 1994 and the creation of the World Trade Organization in

1995.

Bryant is a first-rate political ecologist, and foresaw many ofthe coming conflicts

over political economy in the local to national to global linkage ofpower chains. He, like

other political ecologists, claims that political ecology exhibits a "radical perspective on

the global capitalist system, and the futility ofall attempts to render that system

environmentally sustainable through reformist measures.,,185 While traditional political

ecology, including Bryant's work, has focused upon the "Third World," one ofthe

184 See Comad Kottak,
185 Third World Political Ecology, 19.
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challenges in applying this theory to the case of the Arctic Refuge was to draw parallels

in the case ofthe Gwich'in at the local level to indigenous and local peoples all over the

world now suffering from outside corporate intrusion, by corporations in collusion with

the respective regional and national governments-like the State of Alaska and the Bush

oil Administration. The very nature ofmonopolistic corporate power, illustrated in the oil

industry, transcends all borders, bearing upon and changing the lives ofpoor local

populations everywhere, and this growing corporate power is thus rendering "Third

World" and "First World" distinctions meaningless. My argument that the United States

is now a corporate state, rapidly becoming devoid ofpublic institutions, public policy,

and public consciousness itself, supports the notion that the traditional division between a

"democratic" United States and the undemocratic Third World autocracies and

dictatorships is now becoming a very blurred division.

Political ecology has always borrowed heavily from neo-Marxist influence,186 and

with the argument ofthe development ofa plutocratic aristocracy in the United States, a

corporate state, Marxist theoretical contributions are looking to be quite applicable to a

new glohal structure based on rich and poor structural divisions, transcending Third

World and First World state distinctions. The thesis ofthe U.S. corporate state thus

enables one to apply political ecological principles to the ANWR case, not merely "First

World" environmental political analysis, which, since the 1970's in the U.S., focused

upon environmental political reform and regulation. The corporations are rapidly

dismantling these regulations in the u.S./87 unfortunately rendering the political and

186 See Eric Wolf: who developed the idea of"structural efficacy" or "structural power" as a systemic or
economic structural determinant,
187 Robert F. Kennedy, "Crimes Against Nature," December 11,2003 issue ofRolling Stone.
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environmental landscape to appear more and more like the Third World, always known

for corrupt autocracies and political economic elites.

Bryant's neo-Weberian multi-actor formulation to be applied to various cases

only enriches the contributions ofa neo-Marxist awareness of these global structural

economic inequalities now becoming increasingly overt and pronounced. The framework

also enables us to name and clarify the "new social movements" involved in these

resource conflicts. The ANWR case provides an excellent lens through which to discuss

the various "resistance" actors involved, and whether these interest groups are truly

promoting larger social movement goals at a genuinely unifying level ofcross-

fertilization, or merely pursuing their own political ends and agendas.

In the ANWR case, I concluded that of the "so-called" coalition, the elite

environmental organizations in Washington D.C. are pursuing their own narrow political

interests. Regardless ofthe special interest group, I am suspicious ofthe development of

elites in those groups. Peter Manicas addresses this problem:

...even in those voluntary organizations which represent less
narrowly defined interests, their memberships are also heavily biased in
favor ofpersons in the higher socio-economic classes. Thus, even here,
their programs and goals tend to be compatible with the status quo and to
reflect the interests ofelites rather than masses. But added to this is the
irony that the larger and better organized a group becomes, it becomes an
oligarchy itself and invulnerable to widespread individual influence. 188

While Manicas applies this observation to the evolution ofunions, it certainly

applies to the evolution ofthe large American environmental non-governmental

organizations as well, in describing their "well-protected bureaucracies, in partnership

with corporate and governmental elites."

188 Peter Manicas, The Death OfThe State, (New York: Capricorn, 1974), 179.
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A central theme in political ecology lies in the analysis ofthese new grassroots

social movements. In Peet and Watts' important Liberation Ecologie/89 the authors note

that third world people's movements "rather than First World workers' movements are

seen as potentially transformative of the existing social structures." This approach to the

new social movements is one important element in political ecology, along with the

naming ofthe corporate powers involved and the devolution ofpublic governance and

policies. Ie. Scott190 provided fascinating ideas concerning everyday peasant resistance,

criticizing structuralist varieties ofMarxism for drawing oversimplified conclusions

about class relations based on limited analytical features such as the mode ofproduction.

Peet and Watts seem to echo this concern:

While economic factors structure the situations faced by human
actors, people fashion their own responses within these, based on their
own experiences and histories. Also, class does not exhaust the total
explanatory space of social actions, especially in peasant villages, where
kinship, neighborhood, faction, and ritual links are competing foci of
human identity and solidarity. 191

This analysis especially applies to evidence gathered from my interviews with the

Gwich'in, as a number ofcomplex factors were involved within the village: kinship,

some competition especially between generations, individual political disagreements and

factionalism that are common to all communities. While the overarching political-

economic inequalities are obvious, the subtleties are more challenging. Scott drew upon

phenomenology and ethnomethodology to show that subordinate classes "have rarely

189 Richard Peet and Michael Watts, edited by, Liberation Ecologies: environment, development, social
movements, (London: Routledge, 1996).
190 I.e. Scott, Weapons ofthe Weak: Everyday Forms ofPeasant Resistance, (New Haven: Yale Press,
1985); and Domination and the Arts ofResistance, (New Haven: Yale Press, 1990).
191 Liberation Ecologies, 33.
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been afforded the luxury ofopen, organized, political activity," which in the First World

lay in the province ofthe middle classes and intelligentsia.

Scott's insights are especially relevant today, given the competing and divergent

natures of interest groups within resistance coalitions. As in the ANWR case, we often

see uneasy and unequal power relationships which characterize the diverse relations

between the new social, indigenous, and environmental movements as they attempt to

work together to challenge dominant development or growth patterns by corporate, and

state combinations ofeconomic elites. The peasant and peoples' movements in the

developing or Third World today are voicing tremendous opposition to American

economic policy, for example, because these people are fighting for their livelihoods and

cultural survival-like the Gwich'in.

Andrew Dobson, a political scientist, outlines two main criteria that form the basis

for political ecological theory: I) an acceptance ofthe limits to growth thesis with all of

the implications contained therein, and 2) a required shift toward an ecocentric in lieu of

an anthropocentric view toward nature. I92

Concerning Dobson's second point, ecocentrism, he refers to a broader

ontological ethic termed "state ofbeing." He tries to place the usual discussion of

possible ethical rules for desirable conduct (toward nature in a green sense) within a

wider context, to demonstrate how the development ofa deeper, transformed state of

being or consciousness concerning the human relationship to nature might ground

political ecological theory and green thought to nothing less than a metaphysical and

epistemological shift in worldview and values.

192 Andrew Dobson, Green Political Thought, (London: Routledge, 2000).
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Dobson believes that environmental philosophy has proven more often than not to

be woefully disconnected from practical exigencies and subtleties. He does, however,

endorse an effort to connect a state ofbeing ethic-grounding an ecocentric worldview

with ethical modes ofconduct that will in turn become exemplified within political,

social, and economic mechanisms and institutions.

Dobson's "ecocentrism" in Green political thought thoroughly coincides with

Bryant's assessment ofpolitical ecology as distinguished from other environmental

fields. Bryant distinguishes an ecocentric approach from a technocentric one, which he

claims characterizes fields such as environmental economics, environmental management

(wildlife biology, for example), global ecology, and environmental politics, which is

traditionally associated with First World states and environmental organizations, and

environmental regulation and law. The ecocentric outlook is intriguing, for it is a

centerpiece ofpolitical ecological thought. Ecological anthropology is also ecocentric.

The ANWR case provides a very good example for the breakdown ofvalues: the

anti-oil groups are all supportive of the "limits to growth" thesis, invariably, promoting

ecological sustainability. Nevertheless, within that anti-development group the interviews

divulge variations of"ecocentric" and "technocentric" approaches to the issue. Many

not all--of the big environmental groups are still using Bryant's technocentric approach in

environmental management, environmental politics, and environmental law. The

Gwich'in and the religious actors, in contrast, may be viewed as far more ecocentric,

taking a spiritual ecological stance toward how humans interact with nature. The

Gwich'in would not choose to radio-collar the caribou as the typical environmental

management and wildlife biologist types are presently doing.
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Dobson offers one other very important line oftheoretical argument applicable to

the ANWR narrative, and this is ofpractical import, less philosophical. Dobson's

analysis ofbioregionalism notes that the ideal size ofan extended bioregional community

would range from five thousand to ten thousand people. Interestingly, the larger Gwich'in

community falls within the seven thousand-person range, and they have purposely made

a concerted effort to network within this extended mode ofcommunities since 1989, with

the political intent to protect their cultural survival, sustainable lifestyle, and desired self

determination.

Dobson's theory ofbioregionalism is especially pertinent to the ANWR case, for

the indigenous peoples in question seem to display the qualities desired, the values, of

Dobson's ideal local communities. The Gwich'in are ecocentric (a Western term, and the

Indians were "ecocentric" long before they were labeled with this term), and they

promote the green political goals ofecologically sustainable local practices as well as

local political self-determination.

Dobson's discussion from the political side ofpolitical ecology draws upon the

work ofEckersley and Martell and important notions ofdecentralization and what future

societies might look like. In 1974, Manicas was arguing for decentralized and deep

democratic communities for the future--as alternatives to corrupted privatized states

characterized by concentrated political-economic power operating in vastly unequal

hierarchical arrangements. I will continue the discussion ofdecentralization in the final

section ofthis chapter, on sustainability and democracy. Presently, it is important to point

out Dobson's contribution to the idea ofbioregionalism and decentralization. Dobson

explains that a need for institutional protections for ecological sustainability and social
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justice needs to reflect the contemporary complexities ofa multi-level, local to national,

to regional, to globalized world. This coincides with ideas in Peet and Watts (1996),

Little (1999), Kottak (1999), and Barber in political science (1992).

As political and economic elites become increasingly wealthy and divorced from

common people, an argument may be made to support Dobson's radical, deep ecological

stance that fundamental changes in values, ethics, and ways ofknowing and perceiving

nature are vital if any real shift in the political economic dynamic is going to take place.

Dobson makes the adroit observation that policy makers are rarely if ever affected

environmentally by their decisions. The poor are the most affected by environmental

degradation, a central theme in the research ofThird World (and I have shown "First

World" American indigenous peoples) political ecological geography and anthropology,

as well as the American environmental justice movement, and unequal political economic

power is at the root ofpolicy making.

Dobson's overall thesis is a primary basis ofpolitical ecology: ontological visions

ofnature, even spiritual193
, must underpin all efforts to develop bioregionally sustainable

societies that are simultaneously deeply democratic and participatory. The "dominion"

pro-growth model ofthe human domination of nature--eoupled with human

overpopulation--is destroying the commons at this juncture ofhistory. Dobson reminds us

that the big picture entails an ever-present consciousness ofplanet Earth, a biosphere

bowing to ever-greater demands ofeconomic growth and consumption. Patchwork

"reactive" attempts to reform the industrial-capitalist system may likely only continue to

perpetuate a human-centered instrumentalist, managerial view toward nature subsumed

193 Les Sponsel, "Do Anthropologists Need Religion, and Vice Versa? Adventures and Dangers in Spiritual
Ecology," in New Directions in Anthropology & Environment, ed. Carole Crumley, Walnut Creek:
AltaMira, 200 I.
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within an overriding mentality dedicated to "growth and progress." Degrees and

variations ofthis view were supported by certain actors in the ANWR case, especially

among the Gwich'in, the religious community, and various environmentalists.

Since the advent ofthe 1990's, political ecology has expanded and deepened its

modes ofdiscourse and research, considering and applying new methodological tools in

the study of social theory, cultural studies, and the new grassroots social movements. Peet

and Watts' impressive analyses ofpast, present, and future possibilities ofpolitical

ecological discourse in "Liberation Ecology: Development, sustainability, and

environment in an age ofmarket triumphalism," and "Toward a theory of liberation

ecology,,,194 is a comprehensive treatment ofcomparative theory and method in this

diverse field. As Peet and Watts point out, political ecology has never really been unified

under a theoretical umbrella. To the contrary, it has gathered contributions from an array

of sources, often competing and contentious. Still, this very pluralist nature ofthe field

has given it a post-structural quality that promises to deepen and expand-like Andrew

Vayda's progressive contextualization method itself-in the near future.

Peet and Watts' notion ofthe "liberation ecology" concept proposes that post

structural Marxist critiques widen the spectrum of social movements opposing

manifestations ofglobalist market economic hegemony, and that these movements extend

beyond the analysis ofcontrol ofproductive resources to include movements ofculture,

ideology, way oflife, and worldview. This idea ofeffectively opens political ecological

analysis to more complex, and even political psychological probes into values

transcending the mere economic. Ifglobal capitalism does reduce citizens to mere

(economic) consumers, then the entire post-structural approach offers fresh perspectives

194 Both found in Liberation Ecologies, 1996.
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by which to compare and contrast worldviews, belief systems, and values. This is what I

have attempted to achieve in telling the ANWR story. In a political ecological light, these

worldviews would be gauged comparatively against considerations ofecological

sustainability and social justice.

Peet and Watts ask how local movements might transcend their localities and

contribute-not merely criticize-to a building ofrobust forms ofcivil society.195 They

note that most ofthe literature, especially in post-structural discourse, has been critical,

not solution-based. This idea makes their contribution quite notable and impressive, for

they believe political ecology will evolve into a specialized branch ofcritical social

theory (and I would add democratic theory), drawing upon the rich possibilities of

constantly diversifying and expanding forms ofsocial movements contesting

universalizing and reductionist economic values. We were able to see this diversification

through the recent expansion ofGwich'in leaders' ties with a wide array of indigenous,

environmental, sovereignty, and religious groups around the world.

This theme resonates with Escobar's196 "new autopoietic" politics, which is multi-

dimensional, self-producing, and self-organizing. For Peet and Watts, local knowledge,

perceptions, and discourses should be added to the political ecological repertoire.

Customs and approaches are symbolic, representational landscapes over which struggles

are contested. This approach is most applicable to the study ofcontestation over the

ANWRcase.

195 See Linda Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies: Research And Indigenous Peoples, (New York:
Zed,1999).
196 Arturo Escobar, Encountering Development: The Making And Unmaking OfThe Third World, (New
Jersey: Princeton Press, 1995).
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Corporate Globalization and Political Economy

Peter Manicas' The Death O/The State provided an insightful, prescient glimpse

into the future ofcorporate globalization, when it was published in 1974. The thesis

actually precedes many ofthe same themes that have evolved from the 1990's forward, in

critical globalization literature. Manicas analyzes the history ofthe liberal state and its

theoretical underpinnings, arguing that liberalism and the rhetoric ofcivil liberty and

freedom has always served as a concomitant "smokescreen" (my word) for the actual

protection and institutionalization ofprivate property and wealth by political economic

elites in a fundamentally unequal and hierarchical socio-economic and political system.

Manicas points out that the real defmition ofa "state," which is not identical to

that ofgovernment or even "society," lies in deciphering the boundaries between the

public and private spheres. This notion is especially pertinent today, in viewing the even

more dramatic shift toward the privatization ofpublic sectors in the United States, and

more broadly in the "corporate theology" of the globalization process. Manicas foresaw

the takeover ofpublic governance by ''private governments"-global corporations and

banks-- and the development ofthe corporate state, which I have also argued in my

overall analysis ofthe ANWR dynamic.

Foreseeing the coming monopolization and concentration ofeconomic power at

the top ofthe hierarchy, Manicas argued in 1974 for the decentralization ofpolitical and

economic power and decision-making processes. He argues that only through radical

decentralization will citizens exert true democratic decision-making power and gain

control over their own lives, fulfilling compatible realizations of individual freedom and
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social equality. Manicas may have seen into the future ofthe United States as well, and a

possible push toward greater localization ofpolitical economic control and authority.

Public states and cities are already defying (corporate) federal Bush administration

policy, for example, in decisions to buy cheaper prescription drugs from Canada.

Globalization has been variously characterized by leading theorists, covering a

diversity ofperspectives. The term "globalization" itself is problematic as it poses a

myriad number ofdefmitions and approaches as there appear to be new ideas, social

movements, manufactured forms of information and knowledge, and plural forms of

cultural and social identities. In the study ofthe Arctic Refuge, I chose to focus upon the

globalization ofresource wars, specifically in the area ofglobal oil company power and

profiteering. I have focused upon a few writers and scholars who have produced valuable

work in globalization and have influenced my own argument.

Manfred Steger197 distinguishes globalization from "globalism," the latter

referring to a specific political economic and ideological project manufactured and

promoted by so-called "neoliberal" (I use neo-conservative in the thesis) or modern

classical Anglo-American economic interests. Steger points out that in the last two

decades:

Anglo-American proponents ofthe nine-century market utopia
have found in the concept of"globalization" a new guiding metaphor for
their neoliberal message. The central tenets ofneoliberalism include the
primacy ofeconomic growth; the importance of free trade to stimulate
growth (which is not free at all, but monopolistic); individual choice; the
reduction ofgovernment regulation; and the advocacy ofan evolutionary
model of social development anchored in the Western experience and
applicable to the entire world.,,198

197 Manfred Steger, Globalism: The New Market Ideology, (New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2002).
198 Ibid, pg. 9.
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We saw these latter concepts exemplified in the rhetoric and actions promoted by

the pro-drilling groups in the ANWR case, such as Arctic Power. Steger's "evolutionary

model of social development" is similar to that ofthe example ofManifest Destiny that I

use.

From interdisciplinary perspectives, scholars such as Adrian Atkinson, Amory

Starr, Benjamin Barber, William Greider, John Gray, and Immanuel Wallerstein all

relatively point to essential conceptions and values concerning where the current path of

neo-conservative, neo-liberal, or classical economic globalism is leading us-to probable

ifnot likely massive ecological and social disruption and chaos.

Atkinson, a leading political ecological theorist, contends that at this juncture of

history, humans must immediately address the overarching concerns ofglobal

environmental degradation and possible ecological collapse as well as the inextricable

factor ofgrowing social injustice and socio-economic inequality.199 In Atkinson's view,

as in political ecological theory overall, the twin themes ofsustainability and social

justice must be considered in a holistic purview as contingent variables. Atkinson's

theory provides a solid overview of the varied political ecological themes in

globalization, while Barber, Starr, and Greider explicitly discuss the causes and

symptoms in globalization.2oo These authors, along with Atkinson, explore the current

themes ofcorporate global political economy from varied perspectives, however their

ideas overlap in observing the main themes ofa world now dominated by transnational

199 Adrian Atkinson, Principles ofPolitical Ecology, (London: Belhaven Press, 1991).
200 Benjamin Barber, JIHAD vs Mc World: How Globalism And Tribalism Are Reshaping The World, (New
York: Ballantine, 1996).
Amory Starr, Naming The Enemy: Anti-Corporate Movements Corifront Globalization, (New York: Zed,
2000).
William Greider, One World, Ready Or Not: The Manic Logic OfGlobal Capitalism, New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1997.
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corporations and international economic institutions, superceding the traditional power of

the modem nation-states, the latter referred to by Greider as "mere salesmen" peddling

the economic directives oftheir corporations.

Walden Bello, Brian Tokar, Josh Karliner, Jerry Mander and Edward Goldsmith,

and Jeremy Brecher all provide further interdisciplinary perspectives concerning the

global corporate neo-liberal project and resistance to this perceived assault on nature and

social equality.201

The sociologist Amory Starr's theory on anti-globalist resistance movements

provided initial inspiration for the development ofthis work. Six concepts describe

Starr's understanding ofglobal corporate economic development in the Third World,

concepts which apply to indigenous societies in the First World as well: growth,

enclosure, dependency, colonialism, anti-democracy, and consumption. In summary,

economic growth threatens to destroy global ecological systems as the South attempts to

industrialize at accelerated rates to match the North, and as Northern transnational

corporations work to exploit natural and human resources in the Third World. Global

corporations either purchase local land or work with local allies in these countries,

displacing indigenous farmers or forest peoples, "enclosing" the natural resources for the

benefit ofexports and consumers in developed countries. The ANWR case fits this

model, but it may be narrowed to the analysis ofpolitical-economic control over non-

201 Walden Bello, The Future In The Balance: Essays On Globalization And Resistance, (Oakland: Food
First Books, 2001).
Brian Tokar, Earth For Sale: Reclaiming Ecology in the Age o/Corporate Greenwash, (Boston: South
End, 1997).
Josh Karliner, The Corporate Planet: Ecology and Politics in the Age o/Globalization, (San Francisco:
Sierra Club, 1997).
Jerry Mander and Edward Goldsmith, eds., The Case Against The Global Economy: AndA Turn Toward
The Local, (San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1996).
Jeremy Brecher, ed., Global Visions: Beyond the New World Order, (Boston: South End, 1993).
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renewable fossil fuel resources in indigenous lands, a phenomenon taking place all over

the world.

In the dependency concept ofthe model, indigenous populations become

dependent upon introduced monied economies, providing cheap labor for foreign

corporations and this economic colonialism thus becomes anti-democratic. In Starr's

model, consumption accompanies economic growth as an ideology, a cultural form of

consciousness, destroying-subtlely-indigenous traditions and legacies, often spiritual

and religious, in the face ofhomogenous consumer enculturation and the

commodification ofhuman beings. These general factors all apply in varying degrees to

the ANWR story, to the "corporate and anti-corporate Natives." This model is relevant as

background theory

in tying corporate activity to the direct and often indirect economic abuses of indigenous

peoples.

John Gray, like Steger, traces the historical and ideological roots ofglobalization

to laissez-faire economic thinking dating to the Enlightenment and thinkers such as Adam

Smith, David Ricardo, and Herbert Spencer. Gray calls the United States ''the last great

Enlightenment regime."zoz According to Gray, the classical economic market

privatization ofpublic government began with Reagan and Thatcher in 1980 (Manicas

would argue that the processes were intact with the inception of the liberal state). We can

trace the gradual change from "social market" capitalism (Keynesian interventionist

''welfare'' capitalism) to that turning point in time ofthe political economy: "Instead of

economy being imbedded in social relations, social relations are embedded in the

economic system." Thus, we have witnessed the triumph ofeconomic relations over

202 John Gray, False Dawn: The Delusions ofGlobal Capitalism, (New York: New Press, 1998), 12.
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politics and the most fundamental meanings ofpolitical civil society and democratic

participation.

While Starr, Steger, and Gray paint a picture ofthe privatization ofthe public

sphere and the rising cOrPOrate dominance ofthe (declining) modem nation-state, the

relationship between the state and business actually becomes much more subtle and

problematic in Wallerstein.203 Wallerstein, a central advocate ofworld systems capitalist

theory, outlines the history ofthe modem capitalist state over the last five hundred

years-including the great period ofEuropean colonial expansion from 1750 to 1850-a

system he claims that has become global only since 1850 until present. Wallerstein

prefers the term "neoclassical economies" to that of"neo-liberal."

One aspect of Wallerstein heavily influenced my approach to the thesis ofthe

corporate state. He asserts that the "free market" does not exist in reality, and that

corporate monopolies thrive upon a strong state, and strong state instruments. We can see

this process at work in the relationship ofthe major corporate interests--especially the oil

companies-with the present federal administration in the U.S. There are three ways,

according to Wallerstein, in which entrepreneurs can lose capital: it can be stolen,

confiscated, or taxed. The cheapest way for corporations to cut costs for security, for

example, to avoid capital theft, is to shift antitheft security from private to public

interests, and this is called the police function. The perfect example ofthis is what one

long-term Pentagon insider has called the military-industrial-Congressional complex.204

203 Immanuel Wallerstein, The End OfThe World As We Know It: Social Science for the Twenty-First
Century, (Minneapolis: University ofMinnesota Press, 1999).
204 Chuck Spinney, Pentagon official, interviewed on Bill Moyers' NOW, PBS.
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The case ofTed Stevens fits this model to perfection.205 The entire war in Iraq (and the

"war on terrorism" so-called) is fmanced by the public, as the corporations such as the

big oil companies and oil service providers (Halliburton) reap magnificent profits, having

cut their own costs through cost-shifting to the public sector.206

In Wallerstein's theory corporations thrive upon a strong state apparatus-not a

free market where they must account for all costs in competition with other capitalists.

The main goal ofthese monopolies to ensure profit is to cut and externalize as many costs

as possible, to shift the costs to the public sector. Monopolies thrive and expand with

strong state support, as state policies not only provide security for the private sector, but

protect them from confiscation and paying taxes. The primary goal ofthe neo-

conservatives in charge ofthe federal U.S. government now, people like Stevens,

Cheney, Bush, and Rove, is to cut the taxes of the top 1% ofthe population, and they are

doing this effectively and rapidly, eradicating public services in the process.

Anthropology

Current views from anthropology provide both a theoretical and empirical

perspective through which to evaluate resource and development conflicts in the global

age. Paul Little207 surveys the interdisciplinary fields ofpolitical ecology and

environmental justice. He states: "As new environments emerge and grow in importance,

205 Chuck Neubauer, "Senator's Way to Wealth Was Paved With Favors," Los Angeles Times, December
17,2003. The article details Steven's cronyistic connections to business interests, making him part ofthe
"Millionaires Club."
206 According to Peter Singer, in Corporate Warriors, (Washington D.C.: Brookings, 2003), the corporate
defense industry is generating $100 to $200 billion a year in profits.
207 Paul Little, "Environments and Environmenta1isms in Anthropological Research: Facing a New
Millennium," Annual Review ofAnthropology 28 (1999): 253-284.
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new types ofecological analysis will be needed to understand the interrelations that

human groups maintain with them." Little points out that many ofthese new

environmental conflicts become grounds for violence and warfare; numerous cases

throughout the world, presently, are evolving into flash points ofviolent resource

conflict.

Regarding indigenous people, Little echoes the theoretical concerns ofsocial

justice and ecological sustainability framed by other scholars concerning environmental

rights and justice: " ...the claims and rights ofpeoples to territories, natural resources,

knowledge systems, and even their bodies are being ignored or abused." Little points out

how anthropological research has increasingly shifted toward considerations of future

potential for the environmental protection of indigenous lands. While he surveys the field

ofpolitical ecological literature, he does not venture into advocacy. However, Little's

proposal for multi-level research ofresource conflicts-local, regional, national, to

global-presents and outstanding contribution to the emerging field ofglobalized

political ecology. Like Conrad KottalC°8
, Little realizes that traditional local-based

anthropology needs to expand and deepen its horizons to meet the complex and

ambiguous demands of a pluralized global arena. Andrew Vayda's concept ofprogressive

contextualization echoes this concern for multi-level analyses of multiple actors in

conflict: his term refers to a deepening and widening of the context of the contlict, to

consider powerful, diverse, "non-place" actors as well as the immediate local parties

involved.

While Little and Kottak provided inspiration for my development of multi-level

analysis of scale in the ANWR case, John Bodley's work in historical scale enabled me to

208 Conrad Kottak, "The New Ecological Anthropology," American Anthropologist, March 1999.
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splice together notions oftemporal (historical) and spatial scale. Bodley incisively

critiques the 500 year history ofmodem industrial societies' genocidal and ecological

incursion into indigenous lands, and I found this analysis extremely useful as an

application to the Alaska case.

Anthropologists have a tremendous contribution to make to future studies such as

ecological sustainability; economic, social, and political justice; local cultural integrity

and autonomy; and healthy ethical/moral social systems. As Barbara Johnston argues, the

field ofanthropology has been transformed as have all other fields of study in this new

age (of globalism), and each and every local environment is now tied into multi-level

(Kottak and Little) political and economic processes where no one can escape the larger

implications ofecological breakdown and socio-economic injustice.209

It may be argued that anthropologists must now become politicized, advocates of

the weak against the powerful, especially by the very nature ofanthropology's traditional

position within local communities. The neo-liberal or neo-conservative corporate

globalist era has forced this hand upon scholars and fieldworkers. There is no turning

back: advocacy must include description ofpolitical ecological themes as well as

proposals in how to instill twin concerns ofecological sustainability and social justice.

Just as environmentalism must move beyond older notions ofpreservation and

conservation to consider sustainability ofhuman and biological systems together-for

example, in not displacing poor people from traditional lands for strictly preservationist

agendas-so anthropology cannot escape, in my view, the reality ofpolitics and even

taking sides.

209 Barbara Rose Johnston, ed., Life and Death Matters, (London: AltaMira, 1997).
Johnston, ed., Who Pays The Price, (Washington D.C.: Island, 1994).
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Barbara Johnston argues that anthropologists now and in the future cannot but

help be a part ofadvocacy for the weak, since practically every community in the world

is to some degree subjected to powerful outside global forces. Neutrality (positivism) or

moral relativism (the postmodern, subjectivist, strictly interpretive approach) is now

becoming almost irrelevant to real concerns ofreal people and environments on the

ground, local environments tied into global dynamics.

Johnston has stated that environmental degradation and human rights

violations/issues traditionally involved separate and distinct arguments and that her

analyses treat the two areas as inseparable:

Environmental degradation and human rights abuse are
inextricably linked. Yet, in the context of international and national
covenants, legislation, and discourse, human rights issues and
environmental issues are typically presented as distinct and separate.
Respect for human rights is framed in moral arguments. Abuse of human
rights causes expressions ofdisgust, discomfort, or outrage in the
international community. By contrast, environmental issues and policies
are framed in economic arguments; abuse ofthe environment causes
quantifiable economic harm...These distinctions are artificial. Human
rights violations may occur as a preceding factor in or as a result of
environmental degradation, or both."

Jason Clay has written extensively upon the subject of indigenous peoples, human

rights violations, and resource conflictS.21O Leslie E. Sponsel has written upon political

ecology and oil in South America, and is becoming a major voice in the field of

ecological anthropology and spiritual ecology.211 The sociologist Al Gedicks has written

210 Jason W. Clay, "Resource Wars: Nation and State Conflicts OfThe Twentieth Century," Who Pays The
Price, 19-31.
Clay, "Armed Struggle and Indigenous People," Cultural Survival Quarterly 11, no. 4 (1987): 2-4.
Clay, "Looking Back To Go Forward: Predicting and Preventing Human Rights Violations," in State of the
Peoples: A Global Human Rights Report on Societies in Danger, Marc S. Miller, ed., 1993, pp. 64-71.
211 Leslie E. Sponsel, "Human Impact on Biodiversity, Overview," in Encyclopedia ofBiodiversity, Simon
Asher Levin, Editor-In-Chief: San Diego, CA; Academic Press, 2001, 3:395-409.
Sponsel, "Introduction," in Yellow and Black Gold in Amazonia. Gold, Oil, Environment, people and
Rights, L.E. Sponsel, ed., (under review by prospective publisher).
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on the anatomy ofresource conflicts involving oil and mining corporations, and

indigenous peoples.212 Peluso and Watts have provided a recent work in resource and

environmental conflict.213

Oil and Energy

Jeremy Leggett's The Carbon War214 is an important work addressing the politics

ofglobal warming, written by a former oil industry insider and scientist. Leggett left the

oil industry to work as the director ofthe global warming project with Greenpeace. He

provides insights into what he calls the "carbon club," and the "foot soldiers" or lobbyists

ofthe oil industry. He recounts over a decade ofintemational political negotiations with

the intergovernmental panel on climate change, and explains how the oil companies

employ front organizations such as the "Global Climate Coalition" to do their lobbying.

This is an outstanding book, and highly relevant to any study of the oil industry, the

science ofglobal warming and fossil fuels, and the high-level political clashes and

machinations between the oil industry and environmental scientists.

Richard Heinberg's The Party's Over215 is an excellent analysis ofthe energy

industry, framed against a temporal and historical scale ofthe industry's past and future

prospects. Heinberg has worked in the area ofenergy for decades, and is an expert in the

science and economics of the field. Heinberg not only discusses the technical aspects of

energy supply and its future, but analyzes this knowledge within the contexts ofglobal

212 Al Gedicks, Resource Rebels: Native Challenges to Mining and Oil Corporations, (Cambridge, MA:
South End, 2001).
213 Nancy Lee Peluso and Michael Watts, eds., Violent Environments, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 2001.)
214 Jeremy Leggett, The Carbon War: Global Warming and the End ofthe Oil Era, (New York: Routledge,
2001).
215 Richard Heinberg, The Party's Over: Oil, War and the Fate ofIndustrial Societies, (Canada: New
Society, 2003).
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political considerations and areas ofresource conflict. The thesis merges well with other

important works in the area ofenergy wars and conflicts, such as Michael Klare's

work.216

For general reading on the background and history ofthe oil industry, Anthony

Sampson's The Seven Sisters and Daniel Yergin's The Prize are basic works on the

international politics ofoil. 217

The Natural Resources Defense Council also produced a valuable report for

background on the fossil fuel industry and global warming.

Sustainability and Democracy

Paul Ekins218 discusses ways to reconceptualize and hopefully institute a more

humane, compassionate, and ecologically sensitive "new economics" in his classic on

sustainable communities. Based on Schumacher's Small is Beautiful, the overarching

theme is to place traditional modernist-Enlightenment economistic thinking within a

much wider, holistic context ofvalues, incorPOrating essential considerations of social

justice, equality ofopportunity, and an imperative inclusion ofenvironmental costs into

any realistic theory and practice ofeconomic cost and benefit analysis. This goes so far as

to place modem economistic thinking within a spiritual framework, in which the ethical

216 Michael Klare, Resource Wars: The New Landscape ofGlobal Conflict, (New York: Metropolitan,
2001).
217 Anthony Sampson, The Seven Sisters: The Great Oil Companies and the World They Made, (London:
Hodder and Stoughton, 1975).
Daniel Yergin, The Prize: The Epic Quest For Oil, Money, and Power, (New York: Touchstone, 1991).
Michael Economides, The Color of Oil: The History, the Money and the Politics of the World's Biggest
Business, (Katy, Texas: Round Oak, 2000). This book offers a pro-oil presentation.
218 Paul Ekins, ed., The LiVing Economy: A New Economics in the Making, (London: Routledge, 1986).
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and just values for people and nature take priority before narrow notions ofcost-cutting

and profit.

Much ofEkins' thought is directed toward what he deduces to be the primary

engine of modern economic thought: growth and development. The themes of this book,

written in 1986, resonate in the present, given the rapidly escalating rates of

environmental degradation and socio-economic inequality. Radically different conceptual

and value structures are required to implement changes at the policy and decision-making

level, and Ekins confronts both philosophical and pragmatic attempts at fundamental,

radical change.

Ofparticular interest is Ekins' theory ofneeds, where he reevaluates assumptions

in strict economistic thinking, while inquiring as to the essential universal needs, moving

beyond cultural relativism. Only by coming to an agreement on common needs such as

health, survival, autonomy, identity, the need to learn, to be valued socially, and to have

social rules and viable political authority (democratic theory, compare to Manicas' thesis

and discussion of self-determination and democratic community), may we move forward

to institute ways of implementing these '"modes ofconsciousness" and values. Ekins'

thesis is a bold attempt to place traditional economics within a larger interdisciplinary

light, both politically and psychologically. We are social and political creatures, informed

by psychological motivations and we-like non-human '"nature"-must not be reduced to

forms ofcommodities and numbers on cost-cutting sheets and flow charts. Psychological

and spiritual values drive us, as should values for equality.

Concerning examples ofwhat future democratic structures might look like,

Barber (1992) and Atkinson (1991) discuss paradigm shifts and political-social
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alternatives in how humans might conceive ofand relate to the natural world, ofwhich

we are one part. Barber advocates some type ofdecentralized participatory democracy to

accommodate disintegrative "Jihad" social characteristics oftribalism, while balancing in

some form ofconfederal and federal representative governance at the global level to try

and rein in corporate power. Barber's double-edged notion ofglobal governance-I

would add, to protect the global environment as well as human and indigenous rights-

balances with a decentralized form ofparticipatory democracy which may be realized at

the local, community level. Barber, Atkinson, and Starr all endorse the importance of

"political will," and building community-based forms ofparticipatory "ecological"

democracy fro the bottom up, while Barbers's idea ofa complimentary form ofglobal

governance would protect the environment, ensure sustainability, and protect human

rights ofthe poor and weak.

In Johan Galtung's theor~19 self-reliant community structures would emanate

outward, interlinking local spheres to national and regional political-economic contexts,

all the while pursuing goals ofequality and ecological sustainability, the latter

characterized by a type of"closed-system" circular economics, where renewable

resources are reprocessed, and wastes reduced to a zero-sum level. In other terms, eco-

human sustainability would achieve optimum balance and equilibrium; the goal ofhuman

and ecological equilibrium would replace the dominant theme ofthe past five hundred

years, the growth paradigm. Ofcourse, the Gwich'in, for example, argue that they have

practiced this form of sustainability for the past 30,000 years.

219 Johan Galtung, Development, Environment, and Technology: Towards a Technology of Self-Reliance,
UN/UNCTAD, New York, 1979.
Galtung, "The Basic Needs Approach," in Lederer, K., ed., Human Needs, Oelschlager, Gunn & Rain,
Cambridge, Mass., 1980.
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Ira Rohter's A Green HawaU220 utilizes a futures approach to analyze opposing

kinds ofeconomic development: unrestrained growth, and sustainable development.

Rohter contrasts the two economies using a futures approach; his dark parable of2010 is

a sobering projection of not only how Hawaii might look in the future, but is a model of

how many similar societies dependent upon outside corporate wealth and investment

might develop in the future. This model applies to many cases across the North-South

divide, for the development ills in the age ofglobalism are creating characteristics now

blurring that divide, creating overarching classes ofthe rich and the many poor. This

study is a political analysis as the description or diagnosis ofthe problem centers upon

outside corporate power, which co-opts local political elites into pursuing development

schemes favorable to then profit-making interests ofthe wealthy few at the expense ofthe

local people and communities. While this is an in-depth analysis ofHawaii's dilemma,

the analysis as theoretical model could be applied to examples in diverse geographical

locales, both in the North and South. It certainly applies to the case of ANWR, as wealthy

non-place actors appropriate local resources, profiting the plutocratic elites.

Rohter contrasts how the present state ofreality would greatly depart from the

sustainable model that is based upon economic and deep political democracy,

community-based and decentralized. The hallmark is decentralization, however Rohter

continually emphasizes that this model is based upon a deep transformation ofall values

in the social and environmental arena. His work thus coincides with other efforts to

describe what ecological democracies might look like, such as in Ekins, Galtung, and

Manicas' earlier conception in 1974.

220 Ira Rohter, A Green Hawaii: Sourcebook/or Development Alternatives, (Honolulu: Na Kane 0 Ka Malo
Press, 1992).
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APPENDIXB

METHODOLOGY: CRITICAL NARRATIVE

The methodological approach utilized derives from Margaret D. LeComte's

Conducting Ethnographic Research22
/, the fIrst two volumes. This involves an open-

ended interview process for data collection. While this is ethnographic anthropological

method, Schensul's approach is flexible and expansive enough to apply to all ofthe

social sciences, and I perceive my application to constitute a form ofpolitical

ethnography, describing and analyzing the different actors converging upon the local

resource conflict ofthe Arctic Refuge, a local conflict analyzed for its national and global

implications. According to LeComte: "Ethnographic research focuses upon or

understands a local problem (in this case political interest groups) in a broader

socioeconomic and political context. Understanding this broader or macrocontext is

essential in order to situate local experience and cultural, political, economic

observations."

This, a political ethnography would lend itself to description and analysis. For this

reason I fmd a "critical narrative" approach very useful and even innovative, providing a

lens through which to analyze the ANWR debate/conflict. This is a relevant, human

method employing narrative, and can be applied to other cases and resource conflicts

internationally.

221 Margaret D. LeComte and Jean 1. Schensul, Designing & Conducting Ethnographic Research, volumes
1 and 2, (New York: AltaMira, 1999). Volume 2 involves "Observations, Interviews, and Questionaries."
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LeComte portrays five major "paradigms" to inform a formative theory by which

to analyze data collection: positivist, critical, interpretive (also known as

phenomenological or constructivist), ecological, and the emerging social network

paradigm. Actually, while I use the "critical" to analyze the narratives of the actors within

an overarching top-down political economic process throughout the respective chapters, I

really am employing bits ofthese other paradigms except for the positivist. The

interpretive paradigm's use of multi-actor interviews is relevant, but I am not using its

ultimate "relativistic" stance in analyzing the merits of the different positions and interest

groups. For multi-actor method alone it is useful, and in its fair attempt to be reasonably

unbiased while interviewing all sides ofthe belief systems ofthe informants.

As explained previously, the heated nature ofthe long ANWR battle in for the

most part precluded my ability to obtain interviews from the pro-oil side, and I was

required from the outset to explain to possible pro-oil informants that I was taking an

anti-development position in my argument. If one from the outset designs a research

proposal which advocates a position-in the case for the grassroots cause-then one will

necessarily be hampered in obtaining a so-called "unbiased" or strictly "academic"

sample of interviews from both sides. While I interviewed Arctic Power, however, I

remained fair and unbiased while recording the answers to the same questions asked of

all the participants. I made every effort to professionally contact and request interviews

from Ted Stevens' and Frank Murkowski's aides, but was declined or ignored. The oil

companies declined interviews, but responded. The transcripts ofthese declinations are

provided in this section.
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LeComte's "ecological" paradigm sees a problem or issue as a holistic

interdependent process, like an ecosystem. While I narrate the respondents respective

positions, I analyze them vis a vis each other, against each other, comparing and

contrasting their beliefs, values, motivations, political tactics, and strategies.

The "merging social network" paradigm is also useful as one purpose of the

project has been to illustrate the networks, overlapping and divergent, ofthe non

governmental organizations and interest groups. The "new social movements" fall into

this category.

As LeComte points out, most research designs incorporate a degree ofeach of the

paradigms (also referred to as worldviews, interestingly). The critical paradigm is most

consistent with political ecological theory, analyzing the descriptive narratives in light of

overarching political economic power and influences, but my method is somewhat ofa

paradigmatic synthesis.

With this formative theory in mind, I utilize micro-narratives as a qualitative

approach to best hear the "stories" ofthe actors. The narrative example in qualitative

approach fits well with descriptions ofmultiple actors in a resource conflict. In between a

"critical" overview introduction ofthe ANWR conflict in light ofbroader implications,

and a conclusion, I have divided the dissertation into seven chapters, reflecting the main

political actors and interest groups in the ANWR case. Chapter One provides a

background history ofthe dispute, placing it within temporal scale. From the outset, the

purpose is to link the local Arctic Refuge case to national and global spatial scales as

well. The chapter on the oil industry is critical in an effort to place ANWR within a

global context ofoil resource wars, adding perspective to the debate.
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While the ANWR case is so complicated and involved, I have tried to merely

situate some ofthe main actors, contrasting and comparing their wOrldviews, values,

belief systems, motivations, political tactics and strategies. I developed basic interview

questions, which applied to all of the expert respondents. The interviews were designed

to elicit values and ideas as well as political processes, and by using the same questions

as a base-()bviously respondents were allowed some latitude, though I consistently

abided by the questionnaire-I could later compare and contrast converging and

diverging worldviews. A copy of the interview questionnaire is provided in this section,

and it was approved by the Committee on Human Studies at the University ofHawaii.

Approximately 20 expert respondents were interviewed, and the interviews

ranged from a minimum of60 to 90 minutes, some even two to three hours. I alone

possess the interview tapes. I have the signed consent forms from the respondents-they

were given the choice to keep a copy ofthe consent form, and most did not want a copy.

Importantly, the Gwich'in in the village were not taped, as noted in the

dissertation. I was forced to make a fast decision, as the leader who invited me into the

village-Evon Peter-explained at the beginning ofour interview that they would not

sign the consent form or ask me to sign their consent form unless the Gwich'in were

allowed the final say of the dissertation. I told him that I could not do this, certainly as the

committee members possessed the fmal authority over the thesis. He said that I would be

allowed to interview him as long as he was not taped or directly quoted, only

paraphrased. I interviewed six Gwich'in in the village, and one white man who lives

there-a former oil worker in The North Slope-but in the dissertation I have kept the

Gwich'in anonymous.
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The critical narrative approach fleshes out the larger global implications of the

local issues through the views of the actors themselves, not from what I imposed upon

them. The questions were designed to allow the respondents flexibility in their respective

answers. Nevertheless, in my narrative and correlation of the responses, I use the critical

paradigm, which analyzes from an advocacy perspective critical ofpolitical economic

injustice and power differentials. My goal is to inform my critical approach with the

subtleties and complexities ofviews from the local level. While I am describing the

political strategies and tactics, successful and unsuccessful, ANWR is also a medium

through which to view clashing worldviews, ideas, values, and belief systems. The

approach then is philosophical and psychological, as well as political and economic.

Concerning the interview process, I was unable to travel to Washington D.C. for

supplementary interviews due to insufficient funding and fmancial resources. The

interviews took place in Alaska, and in San Francisco and Berkeley. I traveled first to

Fairbanks, Alaska, in the summer of2002, to develop contacts for later interviews. I met

with the Gwich'in Steering Committee members in their office in Fairbanks at this time,

and they put me in contact with ChiefEvon Peter, who allowed me to travel to Arctic

Village the following summer. Thus, I traveled to Alaska twice, and the interview process

in the summer of2003 took place in Anchorage and Fairbanks. I must emphasize that

fmancial constraints limited my ability to acquire more interviews, in the State Capitol

Juneau, and in Washington D.C.

While in Anchorage interviewing in the summer of2003, some important sources

for the state pro-oil side were either unavailable during the summer, or were in Juneau.

Unfortunately, the in-state airfares in Alaska are higher than out-of-state fares, and a trip
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to Juneau back to Anchorage would have cost the same amount as roundtrip California to

Alaska. Alaska is quite expensive, so I acquired the greatest amount ofexpert interviews

available within the short three-week period that presented itself. I would have preferred

more interviews, especially from the pro-oil side, but I tried, as with the oil companies

and the Stevens and Murkowski offices.
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Documentation of Accepted and Declined Interviews

List of Respondents Officially Interviewed

1. Chanda Meek, Earth Island Institute, San Francisco, June 15, 2002

2. Project Underground, Berkeley, California, June 16,2002.

3. Mary Ellen Oman, Sierra Club, two interviews: by phone July 2002, and in

Anchorage, Alaska, July 8, 2003

4. Sharon Cissna, Alaska State Representative, Anchorage, July 10,2003.

5. Kim Duke, Director ofArctic Power, Anchorage, July 10, 2003.

6. Episcopal Reverend Scott Fisher, Fairbanks, July 2002 (phone interview); and

July 14,2003.

7. Sean McGuire, environmental activist, Alaska Coalition, Fairbanks, July 15, 2003

8. Richard Fineberg, former oil advisor to Governor ofAlaska, President Research

Associates, Fairbanks, July 15,2003.

9. Kelly Scanlon, Northern Alaska Environmental Center, July 15,2003.

10. Gwich'in ChiefEvon Peter, Vice-Chair Gwich'in Council International, Arctic

Village, July 17,2003 (no consent form).

11. Gwich'in ChiefGideon James, Arctic Village, July 16, 2003 (no consent form).

12. Lincoln Tritt, Gwich'in, Arctic Village, July 16, 2003.

13. Episcopal Bishop Mark MacDonald, Fairbanks, July 20,2003.

14. Andrew Keller, graduate student University ofAlaska Fairbanks, and

environmental activist, Alaska Coalition, July 21, 2003.
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15. Beth Kertulla, Alaska State Representative, Palmer, Alaska, July 28, 2003.

16. Jay Kertulla, Retired Alaska State Senator, Palmer, July 28,2003.

17. Sara Chapell, Sierra Club, Anchorage, July 28,2003.

18. Bob Childers, indigenous and environmental consultant and activist, July 29,

2003.

19. Presbyterian Minister Karen Lipinsky, July 29,2003.

20. Mary Parsons, Episcopal Church, Fairbanks, July 2002.

21. Jerry Garnet, former oil worker on North Slope 25 years, Arctic Village, July 17,

2003.

Declined Interviews

1. British Petroleum, sent letter to President Alaska Exploration Steve Marshall,

June 10,2003. Vice-President Pat Presley phoned to decline interview and

recommend speaking to Arctic Power, the lobby arm. Presley stated that BP is not

taking a "public position" for ANWR. He also recommended Judy Brady,

Executive Director ofAlaska Oil and Gas Association in Anchorage. I tried to

interview Brady, was invited to the office, then she read my consent form and

asked me to leave immediately, quite rudely.

2. Exxon Mobil, sent letter June 10,2003 to Mike Todd, Director ofPublic

Relations. Todd declined to interview by letter, a copy ofthe letter provided,

along with their stated position on ANWR.

3. Conoco-Phillips, sent letter to Nancy Schoelhoester, Director of Community

Services, June 10,2003. Received decline to interview by email from Dawn
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Patience, June 17,2003. Phillips stated "Thank you for your request to interview

Conoco-Phillips on its interest in the ANWR 1002 area. It is not likely we would

have any interest in participating in your project. Conoco-Phillips supports

responsible development ofAlaska's resources. We have proven it can operate in

the Arctic in a way that minimizes impact to the environment, the wildlife, and

the local people. When Congress acts to open ANWR, we are prepared to take a

hard look at it." Then Phillips recommended speaking to State ofAlaska sources

for interviews, such as Arctic Power and the Alaska Division ofOil and Gas. At

time, in Anchorage, the latter director was unavailable for interview, or was in

Juneau.

4. Requested interview with u.S. Senator Ted Stevens' Anchorage Office, with

Alaska State Director Marie Nash, and was declined, on June 17,2003: "Mr.

Standlea, I received your letter and do not want to be interviewed on ANWR."

Nash referred me to Arctic Power.

5. Requested interview with Governor Frank Murkowski's Juneau office, sent June

8, 2003, never received a response ofany kind.

6. Requested interview with Alaska Conservation Foundation, Director Deborah

Williams, and she declined by email citing time constraints. She forwarded my

request to the Alaska Coalition directors in Washington D.C., who never

responded or contacted me.

7. Twice I called the research director on oil, gas, and ANWR with Washington

D.C. Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) to request information, leaving

messages, and never received any response.
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8. Requested interview, by letter and by phone message, with Trustees of Alaska in

Anchorage, and never received any response.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. What do you see as the basic issues involved in the ANWR debate?

2. People looking at the oil drilling question usually frame it as a debate between
economic development versus protecting the environment. Is that a fair way to
describe it?

3. What does development mean to you? Economic survival or consumption as
meeting multidimensional needs such as self-reliance and maintaining one's
natural environment?

4. Your critics say In general terms how do
respond to this criticism? (The first part of the question was framed to fit the
individual or organization interviewed.)

5. Whom do you see as the most powerful actors in this political debate?

6. How do you view the local or regional debate over oil development drilling
within context ofthe larger international situation?

7. Concerning political tactics, how easy or difficult is it for you and your group to
work with the coalition you are involved with? Is it a matter ofdiffering tactics,
or a deeper question ofphilosophy?

8. What worries you the most about the oil drilling debate/conflict?

9. Over the course oftime, with your involvement with different players in the
debate, have your views and understanding of the situation evolved or changed?
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