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Abstract 

In 1999, the US Supreme Court reaffirmed a treaty from 1837 whose premises granted, 

among other things, usufructuary rights to Native peoples, with some stipulations allowing for 

states to enforce environmental regulations.1 This study examines the status of manoomin co-

management between the State of Minnesota and the Ojibwe people that arose as a result of the 

Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa decision. We analyzed 53 newspaper articles and 

government documents using MaxQDA software. Results indicated that economic factors play a 

more minor role in the discourse surrounding manoomin after the court case, while concerns 

over the ecology threats to the resource increase. Although there have been some instances of 

collaboration between Indigenous groups and both the State of Minnesota and the MN DNR, 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous constituencies are still largely at odds with regard to how 

manoomin should be co-managed in Minnesota.  

Introduction 

The 1837 Treaty of St. Peters between the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe and the United 

States (US) was an agreement in which the Band ceded land to the US in exchange for “twenty 

annual payments of both money and goods” (Figure 1).2 An important clause within this treaty 

granted usufructuary rights to Native Peoples, stating, ‘“[t]he privilege of hunting, fishing, and 

gathering the manoomin, upon the lands, the rivers and the lakes included in the territory ceded, 

is guarantied [sic] to the Indians.’”3 In the 1999 case, Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of 

 
1 Krogseng, “Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians,” (2000).  
2 Krogseng, “Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians,” (2000). 
3 Krogseng,” Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians,” (2000).  
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Chippewa, the US Supreme Court reaffirmed the treaty’s premises with provisions allowing for 

states to enforce environmental regulations.4 This was a vindication of Indigenous rights and an 

impactful decision for the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe. Since then, Minnesota and the Band have 

been collaborating on natural resource management in the areas ceded in the original treaty.  

 

Figure 1: Map of the State of Minnesota with the Ojibwe ceded territories and occurrence of Manoomin during the year 2020 
with our study area outlined in red. Adapted from the GLFWIC GIS portal which is available here: https://maps.glifwc.org/.   
 

One resource being co-managed between these two sovereign bodies is manoomin. This 

resource is interesting, in part, because of its cultural significance to the Band, though it also has 

value as a culinary staple and as a medicinal plant.5  Manoomin fulfilled a prophecy wherein the 

Ojibwe people followed a shell in the sky to a place where food grows on water, and is one of 

the reasons they settled in the Great Lakes area.6  Today, manoomin is considered to be a 

 
4 Krogseng,” Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians,” (2000).  
5 Stack Whitney, “Manoomin: The Taming of Wild Rice in the Great Lakes Region,” (2015).  
6 Stack Whitney, “Manoomin: The Taming of Wild Rice in the Great Lakes Region,” (2015).  
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spiritual gift, and its harvest continues to be a sign of appreciation for this resource, which was 

given to the Ojibwe people by their Creator.7 

Despite its significance to the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe and Minnesota, little research 

has been done investigating the changes to manoomin's ecological health or environmental 

regulations surrounding its use during the years before and after Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of 

Chippewa.  Relevant research on the relationship between the users of the resource and the 

continued viability of co-management of manoomin by the Band and the State is also insufficient 

considering the resource’s importance. The 2018 Tribal Manoomin Task Force Report, however, 

alludes to some tension between the State of Minnesota and the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe. This 

tribal report was a response to the 2018 establishment of the Governor's Task Force on 

manoomin, and asserts that the creation of such a task force by the Governor is “disrespectful 

and contrary to ... Tribal sovereignty”.8 Though this statement appears to reveal an antagonistic 

relationship between the Band and the State, additional research is necessary to determine what 

biological, legal, and social trends are relevant to this co-management and whether it is a viable 

conservation strategy for manoomin.  

This study, therefore, investigates the following: How has public discourse around 

manoomin and the co-management thereof changed since the Minnesota ve. Mille Lacs Band of 

Chippewa (1999) Supreme Court case? What are the implications of the public discourse for the 

success of the co-management strategy in ensuring the continued viability of manoomin as an 

economic, cultural, and ecological resource? 

 
7 David, “Manoomin (Wild Rice) Enhancement and Research in the Ceded Territories,” (2011).  
8 “2018 Tribal Wild Rice Task Force Report,” (2018).  
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Background 

The Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Supreme Court case follows many years 

of state and federal opposition to the usufructuary rights of Indigenous people across the US. 

Historically, US federal and state courts have ruled in favor of preservation and conservation on 

ceded land instead of the usufructuary rights of Indigenous communities.9 The first landmark 

decision concerning off-reservation hunting and gathering rights was an 1896 Supreme Court 

case between the state of Wyoming and the Bannock tribe, Ward v. Race Horse.10 A member of 

the Bannock tribe was prosecuted by Wyoming for hunting outside of reservation boundaries 

shortly after the state entered the Union, stating that usufructuary rights from previous treaties 

were no longer applicable due to the Wyoming statehood status.11 The Supreme Court upheld the 

State’s decision to prosecute the Bannock tribe member, agreeing that treaty rights were 

terminated when Wyoming became a state.12 In a 1916 case, New York ex rel. Kennedy v. 

Becker, three members of the Seneca tribe were arrested for fishing within ceded territory in 

New York State.13 The defense argued that the tribal members reserved usufructuary rights from 

the Big Tree Treaty in 1797, but the Court ultimately ruled that the state’s first priority was to 

preserve its natural resources, which in turn, limited tribal fishing and hunting rights.14 Further, 

in United States v. Dion (1985), the Supreme Court upheld the conviction of a member of the 

Yankton Sioux tribe in South Dakota who was arrested for possession of bald eagle feathers, 

 
9 Roat, “Analyzing Conflicts between Indian Treaty Rights and Federal Conservation Regulations: Are State Regulation 
Standards Appropriate Comment,” (2000).  
10 McCorquodale. “Historical and Contemporary Policies regarding Off-Reservation Hunting by Native Americans,” (1999).  
11 McCorquodale. “Historical and Contemporary Policies regarding Off-Reservation Hunting by Native Americans,” (1999).  
12 McCorquodale. “Historical and Contemporary Policies regarding Off-Reservation Hunting by Native Americans,” (1999).  
13 Roat, “Analyzing Conflicts between Indian Treaty Rights and Federal Conservation Regulations: Are State Regulation 
Standards Appropriate Comment,” (2000). 
14 Roat, “Analyzing Conflicts between Indian Treaty Rights and Federal Conservation Regulations: Are State Regulation 
Standards Appropriate Comment,” (2000). 



8 

which is a violation of the federal Bald Eagle Protection Act.15 The Court’s reasoning was that 

the preservation of a resource outweighs Indigenous rights to resources.16 

In the late 1960s, the Ojibwe people began seeking legal action to reaffirm their 

usufructuary rights in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan.17 By 1984, the Ojibwe people had 

several legal victories allowing for their inherent hunting and gathering rights on ceded land 

from both the 1837 White Pine Treaty and 1842 Treaty of La Pointe.18  In a long string of 

litigation beginning in 1978, the Lac Courte Oreilles Band of Ojibwe asked the State of 

Wisconsin for a declaratory judgment affirming their usufructuary rights on non-reservation land 

in a district court case originally titled United States vs. Bouchard.19 The District Court ruled in 

favor of the State of Wisconsin and denied the Lac Courte Oreilles band of Ojibwe their 

usufructuary rights, sending the case (known henceforth as Lac Courte Oreilles Band v. Voigt) to 

the 7th Circuit Court.20  Later in 1984, the US 7th Circuit Court disagreed with the original 

decision, ultimately recognizing the usufructuary rights of the Lac Courte Oreilles Band.21 The 

decision created the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (GLIFWC) to oversee 

and regulate tribal resource use.22  

Following the Lac Courte Oreilles Band v. Voigt decision, the Mille Lacs Band of 

Ojibwe sought a similar legal declaration of their usufructuary rights. In the culmination of an 

 
15  United States v. Dion (1985) 
16 Roat, “Analyzing Conflicts between Indian Treaty Rights and Federal Conservation Regulations: Are State Regulation 
Standards Appropriate Comment,” ( 2000). 
17  Loew, “Hidden Transcripts in the Chippewa Treaty Rights Struggle: A Twice Told Story. Race, Resistance, and the Politics of 
Power,” (1997); Connolly, “Northern Wisconsin Reacts to Court Interpretations of Indian Treaty Rights to Natural Resources 
Lead Commentary,”(2007); Busiahn and Gilbert, “THE ROLE OF OJIBWE TRIBES IN THE CO-MANAGEMENT OF 
NATURAL RESOURCE IN THE UPPER GREAT LAKES REGION: A SUCCESS STORY,” (2009). 
18 Baker, “Reviews: MILLE LACS AND THE LONG ROAD OF RESISTANCE ,”(2000). 
19 Connolly, (2007). 
20 Connolly,(2007). 
21 Connolly, (2007). 
22 Connolly, (2007). 
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almost 25-year legal battle, the Supreme Court ruled in 1999 in favor of the Ojibwe people.23 

Despite the successful federal recognition of usufructuary rights to the Ojibwe people from the 

1837 White Pine Treaty and 1842 Treaty of La Pointe, specific regulations on how to co-manage 

Minnesota natural resources were never negotiated, unlike Lac Courte Oreilles Band v. Voigt. 

 In Minnesota, legal battles surrounding natural resources have continued over the years. 

Most recently, in 2021, the White Earth Band of Ojibwe filed for manoomin to be granted legal 

standing that criminalizes any violation of the plant’s rights, which includes the right to 

“flourish, regenerate, and evolve.”24 This is one of the first occurrences of a legal argument of 

this form and it remains to be seen how the rights of nature fare in court.25  

Literature Review 

As governments, local communities, and various other stakeholders attempt to navigate 

the complicated interaction that is resource management, a variety of systems have evolved to 

help support the successful and sustainable conservation of natural resources.  Designing, 

implementing and evaluating robust, long-lasting common pool resource (CPR) management 

strategies, however, has been and continues to be a challenge.26 This is because the sustainable 

conservation of such resources requires the consideration of a complex web of both social and 

ecological factors that interact and can change through time. The addition of increased tension 

and number of stakeholders present in multijurisdictional management creates an even greater 

 
23 Connolly, (2007).  
24 Alan, “White Earth Band of Ojibwe in Trial Court,” (2021); Bjorhus, “Tribe Gives Legal Rights to Wild Rice,”(2019) 
25 Alan, “White Earth Band of Ojibwe in Trial Court,” (2021); Bjorhus, “Tribe Gives Legal Rights to Wild Rice,”(2019) 
26 Gardner, Ostrom, and Walker, “The Nature of Common-Pool Resource Problems.”(1990) 
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challenge, specifically in the US, in instances where state and national governmental bodies 

share resource management responsibilities with sovereign Indigenous nations.27   

To better understand the functionality of general resource management, scholars of 

economics such as Ostrom, McGinnis, Gardner, and Walker have devised dual frameworks with 

which the issues of natural resource management can be more easily addressed: the SES and 

IAD frameworks.28 Since the 1980’s, the IAD framework has been used as a resource for 

political analysts to make sense of complex real world systems.29 The structure provided by the 

IAD framework helps to illustrate “how institutions affect human incentives, actions and 

outcomes.”30 The consideration of a diverse set of variables ranging from biophysical conditions 

and community attributes to rules helped this model achieve a more nuanced representation of 

realistic decision making in complex political situations than earlier frameworks (Figure 2).31 At 

the core of the analysis structure described by the IAD is a network of action situations. 

Separately, an action situation is a discrete event or “breaking point” in the timeline such as the 

creation of new laws, organizations, or technologies, or even a climate event. Together, the 

combined action situations create what is referred to as a “decision environment” where policy 

choices are made under the context of sets of rules, community attributes, and biophysical 

conditions.32 This feature is essential to pulling the rest of the model together in that it helps 

delineate what the relevant universe is for a certain analysis.33 For any particular action situation, 

 
27 Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991); Castro and Nielsen, “Indigenous People and Co-Management.” (2001); Agarwal. “Participatory Exclusions, 
Community Forestry, and Gender” (2001).   
28 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019) 
29 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis. (2019).  
30 Ostrom and Cox, “Moving beyond Panaceas.” (2010).  
31 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019). ; Ostrom, “Background on the Institutional 
Analysis and Development Framework.” (2011).  
32 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019); Garrick et al., “Managing the Cascading 
Risks of Droughts.” (2018).  
33 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019). 
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individuals, either acting alone or representing an entity, make choices that collectively 

determine outcomes for the whole system. These decisions are informed by other factors such as 

beliefs, incentives, actors’ responsibilities, social expectations, and available information, but the 

context for this network of decisions is provided by the combined action situations. 

 

Figure 2: Basic Components of the IAD Framework (Ostrom 2011, p. 10). 

 

Although helpful, Figure 2 fails to capture the interactivity of action situations within a 

network.34 Sometimes the outcome of one action situation can become a rule for another action 

situation, but this interdependence is not present in the earlier depiction of the IAD structure.35 

Figure 3 on the other hand, illustrates an updated version of the IAD framework. While it 

appears to have many more components, it primarily stays true to the condensed version in 

Figure 2 but arranges these aspects differently to demonstrate more accurately how they interact 

in real-world systems. For example, the “rules-in-use” listed as external variables in Figure 2 are 

written out as a set of rules surrounding the central action situation demonstrating that these 

numerous guidelines all act on the other components of the system occurring inside. This version 

of the framework can be applied to collective action problems generally, but has particular 

relevance to environmental policy as it pertains to sustainable community-based natural resource  

management.36   

 
34 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis. (2019).  
35 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis. (2019); McGinnis, “An Introduction to IAD and the Language of the Ostrom Workshop.” 
(2011). 
36 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019).  
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Figure 3: Central action situation surrounded by interacting action situations (Adapted from Cole 2019). 

 

The SES framework, the theoretical younger sibling of the IAD, was proposed by Ostrom 

in 2009 and then later revised in 2014.37 By focusing on the social and ecological facets of 

systems the SES framework “enabled researchers to begin the development of a common 

language that crosses social and ecological disciplines to analyze how interactions among a 

variety of factors affect outcomes.”38 The SES framework is valuable because resource 

management problems are multifaceted issues and therefore their solutions must span various 

disciplines. Devising a framework that incorporates a robust composition of ecological and 

social factors bridges the divide between natural and social scientists, facilitating the 

collaborative analysis that will be necessary for the sustainable resolution of CPR management 

issues.39 This way of thinking, cited in thousands of studies since its conception, provides an 

expansive list of factors that have potential impact on the management of CPRs that are grouped 

into four categories: resource systems, resource units, governance systems, and actors.40 These 

four categories of variables are responsible for the interactions and outcomes in a set of action 

 
37 Ostrom, “A General Framework for Analyzing Sustainability of Social-Ecological Systems” (2009); McGinnis and Ostrom, 
“Social-Ecological System Framework,” (2014). 
38 Ostrom and Cox, “Moving beyond Panaceas.” (2010).  
39 Ostrom, “A General Framework for Analyzing Sustainability of Social-Ecological Systems.” (2009).  
40 Ostrom. (2009).  
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situations, where rules as well as other ecological and natural systems assert influence externally 

(Figure 4). This setup has elements in common with the IAD model, such as rules that act as 

constraining external forces, a variety of factors that have potential bearing on outcomes, and a 

component that demonstrates interactivity of the whole system. The SES framework departs 

from the IAD framework in that it privileges variables that deal with social interactions equally 

with other contextual characteristics.41 Unfortunately, it lacks the structure required to analyze 

temporal patterns in the same way that can be done using the IAD framework.42 

 

Figure 4: The SES Framework (Cole 2019). 

The IAD and SES frameworks have similar structure and historical use but they both lack 

some elements necessary to understand complex natural resource management systems. Scholars 

in Ostrom’s circle began addressing this issue in the early 2000s, with the implementation of a 

new concept, referred to as the Combined IAD and SES (CIS) framework. By taking the 

temporal aspects from the IAD framework and combining it with the focus on both ecological 

and social factors from the SES framework, the CIS framework creates a tool equipped for a 

more comprehensive analysis of management systems.43 The CIS framework can be beneficial in 

 
41 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019).  
42 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis. (2019).  
43 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019).  
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providing insights that could not otherwise be realized if only one of the subsidiary frameworks 

was employed (Figure 5).44  

In the last decade, the CIS framework has been applied to various systems including 

Kenyan water governance and Maine’s lobster fishery.45 McCord’s study of the 2002 Water Act 

in Kenya was conducted in an effort to understand the effects of the management strategy on the 

system. The structure of the CIS framework provided McCord a way to systematically analyze 

the preexisting conditions leading up to the 2002 Water Act and the following outcomes 

observed in 2013.46 Additionally, Cole’s work on the lobster fishery in Maine draws on the 

structure used by McCord to assess the changes in variables such as resource and social 

boundaries, economic value, and monitoring rules.47 

 

Figure 5: Combined IAD-SES (CIS) framework (Cole 2019).  

  

Separately, the IAD and SES frameworks have been utilized to address questions about 

the efficacy of co-management systems, but they have not been substantially used in 

combination as the CIS framework in co-management analysis. The temporal aspect and focus 

 
44 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks.” (2019).  
45Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis (2019); McCord et al., “Polycentric Transformation in Kenyan Water Governance.” (2016) ; 
Garrick et al., “Managing the Cascading Risks of Droughts.” (2018).  
46 McCord et al., “Polycentric Transformation in Kenyan Water Governance.” (2016).  
47 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks” (2019); Mccord et al., “Polycentric Transformation 
in Kenyan Water Governance.” (2016).  



15 

on ecological and social interactions employed in the CIS framework offers the tools necessary 

to evaluate the impact that co-management regimes have on resource conservation. 

Co-management refers to the management systems when resources and power are shared 

between governments, local users, and other entities, with the intent that each stakeholder shares 

information and has a participatory role in the decision-making process related to the resource.48  

One of the earliest applications of this collaborative management style was in Spain during the 

19th century.49 Co-management has since evolved with the purpose of formalizing and utilizing 

existing community management practices and traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) within 

the larger context of government conservation and management programs.50  

Co-management first gained a strong foothold within conservation management and the 

related literature during the 1990s and continues to be a regularly utilized strategy by political 

bodies, particularly between tribal governments and the various actors that make up both the US 

federal and state governments.51 Early examples of co-management regimes, in resource 

management literature, point to a variety of factors identified as critical to the eventual success of 

said management strategies. These factors include previous active land management or land use 

practices, security of land tenure, power sharing, institution building, and trust between 

stakeholders.52 Each of these factors play an important role in dictating the nature of relation 

 
48 Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991).  
49 Plummer, “The Adaptive Co-Management Process.” (2009).  
50 Diver, “Co-Management as a Catalyst.” (2016); Plummer, “The Adaptive Co-Management Process”(2009); Berkes, 
“Evolution of Co-Management.” (2008).  
51 Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991).  
52 Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991);  Whaley and Weatherhead, “An Integrated Approach to Analyzing (adaptive) Comanagement Using the 
“Politicized” IAD Framework.” (2014).  
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between stakeholder groups, which is of the utmost importance considering alienation of 

Indigenous resource management culture is found to be detrimental to co-management systems.53   

Some of the first scholars who engaged with analysis of co-management, Berkes, George, 

and Preston, studied the benefits of co-management in regard to ecological, social/cultural, and 

economic dimensions in the James Bay area of Ontario. They argue that co-management  

“is at the core of the social and economic health of many native communities, and is tied to 

larger questions of self-government.”54 While Berkes, George, and Preston provide a robust 

policy analysis on co-management, and even identify the importance of theory in relation to the 

application of co-management, they are also the first example of a worrisome overarching trend 

in the greater body of co-management literature; they do not apply a theoretical framework 

across the entirety of their project. They occasionally engage with common-property resource 

theory but do not equally or comprehensively apply it to all aspects of their analysis.55 This lack 

of a standardized theory creates difficulty when attempting to apply Berkes, George, and 

Preston’s findings to co-management assessments because there is an insufficient understanding 

of how their findings can be applied across different co-management scenarios.    

Despite co-management’s popularity among policymakers, and professed ability to 

identify parameters for successful conservation strategies, many scholars continue to have 

misgivings about the efficacy of co-management as a way to further the betterment of 

communities or to preserve resources for future generations.56 These doubts have led to a variety 

 
53Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991).  
54 Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991).  
55Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991).  
56 Béné, “Empowerment Reform, Yes . . . but Empowerment of Whom?” (2004); Castro and Nielsen, “Indigenous People and 
Co-Management.”(2001); Agarwal, “Participatory Exclusions, Community Forestry, and Gender.” (2001).  



17 

of studies on the effectiveness of co-management, with significant focus on understanding what 

factors prevent successful systems and explorations into the shortcomings of co-management as 

a method of natural resource management.57 For instance, Bina Agarwal, Christophe Béné, 

Arthur Neiland, Alfonso Peter Castro and Erik Nielsen, all completed research in the early 2000s 

that, counterintuitively, point to co-management regimes as a factor in the further 

marginalization of Indigenous communities, while hindering goals of equity and community 

welfare.58  

In 2001, Castro and Nielsen explored the creation and escalation of conflicts due to co-

management, using case studies from Northern Canada and South Asia to understand the 

“pervasive role of conflict in generating, shaping, and influencing the performance of co-

management regimes.”59 Castro and Nielsen, took a qualitative case study approach to analyzing 

the co-management regimes of multiple communities. Through their analysis they argue that 

cultural, political, and legal obstacles encountered by Indigenous people and other rural 

communities in trying to negotiate co-management arrangements are often the basis of conflict 

and eventual failure or weakening of co-management strategies.60  

Following Castro and Neilsen, Agarwal expands on their exploration of conflict by 

looking specifically at particular identity groups and their experience with exclusion-based 

conflict.61 Agarwal focused on how certain identity groups, such as women, can be excluded 

from participatory institutions like co-management regimes.62 Agarwal, whose project is 

 
57 Béné, “Empowerment Reform, Yes . . . but Empowerment of Whom?” (2001); Castro and Nielsen, “Indigenous People and 
Co-Management”(2001); Agarwal, “Participatory Exclusions, Community Forestry, and Gender.”; Berkes, George, and Preston, 
“Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living Resources.” (1991).  
58 Agarwal, “Participatory Exclusions, Community Forestry, and Gender” (2004); Castro and Nielsen, “Indigenous People and 
Co-Management”(2001); Béné, “Empowerment Reform, Yes . . . but Empowerment of Whom?” (2001).  
59 Castro and Nielsen, “Indigenous People and Co-Management.”(2001).  
60 Castro and Nielsen, “Indigenous People and Co-Management.” (2001).  
61 Agarwal. “Participatory Exclusions, Community Forestry, and Gender” (2001).  
62 Agarwal. (2001).  
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centered on forestry co-management in India and Nepal, primarily used field visits and 

interviews to determine if Indigenous women were excluded from participatory management 

practices. Agarwal argues that the exclusion of women is likely impacting the efficiency of co-

management practices.63 Through utilization of a bargaining conceptual framework, Agarwal is 

able to apply game-theoretic models to gender relations within a state and community situation, 

where qualitative bargaining factors had been understudied, to better understand how 

relationships affect management strategies.64 Our literature exploration did not reveal any other 

scholars who utilized game theory based frameworks.    

In 2004, Béné and Neiland completed work focused on poverty reduction and the 

marginalization of Indigenous peoples in co-management practices. Looking specifically at the 

effectiveness of an additional local-community management to the existing common-property 

resource management framework.65 Béné and Neiland, use small-scale fisheries in West Africa 

and Asia to highlight how the relationship between decentralization and poverty reduction in 

CPR dependent communities may not be as systematic as is often argued.66 Their analysis even 

suggests that these common pool decentralization reforms might further marginalize the 

Indigenous communities that they were initially expected to ‘empower.’67  

The above examples of co-management flaws show that scholarly misgivings are far 

from unfounded, and resource management is a delicate process with impacts that range far 

beyond direct effects on the resource of interest. Through their assessment of co-management, 

scholars identified an array of key factors that influence the eventual success or failure of 

 
63 Agarwal. (2001).  
64 Agarwal. (2001)  
65 Bene and Neilland. “Empowerment Reform, Yes . . . but Empowerment of Whom?” (2004).  
66 Bene and Neiland. (2004).  
67 Bene and Neiland. (2004).  
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management regimes. These include: past history between parties, conflict between actors, 

inclusion of TEK, and inclusion of stakeholders in decision making.68 Even so, as literature 

engages with both the pros and cons of co-management, the nonexistence of structured theory in 

much of the analysis leads to the underlying possibility that scholars’ findings do not provide us 

with a comprehensive understanding of the effects of co-management regimes.  

Over the past 15 years, co-management literature begins to include the IAD and SES as 

separate frameworks, appearing as theoretical backbones to research, as scholars begin to address 

the lack of theory from the early 2000s. Specifically, Yandle; Yandle and Imperial; and 

Partelow, Jager, and Schulter, all engage with either the IAD or the SES framework to better 

understand the effects of co-management regimes on a variety of resources and communities.  

In a 2007 study, Yandle focuses on fishery practices in New Zealand. With the support of 

the IAD framework, Yandle examines the regime utilizing a longitudinal survey from the period 

1999-2005.69 By using the IAD framework, Yandle is able to identify factors relevant to the 

success or failure of the management regime, namely monitoring, congruence, adaptability, 

boundaries, right to organize, collective choice, and transaction costs.70 The structure of 

prescribed factors, and the temporal aspect of the IAD framework, allows for Yandle’s analysis 

to more comprehensively explain the facets (both what works and what does not) of the 

management structure.71  

 
68 Berkes, George, and Preston, “Co-management: The Evolution in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administration of Living 
Resources.” (1991); Plummer, “The Adaptive Co-Management Process.” (2009); Diver, “Co-Management as a Catalyst.” (2016); 
Plummer, “The Adaptive Co-Management Process”(2009); Berkes, “Evolution of Co-Management.” (2008).  
69 Yandle, “The promise and perils of building a co-management regime: An institutional assessment of New Zealand fisheries 
management between 1999 and 2005.” (2008). 
70 Yandle, “The promise and perils of building a co-management regime: An institutional assessment of New Zealand fisheries 
management between 1999 and 2005.” (2008). 
71  Yandle, “The promise and perils of building a co-management regime: An institutional assessment of New Zealand fisheries 
management between 1999 and 2005.” (2008). 
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Yandle expands on findings from New Zealand in collaboration with Mark Imperial. 

Their research focuses on the institutional set-up of fishery systems, once again utilizing the IAD 

framework to guide their conclusions about the effects of proper analysis on the health of 

management systems.72 Their argument is based on the failure of fisheries literature to properly 

analyze the success and failures of management systems due to the oversimplification of said 

systems by decision makers and policy analysts.73 They argue “broad-based approach to policy 

analysis that considers institutional design and performance is needed in order to craft effective 

fisheries management programs.”74   

In 2021, Partelow, Jager, and Schulter address the oversimplification of fishery systems 

by using Ostrom’s SES framework, with support from Bennett’s more recent perceptions 

framework.75 They work to explain the connection between social-ecological context and 

different actors' perceptions of environmental governance.76 Their research is focused on a case 

study of small-scale fisheries co-management in Costa Rica and a new implementation of a 

protected marine area.77 Partelow, Jager, and Schulter expand on previous scholarship related to 

Bennett’s perception framework, which argues that “focusing on human behavior, social norms, 

and human psychology is critical for understanding how local governance can work better in 

 
72 Imperial and Yandle, “Taking Institutions Seriously: Using the IAD Framework to Analyze Fisheries Policy.” (2005).  
73 Imperial and Yandle, “Taking Institutions Seriously: Using the IAD Framework to Analyze Fisheries Policy.” (2005).  
74 Imperial and Yandle, “Taking Institutions Seriously: Using the IAD Framework to Analyze Fisheries Policy.” (2005).  
75 Partelow et al. “Linking Fisher Perceptions to Social-Ecological Context: Mixed Method Application of the SES Framework 
in Costa Rica.” (2021).  
76Partelow et al. “Linking Fisher Perceptions to Social-Ecological Context: Mixed Method Application of the SES Framework in 
Costa Rica.” (2021).  
77 Partelow et al. “Linking Fisher Perceptions to Social-Ecological Context: Mixed Method Application of the SES Framework 
in Costa Rica.” (2021).  
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practice.”78 And they utilize the SES variables to better understand, connect, and synthesize how 

different stakeholders perceive interactions around resource co-management.79     

Gap 

Each of the aforementioned scholars who utilized the IAD or SES frameworks provide a 

more comprehensive analysis of the co-management systems used by a variety of communities, 

as well as a cohesive overarching argument that the evaluation of co-management systems 

necessitates tools that account for the complexity of said systems. Understanding that   

interjurisdictional natural resource management is a more urgent issue as climate change stresses 

natural systems and, subsequently, the communities that rely on them. Our project will augment 

the current body of literature by both privileging manoomin and utilizing a strong theoretical 

structure not previously employed to study resources like manoomin: the CIS framework. 

Looking at a resource that has cultural importance, along with economic and ecological value, 

through a more comprehensive and dynamic theoretical framework will add necessary nuance to 

discussions about the function of co-management strategies between conflicting sovereign 

political entities. 

Hypothesis 

In order to comprehensively understand how the discourse around the co-management of 

manoomin has changed since the Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Supreme Court 

case we must first identify relevant factors, which, due to the multifaceted valuation of 

 
78 Partelow et al. “Linking Fisher Perceptions to Social-Ecological Context: Mixed Method Application of the SES Framework 
in Costa Rica.” (2021).  
79Partelow et al. “Linking Fisher Perceptions to Social-Ecological Context: Mixed Method Application of the SES Framework in 
Costa Rica.” (2021).  
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manoomin, will span social and ecological realms. Based on past studies about aquatic CPRs and 

considering the contentious interjurisdictional relationship between parties involved in 

manoomin co-management in Minnesota, we hypothesize that the following SES factors will be 

relevant in our CIS analysis: economic value of the resource, social boundaries, extent and 

density of the resource, history between actors, social capital, conflict between actors, and 

operational rules (regulations).80 Evaluation of these factors before and after the court case is our 

vehicle for understanding the temporal developments of the discourse as a whole. We predict 

that our investigation of media rhetoric and institutional documents will reveal changes over time 

in the discourse because of an increased emphasis on the cultural value of manoomin; increased 

awareness of the environmental threats to manoomin; and increased rules, regulations, and 

monitoring that favor the protection of manoomin. Lastly, we hypothesize that this evolution of 

intergovernmental collaboration has not alleviated the historical tensions between the two parties 

and may have resulted in additional tensions between the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe and the 

State of Minnesota that have and will continue to negatively influence, as seen in the co-

management literature, the effectiveness of manoomin resource management. 

Methodology 

Our methodology is closely guided by the structure of the CIS framework as 

demonstrated by Cole et al., and contains three main steps.81 First, we identified both a network 

of focal action situations and a series of variables from the SES framework that are relevant to 

 
80 Nagendra and Ostrom, “Applying the Social-Ecological System Framework to the Diagnosis of Urban Lake Commons in 
Bangalore, India” (2014); Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis, “Combining the IAD and SES Frameworks”(2019); Heikkila, 
“Institutional Boundaries and Common-Pool Resource Management.” (2001).  
81 Cole, Epstein, and McGinnis (2001). 
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manoomin, the state of Minnesota, and the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe. Next, these factors were 

assessed in a pre-court case and post-court case context, and then compared in order to 

understand how they changed after the 1999 Supreme Court case. Finally, the differences 

between pre- and post-court case conditions were evaluated in light of their effect on the 

sustainability of manoomin co-management. Through this process we drew conclusions about 

how manoomin management has changed since Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa, 

whether these changes have resulted in a sustainable resource management strategy, and 

mechanisms that might be responsible for them. In order to explore these questions, we used a 

mixed methods approach. 

In the words of Lorelei Lingard, “mixed methods research combines elements from both 

qualitative and quantitative paradigms to produce converging findings in the context of complex 

research questions.”82 This type of approach is valuable to our study because in order to capture 

the complexity of real-world dynamics and incorporate all aspects of the CIS framework, a 

variety of methodologies was necessary. In his 2012 study on the deforestation in the Amazon 

rainforest, Sydenstricker-Neto demonstrates mixed methods implementation on the 

anthropogenic impacts on natural resources.83 He employed mixed methods in order to establish 

a relationship between population and deforestation with quantitative approaches, while 

understanding the underlying mechanisms by which these variables are connected with the 

qualitative approaches.84 For our investigation we implemented a similar strategy that examines 

both relationships as well as the mechanisms by which they change.  

 
82 Lingard, Albert, and Levinson, “Qualitative Research.” (2008).  
83 Sydenstricker-Neto, “Population and Deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon.” (2012).  
84 Sydenstricker-Neto. (2012).  
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While both methods were present in our analysis, the qualitative approach we employed 

took a central role, whereas the quantitative approach played a supportive role. For this reason, 

our mixed methodology is considered a sequential strategy. In this approach, qualitative and 

quantitative methods are implemented together to answer the same research question, however, 

the two approaches are not privileged the same.85  

The qualitative, and more central approach, took the form of an environmental discourse 

analysis on the case study of manoomin co-management in Minnesota. This is an explanatory 

investigation of resource management rather than an exploratory one, because the field of 

resource management is already well studied. The goal of our analysis is to gain a deeper 

understanding of the mechanisms behind natural resource management. Similar approaches have 

been taken by other scholars.86 The definition of a discourse, as explained by Hajer, is “a specific 

ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categorizations…through which meaning is given to physical 

and social realities.”87 This concept of an “ensemble of ideas concepts and categorizations” 

works well with the CIS framework because it considers a diverse array of factors that may 

influence the processes under examination. There is well developed literature on the 

implementation of discourse analysis on environmental issues in topics such as the health risks 

associated with DDT and flame-retardant chemicals.88 These explorations are valuable not just 

for the ideas they bring to light but also because they are able to illuminate how certain concepts 

or beliefs are communicated.89 This is important for our implementation of the CIS framework 

 
85 Kanazawa, “Research Methods for Environmental Studies.” (2018).  
86 For an example, see: Guber, “Voting Preferences and the Environment in the American Electorate.” (2001).  
87 Hajer, “The Politics of Environmental Discourse,” (1998).  
88 Raymond and Olive, “Ideas, Discourse, and Rhetoric in Political Choice.” (2009).  
89 Ludwig et al., “DISCOURSE ANALYSIS AS AN INSTRUMENT TO REVEAL THE PIVOTAL ROLE OF THE MEDIA IN 
LOCAL ACCEPTANCE OR REJECTION OF A WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PROJECT.” (2012).  
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because factors such as available information, or variables associated with social setting can be 

heavily influenced by the rhetoric being employed by certain actors in a system.  

Our environmental discourse analysis included newspaper articles from Star Tribune, St. 

Paul Pioneer Press, Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, the Ojibwe News, Environmental Health News, 

The Circle: Native American News and Arts, Legal Monitor Worldwide, MPR News, The 

Guardian, Le Sueur County News, Anishinaabeg Today, Native American Press/Ojibwe News, 

MN DNR, Courthouse News, State of Minnesota, Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, as well as MN 

DNR, State, Tribal and court reports (Table 1). We used the databases, Nexus Uni, Minnesota 

Historical Society, and Access World News to identify documents for the discourse analysis. We 

chose ‘wild rice’, ‘manoomin’, ‘Minnesota v. Mille Lacs’, ‘treaty rights’, ‘Indigenous’ and 

‘Mille Lacs’' as search terms that we mixed and matched in the various databases. Our initial list 

of documents contained 131 sources from 1968 to 2021. A preliminary reading of the documents 

was conducted to evaluate which sources were most relevant to the debate over Mille Lacs treaty 

rights and subsequent fate of manoomin. During this phase of the analysis, sources were added to 

the more refined list until the content of the documents reached saturation. In the end, 26 

documents from the pre-court case time period and 27 from the post-court case period were 

analyzed. 

After documents were selected, we employed a values coding approach in order to 

identify and track the ways in which stakeholders valued manoomin and interacted with each 

other throughout the debate over Mille Lacs treaty rights. This coding strategy emphasizes the 

attitudes of actors which illustrates both how they relate to the resource in question but also how 

they relate to each other. We began the coding process with initial categories inspired by SES 

variables that we deemed to be significant to the treaty rights debate. Then, we inductively 
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developed the codes that would fall within each category, allowing them to evolve in initial 

stages and be influenced by patterns that were revealed in the texts. As displayed in Table 2, the 

categories we employed were Conflict, Cooperation, Economics, Culture, Conservation, and 

Management. 

After concluding our discourse analysis, we carried out our quantitative analysis by 

conducting two proportion z-tests (ɑ = 0.05) on the code frequencies of each code categories, 

comparing the pre-court case and post-court case frequencies to better understand which code 

categories had changes in relative importance before and after Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of 

Chippewa. 

Results 

Our analysis and discussion will answer our research questions: ‘How has discourse 

around manoomin and the co-management thereof changed since the Minnesota v. Mille Lacs 

Band of Chippewa 1999 Supreme Court case? What are the implications of the discourse for the 

success of the co-management strategy in ensuring the continued viability of manoomin as an 

economic, cultural, and ecological resource?’ We have categorized our analysis into the 

following: value of manoomin; rules, regulations, and monitoring; conflict; and cooperation. Our 

discourse analysis reveals four major insights. First, the economic context and value of 

manoomin is less relevant in conversation surrounding treaty rights and manoomin conservation 

after the formation of a co-management effort between the State and the Band. That said, the 

conversation regarding harvesting permits post-court case provides some insight into the 

discrepancies between the State and the Band’s motivations for maintaining manoomin and 

explains one aspect of the tension between the two groups. Second, a conservation ethic is more 
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apparent in the post-court case discourse than pre-court case, as both newspaper articles and MN 

DNR reports demonstrate a more advanced understanding of the ecological threats and needs of 

manoomin. Third, what is perceived as the lack of fair and consistent implementation of rules 

and regulations by the MN DNR is of larger concern to Indigenous stakeholders than the rules 

themselves. The discussion after the creation of the co-management program is characterized by 

complaints about the State’s perceived apathy toward the wellbeing of the resource and instead 

prioritization of controlling access to the resource has exacerbated conflict between the State and 

the Band which have a historically fraught relationship. Finally, despite a few attempts by the 

MN DNR to collaborate or improve relations with the Band, cooperation between these two 

entities did not improve and the tension that has defined their relationship in the past continues to 

be a prominent, if not the most prominent, aspect of their modern correspondence (Figure 6). 

 

 
Figure 6: Co-management of manoomin in Minnesota, from the 1960s to the present (variable names referenced from Appendix 
Figure 1). 
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Value of Manoomin 
"Nowhere has natural wild rice been more important, nor had a richer history, 

than in Minnesota. No other native Minnesota plant approaches the level of 

cultural, ecological, and economic values embodied by this species. Natural wild 

rice has been hand harvested as a source of food in the Great Lakes region for 

thousands of years."90 

Economic 
 

The nature of Indigenous and non-Indigenous users’ economic relationships with 

manoomin was different in ways that affected how each group conceptualized the resource and 

subsequently their ability to see eye to eye with regard to the management of manoomin.  Non-

Indigenous harvesters, for the most part, interacted with manoomin while on vacation in ‘the 

attractive backwoods country’ with the intent of selling what they had gathered for substantial 

profits.91 Though stories often exaggerated the amount that white couples could make from 

selling what they had gathered, non-Indigenous people could regularly make between $200 and 

$300 a day if they sold their entire harvest.92 However, while there were more overall Indigenous 

harvesters, each individual did not sell as much of their profit for harvest, because manoomin 

was prioritized for consumption and use in cultural ceremonies over being sold to supplement 

income.93 Indigenous individuals would use the money they made selling some of their harvest 

to “‘buy school clothes and fix cars,’ and get ready for the ever-returning winter.”94 This shared 

 
90 Hansen, “Natural Wild Rice In Minnesota,” (2008). 
91 Shaefer, “Indians Brace for Wild Rice Invasion,” (September 1968). 
92 Shaefer,  “Indians Brace for Wild Rice Invasion,” (September 1968). 
93 LaDuke, “Under the WIld Rice Moon,”( September 1999);  Swan, “Pine Point Perspective,”( November 2, 1988.)  
94 LaDuke, “Under the WIld Rice Moon”; Schaefer, “Indians Unhappy with New Wild Rice Law,” (July 1969)  
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need for manoomin created discord between the two groups, which intensified during the 

forthcoming Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa decision, as non-Indigenous harvesters’ 

concerns over losing access to manoomin increased.95 

An additional economic aspect of the discourse in the years preceding the Supreme 

Court’s decision in Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa focused on how the infiltration of 

paddy grown wild rice was affecting the manoomin market.96 This issue began in 1968, with the 

introduction of cultivated wild rice in Minnesota, at the time it represented 20 percent of sales; 

however throughout the late 20th century, it exploded.97 By 1990, production of cultivated wild 

rice had expanded, and manoomin accounted for less than 10% of the global market supply as 

paddy grown wild rice outcompeted manoomin.98 From 1994 to 1998, Minnesota produced 5.5 

million pounds of paddy grown wild rice.99 The market boom of paddy grown wild rice led to the 

alteration of an important income source for the Mille Lacs Ojibwe community caused by the 

increased competition in the market.100        

The post-decision era provides additional concrete quantitative information, connecting 

the harvesting of manoomin to natural resource management in the region. The money made 

from selling harvesting licenses was, and continues to be used, for manoomin management.101 

Unfortunately, multiple sources point to a decline in annual sale of manoomin harvesting state 

licenses, explaining that “state licenses for wild rice harvesting peaked in 1968 at over 16,000” 

while “[i]n recent years, annual sales have averaged fewer than 1500.”102 The MN DNR suspects 

 
95 Wilken, “Wild Ricers Wronged,” ( April 3, 1993.) 
96 Wilken, “Wild Ricers Wronged,” (April 3, 1993). 
97 LaDuke, “Under the WIld Rice Moon.” (1999).  
98 Hansen, “Natural Wild Rice In Minnesota.” (2008).  
99 “Crop Profile for Wild Rice in Minnesota.” (2008).  
100 LaDuke, “Under the Wild Rice Moon”; “Natural Wild Rice In Minnesota.” (1999)  
101 “2008 wild rice study”; “Governor's Task Force on Wild Rice Report,” (2019) 
102Hansen,  “Natural Wild Rice In Minnesota.” (2008).  



30 

the reasons for this are twofold. Firstly, studies show that generational knowledge about the 

harvesting and processing of manoomin is not being passed onto younger generations and that 

harvesters are typically over the age of 40.103 Additionally, populations in Minnesota are 

increasingly centered around cities, and therefore are becoming farther away from manoomin 

and the harvesting thereof, which is a rural activity.104 Because of these factors, manoomin is 

producing less money and therefore, according to Indigenous groups, receiving decreased 

interest from the MN DNR.105 The economic benefits of other resources, specifically walleye, 

supersede those of manoomin and therefore play a more substantial role in the discourse 

surrounding State resource allocation in the years following the Supreme Court’s decision.106 

Further, both Indigenous and non-Indigenous groups express the opinion that the State of 

Minnesota’s “current management practices are crippling the area” and how overall “[t]he 

process . . . is not working.”107 The State of Minnesota continues to make economic and resource 

management decisions that some believe to be a factor in Mille Lacs’ declining economy.108  

Cultural 
In addition to market economic worth, manoomin has notable subsistence and spiritual 

value to the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe.109 Both before and after the Minnesota v. Mille Lacs 

Band of Chippewa decision, the cultural importance of manoomin is evident in our discourse; 

however, its spiritual value is discussed more than its subsistence value (Table 2). The tradition 

 
103  Norrgard et al., “Minnesota Natural Wild Rice Harvester Survey: A Study of Harvesters’ Activities and Opinions,” 
(December 2007). 
104 Norrgard et al. (2007).  
105 Wipple, “Tribal Protesters Charged for Gathering Fish and Wild Rice | The Circle News,” (February 24, 2022).  
106 Smith, “OUTDOORS ALMANAC - Mille Lacs Controversy Heating Up.” (2001) 
107 Smith (2001).  
108 Smith (2001).  
109 “Anishinaabe Cumulative Impact Assessment on the Proposed Enbridge Line 3 Expansion and Abandonment Plan- Chapter 
5, Cumulative Impacts: Past, Present, and Future” 
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of harvesting was discussed as having been passed down through generations, tying the Ojibwe 

people to their elders and to the Earth.110 In the years preceding the 1999 Supreme Court case, 

these Indigenous cultural values were being juxtaposed with the recreational and economic 

values of non-Indigenous groups. The pre-decision discourse focuses on a distinction between 

natural resource use as a form of sport enjoyed by white residents and how “generations of 

Indians - including their own - regarded natural resources as food and religious symbols instead 

of sport.”111  

In the years following the Supreme Court’s decision, conversation shifts to focus on the 

continued threats to manoomin and how decisions surrounding resource management will 

inevitably have effects on the general health and cultural survival of Ojibwe people.112 

Manoomin is considered a “sacred symbol that represents their journey, their relationship to the 

land that sustains them, and their very identity as Ojibwe people” and this message continues to 

be present across the discourse surrounding manoomin in Minnesota.113 Along with specifics 

about Ojibwe culture, conversation is concentrated on how many culturally significant foods 

play an important role in Indigenous peoples’ connection to the physical land and with each 

other. Indigenous peoples’ access to cultural foods has also been affected by the establishment of 

reservations and consequential displacement of communities which has “profoundly negative 

and persistent impacts to Native American health and well-being.”114 As Ojibwe communities try 

 
110 Parrish, “‘They screwed up our lake’: tar sands pipeline is sucking water from Minnesota watersheds” (2021); “ 2008 wild 
rice study.” 
111 Doyle, “An issue of fishing fights -Tribal members tell how their activities both sustained them, clash with the state.” (1994).  
112 “2018 Tribal Wild Rice Task Force Report.” 
113 “2018 Tribal Wild Rice Task Force Report.” 
114 “2018 Tribal Wild Rice Task Force Report.” 
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to reckon with and “overcome tremendous obstacles to [their] collective health,” manoomin 

continues to be a critical aspect of Ojibwe life.115  

Ecological 
While a conservation ethic was present both before and after Minnesota v. Mille Lacs 

Band of Chippewa, the conversation surrounding manoomin as an ecological resource changed 

in nature after the court case. Before the court case, environmental discourse was centered 

around harvesting strategies and the general desire to preserve the resource for future 

generations. In the discourse, the timing of and care spent harvesting were emphasized as 

important factors for preserving the integrity of manoomin stands.116 This sentiment was held by 

both Indigenous and non-Indigenous stakeholders. In a Star Tribune segment, Marge Anderson, 

chief executive of the Mille Lacs Band, expressed the importance of Minnesota v. Mille Lacs 

Band of Chippewa and its implications for the preservation of manoomin.117 She discusses how 

Indigenous people were stewards of the earth and that her and the Band’s goal was to “protect 

and preserve the state's natural resources for all of our children.”118 This sentiment held true for 

non-Indigenous parties as well. For example, Bud Grant wrote an article that advocated for 

providing equal access to resources to ensure the longevity of natural resource policies.119 

Representatives from the MN DNR also worked to ensure that the resource was protected.120 

However, both of these sentiments were tinged with racist and anti-Indigenous undertones as 

 
115Hansen,  “Natural Wild Rice In Minnesota.” (2008).  
116Schafer, “ Indians unhappy with new wild rice law.” (1969).  
117 Oakes, “A rare talk with chippewa leader.” (1998).  
118 Oakes, (1998).  
119 Grand, “Hiding behind the treaties.” (1997).  
120 Niskanen and Wangstad, “INDIAN FISHING PLANS WIDEN//EIGHT CHIPPEWA BANDS' INTENTION TO HARVEST 
MORE FISH AT MORE LAKES SURPRISES THE STATE OF MINNESOTA AS WELL AS LAKESHORE PROPERTY 
OWNERS, BUSINESSES AND SPORT FISHERMEN.” (1997).  
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Bud Grant was arguing against treaty rights and the MN DNR looked to minimize the impact of 

Indigenous peoples on non-Indigenous experiences with natural resources.121 

After Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa, discussions regarding the maintenance 

of manoomin became more specific and focused on identifying and quantifying threats as well as 

determining optimal growing conditions and system predictability. According to an inventory of 

natural manoomin beds across the state of Minnesota, manoomin has been documented in 55 

counties, in 777 water bodies, and covers approximately 64,000 acres.122 However, in the last 

century and a half, “It is estimated that 70 percent of the manoomin stands in Minnesota have 

been destroyed.”123 In addition to the extent of the resource, discourse focused on the 

predictability of the manoomin ecosystem as well as climate change driven threats. Manoomin is 

famous for having a “boom and bust cycle” influenced by factors such as weather, nutrient 

cycling, seed dormancy, and harvester participation; the impact of these factors can be difficult 

to predict in advance.124 Manoomin requires some flowing water at relatively shallow depths in 

order to flourish, therefore the flooding and droughts caused by climate change were particularly 

relevant concerns to the resource stakeholders.125   

Other ecological threats to the longevity of manoomin that were prevalent in discussions 

after the court case included water quality and the construction of Enbridge’s Line 3 oil pipeline 

(Figure 7).126 Jerry Libby points to both the importance of manoomin and Enbridge’s effects on 

the lake in a quote: “[a]s far as I’m concerned, Enbridge screwed up our lake, and they’re taking 
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money directly away from our families. It makes us feel anguished – this is our staple food, you 

know.”127 Libby’s comment rings true for many community members that recognize the impact 

of the State of Minnesota’s management decisions on the longevity of manoomin and other 

natural resources.128  

 

 
Figure 7: A map of the current and proposed Enbridge Line 3 as well as areas important to Manoomin that will be further 
impacted by the potential new Line 3 route. The study area is outlined in red. Adapted from Anishinaabe Cumulative Impact 
Assessment on the Proposed Enbridge Line 3 Expansion and Abandonment Plan.  

Rules, Regulations, and Monitoring 
While rules and regulations regarding the harvesting of manoomin have been part of the 

discussion surrounding Indigenous gathering rights since well before 1999, monitoring is 

mentioned more in the post-court case setting. As early as the 1960s, newspapers chronicled the 

tension caused between Indigenous harvesters and the MN DNR over harvesting regulations.129 
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One of the main complaints about the harvesting regulations implemented by the MN DNR was 

that the “‘cumbersome and inflexible legislation… did not take into consideration the 

uncertainties of wild rice harvesting.’”130 Disagreements about when, how, and by whom 

harvesting should be done continue into the present-day. When manoomin stands are located 

within both tribal and state jurisdictions, there is often tension between the two bodies because 

state rules tend to be less strict about when harvesting can and should occur than tribal rules.131 

This leniency does not necessarily reflect all State regulations about manoomin harvesting; the 

State of Minnesota has statutes that aim to reflect traditional methods of harvesting and restrict 

the size of boat, the hand flails, and the push poles used by harvesters.132 State legislation and 

monitoring tends to be even more strict about who is allowed to harvest manoomin. In this post-

court case era, the MN DNR explicitly reiterates in the discourse that it is their duty to enforce 

manoomin harvesting laws and continuously threatens noncompliance with legal 

consequences.133 This duty, however, appears to be applied asymmetrically to regulations. In the 

discourse, the MN DNR is most interested in who harvests manoomin rather than other aspects 

about manoomin harvesting.  

This regulation and enforcement problem persists in part because “there is no unifying 

policy to provide overall guidance in implementation” for manoomin management, which allows 

the DNR a tremendous amount of freedom to enforce regulations in a unilateral manner.134 The 

lack of consensus also means that the multiple agencies within the state that are responsible for 
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manoomin management are allowed to operate asynchronously.135 The inconsistent regulatory 

habits of the State of Minnesota reached a critical level in 2021 when the federal government had 

to step in and enforce the provisions of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Clean 

Water Act.136 Before this, the State had not been monitoring the sulfate levels and water quality 

of manoomin stands, so Indigenous tribes within Minnesota had to petition the federal 

government to get involved and require the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to 

enforce the provisions of the Clean Water Act.137 The waters were then added to Minnesota’s 

impaired water list, which places them at the forefront of restoration and protection efforts.138 

This evidence demonstrates that the State prioritizes control and money, via enforcements of 

paid permits, more than monitoring for the health of manoomin. 

Conflict  
Before the court case we see two points of contention between Indigenous people and 

other, primarily white, actors. The first point of contention stems from the disagreements 

between these actors with regard to the use and management of manoomin. We first see the 

tension between Indigenous harvesters and white harvesters being discussed in a 1968 newspaper 

article from the Minneapolis Star Tribune.139 In this article, the relationship between white 

harvesters and Indigenous people is tense, with white harvesters being referred to as ‘pigs’ by 

various Indigenous groups.140 In ways similar to pigs, white harvesters would damage manoomin 

beds with hasty harvesting methods in an effort to gather as much of the grain as possible in the 
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shortest amount of time.141 The tension caused by this wanton destruction of manoomin stands 

was only augmented by white harvesters' apparent disregard of reservation boundaries and 

resource allocations, with white harvesters often harvesting manoomin wherever the crop 

appeared to be abundant, even if the manoomin stand was on tribal land.142 This tension was 

exacerbated when the State of Minnesota introduced a harvesting law regulating the dates and 

times of manoomin harvest in 1969; this law limited when people were able to harvest 

manoomin and prohibited them from “testing or viewing the crop during the 30 hours preceding 

the general harvesting period.”143 This harvesting schedule, in addition to encouraging white 

harvesters to continue with their destructive harvesting techniques, did not take into 

consideration Indigenous practices of observing manoomin and ensuring that it was ripe before 

harvesting it or weather conditions.144 

 The second point of contention that was prevalent when analyzing pre-court case 

documents concerned paddy grown wild rice as a threat to manoomin and occurred between 

Indigenous people and the University of Minnesota, wild rice corporations, and the State of 

Minnesota. As mentioned before, this issue began in 1968, with the introduction of paddy grown 

wild rice in Minnesota. Throughout the late 20th century, the production of paddy grown wild 

rice expanded rapidly.145 The State of Minnesota supplied the funds for research, the University 

of Minnesota created and continued to modify paddy grown wild rice, and corporations like 

Stouffer’s, Uncle Ben’s, and Gourmet House sold it as ‘authentic wild rice.’146 By the early 
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1980s, the production of paddy grown wild rice surpassed that of manoomin.147 These trends, in 

addition to inaction of the state to regulate the packaging and marketing of paddy grown wild 

rice as such, and the state subsidizing cultivated wild rice during droughts, was detrimental to the 

economic, physical and spiritual health of Indigenous people.148 Many Indigenous people were 

concerned about the possibility of paddy grown wild rice negatively impacting manoomin by 

compromising its genetic variability and in turn its resistance to threats; one Indigenous harvester 

explained, “[w]e're concerned about the possible cross-breeding of these ‘hybrid cultivated 

varieties’ with our lake rice.’”149  

The discourse also reveals two primary trends that characterize the tension between 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous stakeholders after the Supreme Court case. The first issue details 

the disconnect between the government’s regulations of manoomin and Indigenous peoples' use 

and accessibility to manoomin. Insofar as the management of manoomin is concerned, tension 

tends to arise due to differing management philosophies of Indigenous people and the MN 

DNR.150 When manoomin-producing waters lie on both Indigenous lands and State lands, the 

State’s more inattentive attitudes about signage concerning appropriate harvesting times and its 

impact on the long-term health of manoomin can cause tensions between these two governmental 

bodies.151 This jurisdictional tension is augmented by new conflict between Indigenous people 

and the MN DNR and the State of Minnesota regarding inconsistent ideas about whether Bands 

that were signatories of the 1855 Treaty Agreements have hunting, fishing, and gathering rights 

in lands that were ceded during that time (these treaty agreements were not addressed during 
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Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa and include the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe).152 

Indigenous peoples were threatened with arrest by MN DNR officials for gathering manoomin 

off reservation without state licenses, with two protestors charged in 2015 for harvesting 

manoomin without a permit.153 

The second point of contention in post-court case discourse is the asymmetric 

commitment to the sustainability of manoomin felt by indigenous stakeholders. Indigenous 

people have the impression that the MN DNR does not care about the longevity of manoomin 

and does not take adequate steps to protect it.154 This perceived apathy of manoomin and 

disregard for the protection of Indigenous resources by the MN DNR is especially evident when 

Indigenous people begin to talk about the Enbridge pipeline; Indigenous people argue that the 

MN DNR- without the consent of tribal leaders- allowed for the Enbridge pipeline to pump 

additional waters from Minnesota watersheds.155 On the other side of the argument, MN DNR 

officials say that they have been working to minimize the impacts of the pipeline and Enbridge 

officials claim that “Enbridge pipelines have coexisted with Minnesota’s most sacred and 

productive wild rice stands for seven decades.”156 These statements are hard to reconcile with 

Indigenous harvesters’ experiences of wading through “suspended sediment as solid as chocolate 

pudding” to harvest manoomin that, in the years preceding the Line 3 Pipeline, had been easily 
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accessible via water.157 Indigenous people continue to emphasize that the State of Minnesota and 

the MN DNR, rather than protecting manoomin and other natural resources, are simply “defining 

acceptable levels of degradation in the land of sky blue waters for the profits of foreign 

corporations.’”158 

“It’s the DNR abdicating its responsibilities to the public’s interest, suddenly and 

mysteriously, and the DNR is failing to protect freshwater resources for Manoomin 

and the rest of Nature’s creations, with callous disregard for the Rights of Nature, 

Rights of Manoomin and Rights of the Chippewas reserved by a series of 44 

Treaties with the United States, simply to enable and facilitate climate change 

threats for a different, foreign, tar sands crude oil pipeline called Line 3 

Replacement.”159 

Cooperation 

Before the court case, cooperation between Indigenous people and either the State of 

Minnesota or the MN DNR is often entangled with tension regarding the use of and accessibility 

to manoomin. During the late 1960s, when the MN DNR was actively limiting Indigenous access 

to manoomin, they were also helping tribal governments to limit white access to manoomin 

harvest areas and reminding white harvesters that it was unlawful to take manoomin from tribal 

waters.160 Overall, discourse about the cooperation surrounding manoomin was notably lacking 

in many of our pre-court case articles and documents. The years directly preceding the court 

case, however, cooperation between various actors and Indigenous people either to aid in 
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Indigenous arguments for the court case or to ensure their safety throughout the court process 

persist. For example, in 1993, the U.S. Justice Department joined the Mille Lacs Band in order to 

augment their arguments for their rights to hunt, fish, and gather on tribally ceded lands and off 

reservations without state regulation.161  

As the case progressed throughout the lower courts and arrived at the Supreme Court, 

other parties stepped in to voice their opinions about how Minnesotans should interact with 

Indigenous people and discuss Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa. For example, Chris 

Nisaken pleaded with his readers to remember the national embarrassment of Wisconsin and to 

act like “rational human beings” as the court case proceeded.162 Nisaken advocated for 

Minnesotans to accept the integration of Indigenous stakeholders into manoomin management: 

“Reality check: The Mille Lacs band is a new player in managing natural resources in central 

Minnesota. It has to be dealt with. Plain and simple.”163 Even those on the ‘losing’ side of the 

case looked to maintain peace; the Governor of Minnesota and State Officials continually asked 

local Minnesotans to not interfere with any Indigenous people who were hunting, fishing, or 

gathering.164 Learning from Wisconsin was an integral part of reactions to lower court case 

decisions, and it was with the negative precedent set by Wisconsin in mind that Minnesota 

Governor Arne Carlson said, “In that same spirit of community, I urge Minnesotans to settle 

their differences the way we always have: calmly and peacefully.”165 Residents and tourism 

officials also spoke up during this time, and pushed back against protests and boycotts of 

Chippewa businesses saying that, “those calling for a boycott are in the minority. ‘For every one 
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person talking negatively, seven are talking positively. Most want to be part of the solution, not 

the problem.’”166  

After the court case, however, there were several attempts by the MN DNR to collaborate 

with Indigenous people. The Wild Rice Task Force established by the Governor of Minnesota 

aimed to develop and implement more tribal consultation processes.167 While this task force was 

not well received by Indigenous stakeholders, the MN DNR claims its objectives were to 

increase the protection and management of manoomin and facilitate a better working relationship 

with various state and tribal agencies.168 

Discussion 

Before the Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa court case, constituents concerned 

about manoomin primarily discussed it in three contexts. The first way that people 

conceptualized manoomin in our discourse analysis was as an economic resource. The 

University of Minnesota, the State of Minnesota, and Indigenous and non-Indigenous harvesters 

were involved in this conversation about the commercial applications of manoomin. The other 

way in which manoomin was discussed was in a cultural context, with spiritual and subsistence 

value. This group of stakeholders was typically Indigenous people because the State of 

Minnesota and other users rarely discussed manoomin harvesting as anything but a means to 

supplement income. On the other hand, both stakeholder groups acknowledge the threats to as 

well as the ecological services and needs of manoomin.  
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In fact, manoomin itself became a stakeholder in our analysis post-court case because in 

2021, the Indigenous people of Minnesota, namely the White Earth Band of Ojibwe, filed for 

manoomin to be granted rights akin to those afforded to people.169 This legal move afforded 

manoomin the right to “flourish, regenerate, and evolve.”170 The legal manifestation of 

Indigenous sentiments came to fruition because of a shift in the way that people in general have 

started to think about natural resources and their importance to human society within the last few 

decades. This change in perspective is reflected in our discourse analysis by the increased 

concern about environmental degradation and the demonstrated understanding in ecological 

knowledge after Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa. Another motivation for the 

protection of manoomin was the encroachment of the Enbridge pipeline and the State’s apathy 

towards the environmental impact that the pipeline would have on local hydrogeology.171  

However, despite the fraught history between the State of Minnesota and the region’s 

Indigenous nations as well as the conflict mentioned throughout our discourse, there was little to 

no mention of overt racism or physical violence against Indigenous people. We theorize that this 

is in part because of the nature of our discourse analyses. Our analysis focuses on newspapers 

and formal documents, which are likely to be more professional and sterile than the discourse 

that might occur in a town hall meeting or other informal setting. However, another possible 

explanation for the absence of crude language or actions may be that the Minnesota public and 

its legislators learned from the 1980s legal battles in Wisconsin related to the same 1837 treaty. 

The discord between Wisconsin’s Indigenous and non-Indigenous people several years earlier 

degraded the State’s national image as news about the conflict circulated throughout the US. One 
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artcile declared that, “In the end, [Wisconsin’s] self-pity become [sic] pathetic, and the nation 

was left with the impression that Wisconsin's citizenry was narrow-minded, maybe even bigoted. 

It may not have been fair or right, but that was the impression.”172  

In spite of this lack of overt racism within our discourse analysis, we argue that co-

management between the State of Minnesota and the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe does not 

contribute meaningfully to the sustainability of manoomin as an economic and cultural resource. 

A fundamental issue with the collaboration between these two entities is that the State of 

Minnesota values the resource differently than Indigenous peoples. Based on our discourse 

analysis, manoomin has great cultural significance rooted in Indigenous people’s origin story and 

historical subsistence lifestyle, whereas for non-Indigenous groups it does not hold the same 

value. While both groups of harvesters valued the resource economically as a supplement to 

income, this shared relationship with this resource became less prevalent post-court case as the 

number of harvesters decreased overtime.173 This connection to manoomin was not enough to 

overcome the tensions caused by the conflict between these two groups.  

The discord between Indigenous and non-Indigenous parties was exacerbated by the State 

of Minnesota’s overarching disinterest in manoomin. Though there are some instances in which 

Minnesota works on establishing databases and task forces for the tallying and protection of 

manoomin, the State did not seem to prioritize the longevity of manoomin. In addition to 

Minnesota’s overall apathy for the health of manoomin, a unified co-management policy for 

manoomin does not exist.174 This oversight does not bode well for the resource’s continued 

viability because, as indicated by the discourse analysis, Indigenous people and the State of 
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Minnesota are regulating, monitoring, and protecting manoomin differently on their respective 

lands. Our analysis demonstrates that the prevalence of rules and regulations as they pertain to 

treaty rights and manoomin harvesting had equal significance in the discourse both before and 

after Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa. Interestingly, monitoring had a different trend. 

While there has been tension regarding enforcement of the State’s rules and regulations on 

Indigenous people both before and after the court case, enforcement of manoomin harvesting in 

particular was not prevalent in the discourse until after Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of 

Chippewa, when Indigenous people began protesting for additional usufructuary rights in 1855 

ceded territories by fishing and gathering in those areas.  

Perhaps the strongest similarities between Indigenous and non-Indigenous groups post-

court case was the shared understanding of manoomin’s ecological value. Indigenous groups 

have always valued manoomin for its ecological services; however, it was not until recently that 

non-Indigenous discussions of manoomin began to include topics such as ecological threats, 

growing conditions, and system predictability. This new conceptualization of manoomin 

facilitated conversations about environmental degradation, which post-court case was 

inseparable from the concerns about the Enbridge pipeline. The State of Minnesota put the 

economic interests of corporations before the interests of citizens or other sovereign bodies that 

would be impacted by the State’s decision, and irrevocably damaged the relationship between the 

State and Indigenous peoples. Because manoomin is a CPR, it is critical for its stakeholders to be 

able to cooperate in their usage of the resource. Our discourse analysis shows that there are 

fundamental issues with the co-management relationship between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous users in Minnesota. Furthermore, if the State continues to allow foreign interests to 

supersede the wellbeing of manoomin, and subsequently the people of Minnesota (including its 
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Indigenous populations), then future generations will not be able to enjoy the many values of 

manoomin.  

Conclusion 

Overall, this study helps characterize the factors that influenced the relationship between 

the State and the MN DNR and, in turn, the success of the co-management of manoomin in 

Minnesota. Our results indicated that discourse surrounding the economics of manoomin 

decreased after the Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa decision, whereas conversations 

surrounding the cultural importance of manoomin remain equally as prevalent both before and 

after the court case. The discourse surrounding the ecological value of manoomin is substantial 

both before and after 1999; however, the nature of the discourse becomes more specific and 

prevailing, focusing on anthropogenic threats to manoomin. Discourse surrounding rules, 

regulations, and monitoring shift post-court case (especially in the last few years) to focus on 

Indigenous people’s opposition to rules implemented by the State of Minnesota and the MN 

DNR.  

Although there have been some instances of collaboration between Indigenous groups, 

State of Minnesota, and the MN DNR, discourse surrounding the co-management of manoomin 

does not indicate a productive relationship between the parties. Based on our analysis, manoomin 

co-management in Minnesota is very limited and there is no policy in place which integrates the 

management strategies of Indigenous and non-Indigenous agencies.175 We argue that the conflict 

between Indigenous and non-Indigenous stakeholders, which is caused by differences in the way 
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manoomin is valued, and therefore prioritized, hinders the operatization of co-management 

efforts. The lack of productive cooperation threatens the continued viability of manoomin as an 

economic, cultural, and ecological resource. 

Limitations 
While our investigation revealed some important insights, it also has limitations. When 

we were conducting our analysis, we elected to study articles from newspapers, lawsuits, 

government documents, and documents from the DNR and GLIFWC. For sources from before 

the Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Supreme Court case, we only had access to 

newspaper articles that had been made available in online formats. Our study, however, did not 

include other possible sources of public discourse such as oral interviews, television news 

stories, or discussions on the radio. Therefore, it is likely that our discourse analysis did not 

include all opinions on manoomin and the opinions that were represented were likely heavily 

edited. For example, because many of our sources were from newspapers, they were likely 

sanitized for publication and did not fully reflect the vitriol that may have been occurring in 

settings like town hall meetings. Additionally, the majority of sources that we deemed relevant to 

our analysis were from non-Indigenous sources. While there were Indigenous perspectives 

included within the non-Indigenous sources we examined, it is important to consider the biases 

of the media outlets that were available to us. Unfortunately, it was not possible to quantify some 

of our conclusions using spatial analysis due to a lack of available data regarding the amount, or 

spatial extent of manoomin in the Mille Lacs area before the court case.  

In our methodology, there may be discrepancies between the actual number of times a 

code showed up and the number of times we accounted for that code. For example, we chose to 

count multiple occurrences of a code within one paragraph (or a couple of lines of text) as a 
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singular occurrence; if the term ‘DNR’ was written multiple times throughout a paragraph, that 

occurrence of DNR would be included as a singular counted code. This may have led to an 

underestimate of the instances in which a code appeared within our sources.  

Future Study 

Thus far, manoomin has not been the subject of very many academic inquiries, nor was it 

a major focus of the public during Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Minnesota v. Mille 

Lacs 1999. Instead, walleye tended to be the center of attention due to the revenue generated by 

the sportfishing industry and the power and opinions held by sport fishers. We chose to focus on 

manoomin both because of the lack of existing research and its importance to both Indigenous 

and non-Indigenous people in Minnesota; our study was further limited because of the lack of 

existing data concerning manoomin, even in the present day. Therefore, further research into the 

co-management of manoomin between Indigenous peoples and the State of Minnesota should 

include interviews and other available forms of public discourse. A more comprehensive analysis 

of all opinions, especially in the present day, would provide interesting insights into some of the 

less sterile views and allow for a more robust assessment of the sustainability of manoomin co-

management into the future. 

An in-depth assessment of current attitudes is especially relevant, as many sources from 

our discourse analysis occurring post-court case discussed tensions surrounding the present-day 

applicability of the 1855 treaty.176 This conflict is centered on the differing attitudes about the 
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applicability of the 1855 treaty between the State of Minnesota and Indigenous people and what 

rights (if any) it grants to people in the ceded territories. This treaty was not addressed in the 

1999 Minnesota v. Mille Lacs court case, however, Indigenous peoples are taking various 

hunting, fishing, and gathering violations to the courts. Research about this discourse may 

include keeping track of court arguments in real time, attending town hall meetings, or 

monitoring local Facebook posts. Another interesting place in which one could situate their 

research would be the other prevalent point of tension post-court case: the Enbridge pipeline. 

The construction of this pipeline has already impacted both manoomin and relationships between 

the State of Minnesota and Indigenous people, so focusing a research project on how the 

Enbridge pipeline, or economic interests in general, impact the sustainability of co-management 

would be another avenue for future study. 
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Appendices 

Table 1: Sources for Discourse Analysis  

Source 

Frequency 

Indigenous? 
Pre-court Case Post-court Case 

Minneapolis Star (1847-1982), 
Minneapolis Tribune (1867-1982), 
Star Tribune (1987-present) 

17 7 non-Indigenous 

St. Paul Pioneer Press 6 1 non-Indigenous 

Milwaukee Journal Sentinel  1 0 non-Indigenous 

The Ojibwe News 3 0 Indigenous 

Environmental Health News 0 1 non-Indigenous 

The Circle: Native American News and Arts  0 1 Indigenous 

Legal Monitor Worldwide 0 1 non-Indigenous 

MPR News 0 1 non-Indigenous 

The Guardian 0 1 non-Indigenous 

Le Sueur County News 0 1 non-Indigenous 

Anishinaabeg Today 0 1 Indigenous 

Native American Press/Ojibwe News 0 3 Indigenous 

MN DNR 0 2 non-Indigenous 

Courthouse News 0 1 non-Indigenous 

State of Minnesota 0 2 non-Indigenous 

Minnesota Chippewa Tribe 0 3 Indigenous 

Total 27 26  
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Table 2: Coding System and Frequencies 

Category 
 

(* indicates a 
significant 

difference between 
pre and post) 

Code  Criteria 

Frequency 

Pre-court 
Case 

Post-court 
Case 

Conflict 

Dispute 

Explicit conflict between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous individuals or groups, 
for example protests or insulting 
comments 

85 74 

Tension 

Implicit. Actions or comments that 
contribute to conflict between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
individuals or groups, for example, when 
the MN DNR makes excuses for not 
protecting treaty rights to the Band of 
Ojibwe’s expectations 

0 15 

Cooperation 

Collaboration 

Explicit cooperation between Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous individuals or 
groups, for example the MN DNR 
asking lawmakers to give tribal members 
free access to State parks to improve 
relations, or when the MN DNR partners 
with a tribal government of a task 

37 26 

Neutrality 

An action or comment that is mildly 
beneficial to the relationship between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
individuals or groups, for example when 
the MN DNR issued one day permits to 
protesting harvesters to avoid conflict 
but not because they wanted to grant 
additional harvesting rights 

7 11 

*Economics 

General Economics 
Economic practices or information that 
do not fit into the other two economic 
codes 

27 12 

Band Economics 
Practices or information related to the 
economics of the band of Ojibwe or 
Indigenous individuals 

24 8 

Recreation and Tourism 

Economic practices or information 
related to sportfishing or tourism, for 
example mentioning Lake Mille Lacs as 
a premier walleye lake 

18 6 
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Culture 

Spiritual 

Mentions of the religious, ritual, or 
traditional values of manoomin, for 
example, origin stories and describing 
harvesting as a generational practice  

30 29 

Subsistence Specifically related to the practice of 
harvesting mannomin to eat or survive 15 16 

*Conservation 

Resource Maintenance  

Comments that allude to a conservation 
ethic where the future viability of 
manoomin as a resource is being taken 
into consideration, for example saying 
that it must be preserved for future 
generations 

25 17 

Environmental 
Degradation 

Explicit description or concerns over 
environmental degradation for example 
the observation that non-Indigenous 
harvesting strategies can harm 
manoomin beds or the concern that 
Enbridge’s activities will negatively alter 
the regions hydrology 

3 21 

Ecological Knowledge 

Expressed understanding of or concern 
over the threats to manoomin, or the 
ecological value and growing conditions 
of manoomin 

9 19 

Management  

Rules and Regulation 
Legal conditions for exercising treaty 
rights, for example quotas or time 
restraints during certain seasons 

28 28 

Monitoring 

Mentions of the enforcement of rules and 
regulations, for example, explaining that 
at certain sites representatives from both 
the MN DNR and the Band enforce 
harvesting rules 

3 11 

 

 
 

Table 3. Newspaper Articles Collected in Discourse.  

klskjddf Indicates Studies that were Coded 

Pre-Case 

Source Title Month Year 
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Minneapolis Star Bumper Crop of Wild Rice Gives Boss 
Good Sendoff 

October 1958 

Minneapolis Tribune Wild Rice Abundance Forecast 
Through Research at University 

February  1967 

Minneapolis Star Indians Brace for Wild Rice Invasion September 1968 

Minneapolis Star Indians unhappy with new wild rice 
law 

July 1969 

Minneapolis Tribune Shields Raises Questions on Resource 
fund AND KIMBALL: Indians 
Harvest Rice for 40 cents a Pound  

February 1970 

Minneapolis Star Just around the lake, You can fish for 
knowledge 

June 1973 

Minneapolis Star State’s wild rice a staple of reservation 
heritage 

November 1979 

Star Tribune Fish, wildlife plans for RIM funds 
outlined 

July 1986 

Star Tribune Chippewa Settlement OK’d, but scars 
remain 

March 1986 

Chicago Tribune ‘A Black Day for Wisconsin’  February 1987 

Ojibwe News Pine Point Perspective  November 1988 



61 

Star Tribune  DNR Chief says state ready to do its 
part to aid duck population 

June 1988 

Star Tribune Catch and Release Almost Costly July  1988 

St. Paul Pioneer Press White Earth Reservation Dissident 
Gives Up Hunger Strike After 49 Days 

August  1989 

Los Angeles Times Chippewa Fishing Rights dispute stirs 
Lake Country: Battleground Over 
Walleyes 

May 1989 

Tulsa World 2,000 Protest Wisconsin Indians’ 
Treaty Rights on Spearfishing 

April 1989 

Ojibwe News White Earth Ricing Promises to be 
good despite Market 

August  1990 

The Milwaukee Journal Wardens, Others to Attend Cultural 
Awareness Course Classes Are part of 
DNR, Tribal Agreements 

May 1990 

Ojibwe News Treaty Rights are a News Issue Again May  1990 

La Crosse Tribune Rumors Fuel Treaty Feud February  1990 

The Milwaukee Journal Ripples of Peace April 1990 

Wisconsin State Journal Reawakening<Indians’ Cultural 
‘Whisper’ Grows Louder in Wisconsin 

December  1990 
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Wisconsin State Journal Northern Peace is Tenuous March 1990 

Ojibwe News Hand Harvester Unite to Protect 
Interests 

August  1990 

Wisconsin State Journal DNR, Indians Propose More 
Cooperation 

May 1990 

Wisconsin State Journal Conflict Tugs on State Resources March  1990 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Joint Programs Planned by State, 
Indian Agency 

May 1990 

Star Tribune Wild Ricers Wronged April  1993 

Star Tribune U.S seeks to join lawsuit to back 
Indians on treaty 

September  1993 

Star Tribune U.S Given OK to side with tribe in 
lawsuit 

October 1993 

Star Tribune  Indians Struggle Against 
‘environmental racism’ 

September 1993 

New York Times Harvesting Wild Rice the Old 
Fashioned Way 

November 1993 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Dissident Indians’ Plan to Spear Latest 
Threat to Mille Lacs Pact 

April 1993 
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St. Paul Pioneer Press Witness’s Credibility Questioned In 
Mille Lacs Treaty Rights Trial 

June 1994 

Star Tribune When the dust settled, it was still two 
arguments  

June 1994 

Star Tribune Tribal Fishing on Mille Lacs: Who’s in 
Control? 

June 1994 

Star Tribune Treaty/State’s Case Riding on an 1855 
agreement 

June 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Testimony Continues in Suit Over 
Chippewa Treaty Rights 

June 1994 

Star Tribune Ruling reaffirms tribe’s rights-But 
Mille Lacs Band plans to assert them 
cautiously 

August 1994 

Star Tribune Paper Trail Dates Back 157 years June 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Minnesotans’ Reaction to Treaty 
Ruling May Challenge ‘Nice’ image 

August 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Mille Lacs Treaty Rights Argued in 
Federal Court 

April 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Mille Lacs Band Elder Will Relish 
Reclaiming Tribal Heritage 

August 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Legislature Proves Kind to DNR 
Programs 

May 1994 
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Star Tribune Judge in Treaty case rejects request for 
Indian casino data 

June 1994 

Star Tribune Judge allows suit by Chippewa Band 
seeks wide fishing privileges 

May 1994 

Washington Times Indians sue Minnesota to reclaim 
fishing rights 

June 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Indians Say Treaty vital to Culture// 
Witnesses Say Game Needed For 
Survival 

June 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Indians Plan Commercial Fishing, 
Hunting Mille Lacs Band Drafts Rules 
for Treaty Rights 

November 1994 

Star Tribune Court will take up lawsuit by Indians 
over fishing rights 

April 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer press Cass Lake Pact a Good Model For 
Current Treaty Dispute 

August 1994 

Star Tribune An Issue of Fishing rights- Tribal 
members tell how their activities both 
sustain them, clash with the state 

June 1994 

Star Tribune A Treaty Dissected - Indians needed to 
hunt and fish to survive, anthropologist 
testifies 

June 1994 

Star Tribune Plain’ English- It wasn’t so clear to 
Chippewa, witness says 

June 1994 
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Star Tribune Expert’s interpretation of treaties 
challenged 

June, 1994 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Expert Says Pact Didn’t Affect Game 
Rights// Legal Scholar Backs 
Chippewas’ Reading of Disputed 
Treaty  

June 1994 

Capital Times Treaty Rights Costs Could Hit $5 
Million 

March 1995 

Grand Forks Herald Minnesota Fights Treaty Ruling March 1995 

Wisconsin State Journal Indians Want to Sell Game March 1995 

Ojibwe News Puppet Show Tells the Story of Wild 
Rice Harvest as the Minnesota History 
Center 

November 1996 

Star Tribune  Tribal harvest plans may put treaty 
rights case back in court soon; 
Chippewa want to start gathering rice 
next week as debate continues over 
when the hold on harvesting should 
end.  

August 1997 

St. Paul Pioneer Press The Next Steps// Preparing for 
Chippewa Fish Harvesting in 
Minnesota 

March 1997 

Grand Forks Herald Some Mille Lacs Area Companies 
Urge Boycott of Indian Owned 
Businesses Indin Bands’ Plans to Net, 
Spear Walleye After Federal Court 
Victory Are the Issue 

March 1997 
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Milwaukee Journal Sentinel Learning From Wisconsin Unrest April 1997 

Star Tribune  Judge backs tribal fishing claims -
Ruling allows Chippewa to exert treaty 
rights 

January 1997 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Indian Fishing Plans Widen// Eight 
Chippewa Bands’ Intention to Harvest 
More Fish at More Lakes Surprises the 
State of Minnesota as Well as 
Lakeshore Property Owners, 
Businesses and Sport Fishermen 

March 1997 

Star Tribune Hiding Behind the Treaties March 1997 

Star Tribune Group Calls for Boycott of Chippewa 
Businesses-Move by Treaty Rights 
Opponents Under Fire 

March 1997 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Fishing Concerns Focus Of State 
Campaign// Officials, Tribes Discuss 
Commercial Harvesting 

March 1997 

Star Tribune DNR to keep 15 inch minimum on 
Mille Lacs walleye 

April 1997 

Star Tribune DNR changes policy on walleyes; 
judge upholds treaty rights 

March 1997 

Star Tribune Chippewa life takes activist down new 
paths 

April 1997 
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Duluth News Tribune Boycott May Threaten Indians Some 
Mille Lacs Area Residents Object to 
Plan 

March 1997 

St. Paul Pioneer Press High Court to Consider Appeal Over 
Treaty Rights // Case Pits Minnesota 
Against Tribes, Centers on 1837 
Agreement  

June 1998 

Ojibwe News Bemidji State University Conducts 
Opinion Survey on Mille Lacs Treaty 
Issue 

May 1998 

Star Tribune A rare talk with Chippewa leader AND 
any court decision could affect range 
of indian rights treaties 

November 1998 

Post Case 

Star Tribune Under the Wild Rice Moon September 1999 

Boise Fort News Treaty Decision Ends Long Dispute May 1999 

Anishinaabeg Today Supreme Court Upholds Treaty Rights 
of Chippewa 

May 1999 

Star Tribune Non-Indians debate their rights on the 
reservation- Mille Lacs Chippewa say 
their reservation covers a lot of land. 
Residents fear that the band will pass 
laws affecting them.  

December 1999 
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Star Tribune Full Circle - Winnie Came Home to 
White Earth, While a New Generation 
Revived Some Old Traditions 

April 1999 

Star Tribune Fish have been biting on Mille Lacs, 
but hard feelings remain 

July 1999 

Ojibwe News The Wild Rice Agenda September 2000 

Anishinaabeg Today Officials concede treaty rights for 
Chippewa in Arrowhead 

November 2000 

Ojibwe News New angling rules for Lake Mille Lacs, 
other treaty lakes 

May 2000 

Ojibwe News Mille Lacs treaty issue inspires on-
going discussion, disagreement 

September 2000 

Star Tribune Mille Lacs controversy heating up July 2001 

The Washington Post It Isn’t Rice and It isn’t always Wild November 2003 

The Washington Post  Renewing a Harvest - and a heritage: 
Wisconsin Tribe Reaps Bounty of 
Years of Efforts to Bring Back Wild 
Rice Crop 

November 2005 

States News Service DNR seeks comments on EAW for the 
Lake Ogechie Wild Rice restoration 
project 

February  2011 
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Free Press Wild Rice showdown looms in 
northern Minnesota 

August 2015 

Star Tribune One-day permit cools rice rift - But 
DNR’s surprise offer won’t settle 
dispute over harvesting rights, 
Chippewa leader says  

August 2015 

St. Paul Pioneer Press Northern Minnesota - DNR warns 
Chippewa against testing state 
licensing laws - Group planning to 
harvest wild rice on non tribal lands  

August 2015 

Legal Monitor Worldwide In Minnesota, Battling for wild rice 
rights 

August  2015 

Star Tribune Clash looms over wild rice harvest - 
Chippewa band targets off-reservation 
rights in land ceded under the 1855 
Treaty  

August  2015 

Duluth News Tribune Chippewa treaty rights group says 
more protests are possible 

September  2015 

The Circle Tribal Protestors handed citations for 
gathering fish and wild rice by DNR 

February  2016 

Star Tribune Point of Contention: MILLE LACS 
WALLEYES - Resources, trust at risk 
- Abrogation of Mille Lacs walleye 
agreement another wedge on 
management issues 

October 2016 
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Star Tribune Tribe Gives Legal Rights to Wild Rice 
- Maneuver to inject nature into 
modern law faces long odds 

February 2019 

Star Tribune Tribe Gives Legal Rights to Wild Rice February 2019 

Minnesota Women’s Press Tania Aubid, Water PRotector March  2021 

Le Sueur County News Starting in 2022, tribal members will 
get free permits to Minnesota state 
parks 

September  2021 

MPR News Line 3: White Earth argues DNR water 
permit violates wild rice rights 

August  2021 

The Pine Journal LaDuke: Winter is a time of learning 
and changing - "Take a breath, and tell 
sacred stories ... that's quite a bit 
different than the teachings of 
shopping. I, like many, find myself 
returning to the teachings, softness and 
wonder of a new snowfall."  

December 2021 

Environmental Health News Indigenous harvest rights still under 
attack in the upper Great Lakes 

April  2021 

The New Republic Indian Country's Right to Say No - In a 
true government-to-government 
relationship, the United States would 
properly consult with tribal nations—
and, crucially, tribes could reject 
America's plans. Can we ever get 
there? 

November  2021 
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Star Tribune Federal Regulator steps in to protect 
Minnesota’s wild rice stands 

April 2021 

The Guardian ‘They screwed up our lake’: tar sands 
pipeline is sucking water from 
Minnesota watersheds - The 
Anishinaabe people are rallying to save 
their lakes and their traditional wild 
rice harvests  

September  2021 

Benzie County Record Patriot U.S Army Corps of Engineers 
Working with Native American Tribes 
to Increase wild rice in Michigan 

January  2022 

Traverse City Record Eagle Climate Change culture Threaten Great 
Lakes Anishinaabek 

January  2022 

 

 

 

Table 4. Government and Tribal Reports used during discourse analysis 
klskjddf Indicates studies that were coded 

Source Title Date 

Minnesota DNR A Wild Rice Study February,  
2008 

Minnesota DNR Minnesota Natural Wild Rice 
Harvester Survey: A 2006 Study of 
Harvesters’ Activities and Opinions 

2006 

State of Minnesota Executive Order 18-08: Establishing 
the Governor's Task force on wild rice 

2018 

State of Minnesota Governor’s Task Force on Wild 
Rice 

January,  
2019 

Minnesota Tribal Wild Rice Task Force 2018 Tribal Wild Rice Task Force 
Report 

December,  
2018 

Courthouse News White Earth Band of Ojibwe in 
Tribal Court 

August,  
2021 
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Chippewa Tribe Anishinaabe Cumulative Impact 
Assessment on the Proposed 

Enbridge Line 3 Expansion and 
Abandonment Plan- 

Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts: 
Past, Present, and Future   

No Date 

State of Minnesota Sulfate and Protecting Wild Rice 2022 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1: First- and second-tier variables from the SES framework adapted from McGinnis and Ostrom (2014).  
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