Secrecy is good
Roberts, 4-- written extensively on southwestern history 
(David, The Pueblo Revolt, google books, 2004, 5, accessed 10-28-12, mss) 
As for the Pueblo record of the Revolt, it looms for the Anglo scholar of today as a yawning void. An old truism of the Southwest has it that Spanish persecution in New Mexico was so severe that it drove the Pueblo religion (and indeed, the very culture) underground. Underground, it remains today. Yet the secrecy that lies at the heart of Puebloan life goes far deeper than a response to the Spanish. In basic ways, it long predates European contact, forming an intrinsic feature of the culture. In 2004, moreover, it has become harder for an outsider to learn anything new about the Pueblo belief system or Pueblo his- tory than at any time since the 1870s, when Anglo ethnographers began working in the Southwest.
[Matt note: Pueblo = an umbrella term that includes the Hopi tribe/nation]

They actively resist attempts to learn about their culture
Roberts, 4-- written extensively on southwestern history 
(David, The Pueblo Revolt, google books, 2004, 158, accessed 10-28-12, mss) 
In a provocative 1980 paper called "On Secrecy and Control of Knowledge: Taos Pueblo,"� Elizabeth A. Brandt rejects the old view, as memorably encapsulated by Edward Dozier (himself a Puebloan) twenty years before. "The unsuccessful attempts of recent ethnologists to break the Pueblo iron curtain,"� Dozier wrote in 1961, "appear to demonstrate that these Indians still believe that the release of ceremonial knowledge will be used against them. They, therefore, guard tenaciously their native ceremonial system from all outsiders."�

Outweighs and takes out solvency- reproduces colonialism, dehumanizes and devastates Native culture and produces myth instead of knowledge

Collier-Wise, 10 -- JD, University of South Dakota School of Law 
(Kelsey, "Identify Theft," Great Plains Natural Resources Journal, 13 Great Plains Nat. Resources J. 85, Spring 2010, l/n, accessed 10-28-12, mss)
B. THE DAMAGE DONE

 Even if appropriation of Native culture is as widespread and pervasive as it appears, why is it something classifiable as "wrong" or harmful? What damage does cultural appropriation actually inflict? As Rebecca Tsosie explains, "culture is fundamentally tied to systems of power," n23 and it is the "postmodern neocolonialism" at the heart of acts of appropriation that many find so troubling. n24 The use, and misuse, of the culture of an oppressed group is fundamentally different than the adoption of a dominant culture precisely because of the differences in power presented. The dominant culture is always able to dictate its own terms, thus when elements of the dominant culture are appropriated or, more accurately, assimilated, the culture grows stronger and more predominant. A group that has been oppressed and colonized, on the other hand, is vulnerable to having their culture changed and diluted by appropriation. They are powerless to prescribe the manner of its use or interpretation, and as a result, cultural appropriation simply becomes the next step in the colonial march, after the practices of exclusion and forced assimilation have outlasted their usefulness. n25 As so often a cultural or intellectual product is one of the few things an oppressed group has left, the effects are all the more devastating. n26 In the case of Native American culture, the dominant representation often serves to dehumanize Native people and paint them as historical relics instead of human beings. n27 "By rendering native people as inhuman, timeless, and essentialized, these images help promote the myth of the vanishing Indian and in so doing, deprive Indians not just of their history but of their present reality." n28 For many non-Native people in areas of the country with small Native populations, interaction, and [*90] exposure to Indian culture is limited to Western movies and museum exhibits, which "celebrate[] dead culture at the expense of living Aboriginal culture, and thereby contribute[] to the process of cultural destruction." n29

Their descriptions of native culture are rooted in notions of authenticity and romanticization – reinforcing attitudes about the superiority and complexity of our culture

Appadurai ’98 [Arjun (Professor at the Department of Anthropology at the University of Pennsylvania); “Place and Voice in Anthropological Theory”; Cultural Anthropology; Volume 3, No.1; pp. 36-49 //nick]
Who is a "native" (henceforth without quotation marks) in the anthropological usage? The quick answer to this question is that the native is a person who is born in (and thus belongs to) the place the anthropologist is observing or writing about. This sense of the word native is fairly narrowly, and neutrally, tied to its Latin etymology. But do we use the term native uniformly to refer to people who are born in certain places and, thus, belong to them? We do not. We have tended to use the word native for persons and groups who belong to those parts of the world that were, and are, distant from the metropolitan West. This restriction is, in part, tied to the vagaries of our ideologies of authenticity over the last two centuries. Proper natives are somehow assumed to represent their selves and their history, without distortion or residue. We exempt ourselves from this sort of claim to authenticity because we are too enamored of the complexities of our history, the diversities of our societies, and the ambiguities of our collective conscience. When we find authenticity close to home, we are more likely to label it folk than native, the former being a term that suggests authenticity without being implicitly derogatory. The anthropologist thus rarely thinks of himself as a native of some place, even when he knows that he is from somewhere.

These reps normativize the Native destroying culture through the eradication of indigeneity  
Bosworth 10 

(B.A. in Environmental Studies from Macalester College, [Kai Anthony, “Straws in the Wind: Race, Nature and Technoscience in Postcolonial South Dakotan Wind Power Development”, http://digitalcommons.macalester.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1007&context=envi_honors] 

Discourses of Native Americans harmonizing with nature in opposition to modernity are part of American culture and history, and have grown to produce normative indigenous experiences and normative views of indigeneity both locally and worldwide. As Darren Ranco writes, “The use and abuse of the Ecological Indian is culture – intimately a part of the culture of recognition and justice in which contemporary Indians exist” (2007, 49). Thus historical and contemporary narratives of the Ecological Indian produce intelligible articulations of indigeneity among the general public and among indigenous people themselves, who collectively and individually position themselves in relation to discourses of indigeneity (Li 2000). Thus the following representations of Lakota and collective Native American or indigenous identity are useful for the DOE in their circulation and intelligibility among both Native and non- Native individuals, institutions, and decision-makers.
White idealization of Native American ideology is what causes encroachment on Native land. Whites “become Indian” to avoid blame and get their share of the land.

Gagne ‘3 [Karen M. (Colonial Research Working Group - State University of New York, Binghamton); “Falling in Love with Indians: The Metaphysics of Becoming America”; CR: The New Centennial Review 3.3 (2003) 205-233; ProjectMuse //nick] 

Red's title is very fitting. Not only is this book a telling example of the conflation of indigenous people with land, which in turn only erases the people, but it also speaks to the subject of Euro-Americans "finding themselves"—body and spirit—in the wilderness, 1 that is, on the land, through this conflation. This soul-searching journey is at the heart of New Age philosophy and practice—and is otherwise known as Self-help. This erasure is the process of white Self-discovery noted by Sylvia Wynter, and has been its mode of Being/Man for the last five hundred years (Scott 2000, 165). It has also fostered further encroachment onto native land and waters by those "New Agers" highly in need of spiritual rejuvenation.
Their universal belief in interconnectedness cannot EVER BE REALIZED - They cannot re-claim this global community or divorce it from the history of oppression that it is born out of

Sue-Im Lee 2007

"We Are Not the World": Global Village, Universalism, and Karen Tei Yamashita's Tropic of Orange MFS Modern Fiction Studies 53.3 (2007) 501-527

My argument is that Manzanar's romantic universalism richly illuminates the modality of the ideal and the impossible in the poststructuralist recuperation of universalism. In reviving universalism as an antifoundational, nonnormative force of political necessity, the ideal and the impossible dimension are crucial—universalism as an ideal that cannot be achieved and as a perennial ingredient in all human struggles for hegemony.12 Indeed, the ideal dimension of universalism is the constitutive feature in Etienne Balibar's "Ambiguous Universalism." While there are numerous, specific manifestations of universalism, the liberatory potential of universalism rests on the fact that "universality also exists as an ideal, in the form of absolute or infinite claims which are symbolically raised against the limits of any institution" (63–64). This "symbolic" or "ideal universalism" exists in "all the idealistic philosophies which view the course of history as a general process of emancipation" (72).13 Thus ideal universalism stands as the core principle behind any institutional practice of human equality, liberty, and rights. Concomitantly, the principle of ideal universalism is repeatedly contradicted in the actual practices of, say, the church or the state. Hence ideal universalism stands as the immortal [End Page 513] promise, an irrepressible principle that is revived again and again in different situations but is continuously displaced in history.  In order to fully appreciate the absolute nature of Manzanar's romantic universalism, we must also attend to the modality of the "impossible" that sits at the heart of the poststructuralist dialectic model. The impossible and the ideal are related concepts, of course, since the ideal may be defined as that achievement which is equal in its impossibility as in its necessity. Although Butler, Laclau, and Žižek, in Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, employ different metaphors to describe that impossibility of absolute universalism, they are joined in their argument that universalism remains of perennial relevance in any and all political struggles for rights. Laclau's metaphor of the "void" or the "empty place" plays a pivotal role in their discussion of universalism as a constitutive feature in any struggle for hegemony:  From a theoretical point of view, the very notion of particularity presupposes that of totality . . . politically speaking, the right of particular groups of agents—ethnic, national or sexual minorities, for instance—can be formulated only as universal rights. The universal is an empty place, a void which can be filled only by the particular, but which, through its very emptiness, produces a series of crucial effects in the structuration/destructuration of social relations. It is in this sense that it is both an impossible and necessary object. (58)  As specific groups seeking hegemony formulate their political claims as universal rights, they ceaselessly and variously fill the empty space with the particular. In this dialectic relationship, the universal is never completely filled. Inasmuch as it manifests itself only through the particular instantiations, the universal will only manifest itself through the particular. As Laclau repeatedly argues, exclusion and antagonism are crucial in struggles for hegemony; indeed, they are foundational features of a democratic society. Individual groups' use of universalism, as in a particular group's claim of and for rights, is fundamentally the exercise of a few speaking for some rather than for others. Hence, actual manifestations of universalism are always necessarily incomplete, inasmuch as they are never completely devoid of the particular that requires exclusion and antagonism. "[T]he complex dialectic between particularity and universality, between ontic content and ontological dimension, structures social reality itself" (Contingency 58).  In Butler's and Žižek's revitalization of the concept, too, the political necessity of universalism is paralleled by its fundamental [End Page 514] incompleteness. Rather than Laclau's "empty place" metaphor that may suggest the universal to be a static category "filled" by "political content," Butler opts for the figurative concept of "non-place": "The universal announces, as it were, its 'non-place,' its fundamentally temporal modality, precisely when challenges to its existing formulation emerge from those who are not covered by it, who have no entitlement to occupy the place of the 'who,' but nevertheless demand that the universal as such ought to be inclusive of them" (39). Žižek, in turn, theorizes the conceptual permanence of the universalthrough the concept of "negativity." When considered in the "Hegelian determinate negation," the deficiency between the actuality and the notion can be explained by the fact that "a particular formation [for instance, of the State] never coincides with its (universal) notion" (Ticklish 177). Thus universalism's perennial political relevance emerges from the impossibility of its completion (Contingency 110).14 Through these various—but interrelated—metaphors, poststructuralist recovery of universalism posits universalism's incompleteness as the constant feature in any specific application of the concept.  The absolute nature of Manzanar's romantic universalism, then, attains a greater significance against this poststructuralist backdrop. Manzanar personifies the impossibility of universalism—an instantiation of universalism that is absolutely full because there is no exclusion or antagonism.

