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cion in which, as put forth by Austin Turk (1969), the interests of the 
more powerful groups were legitimate while those of the less powerful 
were made illegal. 

The pervasive political, economic, and cultural control of Native na
tions by the federal government continued into the present century. 
For all its brutality and intensity, this colonial control has not terminated 
N ative sovereignty. It has, however, suppressed its exercise. Cultural op
pression facilitates economic exploitation, and twentieth-century federal 
policy toward Natives follows this pattern. Aside from laws, the fed

eral government has actively pursued policies, rules, and regulations 
designed to suppress the Native worlds. For instance, in 1901 aU agents 
and superintendents were notified to enforce the "short hair" order. To 
the federal government, long hair signified a primitive culture. All Na
tive men who refused to cut their hair were refused rations, and those 
working for the government were released from their duties (Prucha 
1984). During the 1920s the BIA strictly limited Native dancing, and 
those under age fifty were prohibited from participating in their tradi
tional dances (Price 1973). A BIA document issued in 1924 noted that 
"there are large numbers of Indians who believe that their native reli
gious life and Indian culture is frowned upon by the government, if not 
actually banned" (Price 1973, 207). 

The BIA saw its powers enhanced with the passage of the Indian Re
organization Act (IRA) in 1934· This act was ostensibly intended to 
strengthen tribal authority and legal systems by letting tribes establish 
their own governing organizations-the elected tribal councils of to

day. However, it smacks heavily of indirect rule, aga.in along the British 
colonial model, as the United States recognizes only the leadership of 
the councils. N atives were empowered to rule other Natives, incred
ibly complicating reservation life when traditional tribal leaders were 
usurped by elected tribal councils. 

The IRA also converted Courts oflndian O ffenses into tribal courtS• 
and the modern tribal court system was born. Tribal codes enacted af· 
ter 1934 followed the BIA model. Tribal courts and codes are subject tO 

the approval of the BIA and are limited in their power to the handliPI 
of misdemeanors. Although this policy gave the appearance of 
taining the status quo, Deloria and Lytle (r983) offer that the new trlb 
courts did promise to resurrect the traditional customs of Native peopJ.e. 
The balancing act for tribal courts today is to recuperate and retaiJI 
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tribal traditions of justice despite being immersed in contemporary 
Euro-American jurisprudence. Tribes work to retain thei r ways and are 
reluctant to fo llow Euro-American legal procedures exclusively. On Ln
dian reserv<jt ions, 

T he desired resolution of an intratribal dispute is one that bene
fits the whole Tndian community (family) and not one designed to 
chastise an individual offender. Non-Indian critics may not under
stand such a concept of justice, but within Indian tradi tions it is an 
accepted and expected norm. (Deloria and Lytle 1983, 1 20) 

Issues of sovereignty are vital to Native people and the tribal court 
system, no matter what the cost. Tim Giago, editor of lndinn Cammy 
Today, contends that tribal courts on [ndian reservations must ac
knowledge their sovereign status. Discussing the case of Peter Mac
Donald, a former N avajo tribal chair who is serving a fourteen-year 
sentence for conspiracy and bribery in tribal and federal courts, G iago 
expresses: 

[fJf the Navajo N ation really believed in sovereign ty it would have 
tried Mr. MacDonald within the borders of their Nation instead of 
allowing federa l officials to take him off the reservation and try him 
before an all-white jury in Prescott, Arizona. T his was hardly a jury 
of.his peers and few, if any, of the jury members understood any
thlllg t he Navajo Nation, its laws, customs, or traditions. 
<1Y95, 2) 

THE COMPLICATED EFFECTS 
OF P UBLIC LAW 280 

Plunder II 
I h 

norma y characterizes only the early stage of colonialism at ou rh . . . , 
Sl. It IS possrble to find subtle forms of plunder by the Uni ted 
· atcs 1n 1 . 
19,, t 1e twenneth century. For example, beginning in the late 

and last ' · 
Jlol . f mg rnto the r9fios, the fede ral government shifted toward 

rcy o ter · · · 
gl111,. l i .mlnat1on, another violation of treaties. Rather than strug-

"' () t omJn 'h I . 
\:,1llvc n . ate tr1 a land, the government started to do away wtth 

atlons rhemselves, making their lands "open" lands. A simple 
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resolution of the House of Representatives in 1953, House Concur
rent Resolution 108, terminated the sovereignty of one hundred Native 
nations. 

Another clement in the process was the transfer to certain states of 
federal jurisdiction over reservation areas. The authority for this trans
fer was Public Law 28o, passed by Congress in 1954-one of the most 
bold and discriminating actions against Natives in the legal and judicial 
system. Moving without tribal consent, PL 280 initially handed five 
states jurisdiction over offenses committed by or against Natives on 
reservations; eventually, nine other states assumed limited jurisdiction. 
Upon the expansion of their legal domain over Natives, states mistak
enly hoped to increase their revenue by taxing Native land and by re
ceiv1ng federal assistance to improve enforcement, corrections, and ju
dicial agencies. 

The timeworn argument was that reservations were "lawless." In 
1952 Representative D'Ewart of Montana said that there was a "com
plete breakdown of law and order on many of the Indian reservations" 
and that the law was driven by "[t]he desire of all law abiding citizens 
liv1ng on or near Indian reservations for law and order" (quoted in Barsh 
and Henderson 1980, n8-1 29). The principal concern of Congress 
was, therefore, the reaction of white people to the perceived lawlessness 
(U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 1981). White communities chat had 
settled on or near reservations, their growth partially a result of the al
lotment policy, were concerned about law and order outside their direct 
control and held the belief that Native law was irresponsible and federal 
law distant. PL 280 prov1ded for their interests by endowing to various 
states criminal and civil jurisdiction on reservations. Witness the lan
guage used in a 1963 report titled "A Study of the Problems Arising 
from the Transfer of Law and Order Jurisdiction on Indian Reserva
tions co the State of Montana": 

lndian people hesitate co give up tlus powerful position which they 
hold in the United States society. They do not fu lly realize however, 
their responsibility when they seek to protect this powerful posi
tion. They must maintain a standard of society which is acceptable. 
This probably is the greatest weakness in the Indian position on law 
and order. The trend in modern society requires that Indian people 
conform to reasonable acceptable community standards oflaw and 
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order . .. . Any time that there is segregation in an area like law and 

order the attitude of segregation spreads into other areas. Segrega
tion always sows the seeds of discrimination and racial problems. 
(Montana Office of the State Coordinator of Indian Affairs 1963) 

Natives are depicted as irresponsible and "backward," as though they 
have not yet been civ1lized-all couched in terms of the fear of segrega
tion. But segregation existed prior w 1963 and exists today in Montana. 

Many Montana Native people were in opposition ro PL 280 (known 
in Montana as H ouse Bill ss). The chief proponent was State represen
tative Jean Turnage, an enrolled member of the Confederated Salish 
and Kootenai Tribes (from Lake County on the Flathead Reservation) 
and a member of the Inter-Tribal Policy Board. Oppo.nent Bill Youpee, 
chairman of the Fort Peck Tribal Council, expressed that the Inter
Tribal Policy Board was "influenced by outside interests" (Great Falls 
T1"ibmze, 10 February 1963). The Flathead Tribal Council, under the di
rection of Walter McDonald, supported the transfer of jurisdiction to 
the state, although not all tribal members were in agreement. More
over, all other tribes in Montana opposed such action, principally be
cause PL z8o violated rights reserved in treaties and likewise v1olated 
the self-determination of sovereign nations. Another major issue was 
that PL 28o was a step toward the dreaded termination of all Indian 
reservations, as evidenced by House Resolution 108. PL 280 was passed 
by Congress in 1953, and in 1965, with the endorsement of the tribal 
council of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai T ribes, House Bill 55 
(that is, PL 28o) was implemented on the Flathead Reservation. 

Many Natives perceive the imposition of state laws on reserva
tions without tribal consent as blatant discrimination (U.S. Commis
sion on Civ11 Rights 1981). Although the Indian Civil Rights Act of 
1968 amended PL 280 to require tribal consent, this act also limits the 
penalties in tribal courts to imprisonment for six months and/or a fine 
of five hundred dollars, thereby effectively confining action in tribal 
courts to misdemeanors. Furthermore, the amendment authorizes states 
to retrocede jurisdiction already assumed-that is, relinquish it if bur
densome. Tribes, however, are not empowered to demand retrocession 
(Barsh 198o). 

. PL 28o denies Native nations the right to govern themselves. There 
Is also concern that under PL z8o state police and courts are treating 
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Natives and whites differently. Refusal to cross-deputize Native law en

forcement personnel ~.:reates an imbalance whereby Euro-American 
police steadily send Natives to Euro-American courts and jails, while 

tribal police can only stand by and observe white criminal behavior. 

The result is a continuous and increasing supply of Native American 
"criminals." According to noted attOrney Russel Barsh, "Arrests oflndi

ans reportedly increase wht:n per capita~ or lease monies are [due to be] 

paid, to generate fines. Tribes contend that sentences are ' light and in

effective' for crimes against Indians, ' harsh and w1just' for crimes against 

non-Indians" (1980, 1 o). 
PL 280 is curious in its uneven application. Not all states chose to 

apply its measures, and some selected only certain reservations within 

their boundaries. For instance, Montana has seven L1dian reservations, 
but only on the F lathead Reservation is Euro-American jurisdiction ex

tended through PL 2.80. Not surprisingly, F lathead includes a large 
white population due to various acts of Congress, including allotment 

and homesteading implemented at the turn of the century. A challenge 

would be to determine the proportion of Salish and Kootenai-the 
tribes of Flathead - among the Montana Natives involved in the state'~ 

criminal justice system. One would expect to find more Salish and 
Kootenai pass through the legal system than members of other tribe~. 
with rhe exception of Landless Native Americans.-

Non-Natives are now immune from tribal prosecution, in both crim
inal and civil matters, due to a r978 U.S. Supreme Court ruling in 
Oliphant v. Suquamisb. In states where cross-deputization has not been 
worked out, many non-Natives who violate state law on reservations go 
unapprehended. This has been, and continues to be, a national Native 
American concern as tribal leaders fear white people will see the reser~ 
vations as areas to "do anything they please without fear of arrest or ju· 
dicial reprisal" (Wachtel r98o, r3). Moreover, in 1981 in MommJil ~. 
United States, the U.S. Supreme Court r-uled that white people wh<) own: 
land on the Crow Reservation are not under the authority of Cro" 
hunting and fishing laws on or near the Big Horn River. This dpn·,_.·,.,, •. _ 

violates the Crow treaty of 1868. Additionally, this case takes the 

in Olipbant one step further toward the dissolution of triba l 

(Churchill and Morris 1992). 
F ive starurory enactments o f the U .S. Congress- the 

Crimes Act, Major Crimes Act, Assimilative Crimes Act, PL 2So, I 
the Indian Civil Rights Act-in addition to the court cases citeJ, al 
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frmge upon tribal powers to tackle crime issues on reservations (Delo
ria and Lytle 1983). These staUJtes have forged a legal sword that slashes 

at tribal sovereignty, and the cuts are not clean as continual redefinition 

by these statutes creates the problem of determining which among mul
tiple authorities may handle alleged Native criminals. The road to legal 

jurisdiction on reservations travels through mazes. It is not a product of 

logic other than that of sporadic legislative responses to the demand for 

Euro-Arnerican hegemony over Indian Country. Meanwhile, a major 

handicap for reservation Natives today is the multiplicity of jurisdic

tion, wherein 

T he accused ordinarily confronts two jurisdictional "layers," gen

eral federal criminal laws applicable everywhere in the United 
States and concurrent state criminal law defining both related and 

separate offenses. On an illdian reservation the accused confronts 
as many as six jurisdictional layers, with as many as four possible 

forum-law outcomes: federal-federal, federal-state, state-state, and 

tribal- tribal. This does nor mean t hat reservations are safer, on ly 
that it is harder for reservation residents to know fully t heir rights 

:~ad liabilities, and easier for jurisdictional conflicts to arise. (Barsh 
198o, 3) 

The fundamenta l question, according to Deloria and Lytle (1983), is 
which level of government assumes jurisdiction over crimina l offenses 
~n reservations. Part of t he answer requires determining the race of all 

mvolved to the extent of investigating past generations, the precise lo

L7tlon . within overlapping political boundaries where the alleged crime 
3

1
1 

or 1 ~ part occurred, the appropriate statute of competing codes un
c er which the violator can be prosecuted, and who has the political ini
tiative at th U . e moment. lndian reservations are the only places in the 

nrted States where the criminality of an act relies exclusively on the 
raLe of th a: 

e Ouender and victim (Barsh r98o).~ 

PUBLIC LAW 280 AND RETROCESSION 

sml"~:: 1968 , . 
cctlc.: 'lat .' some tnbes have been successful in their effortS to retro-

e )Urtsdic · c 
huwever tiOn to £ederal control (O'Brien 1 989). Other tribes, 

' encounter st . . h N . . ereoryp1c expectations t at atrve Amencans 



z8 CO LONIZATION AND THE SO CIA L CONSTRUCT ION OF DEVIANCE 

cannot behave responsibly enough to exercise effective law enforce
ment, thereby threatening the safety of non-Natives (Barsh 1980). This 
is the attitude that the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes face in 
their pursuit of retrocession. Opponents to retrocession cite that white 
people do not want to be subjected to a justice system they fear will dis
criminate against them because they are white. What they do not un
derstand is that the withdrawal ofPL 280 will not result in the confine
ment of white people in Flathead's tribal jail because prior court cases 
have opined that tribes do not have jurisdiction over non-Natives. 

In the 1990s the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes seek to 
withdraw from PL 280 jurisdiction for two basic reasons: to further self
determination and promote tribal sovereignty, and to develop a justice 
system that is culturally appropriate (Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes 1991). The tribes argue that they have made economic prog
ress-after aU, this has been the goal of federal policy-since they con
sented in 1965 to the implementation ofPL 28o. They offer as evidence 
a tribal budget of over $70 million and twelve hundred tribal employees 
in the 1990s, compared to the eleven employees and budget ofless than 
$25o,ooo in 1963. When PL 28o was first proposed in 1963, the tribes 
were not financially able to provide law enforcement for people on the 
reservation, but this is no longer the case. Moreover, the tribes cite 
that the notion of justice predates European contact and that judges 
and courts have always existed in the social and political structure of 
the tribes. Subsequently, they have integrated traditional justice frame
works with Euro-American jurisprudence. 

The Major Crimes Act of r885 postulated that tribes did not have 
tribal institutions sufficient to maintain law and order (Barsh 198o). 
This was not true in the nineteenth century and it is not true today. The 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes boast a competent justice 
system, a system more capable than some counties in Montana (Con· 
federated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 1991). The current tribal justice 
system on Flathead includes a tribal court system with three divisions 
(a trial court, a youth court, and an appellate court), a law and order 
department, fish and game enforcement, advocate program, and social 
service programs. 

In 1989 54 percent of all arrests in Lake County, the primary county 
on Flathead, were Native American (Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes 1991). The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes recognize 
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that most arrests on the reservation are alcohol- or drug-related. Re
sponding to this issue, the tribes developed an extensive substance abuse 
program. They argue Lhat withdrawal from PL 280 will enable them lO 

rehabilitate those arrested for misdemeanors (felonies would fall under 
federal jurisdiction). ln fact, the tribes have more substance abvse coun
selors than Lake County (nine compared to one) and are, therefore, bet
ter equipped to handle substance abuse problems than the count)·· 

RECUPE RATING NATIVE WORLDS 

Policies governing l ative American aff<li rs are legally bound to protect 
Native resources and tre<t ty rights, but these policies have been per
verted by Euro-American economic interests. The product is a sys
tem that imposes on indigenous populations cradle-to-grave control 
designed to obli terate worldview, politica l independence, and economic 
control. To resist is to be crimim1l, risking the wntth of mu ltiple :.t,tte 
law enforcement agencies. l n the Americas, this exploitation has been 
the backbone of a colonial relationsh ip now hundreds of year:. old yet 
\till vigorous. 

The f!.uro -American legal system, based on English common Ia\\ ;md 
F.uro-American statute law oriented to Euro-American values and phi
losophy, has never been ahlc to accommodate wi thin its bounds the dif
ferent cu lture and aberrant status of the indigenous people. T he goa l of 
iuMicc o:>tcnsibly sought b) the lega l system often results in the oppo
site when Natives are involved. The mechanjsrns of Euro-American law 
either are inc;tpable of recognizing the cultural ;~nd legal separateness 
of Natives or are deliheratcly designed lo destroy that independence 
(\\'ashburn 1 1)7 1 ). 

Even when Native nations agreed to <~ccu l tunltC, they not only were 
thwarrcd but suffered aclditional castigation. There is proba bly no bet
te;:r documented c;~se study of the cultura l adaptation of' a rraditiunalle
gal system than that of rhe Cherokee 1ation. Fire nnd tbr Spirits ( 197 5), 
Written by Rennard Str ickland , examines the development of Cherokee 
~egal institutions and the Cherokee Nat ion's attempt tO acculturate. 
_rhe Cherokee :tpplied Euro-American laws that fi t their needs and re
Jected tho!>e that did not. T heir legal experience i llu~lrates that it is in 
fact possible to create Native versions of Euro-American ways. The out-
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come was not what Euro-Americans expected, as the Cherokee became 
deserving Native opponents, insisting that their customs should be 
honored. Yet the ways of Euro-Americans had been learned too well: 
Strickland concludes that in the end the Cherokee Nation would be 
obliterated. Damned if you do, damned if you don't; while assimilation 
is theoretically offered, equality is not a part of the bargain. 

Although the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes present an
other case of cultural adaptation with the blending of their traditional 
legal system and Euro-American jurisprudence, their fate may prove 
similar to the Cherokees'. The retrocession ofPL 280 for the people of 
the Flathead Indian Reservation may never happen. Montana Senate 
Bill 368, which would give tribal police and courts additional criminal 
jurisdiction on reservations, died in 1993· 

The Northern Cheyenne T ribe, anon-PL 280 reservation, presently 
struggles to reclaim their traditional system of law and order, one in 
which the Warrior Societies play a major role.9 Evidently in agreement 
with the Cheyenne Tribal Court, the Warrior Societies recently em
ployed traditional Cheyenne justice and banished two nonmembers 
from the reservation for a period of one hundred years (Crisp 1995). 
This action has not met w1rh agreement from all tribal members, how
ever, and the Northern Cheyenne remain divided over the actions of the 
Warrior Societies. A significant aspect of this case is that the Northern 
Cheyenne's justice system, as they are recreating it, demonstrates that 
modern tribal court systems and traditional systems can work together. 

Chief Justice Robert Yazzie (1994) of the Navajo Tribal Court 
describes the Euro-American system of justice as one of hierarchies 
and power- a vertical system of justice. The Navajo word for "Jaw," 
brought to them by the Holy People, is beebaz-aanii, which means "fun· 
damental, absolute." Yazzie conveys that law is the source of a meaning· 
ful life, precisely because life emerges from it. In the Navajo system of 
law, one of horizontal justice, all parties are allowed to explain 
views, and there is no one authority that ascertains the "truth." This 
a system of restorative justice based on equality and participation, with 
notion of justice that involves recuperating both the offender and 

The concept of solidarity is important to Navajo healing and 
Although difficult to translate, Yazz1e expresses that solidarity 

carries connotations that help the mdividual to reconcile self with 
family, community, nature, and the cosmos-all reality. That 
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feeling of oneness with one's surroundings, and the reconciliation 
of the individual with everyone and everything else, is what allows 
an alternative to vertical justice to work. It rejects the process of 
convicting a person and throwing the keys away in favor of methods 
that use solidarity to restore good relations among people. Most 
in1portantly, it restores good relations with self. (1994, 30) 

The healing process, called peacemaking in English, is a complex sys
tem of relationships where there is no coercion or control because there 
is no need for such power. Additionally, rhere are no plaintiffs or defen
dants, and no one is right or wrong. The Navajo have a different concept 
of equality. The focus is not on equal treatment befo're the law; people 
are envisioned as equal in the law. For example, the vertical system of 
justice-the Euro-American system-requires of the defendant a plea 
of innocence or guilt. In the Navajo Language there is no word for 
guilty-a word that assumes fault and thus punishment. Yazzie advises 
that the word guilty is a nonsense word in Navajo, because the Navajo 
focus on healing and reintegration with the goal of feeding and preserv
ing healthy, ongoing relationships. 

Navajo law is also based on distributive justice. According to Yazzie, 
Navajo Court decisions emphasize aiding the victim, not finding fault. 
The victim's wishes of compensation and the offender's financial ability 
a~e taken into account. The offender and his or her family are respon
Sible to the victim and must pay compensation. The focus of distribu
ttve_iustice is the well-being of everyone in the community. Taking the 
notton of responsibility further, Yazzie conveys: 

!fl see a hungry person, it does not matter whether I am responsible :r the hunger. If someone is inJured, it is irrelevant that I did not 
~;that person. I have a responsibility, as a Navajo, to treat everyone 

ash
1 

that person was my relative. Everyone is part of a community, and 
t e resource f h . s o t e communtty must be shared wtth all. ( 1994, 30) 

The conte 
traditio 

1 
~p~rary Navajo Peacemaker Court is fou nded upon the 

rnent. ~ pnnc~ples of distributive justice and restoration over punish
to 1959 e NavaJo operated under a vertical system of justice from r 892 
Present d~nder the Court of Indian Offenses and from 1959 to the 
tensely w Y under the Courts of the Navajo Nation (Yazzie 1994). ln-

eary of th . 
e verrtcal system, in 1982 they created the Navajo 

31 



]2 COLONIZATION AND THE SOCIAL f.ONSTRUCTION OF DEVIANCE 

Peacemaker Court. The courr selects a peacemaker, or naat' aanii- a 
person known for wisdom, integrity, and respect. His or her job is lo 

ensure a decision in which everyone benefits. The court attempts to re
claim the origina l philosophical reasoning of traditional Navajo rather 
than simply blend cultures and philosophies. 

The variance between Euro-American and Native worlds is apparent 
in how they work ro maintain the social order. In Indian Country collec
tive ways were developed to right an offensive activity with the larger 
harmony, recuperate the offender, and thereby protect the people. On 
the other hand, the Euro-American system of institutionalized justice 
featuring legislated law, aggressive enforcers, and punitive judges acts 
beyond controlling activity within the Euro-American world; it is aJso 
instrumental in fulfi lling the Manifest Destiny of the Euro-Arnerican 
world-its own expansion. Jntrusion in to Indian Country was spear
headed by Euro-American law and the territory secured in the same 
manner. The federal government has embraced conflicting policies re
garding Native people, shifting from genocide to expulsion, exclusion, 
and confinement, and later to supposed assimilation-the rhetoric was 
integration, the reality was confinement and domination. Amid Lhe 
roller coaster of federal policy, one thing is crystal clear: at every stage 
of colonialism, Native people have been disempowered. 

Some Euro-American crimi nologists agree that the Euro-A.merican 
justice system represents the interests of the powerful and is inher:r~tly 
oppressive (Hartjen 1978; Quinney 1970; Turk 1976). The recognJtJOn 
that law and its administration is biased against certain categories of 
people is crucial to understanding Native American criminality. Never
theless, one must first distinguish between Euro-American and Native 
worlds to grasp the role ofEuro-American law in their collision. . 

To mechanically explain Native Americans by means of producuon, 

skin color, c~ltural pract~ces, and so on is to peer through a runn~~ 
a tunnel engmeered straight, perhaps, but a runnel nonetheless. 
solutely, race/ethnicity, gender, class, and lifestyle are important con 
cerns to Natives who feel the weight of their consequences both 
Indian Country and in relations with Euro-Americans, but care 
taken not to let those issues obscure the broader battle between 

and the emergence of neocolonial racism. , 
History tells us that Native "crimina ls" were notlawless "savages 

rather were living in the turbulent wake of a cataclysmic clash 

WORL!)S COL!, IDF. 

Native legal systems, along with everything else, collided with a most 
different world. Native worlds have been devastated by their relation
ship ~rjth Euro-Americans and their laws. The number of jailed Natives 
is a disheartening indication-a reminder that because deviance is a 
social construct, official crime statistics reveal discretion in defining 
and apprehending criminals. The behavior of reservation Natives, from 
both PL z8o and non-PL z8o reservations, is clearly subject to greater 
scrutiny, especially considering the number of criminal jurisdictions 
they fall under, and there is a greater presumption of guilt than for Euro
Americans. This assumption is based on the prevalence of Native Amer
icans in the official crime statistics and the composition of prison pop
ulations. But the battle for jurisdiction in the remajnder of Indian 
Country, where various Euro-American legal entities led by the federa l 
government compete for primacy over tribes, is a telling example of the 
continuing struggle for sovereign ty. 
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