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2) ANY law stemming from the USFG is a continuation of colonial domination. The system that they claim to reform is founded upon stolen land. Even if we imagine a world where every item on the progressive agenda was fulfilled, the state itself would be stronger and their project would be co-opted by the very forces that they claim to oppose. 

Churchill, 03  (Acts of Rebellion: The Ward Churchill Reader.  THE NEW FACE OF LIBERATION:  

Indigenous Rebellion, State Repression, and the Reality of the Fourth World). 

Most of us here identify ourselves as “progressives, ” so let’s start with the term “progressivism” itself. We don’t really have time available to go into this very deeply, but I’ll just observe that it comes from the word “progress, ” and that the progression involved is basically to start with what’s already here and carry it forward.   The underlying premise is that the social order we were born into results from the working of “iron laws” of evolution and, however unpalatable, is therefore both necessary and inevitable. By the same token, these same deterministic forces make it equally unavoidable that what we’ve inherited can and will be improved upon. 7  The task of  progressives, having apprehended the nature of the progression, is to use their insights to hurry things along.   This isn’t a “liberal” articulation. It’s what’s been passing itself off as a radical left alternative to the status quo for well over a century. It forms the very core of Marx’s notion of historical materialism, as when he observes that feudalism was the social precondition for the emergence of capitalism and that capitalism is itself the essential precondition for what he conceives as socialism. Each historical phase creates the conditions for the next; that’s the crux of the progressive proposition. 8    Now you tell me, how is that fundamentally different from what Bush and Clinton have been advocating? Oh, I see. You want to “move forward” in pursuance of another set of goals and objectives than those espoused by these self-styled “centrists. ” Alright. I’ll accept that that’s true. Let me also state that I tend to find the goals and objectives advanced by progressives immensely preferable to anything advocated by Bush or Clinton. Fair enough?   However, I must go on to observe that the differences at issue are not fundamental. They are not, as Marx would have put it, of “the base. ” Instead, they are superstructural. They represent remedies to symptoms rather than causes. In other words, they do not derive from a genuinely radical critique of our situation—remember, radical means to go to the root of any phenomenon in order to understand it 9  —and thus cannot offer a genuinely radical solution. This will remain true regardless of the fervor with which progressive goals and objectives are embraced, or the extremity with which they are pursued. Radicalism and extremism are, after all, not really synonyms.   Maybe I can explain what I’m getting at here by way of indulging in a sort of grand fantasy. Close your eyes for a moment and dream along with me that the current progressive agenda has been realized. Never mind how, let’s just dream that it’s been fulfilled. Things like racism, sexism, ageism, militarism, classism, and the sorts of corporatism with which we are now afflicted have been abolished. The police have been leashed and the prison-industrial complex dismantled. Income disparities have been eliminated across the board, decent housing and healthcare are available to all, an amply endowed educational system is actually devoted to teaching rather than indoctrinating our children. The whole nine yards.  Sound good? You bet. Nonetheless, there’s still a very basic—and I daresay uncomfortable—question which must be posed: In this seemingly rosy scenario, what, exactly, happens to the rights of native peoples? Face it, to envision the progressive transformation of “American society” is to presuppose that “America”—that is, the United States—will continue to exist. And, self-evidently, the existence of the United States is, as it has always been and must always be, predicated first and foremost on denial of the right of self-determining existence to every indigenous nation within its purported borders. Absent this denial, the very society progressives seek to transform would never have had a landbase upon which to constitute itself in any form at all. So, it would have had no resources with which to actualize a mode of production, and there would be no basis for arranging or rearranging the relations of production. All the dominoes fall from there, don’t they? In effect, the progressive agenda is no less contingent upon the continuing internal colonial domination of indigenous nations than that advanced by Bill Clinton. 10    Perhaps we can agree to a truism on this score: Insofar as progressivism shares with the status quo a need to maintain the structure of colonial dominance over native peoples, it is at base no more than a variation on a common theme, intrinsically a part of the very order it claims to oppose. As Vine Deloria once observed in a related connection, “these guys just keep right on circling the same old rock while calling it by different names. ” Since, for all its liberatory rhetoric and sentiment, even the self-sacrifice of its proponents, progressivism replicates the bedrock relations with indigenous nations marking the present status quo, its agenda can be seen as serving mainly to increase the degree of comfort experienced by those who benefit from such relations. Any such outcome represents a continuation and reinforcement of the existing order, not its repeal. Progressivism is thus one possible means of consummating that which is, not its negation. 12 

1) The sin of omission is exactly what allowed for mass extermination of indigenous peoples. North America was seen an empty land, despite its 80 million inhabitants.  Simply adding indigenous issues to existing agendas reproduces the dominant narrative and renders Native Americans a mere a footnote. 
Martinez, 96 (Elizabeth, Chicana writer, activist and teacher, December, Reinventing "America", 

http://www.zmag.org/zmag/articles/dec96martinez.htm). 

Every society has an origin narrative which explains that society to itself and the world with a set of mythologized stories and symbols. The origin myth, as scholar-activist Roxanne Dunbar Ortiz has termed it, defines how a society understands its place in the world and its history. The myth provides the basis for a nation's self-defined identity. Ours begins with Columbus "discovering" a hemisphere where some 80 million people already lived (but didn't really count since they were just buffalo-chasing "savages" with no grasp of real estate values and therefore doomed to perish). It continues with the brave Pilgrims, a revolution by independence-loving colonists against a decadent English aristocrat, and the birth of an energetic young republic that promised democracy and equality (that is, to white male landowners). In the 1840s the new nation expanded its size by almost one third, thanks to a victory over that backward land of little brown people called Mexico. Such has been the basic account of how the nation called the United States of America came into being as presently configured.  The myth's omissions are grotesque. It ignores three major pillars of our nationhood: genocide, enslavement, and imperialist expansion (such nasty words, who wants to hear them?--but that's the problem). The massive extermination of indigenous peoples provided our land base; the transport and enslavement of African labor made our economic growth possible; and the seizure of half of Mexico by war, or threat of renewed war, extended this nation's boundaries to the Pacific and the Rio Grande. Such are the foundation stones of the U.S. along with an economic system that made this country the first in world history to be born capitalist.   Those three pillars were, of course, supplemented by great numbers of dirt-cheap workers from Mexico, China, the Philippines, Puerto Rico, etc. all kept in their place by varieties of White Supremacy. They stand along with millions of less-than-Supreme white workers and share-croppers.  Any attempt to modify the present origin myth provokes angry efforts to repel such sacrilege. In the case of Native Americans, scholars will insist that they died from disease, or wars among themselves, or "not so many really did die." At worst it was a "tragedy," but never deliberate genocide, never a pillar of our nationhood. As for slavery, it was an embarrassment, of course, but do remember that Africa also had slavery and anyway enlightened white folk finally did end the practice here.  In the case of Mexico, reputable U.S. scholars still insist on blaming that country for the 1846-48 war, although even former U.S. President Ulysses Grant wrote in his memoirs that "We were sent to provoke a fight [by moving troops into a disputed border area] but it was essential that Mexico should commence it [by fighting back]." President James Polk's 1846 diary openly records his purpose in declaring war as "acquiring California, New Mexico, and perhaps other Mexican lands." To justify what could be called a territorial drive-by, the Mexican people were declared inferior; the U.S. had a "Manifest Destiny" to bring them progress and democracy.   Even when revisionist voices have exposed particular evils of Indian policy, slavery, or the war on Mexico, those evils remained little more than unpleasant footnotes; the core of the dominant myth stands intact. PBS's recent 8-part documentary series entitled "The West" is a case in point. It devotes more than the usual attention to the devastation of Native America, but still centers on Anglos. Little attention is given to why their domination evolved as it did and so the West remains the physically gorgeous backdrop for an ugly, unaltered origin myth.   In fact, our myth is strengthened by "The West" series. For White Supremacy needs the brave but ultimately doomed Indians to silhouette its own superiority.
4) Our demand is separation from the law, the permutation, not matter how radically phrased, is merely assimilationist and will prop up the legitimacy of the existing order. 
Moriwake, 98 (JD, Issac, 20 Hawaii L. Rev. 261, COMMENT: Critical Excavations: Law, Narrative, and the Debate on Native American and Hawaiian "Cultural Property" Repatriation, Summer/Fall). 

Furthermore, on a conceptual level, legal solutions based on critical frameworks flirt with self-contradiction. Based on legal concepts, procedures, and dispute resolution methods alien to Native cultures, these solutions risk perpetuating or repeating the injustices they seek to remedy. By casting Native claims as purely "legal" rather than "political" or "moral," these solutions also accept as a basic premise the legitimacy of the dominant order.  Law-based avenues of change thus selectively ignore the "informative" and "transformative" aspects of the Native framework -- granting token benefits to Native communities, but preserving the cultural and socio-political hierarchy. They confront Native advocates with the threat of assimilation and co-optation with little assurance of genuine results in return. Beyond the confines of "the law," or at least the law as contemplated by the sovereign power, the Native analytical framework also suggests other solutions that some may term "political" or "extra-legal." Based on various models for Native political restoration, these solutions offer wide-ranging responses to the equally expansive implications of the Native framework.  Unlike piecemeal legal changes, they avoid artificial distinctions between issues of cultural identity and political sovereignty. At least conceptually, therefore, "political" solutions more faithfully capture the entire vision of the Native framework. 

Frameworky

The mechanism for evolution of such systems --- Your ballot is the currency of debate – vote for  ________ political salience 

Ansary, 05 – (Alex, 12/29/05, Mass Mind Control; Through Network Television; Are Your Thoughts Your Own?, http://www.rense.com/general69/mass.htm)

Some people are wrong about 5% of the time. Some are wrong most of the time. I wish I was wrong all the time. A lot of people deal with these intense realities, by asking me rhetorically, "What is the solution, smart guy?" Remember, it's the viewers, the consumers and all the other little votes called dollars that helped this oligarchy system lay its concrete foundation in our backyards. We must recognize the truth about why the system is flawed and enslaving us if we wish to beat it. The most important solution to fighting this type of brainwashing and mind control is to start with ourselves and our own awakening in the smaller things. In this case, it's brainwashing but after awhile we break Outside the Box and begin venturing outside the system and into unknown terrain. Fighting with people and forcing them to understand 'our truth' is not a solution. If our collective free will created this nightmare, than only our collective free will change it. The battle begins in the heart and mind of the beholder, and then extends outward from there, only to those open to the information. 
There are no brinks in this process—a revolutionary future can only come about through a series of small steps that work through a process of becoming possible

Deleuze and Parnet, 87 (Gilles and Claire, dialogues II, p. 146-147)

All this constitutes what can be called a right to desire.  It is not surprising that all kinds of minority questions – linguistic, ethnic, regional, about sex, or youth – resurge not only as archaisms, but in up-to-date revolutionary forms which call one more into question in an entirely immanent manner both the global economy of the machine and the assemblages of national States.   Instead of gambling on the eternal impossibility of the revolution and on the fascist return to a war-machine in general, why not think that a new type of revolution is in the course of becoming possible, and that all kinds of mutating, living machines conduct wars, are combined and trace out a plane of consistence which undermines the plane of organization of the World and the States?9  For, once again, the world and its states are no more masters of their plane than revolutionaries are condemned to the deformation of theirs.  Everything is played in uncertain games, ‘front to front, back to back, back to front . . .”.  The question of the future of the revolution is a bad question because, in so far as it is asked, there are so many people who do not become revolutionaries, and this is exactly why it is done, to impede the question of the revolutionary-becoming of people, at every level, in every place.

