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Rethinking the Apocalypse: An Indigenous Anti-Futurist Manifesto

“The end is near. Or has it come and gone before?”
- An ancestor

Why can we imagine the ending of the world, yet not the ending of colo-
nialism?

We live the future of a past that is not our own.

It is a history of utopian fantasies and apocalyptic idealization.

It is a pathogenic global social order of imagined futures, built upon geno-
cide, enslavement, ecocide, and total ruination.

What conclusions are to be realized in a world constructed of bones and
empty metaphors? A world of fetishized endings calculated amidst the
collective fiction of virulent specters. From religious tomes to fictionalized
scientific entertainment, each imagined timeline constructed so predict-



Indigenous Communities
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Federal government and American Indian

landback @Mﬂmf%

The federal government’s approach to landback
has evolved over time, with various strategies and
laws enacted to address the complex history of
Indigenous dispossession and the restoration of
lands to Native ownership. The Landback
Movement, which has gained momentum in
recent years, advocates for the return of federal public lands to Native
American tribes, emphasizing the importance of ecologically sound land
management and the restoration of Indigenous stewardship.

Key points include:

» Historical Context: Federal public lands were often acquired from Native
Nations, leading to the loss of significant land areas. <1

» Recent Initiatives: The Landback Movement has seen increased calls for
the return of lands to Indigenous Nations, with a focus on Traditional
Ecological Knowledge for land management. =1

« Legislative Actions: Congress has enacted several statutes from 1970 to
2020 that transfer ownership interests in public lands to federally-
recognized Indian tribes. =1

« Moral Claims: Advocates argue that the return of land to tribes is a moral
imperative, especially given the widespread loss of land by Indian tribes
through the 19th and 20th centuries. <1

» Environmental Protection: The movement aims to restore lands to tribes,
which have proven to be responsible stewards of the environment,
practicing sustainable practices. =1
The Landback Movement represents a significant effort to address the
injustices of land dispossession and to restore Indigenous land to its
rightful owners. It is a testament to the ongoing struggle for Indigenous

sovereignty and the importance of environmental stewardship. = 2

T @] = 6 Sources

Benefits of Trust Land Acquisition (Fee to Trust)

The acquisition of land into trust by the federal government offers several
benefits for tribes and individual tribal members. These benefits include:

* Enhanced housing opportunities: Tribes can improve housing for their
members on trust lands.

» Energy development capacity: Trust lands can be utilized for energy
development projects.

» Resource negotiation: Tribes have the ability to negotiate the use and
sale of natural resources.

» Protection of tribal ways of life: Trust lands help preserve traditional
tribal cultures and practices, such as subsistence hunting and
agriculture. @1
All federally recognized American Indian tribes and individuals are
eligible to apply for a fee-to-trust land acquisition. The process involves
submitting a written request to the Secretary of the Interior to take land
into trust for the benefit of the applicant. Tribes may also submit a tribal
resolution to satisfy this requirement. <1

® = 1 Source



Indian Title is a distinct legal concept influencing land rights, particularly concerning

Native American lands in the United States. It shapes the ownership and use of these

lands, impacting tribal sovereignty, cultural preservation, and economic development.

Understanding Indian Title is crucial as it intersects with federal law, civil litigation, and
resource management. This article explores its legal recognition, enforceability, and

limitations.
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National parks inherited a small yet significant fraction of Indian land sur-
rendered between 1850 and 1920. The first acquisitions came at Yosemite in
California and Yellowstone in Montana, official birthplaces of the world's park
system. What had inspired this American idea? As usual with innovations,
different factors coincided: nostalgia for the wild, as experienced by George
Catlin. a sense of loss created by settlement; commercial tourism promoted by
railroad companies; a patriotic need to display canyons and mountains as mon-
uments superior to Europe’s cathedrals and museums; a growing realization that

industrial-urban civilization had the potential to subdue, diminish, and even

Whatever their reasons, Americans decided to set aside and protect large
natural areas called "parks.” Historian Simon Schama has observed that wilder-
ness "does not locate itself, does not name itself. . . . Nor could the wilderness
venerate itself.” The creation of national parks first of all required a dramatic
shift in human consciousness >

Except for Catlin's nostalgia, the reasons for creating parks did not take
Indians into account. With newcomers believing that the land was virgin or
that native populations would soon disappear, early park experience seemed to
confirm this bias. Yosemite Valley had a long indigenous history and probably
owed much of its pastoral beauty to Indian land use, while Yellowstone had an
even more complex human history. Yet to John Muir and others the land

seemed vacant, gardenlike, unspoiled, ripe for the taking—or saving.

ARTICLE

Fact Sheet: Recent National Park
Service Work with Indian Country

The National Park Service has taken significant action since 2021 to support Indian
and Alaska Native Tribes in managing their resources and lands, pursue opportunities
based on their own strategies and priorities, and self-govern through their own
independent judgment and Indigenous values.

Uplifting Indian Country Voices

The National Park Service has made a concerted effort to ensure Native perspectives
are included in decision making. For example, the National Park Service established a
new co-stewardship policy in 2022 that strengthens the role of American Indian and
Alaska Native Tribes, Alaska Native entities, and the Native Hawaiian community in
federal land management by providing a stronger framework - beyond traditional
consultation - to help park managers facilitate and support meaningful partnerships
with Tribes. Additionally, the National Park Service fully staffed the first NPS Office of
MNative American Affairs, which reports directly to the National Park Service director.




Partnering with Tribes

The National Park Service works to ensure Tribal governments have an equal voice in
park planning and management, consistent with law and the United States
government's unigque trust relationship with, and responsibility to protect and support,
federally recognized Indian Tribes.

As of September 2024, of the 431 national parks:

« 109 parks have formal Tribal co-stewardship agreements, with another 43
pending in conversation with Tribes, expected to be completed around the end
of 2024. At Grand Canyon National Park, for example, 16 affiliated Tribes have
agreements to tell Indigenous stories at places like Desert View Watchtower and
the Tusayan Museum and Pueblo. The locations also have Tribal vendors
demonstrating their craft and selling products like artwork.

= Another 56 parks have some kind of co-stewardship activities with Tribes as a
part of their work, beyond the framework of a formal co-stewardship agreement.
For example, Craters of the Moon National Monument & Preserve and the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes worked together to develop a series of nine new

interpretive waysides on the 1/2-mile-long Devils Orchard Nature Trail. The new

waysides feature aspects of Indigenous history, perspective, culture, and
language while challenging visitors to consider the difficulties of protecting the
park's fragile environment.

» Grand Portage National Monument celebrated the 25th anniversary in August
2024 of its co-management agreement with the Grand Portage Band of Lake
Superior Chippewa. Co-management agreements require unique legal authority
or circumstances to implement. The National Park Service also has fully
executed co-management agreements in place with affiliated Tribes at Glacier
Bay National Park and Preserve.

*#%*The nature of aboriginal Indian interest in land and the various rights as
between the Indians and the United States dependent on such interest are

far from novel as concerns our Indian inhabitants. It is well settled that in all
the States of the Union the tribes who inhabited the lands of the States held
claim to such lands after the coming of the white man, under what is
sometimes termed original Indian title or permission from the whites to
occupy. That description means mere possession not specifically recognized
as ownership by Congress. After conquest they were permitted to occupy
portions of territory over which they had previously exercised ‘sovereignty,’
as we use that term. This is not a property right but amounts to a right of
occupancy which the sovereign grants and protects against intrusion by third
parties but which right of occupancy may be terminated and such lands fully

disposed of by the sovereign itself without any legally enforceable obligation
to compensate the Indians.

This position of the Indian has long been rationalized by the legal theory that
discovery and conquest gave the conquerors sovereignty over and

ownership of the lands thus obtained. 1 Wheaton’s International Law, c. V.
The great case of Johnson v. McIntosh, 8 Wheat. 543, 5 L.Ed. 681, denied the
power of an Indian tribe to pass their right of occupancy to another. It
confirmed the practice of two hundred years of American history ‘that
discovery gave an exclusive right to extinguish the Indian title of occupancy,
either by purchase or by conquest.” 8 Wheat. at page 587.

ek

No case in this Court has ever held that taking of Indian title or use by
Congress required compensation. The American people have compassion for
the descendants of those Indians who were deprived of their homes and
hunting grounds by the drive of civilization. They seek to have the Indians
share the benefits of our society as citizens of this Nation. Generous
provision has been willingly made to allow tribes to recover for wrongs, as a
matter of grace, not because of legal Lability. 60 Stat. 1050,
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***The nature of aboriginal Indian interest in land and the various rights as
between the Indians and the United States dependent on such interest are

far from novel as concerns our Indian inhabitants. It is well settled that in all
the States of the Union the tribes who inhabited the lands of the States held
claim to such lands after the coming of the white man, under what is
sometimes termed original Indian title or permission from the whites to
occupy. That description means mere possession not specifically recognized
as ownership by Congress. After conquest they were permitted to occupy
portions of territory over which they had previously exercised ‘sovereignty,’
as we use that term. This is not a property right but amounts to a right of
occupancy which the sovereign grants and protects against intrusion by third
parties but which right of occupancy may be terminated and such lands fully

Defining Land, Real Estate, and Real Proparty

While often used inlerchangeabily, land, real estate, and real propérty have distinel definitions with impartant
implications for property owners and investors.

Land: At is maost fundamental, land refers to the earth’s surface, extending downward o the center of the earth 2nd
upwward to infindty, It includes natural elemants fike sail, rocks, and water, bul specilically refers to undeveloped ground,
or a natural parcel of earth. For many organizetions, particularly REE Solutions” clients, land is significant, representing
the toundational space upon which bulldings and structuras can be daveloped.

Real Eatate: This tarm encompasses [and plus any man-made Improvements permanently attached 1o it These
improvements can include buildings, fences, pavements, and other artificial structures. Sa, is land considerad real
estate? Yes, land forms the base of real estate, Bul real astate spacifically adds the human-made alterations.

Real Property: What & considered real progerty? This s the broacest term, encompassing both land and real estate,
along with the bundle of rights aseociated with their ownership. The real property legal definition often includes land
bulldings, and struciures, encompassing both natural and artificial elements. These structures Include Inregral
components ke the roof, HVAC systams, and machanical and electfical systams, all of which are considarsd part of
the real progerty. it's crucial to understand that this definition dosas nat Include personal propesty, such as desks,
chairs, or other movabie items

I5 Tand real proparty? Absalutely, as it is the foundation of real praperty, which aisa ineludes &l the improvements and
aesociated rights. The ability 1o lease, sall, or develop the land or real estate is also encompassad within the definition
of real property, These distinetions are consistently found in federal and Depariment of Defense (Do) guidelinas.
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Laws and regulations

History of federal obligations
General Allstment Act of 1887
{The Dawes Act)

Incdian Reprganization Act of
1934

Insclian Mirseral Leasing Act af
1936

Inctian Mineral Dovelopment Act
of 1982

Inalian Tribal Energy
Developaient and Self
Dietermination Act of 2005

Indian Tribal Energy
Daveliapenent amd Self-
Determination Act Amendments

of 2017

Laws and regulations

The laws and regulations governing Mative American land and the federal government’s relatfonship to it are
grounded in a trust responsibility. This trust responsibility goes back to the 1830s. Since then, the policies enacted by
Congress have varied,

History of federal obligations

Thee L5, Constitution's Commerce Clause established the regulatory relationship between Mative American tribes
and the federal government. (See Article 1, 5ection 8, Clause 3.) This relationship, as it pertains to land use and
ownership, was clarified in the 1830s.

Justice John Marshall established several important principles of Mative American law. His series of Supreme Court
decisions are known as the Marshall Trilogy. One of his decisions was the federal Native American trust responsibility.
Here, the government charged itself with “moral obligations of the highest responsibility and trust ©* toward Native
American tribes. The government maintains fiduciary responsibility to protect Native American assets and resources.
It serves as a trustes for Native American lands, Another decision was the principle that tribes are sovereign. This
sovereignty can only be diminished by Congress,

The Handbook of Federal Indian Lave 5 provides an overview of the foundational laws, regulations, and court cases
that govern federal Mative American Liw, The Department of the Interior published this handboeok in 1942,

General Allotment Act of 1887 (The Dawes Act)

To understand current ownership of Mative American lands, one must begin with the history of allotment on
reservations, During the Allotment Era of the late 18005 and early 17005, the federal government parceled out
millions of acres of Mative American lands to individual Mative Americans in an effort to break up reservations.

While the practice of allotting Mative American land to individual Mative Americans began in the 18th century, it was
nat in widespread use untl the late 19th century. The passage of the General Allatreent Act of 1887, also known a3
the Dawes Act, greatly expanded the practice. This expansion had devastating consequences for Mative Americans.

Under the Dawes Act and other tribe-specific allotment acts, the federal government allotted a specified amount of
land, usually 80 or 140 acres, toe each tribal member. These allotments were to be held in trust by the United States
for the beneficial Mative American owner for a specified period of time, usually 25 years., After, the federal
government would remove the brust stabus and issue the allottee fee simple title to the land,

Onece out of trust, howewver, the land became subject to state and local taxation. These costs led to thousands of acres
of Mative American land to pass out of Mative American hands once the trust status was lifted, Furthermare, non-
allotted lands were aften declared “surplus land” by the federal government, which opened them to homesteaders.
This accelerated the loss of Mative American land to non-Mative Americams.

The policy of allatment reduced the amaunt of land owned by tribes, In 1887, tribes held 138 million acres, Forty-
seven years later, In 1934, they owned 48 million acres. To stop the loss of Mative American land, the federal
government ended the allotment policy in 1934 and extended the trust period indefinitely. Today. allotments are stll
held in trust by the federal government for the beneficial Mative American owner.
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The LandBack Movement: A fight to return stolen land back into Indigenous hands

Brosen Unipersity & tocated in Providence. Riode flind, on lands beforging o and soelen from the Narnagareen Todian Tritee. [ alio recognize that enly an acknowlederent of this Sistory i irenfficiene and conmmidt mysell to continuing to
Frean ally .r:f!ﬁr ."'\"i'{rrﬂg.-.tmﬂr Trdier Tribe.

The version of Unired Stares history thar has been and conrinues 1o be raughr in schools nadonwide romanricizes the "discovery” of the "Mew World." Cenvered around sertler-colonial idealisations of Manifest Diestiny: (the
idea that LS. terrivorial and cultural domination across North America was destinied by God) and the Doctrine of Discovery (which established that, upon “discovering” it, explorers immediately gain the rghts to “vacant” land),

European colanizers justified the theft of indigenous lands. Over the pasc 500 years, 1.5, eitizens have boughn into rhis false nareative and coneribured o the displacemenr of indigenous people across North America,

In 2018, Aaron Tailfearthers wanted o i.'hil]'l]:l.'. that. A member of the Kainai Tribe of the Blackfeer {-.urll-l:l:ll:nll:.}' of Canada, railfearhers started the international Land Back Movement in 2018, The Landback Maovement E:rE_:I:l'l axa

fight to return Indigenous Lands stolen by European colonizers back 1o Indigenous people. However, the call for "Landback” is much more than just a call for the cessation of colonial ownership of the physical land. Tt is 2 call wo
give Indigenous people unlimited sovereigniy and jurisdiction of these lands, Addironally, it demands the destruction of settler-colonial, white supremecist systems designed for the mass erasure of indigenous people and

culture.

While LandBack iz certainly an international sucial justice movement, cach indigenous nation’s fght for LandBack is unigue. 1o addition o aserting mational political pressure through demonstrations, protests, and

advocacy, LandBack also litigares against local, srare, and federal governments 1o regain sovercignry over ancestral lands.

Dhespive the fact thar the contemporary LandBack movement did not begin uneil 2018, the legal bactle for the return of indigenous sovereignty over their ancestral lands dates back to 1823, when the United State Supreme Court

heard the case of Johnson v. M'Tniosh. Tn a unanimous decision, the case established the precedent thar Indigenous people in the Unired Sares did nor have the right 1o sell their ancesiral land o individuals. Instead, only the

federal government had the right of land sale negotiation with Native American nations. The decision thercfore established thar Indigenous nations did not have complete sovercignty and jurisdiciion over their ancestral lands,

Muore recently, in 2005, the LS. Supreme Court heard the case of 3 . After the sclling and subsequent buy back of segments of their reservation in the 19905, the Oneida Nation of New York sued
the City of Sherrill, claiming thar they were exempr from stare and municipal taxesbecause their land was pare of a reservation. In an gighr-to-one decision in favor of Sherrill, the courr determined thar the Onedia nation is not
exempt from taxes because by selling their land in the 19th century, the Oneidas “relinguished governmental reing and could not regain them through open-market purchases from current titleholders.” The court also justified

their decision by inadvertently calling attention o the erasure of indigenous people, pointing to the “longstanding, distinctly non-Indian character of central New York and its inhabizanes”

As stated, the Landback campaign is an international movement—but ¢ach indigenous natien is invelved in a unique bartle for the rights ro their ancestral lands, Ongoing legal bartles are taking place across North America,
including in Charlestown, Rhode Island —only a 45-minure drive from Brown University—where the Narraganserr Indian Tribe is fighting for their rights to their ancesteal lands. In 1975, the Mareagansetr Indian people filed o
lawsaife in ehe United States Distrier Courcin Providence with the goal of reclaiming 3.500 acres of thelr land. The basis of the ¢laim was thiae the town had violated the Indian Nonintereourse Act ol 1790, which required
Congress 1o approve the sale of all Narive American lands. Three years later, in February of 1978, an our-of-courr sertlement was reached wirth the passage of the Rhode Island Indian Claims Sertlement Act. Under the Serdement

Acr, 2,000 acres of land in Charlestown were returned 1o the Marragansen people.

The terms, negotiated by the Charlestown town council. the State of Rhode Island, private landowners. and the Narragansett Indian Tribe, made 200 acres of land available for development (i.e. housing, schools, community
center, etch. The act specified thar the remaining 1,800 acres had o be “kept in its natural gopdition.” 900 scres of land were available for purchase by the Narragansett Tribe for private ownership (the federal government would
provide $3.5 million for the purchase). Another S0 acres were donated 1o a tribe-contralled corporation by the state, While the tand rights were formally returned o the Narragansert Indian Tribe, the rerms of the agreement

limited the tribe’s jurisdiction over the land and its use. Thus, the Settlement Act inadequately addresses the need for landback and still perpetuates systems of settler-colonial power.

Most recently, the Narragansett Indian Tribe has been engaged ina fight to regain access to the Block lsland Sound, a sicred coremuonial sight lor the tribe for thousands of vears. Tribal member Bella Noka describes the Sound as
the ribe’s “church” and “place of worship.” Each year, town officials section off a new segment of the shore, which prevents Narragansett people from accessing their ancestral lands withour paying a fee o the rown. The rribe has
most recently fought for access at mectings of Narragansett’s Coastal Access Improvement Committee. While no legal action has been taken as of vet, Noka has gxpressed the wribe’s determination to regain their rights to the shore

withour fees: “Ar what cost do you sell your church? Ar whar cost da you sell your mosque? At what cost do you sell yoursel 2 We will ger aceess.”



acquire fee land and convert it into trust land. States. Thanks to seven stubbom chiefs who our-  on tribal land. T
By having adjoining parcels of land, indi-  maneuvered white negotiators in 1889 at a place “We are now about 97 percenl Iribally

vidnals and tribes can gain cultural, economic,  called Pike Creek, Ihe tribe managed 1 resist com-  owned,” Scolt says.
apriculiural and jurisdictional benefits.

e - FRACTIONATED LANRD 3
Bl - Alrust parcel owned by more than one owneras
undvided interests. These single pieces of land often
have hundreds of owners, which makes it difficult for any
one of the owners to use the land (i.e. farming or
building a home). This is because, by law, a majority of
owmers must agree to a particular use of the land.
Fractionaled land is a result of land ownership interests
being divided again and again when an owner of the

interest dies without a will pr{m-:hng for the distribution of
the asset.

UNDIVIDED INTEREST
A share of the ownership inlerest in a parcel of frust
land is referred to as an undivided interest. The number
of interests grows with the divslon among helrs of these
- inferests according 1o state or tribal probate laws. Writing
a will for distribution of an owner’s interest could help
overcome the growth of undivided interest. The Income
derived from the parcel is divided accordi ing to the
mlerest held by an indvidual.

TRIBALLY OWHED LANDS

Land that is owned by a group of Indians recng@d by
the federal government as an Indian tribe.

OFF-RESERVATION TRUSY LAND -
Off-reservation trust land ks land that is protected by the
federal government for Indian use. After reservations

* were created, some tribes and individual Indians were
given land to use outside of the reservation boundaries.
For example, these pleces of land could be religious sites
or pieces of land allotted to indiidual Indians.

plying with the General Allotment Act of 1887.
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B FEDERAL TRUST LARD

Indian-owned land, the title to which Is held in trust and

protected by the tederal government. Indian people and
tribes have use of the land, but the utimale control over
the land remains wih the lederal government,

FEE SIMPLE

The most basic form of ownership. The owner holds title -

and control of the property. The cwmer may make
dedsions about most common fand use without
government oversight,

RESTRICTED FEE LAND

The ovmership is the same as Fee Simple land, however,

there are spedfic government-imposed restriclions on
use and/for dispasition.

FORCED FEE PATERTS

A forced fee patent is a trust-to-fee conversion withoul
the request or cansent of the landowner. Forced fee
patents led to the loss of many land parcels through tax
foreclosure sales. This was particularly true for Indians

serving in the mifitary who were unaware that their land
status had changed and 1axes were due,

CHECKERBOARD EFFECT

Land within reservation boundaries may be in a variety
of types of ownership — tribal, individual Indian, and
non-indian, as well as a mix of trust and fee lands. The
pattern of mixed ownership resembles a checkerboard.

IIM ACCOUNT

Individual Indian Money (IIM) Accounts are fund accoumts  §
administered by the Department of the Interior. The
funds deposited into these accounts come from a
number of sources induding, for example, land-related
income from leases, timber harvest or mineral extraction.
In general, each Indian person with an undivided interest
in trust land holds an 1iM Account.

=2
ALLOTTED LAKD
These are the lands that were distributed lo individual
Indians by the federal government. Generally, the
allotments were 40-, 80-, or 160-acre parcels of
reservation land. Allotted land was commonly held
ovmershlp that became individually cwned.

FEE-TO-TRUST CONVERSION

Original allotted trus! fands that were transferred to fee
status by the allottee or the BIA under the “forced fee”
patent era can be returned to trust status In a fee-to-
trust conversion. Tribes or individual Indians can initiate

the process on fee lands they already own or lands
they acquire.

TRUST-TO-FEE CONYERSIOHN

With the passage of the Burke Act in 1906, Indian lands
held in trust were comwverted to fee status if the
Secretary of the Interior, in his discretion, determined
that the Indian landowner was competent. Today, Lrust
lands can be converted to fee stalus in 30 days. On the
other hand, corverting land to trust status can take
years. Only individual Indian landowners can reques! a
trusi-to-fee conversion.
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