ABSTRACT

Title of Dissertation: U.S. GOVERNMENTAL AND NATIVE VOICES
IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY: RHETORIC
IN THE REMOVAL AND ALLOTMENT OF
AMERICAN INDIANS
Jason Edward Black, Doctor of Philosophy, 2006
Dissertation directed by: Associate Professor Shawn Parry-Giles
Department of Communication
This study situates institutional and American Indian discourses at the interstices
of nineteenth century ideologies that underscored interactions of the U.S.-Native
relationship. Specifically, the project argues that both U.S. governmental and American
Indian voices contributed to the policies of U.S.-Native relations throughout the removal
and allotment eras. Simultaneously, these discourses co-constructed the identities of both
the U.S. government and American Indian communities and contributed textures to the
relationship. Such interactions — though certainly not equal among groups —
demonstrated the hybridity extant in U.S.-Native affairs in the nineteenth century. That
is, both governmental and indigenous discourses added arguments, identity constructions
and rhetorical strategies to the relationship. Ultimately, the study argues that this
hybridity helped shape “Indian” policies and constituted cultural identities in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
American Indians, it is contended, achieved numerous goals in terms of impeding
the removal and allotment policies. Likewise, by appropriating the U.S. government’s
discursive frameworks and inventing their own rhetorical strategies, American Indian

communities helped reshape their own and the government’s identities. Natives, further,



worked through the government’s homogenization of indigenous culture to organize a
pan-Indianism that allowed them to unify in opposition to the government’s policies and
constructions of American Indian identities. During the first third of the twentieth
century, American Indian agency was shown to impact the U.S.-Native relationship as
Natives urged for the ultimately successful passage of the Indian Citizenship Act of 1924
and the Indian New Deal of 1934. These acts granted U.S. citizenship to American
Indians and also allowed them connections to their tribal cultures, respectively.
American Indian resistance throughout the removal and allotment eras helped motivate
these more emancipatory policies of the U.S.-Native relationship. American Indians
concomitantly challenged the government-instigated identity constructions of Natives as
savage, childish, weak and uncivilized into positive self-characterizations of
independence, strength and unity. Similarly, American Indians interrogated the
government’s self-professed identities as benevolent, paternal, just and civilized; in the
process, they illustrated how the U.S. government acted through deception and fraud.

In the end, Native communities were granted increased discursive power, though
the U.S. government still retained its control over American Indians. Part of this control
derived from the government’s territorial management of Natives, which functioned as a
crucial space for constituting American Indian and governmental identities. The Indian
Citizenship Act and the Indian New Deal — where this study concludes — demonstrated
the prevalence of the identity duality of U.S. citizenship that assimilated American
Indians to the nation, yet segregated them on reservations outside the spaces of the U.S.
civis. This duality of inclusion and exclusion was built incrementally through the

removal and allotment periods, and existed as residues of nineteenth century U.S.-Native



relations. Here, the U.S. government transformed its self-identity constructions as
paternal, benevolent and equitable into a controlled citizenship and controlled
sovereignty over American Indian communities. In so doing, the legislative and judicial
branches — led by the executive — reified its constructions of American Indians as
monolithically dependent, quasi citizens and unworthy of complete autonomy. At the

same time, the executive branch ascended as the principle force in U.S.-Native affairs.
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INTRODUCTION
U.S. GOVERNMENTAL AND NATIVE VOICES IN THE 19™ CENTURY:

RHETORIC IN THE REMOVAL AND ALLOTMENT OF AMERICAN INDIANS

In the fifteenth century, Nanamakee (Sauk) prophesied the impending contact
between a strange race of Wasichus — or white men — and his people.! Nanamakee
revealed to the Sauk that “by the end of four years, you should see a white man, who
would be to you a father.”® Sauk history tells that four years later Nanamakee traveled
east, under the protection of the Great Spirit, to meet the Wasichus. According to his
descendent, Black Hawk, when “he [Nanamakee] came into sight, his father came out to
meet him. He [Wasichus] took him by the hand and welcomed him into his tent ... He
[Wasichus] told him [Nanamakee] ... that the Great Spirit had directed him to come here,
where he should meet a nation of people who had not yet seen a white man — that they
should be his children and he should be their father.” The Wasichus carried with him a
message of heavenly proportions, one granting his providential ascendancy over those
with whom he came into contact. Thus began the Sauk Nation’s familial relationship with
European culture.

Around the time of Nanamakee’s revelation, a Lakota holy man called Drinks
Water also predicted the coming of a Wasichus band that would impact the land and its
inhabitants. Having lived contentedly in a sovereign culture, Drinks Water forecast for
the Lakota a changed life of dependence, western economies and individual ownership
disengaged from the Lakota’s ancestral Black Hills. Cultural change seemed part of his
premonition, as he said, “When this [contact] happens, you shall live in square gray

houses, in a barren land, and beside those gray houses you shall starve.” The Lakota



legend continues that Drinks Water was so entirely shocked by his vision that he soon
after died of despondency, claiming on his deathbed that he would rather return to the
“Earth Mother” than witness the transformation of his people.

The divinations of Nanamakee and Drinks Water foreshadowed some vital themes
of European impact on American Indian cultures.” For one, the notion of a familial
dynamic related by Nanamakee dominated not only early affairs between Europeans and
indigenous people, but also the legal, political, social and cultural connections created
between the United States and American Indian nations during the nineteenth century.
Indeed, as Deloria notes, “Paternalism is always a favorite subject of the [U.S.]
government ... It has therefore become an accepted tenet that paternalism dominates
government-Indian relations.”

Drinks Water’s premonition, more foreboding, alluded to the consequences of this
relationship. European influence, though first appearing well intentioned, often harbored
inequality and interference. Indeed, the other side of benevolence demanded subjugation
in return for the gifts of protection and patronage. For instance, in “rhetorical strategies
for imperial conquest,” Leverenz argues, “the United States often used the rhetoric of

fatherhood to justify its national self-image of rightful dominance.”’

Given the power
dynamics and hierarchical structures that underscore such a kindred bond, the United
States predicated its displacement of American Indian populations based on its right of
dominion over Natives.

But what Nanamakee’s and Drinks Water’s words also demonstrate is the hybrid

relationship engendered by contact between European and Native cultures. To be sure,

European and American subjectivities did not simply affect the indigenous groups with



whom they met on the North American continent in a unidirectional way.® If,
considering Nanamakee’s narrative, we understand that the Wasichus “took him by the
hand and welcomed him” and later stated “that they [Sauk] should be his children,” then
we also recognize that the “him” and the “they” existed, spoke and interacted.’
According to Wald, the responsiveness of the indigenous “other” reflects back to, and
likewise impacts, those in power. She notes, in a related way, that Native voices “pose a
threat” to those in authority.'’ In other words, the agency of “indigenous peoples are
examples of how a culture, through its institutions and its conventions,” defines both
Native and governmental character. The way that Natives speak, write or act within the
intercultural relationship, then, affects governmental identities just as governmental
voices influence Native identities.'" This phenomenon is expressed through the concept
of hybridity.

Similarly, some have argued that the rhetorical efforts of a subaltern group impact
both their own, and the dominant public’s, identities. Of this Watts claims that voice
needs a relational base between subjectivities. He says, “’Voice’ in this explication, is
constitutive of ethical and emotional dimensions that make it an answerable phenomenon.
Thus, ‘voice’ is the enunciation and the acknowledgement of the obligations and

.. .. . . . 12
anxieties of living in community with others.”

Todorov elaborates that “it is [the
government’s] very capacity to understand the other that confirms him in that feeling” of
identity and superiority."® In a similar vein, Lepore writes that Native groups’ discourse

helped fashion “doubts about their [American colonist’s] own identity” by placing early

. . . ... 14 . ...
American culture alongside Native communities. = Such identities, “because they are



linked to culture and collectivities,” might best be described as “points of articulation” —
they are called into existence through discourse. °

The hybrid U.S.-Native relationship and identities as reflected through discourse
reached a level of rhetorical intensity in the nineteenth century as the government began
enacting widespread Indian policies.'® One of its first policies involved removing
American Indian nations from their eastern homes during the 1820s and 1830s. The
reasons for removal are sundry and contested. Some claim that the government wanted
to remove American Indians to the farthest point possible in order to foster a white
nationalism. Mead argues, for instance, that the United States saw itself first as a family
and that it needed to expel those who did not fit into the parameters of its “all white”
dictum."” Kersh also asserts that the United States wanted its union to be biologically
sound, meaning that certain “blood quantums needed to be extirpated” from the national
gene pool.'® These commitments to the country’s white citizenry were confirmed early
on in one of the new republic’s first racialized legislative laws, the Naturalization Act of
1790. The Act codified the requirement that every American citizen be “a free white
person,” “a person of good character,” and willing to break all allegiances to other
nations of origin."” This, of course, meant that the thousands of African Americans living
in the now-independent colonies — either freed or enslaved — could neither participate in
U.S. political life nor garner protection under the Declaration that ironically considered
“all men created equal.” American Indian populations were similarly denied
consideration as participants by the federal government.*

On the other hand, removal proponents thought that dispossession “was a

dynamic and potentially positive policy” because it sought to protect American Indians



from land encroachers — who would otherwise steal Native land and exterminate whole
communities — while simultaneously creating a civilized group of yeoman farmers
beyond the Mississippi.21 President Andrew Jackson claimed that the benefits of excess
land and the elimination of hostile Natives who threatened frontier communities were
consequential to the policy’s primary aim: saving Native communities. After signing the
Indian Removal Act of 1830, which codified removal, Jackson reported “the
consequences of a speedy removal will be important ... to the Indians themselves.” He
continued: “the pecuniary advantages which it promises the Government are the least of

22 Removal’s benefits to American Indians were, according to

its recommendations.
most proponents, the primary benevolent thrust of the policy.

This attitude was echoed by Jackson’s Secretary of War, John Eaton, who noted
that “usurpations” by southern states and the resulting condensing of Native sovereignty
could only be remedied by “a removal beyond the Mississippi, where, alone, they can be
assured ... protection and peace.” Eaton promised Native nations that: “Beyond the
Mississippi your prospects will be different. There you will find no conflicting interests.
The United States ... will be able to say to you ... the soil shall be yours while the trees

3 To proponents, then, failing to enact a removal policy would

grow, or the streams run.
lead to American Indians’ cultural disappearance. In this vein, Supreme Court Justice
William Story worried that “They [will] pass mournfully by us, and they will return no
more.”** The New York Board of Emigration, Preservation and Improvement of the

Aborigines of America — an anthropological research group — similarly concluded that

“the only means of preserving the Indians from that utter extinction is to remove them



from the sphere” of white influence.”> Proponents, thus, justified removal through a
benevolent rhetoric of protection for American Indians.

In the 1880s, the expanding nation reached the fringes of the Native reservations
to which dispossessed American Indian communities had been removed. Such expansion
caused myriad conflicts between the federal government and American Indian nations.
For instance, as U.S. traffic swelled along the Bozeman Trail, cutting through Sioux
reservations, Native raids correspondingly increased, sparking in their wake numerous
armed encounters.”® In the late 1870s, the Great Sioux Reservation and its inhabitants
fell victim to further land wrangling on the part of white settlers. Ostensibly, gold was
discovered in the Black Hills, prompting Americans to swarm the Sioux Nation’s land in
South Dakota. Historians have noted that “there was a clamor by settlers to open a large
portion of the land for sale. Some settlers even moved onto the reservation illegally.””’
Also, the federal government forced the Sioux Nation through an 1883 land agreement to
“cede to the United States all of the Great Sioux Reservation, as reserved to them by the
treaty of 1868, and modified by the agreement of 1876.”*® The reservation’s land base
dwindled, yet again, as the treaty made way for ever-rolling waves of gold-seekers.

Perhaps wishing to secure more land for homesteaders, Congress passed the
General Allotment Act (Dawes Act) of 1887 that called for the redistricting of American
Indian land. Simultaneously, the allotment policy sought the relocation of Natives to
smaller parcels of land to assimilate them through American agriculture. Yeoman
assimilation would convert American Indians to privatized land ownership and would

promote an agricultural subsistence.”’ Deloria argues that, “it was thought, if the Indian



had his own piece of land, he would forsake his tribal ways and become just like the
white homesteaders who were then flooding the unsettled areas of the United States.”*

Dawes Act proponents claimed that allotment was the only way to save the
American Indian communities who were failing to thrive on barren reservations. To
Indian Commissioner Thomas Morgan, “they [Indians] are in a ‘vanishing state of things’
... and must adjust themselves to their environment, and conform their mode of living

substantially to our civilization.™"

Meanwhile, opponents argued that the United States
simply wanted for its own use the land it had bequeathed in a so-called benevolent way
through the policy of removal. For instance, furious over the government moving
Cherokee individuals to unfertile parcels of land while offering whites the most lush
portions of the reservations, D.W. Duncan (Cherokee) could only quip, “The Government
of the United States knows that these allotments of the Indians are not sufficient!”*
Critics also derided allotment because it sought to replace tribal culture with American
culture through assimilation. According to Prucha, “lacking all appreciation of the Indian
cultures, they [government officials] were intent on forcing upon the natives the qualities
that they themselves embodied. It was an ethnocentrism of frightening intensity.”33

The removal and allotment policies certainly thrust upon Native populations a
variety of diminutive constructions and subservient roles. In both cases, the government
was able to displace American Indians to make more room for frontier whites. At the
same time, the United States strove to assimilate Native communities to control for
“savage” behavior that threatened the fringes of the frontier.’* And, of course, the

paternal nature of U.S.-American Indian affairs championed as a benefit the security and

preservation of “the Indian who is in all cases, broadly speaking, destitute of some of



these safeguards [self-preservation] ... and in some cases destitute of them all.”*’

For, as
the Indian Rights Association claimed in 1885, “The Indian as a savage member of a
tribal organization cannot survive, ought not to survive ... but his individual redemption
from the condition of savage nomad ... is abundantly possible” with American
protection.”® This type of policy, though, did more than provide material advantages to
the benefactor and protection to the beneficiary. In addition, the policies helped shape
the very identities of the groups involved in the rhetorical exchange. Assuming the role
of “the helper in an interracial benevolent dyad was tantamount to asserting higher status,
so when Americans offered to save the Indians from white aggression, their rhetoric
reaffirmed whites’ superiority” as much as it provided land to the government or aid to
Native nations.”’

Undoubtedly, the rhetorical impact of the policies held vast power in constructing
American Indian cultures. Bosmajian, for instance, claims that “once one has been
categorized through a language of suppression, one loses most of one’s power to
determine one’s future and most of the control over one’s identity and destiny.”® Jehlen
agrees, averring that “naming them ‘other’ seems to cast the speaker’s cultural
interlocutors in an inferior position by rendering them mere negative quantities defined

by an opposition to which they do not contribute.”’

With naming, a dominant group has
in its possession the very constitutive tools needed to construct what a nation means and
how other groups mean to the nation.

However, American Indian populations were not helpless and voiceless. In fact,

as Hoxie has argued, Native groups “talked back,” which helped both to reconstitute their

own identities and to rebuke and take to task — and hence to reconfigure in the rhetorical



process — U.S. identities. “By talking back to those who considered themselves
superior,” he maintains, “Indians could show that they rejected the self-serving
nationalism they heard from missionaries and bureaucrats. The Natives made it clear that
they refused to accept the definitions others had of them — savage, backward, doomed.
And they attacked people who thought white culture epitomized the virtues of
‘civilization.””*

The shaping of U.S. identities and Native identities can be found in an exchange
of voices. The formation of a community or nation, Balibar suggests, does not involve
one voice or several voices speaking alongside each other. Instead, identity comes about
by “forging one conception out of another” to obscure the understanding of community;
nation is not so much a continuity as a disruption brought about by reciprocal
discourses.” Campbell agrees, noting that voices within a nation are “communal, social,
cooperative, and participatory, and simultaneously, constituted and constrained by the

2 These interactive identity

material and symbolic elements of context and culture.
constructions were salient for nineteenth century U.S.-Native relations.*’

In this study, therefore, I examine the rhetoric of U.S. governmental identities and
Native identities surrounding the policies of removal and allotment. Instead of focusing
only on institutional discourse comprising U.S. Indian policy or Native discourse that
responded with protest or acquiescence, I address the relationship that is reflected in such
discursive exchanges.** In this way, I examine how U.S. Indian policies helped fashion
not only U.S. identities but also Native identities. Simultaneously, I analyze how Native

rhetoric helped constitute both Native and U.S. identities. More specifically, I assess

executive, legislative and judicial discourse surrounding the removal and allotment
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policies to interrogate the messages of identity formation. This is accomplished with a
concurrent assessment of the ways that American Indians contributed to the shaping of
U.S. and Native identities during these same eras. With this purpose in mind, the
remainder of this introduction sketches the parameters of the project.
GOVERNMENTAL IDENTITY, REMOVAL, AND ALLOTMENT

As the United States marched forward on the North American continent in the
nineteenth century, it simultaneously sought to bring new cultures into the nation.
Though this practice tended to emphasize obedience to the U.S. governmental vision,
opening America’s borders also invited other voices and experiences into the nation. In
the continental territory of the United States, this “anarchy of empire” manifested through
an interaction of dominant and subaltern groups. Kaplan recently argued that “while the
United States strove to nationalize and domesticate” these territories, “annexation
threatened to incorporate non-white foreign subjects into the republic in a way that was

43 This “threat” to American

perceived to undermine the nation as domestic space.’
identities is reminiscent of the way that American Indian presence and discourse
influenced a broader American nationalism. As Stuckey argues, the integration and, yet,
“dispossession of American Indians ... could serve as an appropriate vehicle for the
construction of American identity.”*®

The tension of managing nineteenth-century geographical and cultural expansion
conflated the segregation of American Indians from the U.S. civis with the demand that
they assimilate. At times, the U.S. government appeared welcoming, infusing its

constitutive identities with the rhetoric of equality and open borders. Consider, as an

example, when during the allotment period an American Indian who “adopted the habits
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of civilized life, [was] hereby to be declared a citizen of the United States.”’ This status
appended to Native individuals if they shunned tribalism and assimilated fully to the
“American way.” With the allotment policy, it appeared that the U.S. government was
making an effort to be more inclusive. However, such inclusion came at the cost of
segregating from the U.S. nation. In order to be part of the American community,
American Indians were required to live separated from the centers of the U.S. civis.
The Removal Policy

Though American Indian nations encountered the U.S. government and its
citizenry prior to the removal policy, scholars tend to mark the era — roughly between
1815 and 1838 — as a hallmark moment of contact between Americans and the diverse
societies of indigenous people.”® According to Remini, Indian removal solved one of the
most looming issues hanging over the government’s head: “The operation of removal
provided the American people with the land they hungered for over the past hundred and
more years.”* At the same time, though, removal marked the largest benevolent effort of
the United States to civilize American Indians under the paternal wing of the government.
About this, Remini argues “that removal was never just a land grab ... [America] fully
expected the Indians to thrive in their new surroundings, educate their children, and
acquire the skills of white civilization.” Removal provided “all of these blessings.”*
Calloway agrees that removal was a milestone in that it sped up “the inevitable process of
dispossession as Indians dropped their old ways in favor of a more civilized existence.”"
And, Prucha suggests that the removal period magnified and codified the notion of

paternalism in U.S.-American Indian relations. He says, “Whatever may have been the

purposes of the proponents of removal ... the rhetoric of the age described Indians as
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children or wards, in need of guidance from white officials who would work for their best
interests.”>

Some scholars following the tenets of diplomatic history paint a picture of the
removal era as an objective and pragmatic policy. For Satz, the government was merely

9553 In

“attempting to open up the land east of the Mississippi River to white settlement.
his and others’ antiseptic accounts of the age, violence and social oppression are
abandoned for chronological simplicity and causality. So, for instance, in Pearce’s
interpretation of dispossession, “When the clash of Indian and white on the frontier
finally demanded it, in the 1820’s and 30’s, the conception was realized formally as the

1.°* These early studies tend to demonstrate the

government’s policy of Remova
simplicity of the removal policy, and the unidirectional way that institutional discourse
influenced Native identities.

More contemporary studies, however, complicate the removal policy by moving it
beyond chronology and pragmatism. Dippie, as a case in point, situates removal in the
context of paternalism. In doing so, he interrogates the benevolence thought to underpin

13

removal’s “protection of American Indian wards” and challenges what such paternalism
meant: “The venerable concept of a separate Indian country provided the policy’s
foundation and a humanitarian rationale was its cornerstone ... This gift of civilization —
the ultimate gift to whites’ way of thinking” came with benefits for the dominant group.
Concluding, Dippie maintains that paternalism “always seemed to please the donor more

> Delving into the power relations associated with removal’s

than the recipient.
paternalism, Ryan similarly concludes that “asserting what will contribute to the well-

being of another and what will not — is best understood as an exercise of power in itself.
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As the case of Indian removal demonstrates, these definitions and assertions are neither
transparent nor benign.”*® Deloria argues that removal granted the government a
justification to negate “the rights of the Indian tribes to sovereignty and equality among
the nations of the world.” He continues that the dependency arising from removal’s
benevolence has given way to historical and modern conceptions of Natives as “a group
of lazy, dirty Indians loafing the day away at the agency.”’ Such sentiments of
dependency carried on into nineteenth-century U.S-Indian relations through the allotment
policy of the 1870s-1890s.
The Allotment Policy

The allotment period, like the removal era, was a vital “point of contact” between
American Indian nations and the U.S. government. Many are in basic agreement that the
allotment period marked the second full-scale U.S. Indian policy following removal, and
that allotment related to removal in its common paternal agenda. Most notably, Dippie
has argued that “Like the proponents of removal sixty years earlier, allotment’s
supporters had assumed the disappearance of the Indians” and like removal, the allotment
policy dispossessed American Indians to smaller pieces of land, where “the surplus
would be sold” and Natives would be “given agricultural projects designed to help them
assimilate to Americanism.”® On this latter point, Prucha agrees that, “The Indians were
engulfed in this flood of Americanism. Their Americanization, indeed, became the all-
embracing goal” of allotment supporters claiming the policy as a “benevolent” and

9559

“culturally uplifting” project aimed at saving the “savage.””” Wallace concurs, noting

that “The abuses of the reservation system [resulting from removal] gave new life to the

old idea of ‘incorporation,’ the policy of making the Indians ... like other Americans.”®
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In a way, the removal and allotment periods are related in their importance as “moments”
of identity construction within U.S-American Indian relations.

Some diplomatic historians have discussed allotment in sanitary terms,
emphasizing the chronology of events and the institutional documents proffered in
defense of the policy. For instance, Otis details the “chronology of events leading to the

policy of allotment of lands in severalty.”®!

Washburn offers a pragmatic account of the
Dawes Act wherein he argues that allotment was, simply, an extension of removal’s
failure to assimilate or separate American Indians enough to “cast away his [Native’s]
savage customs.”® Allotment is also discussed cursorily in frontier histories and mass-
marketed American Indian histories. Frontier histories prefer to champion the action of
the Indian Wars over the policies of assimilation and reservationism that underpinned
violence between the U.S. government and American Indian nations.”® Similarly,
popular western histories reduce allotment to a footnote of the bloodshed associated with
U.S-Native affairs during the Indian Wars.**

With the rise in popularity of American Indian Studies, however, the allotment
policy has been considered for the ways that the Dawes Act and the assimilation of
Natives demonstrated the identity politics involved in U.S. Indian policy.®> For Prucha,
allotment increased the government’s identity as an administrator of Indian affairs: “The
bureaucracy of the Indian Office also greatly expanded, until all Indian aspects from
cradle to grave seemed to be managed by government officials and employees ...
[allotment represented] the principal means to accomplish assimilation.”®® Others have

argued that the increase in governmental involvement evolved into increased dependent

identity on the part of American Indians. For instance, Nabokov claims that allotment
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failed to “civilize” American Indians and that the government shrouded its desire to take
the only fertile lands left on the reservations in a rhetoric of benevolence. He writes that
allotment “turned Indians into impoverished” groups “dependent on the government for

food once again.”®’

Though the Dawes Act purported to “uplift” American Indians,
agricultural projects could not be supported on the desolate land that Natives were
allotted. Instead, “hungry, impatient, or confused Indians sold over a quarter-million
acres for quick cash ... shady deals were common.” White opportunists were appointed
as ‘guardians’ and “allottees were bribed or murdered to steal their property.”®®

Some view more dismally the ways that allotment influenced future American
Indian populations. Fritz, for example, agonizes that “the Dawes Act virtually

% To he and other

condemned reservation Indians to poverty for many generations.
critics, the Dawes Act also moved beyond material consequences to impact identities.
Discussing the denigration of Native culture, Deloria quips that the shrinking of Native
land sought to corral American Indian communities under U.S. governmental tutelage.
He then carries the metonym of children further to animals: “Because the Indian occupied
large acres of land, he was considered a wild animal ... With allotment, the wild animal

10 There exists,

was made into a household pet whether or not he wanted to be one.
overall, sufficient research to contextualize institutional voices in addressing the policies
of removal and allotment.

The present study expands the extant scholarship on institutional discourse by
analyzing the ways it helped constitute U.S. governmental and American Indian

identities. In addition, the study demonstrates the fashion in which institutional discourse

overlapped and interacted with Native discourse. The exchange of these two bodies of
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discourse move institutionalized scholarship beyond an isolated examination and more
toward an interconnectivity between U.S. and American Indian rhetoric.
American Indian Voices and Identities

Some scholars also attend to American Indian responses to the removal policy.
This scholarship ranges from rhetorical strategies to historical narratives related to the
ways Native communities understood and reacted to removal. Strickland, for example,
performed an argumentative analysis of Cherokee discourse and discovered that the most
common themes were that “Cherokees should not relinquish the land of their ancestors”
and “that any removal would be followed by more relocations.””" Similarly, Conser’s
work on the moral and political appeals of Cherokee Chief John Ross found that the
Cherokee engaged in three counteroffensive tactics: “the first revolved around the issue
of legitimate authorization to undertake negotiations. The second was the rationale for
resistance in memorials ... The third centered on popular political non-cooperation.”72
Others offer biographical accounts of Native leadership, such as Moulton’s work on
Chief John Ross, which includes allusions to removal rejoinders.”® Others, still, organize
the memoirs and papers of well-known indigenous figures into a historical narrative.”*

As with the literature on removal, there is some discussion of American Indian
voices as they responded to the Dawes Act and the allotment of Native lands.” Perhaps
the most noteworthy research to integrate indigenous responses is Clark’s work on the
Lone Wolf'v. Hitchcock case, a Supreme Court holding that resulted from a Kiowa Nation
challenge to the allotment policy. Clark argues that, rather than merely acquiescing to
allotment, the Kiowa challenged the presumption “that Native peoples were incompetent

as a result of membership in their tribes” and fought against the notion that “tribalism
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76 The American Indian

itself caused the child-like behavior that required guardianship.
discourse analyzed by Clark, not surprisingly, generates from the briefs filed by the
Kiowa against the Dawes Act. Nabokov’s collection of American Indian rhetors, also,
includes responses to the allotment policy, especially as he describes the discourse and
introduces the context of each text.”’

Recently, a strand of literature on what Hoxie calls American Indian “back talk”
has been produced that helps inform the blending together of cultures extant in the
constructions of identities as explicated through discourse.”® Senier’s analysis of literary
responses to assimilation and Nelson’s examination of U.S.-Indian relations hint at the
interconnected creations of U.S. governmental and American Indian identities through
discourse. Senier shows the importance of Native agency both in combating diminutive
images of Indianness and in reformulating America’s so-called benevolence; similarly,
Nelson shows how indigenous communities approached “talks” with the federal
government to reconstruct the U.S-American Indian relationship.” Clair’s work in
ethnography and rhetoric also helps us get closer to an American Indian discourse that is
not merely a “response” to broader institutional American discourses, but rather
substantively powerful alongside this institutional rhetoric. For Clair, American Indian
“silences” combined with “articulations” during removal negotiations not only helped
shape Native identities as resistant (as opposed to quiescent) but also demonstrated that
the government’s sentiments were not always accepted prima facie. Regarding the latter,
she says Natives challenged U.S. governmental discourses as exceptional and self-
important.** Similarly, Morris and Wander’s analysis of the Ghost Dance as a rhetoric of

resistance argues, more broadly, for the constitutive power of Native discourse, both
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consummatorily (within indigenous communities) and instrumentally (in appealing to
white Americans).®’ This project, however, seeks to examine the unexplored hybrid link
between Native and U.S. governmental discourses as they co-constituted identities.®*
INSTITUTIONAL AND NATIVE DISCOURSES: IDENTITY FORMATION,
CONSTITUTIVE RHETORIC, IDEOLOGIES & HYBRIDITY

As the above discussion indicates, scholars investigating the removal and
allotment periods rarely — or scantily — address American Indian voice during these
historical contexts. Scholars tend to agree that the U.S. government was “genuinely
concerned about the welfare of a million natives [sic]” but that, concurrently, nineteenth-
century Americans felt they “had a special mission in clearing the continent which must
not be impeded by the backward red men.”® Scholars have gauged what roles Native
voices and agencies played in nineteenth-century U.S. Indian policy, but they have yet to
attend to how U.S. governmental and American Indian discourses co-constructed their
respective identities and those of their cultural counterparts.* Viewing the rhetoric
surrounding the policies as transactional offers an important interpretation of this hybrid
relationship.

Significantly, governmental and American Indian voices should be considered
together as interactive forces. As Calloway argues, “Native American history is more
than the mirror image of United States history; it is also a part of the shared past.”®
Bearing in mind the transactional exchange of American and American Indian cultures, it
is important to pay more attention to a mosaic of relations instead of “viewing American
history as the story of a westward-moving frontier — a line with Indians on one side,

986

Europeans on the other.”™ Understanding how both Americans and American Indians
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constructed nineteenth-century identities and culture provides a more complex and ethical
portrait of the United States. To deny one side of a contentious moment a “say” leaves
the story partially told.*’

This project, thus, extends the knowledge of nineteenth-century institutional and
Native discourses to include the rhetoric of removal and allotment as they assist in the
construction of U.S. government and American Indian identities. In exploring the
institutional rhetoric of removal and allotment and American Indian discursive rejoinders
to these policies, this project investigates two related questions. I first aim to discover
how the U.S. government constituted American Indian communities — while
simultaneously shaping its own identities — through the policies of removal and
allotment. Analyzing institutional constructions of American Indians and the U.S.
government warrants investigation to uncover the ways this complex discourse
functioned to help constitute the confluence of identities. This initial question integrates
the examination of public discourse of all three institutional branches of the U.S.
government. I also seek, though, to examine how American Indian communities
constituted U.S. governmental identities — while simultaneously shaping their own
identities — within the policies of removal and allotment. The second question highlights
the ways Natives responded to the changing and, oftentimes, conflicting governmental
constructions of the United States and American Indians.

In answering these questions, I examine a variety of primary documents
concerning removal, allotment, and American Indian remonstrations from a number of
collections. With regard to institutional discourse, texts derive from archival and printed

sources.®™ From the outlook of American Indian rhetoric, texts derive from governmental
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and Native archives, as well as published materials.* Native texts have been
authenticated as precisely as possible.”® All of the texts are approached as fragments of
the nineteenth century U.S.-American Indian milieu. By “fragments,” I mean that the
pieces of discourse derive from a number of different locations and, yet, come together to
inform an understanding of context. As McGee puts it, rhetoric in this vein “does not
begin with a finished text in need of preparation; rather, texts are understood to be larger
than the apparently finished discourse that presents itself as transparent. The apparently
finished discourse is in fact a dense reconstruction of all the bits of other discourses from

which it was made.”"

In fact, the only extant traces of the interplay between institutional
discourse on removal and allotment and American Indian responses are found in
disparate locations. In this way, the texts of governmental and Native discourse are
gathered in a “composite” fashion. Kuypers, Young and Launer write that “for the
purpose of analysis, these fragments may be combined and read as a composite narrative,
the aggregate of smaller narratives and thematic fragments.”” Such discourses are
approached through the critical lenses of identity formation, constitutive rhetoric,
ideological criticism and hybridity.
Identity Formation

A nation, in the sentiments of Anderson, “is an imagined political community —

% In other words, a nation is

and is imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign.
not natural or inevitable but rather is a way humans organize their lives based on
historical, racial, economic and political contexts.” At the center of such an organization

flourishes the power of governmental discourse in constituting the nation. Hobsbawm

contends that the power of people uniting into a community through governmental
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% In a nation — such as the

rhetoric “lie[s] at the heart of the nationalism of language.
United States that comprises a polyglot of ethnicities, languages, religions and heritages —
it sometimes appears, to Beasley, “the only things that would seem to be left are ideas

% That is, rhetoric exists at the heart of the

and the rhetoric used to explain them.
complexities surrounding U.S. governmental identities.

Like nations and nationalism, “national identities” are, too, constructions called
into existence through language.”” A government’s identity, “much like that of their
nation,” Stuckey argues, “is largely imagined, based less on historical or geographical
inevitability and more on the power of rhetoric to form and focus allegiances.””®
Identities ebb and flow depending on the contexts of crises, ideologies and patriotic
sentiment. Moreover, such identities are only shown to be definitional in their varying
meanings which “are multiple, even contradictory, and can be shown to have changed

radically over time.””’

National identities instantiated by governmental discourse, in
particular, evolve over time based on the mingling of various groups competing or
intersecting within the nation.'®

Certainly, governmental bodies in power define, in part, the bulwarks of
identities. In fact, conceptions of dominant ideologies with respect to governmental
identities have tended to consume scholarly interest in the topic. Examining the top-
down studies undertaken by Anderson, Bruner, Gellner, Gerstle and Takaki offers a
glimpse at the way subaltern voice has been occluded from the study of national identities
in contrast to the weight afforded institutional authorities.'”" Still, one cannot deny the

agency of the subaltern in helping constitute national and governmental identities. As

Hobsbawn puts it, identities must be examined with an eye towards a “dual phenomena,
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constructed essentially from above, but which cannot be understood unless also analyzed
from below, that is in terms of the assumptions, hopes, needs, longings and interests of

102
” Even

ordinary people, which are not necessarily national and still less nationalist.
when dominant ideologies through the government direct a nation’s character, always
present are the voices of the subaltern. The voices of dominant and the subaltern groups
help construct the topography of cultural relations.

The vitality of topography as a trope of identity formation does not end or begin
with cultural mappings. Territorial expansion, as well as control over other groups,
demands physical place and space within which to develop and thrive.'” The issue of
land, and the rhetoric of space, was imperative to U.S. governmental and American
Indian communities. For nineteenth-century U.S. governmental identities, such territorial
“place” was necessary to “the nation’s rapidly industrializing economy.”'** Additionally,
the “space” that was attached to the physical land was vital to build a nation “based on
the assumptions of racial and cultural superiority as well as an insatiable desire for land,

. . 5105
expansion and empire.”

The American public, as well, needed land for enlargement
and was not above exacting the sentiments of terra nullius, “the uninhabited or
unimproved wasteland commonly described by early European explorers and settlers in

196 T nineteenth-

North America and other regions inhabited by aboriginal peoples.
century U.S. national identities this “uninhabited wasteland” allowed for the growth of
American economies and cultural identities based on a rhetoric of space that justified
such expansion.

Alternatively, land for indigenous nations was connected ontologically to cultural

and individual existence.'”” According to Strickland, American Indians consistently
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argued against removal from homelands on the grounds that they “should not relinquish
the land of their ancestors” or the source of their spiritual worth.'® To critics of
American expansion, the so-called “settlement” of the West, in particular, is terribly
flawed. Robbins argues, for example, that the idea of discovery and settlement “refuses

2109 Needless to

to acknowledge the presence of others who already inhabited the regions.
mention, there existed a substantial disconnect between U.S. and American Indian
perspectives of land.'"

The power to control land developed into an important feature of place and space
in the U.S. government’s nineteenth-century nationalism. According to Delaney, the
frontier world was carved into meaningful spaces; lines were socially constructed and
were imposed and enforced by the dominant group. All one needs to do, he writes, is “to
call to mind the experience of access granted or denied, of exclusions and expulsions
enforced, or protection or sanctuary respected or violated.” To think more carefully
about the nineteenth-century world of territory is, hence, “to become conscious of the

social relations of power.”1 H

The fashion in which the United States dispossessed
American Indians of their land and then removed Natives to desolate, unfertile
“checkerboards,” demonstrates how oppressive the “geographies of power” could be for

peoples of color.''?

Part of understanding U.S. governmental identity formation in the
nineteenth century involves investigating how the rhetoric of space played out, and how
land moved between U.S. and American Indian societies. Once under investigation, the

context surrounding issues like removal and allotment help explain the ways

“geographies of power” constitute hierarchies, and help address the manner in which
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hierarchies coalesced into the imbrication of U.S. governmental and American Indian
identities.' "’

Territory is also closely tied to U.S. citizenship. Citizenship, or the designation of
“criteria for membership in a political community,” is among the most elemental of social

tenets. 14

From the outset of America’s founding, membership in the republic merged
with territorial ownership. According to Ricci, this was so because “property assured
economic self-reliance which, in turn, permitted independence of mind and will.”'"> In
addition to the personal benefits of territory to American self-reliance, property-holding
bivouacked the U.S. nation itself. James Madison acknowledged in The Federalist
Number Ten that “the freeholders of the country” would be “the safest depositories of

republican liberty.”''

With a personal stake and investment in the land and the nation
under which it existed, Madison and others believed that U.S. frontier borders would be
both protected and steeped in the precepts of liberty. The more landed citizens that the
nation could boast, the “more stable and secure the political system” would be.'"’
Moreover, property equated to territorial unity, which bonded the white male citizenry
despite the proliferation of partisan division. Or, as Schudson puts it, “there was no
question in the minds” of American leaders that a “property qualification” was imperative
for a productive and cohesive citizenship.'"®

Citizenship surely defines subjectivities’ political stance, but it moves beyond
doing so for status or nomenclature alone. In addition, citizenship and its laws “literally

constitute — they create with legal words — a collective civic identity.”'"’

By linking land
to citizenship, the U.S. government — through its numerous naturalization acts — afforded

property a definitional quality of Americanness. The possession and control of land,
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writes Shalhope, “meant control of an economic future of people living in an agrarian
society” but access to land concurrently “constituted the vital prerequisite for political
and social” identity for the U.S. citizen.'*® Those (whites) who owned property were
considered a part of the nation. And, those who could eke out a productive and economic
life on the land had an unquestionable right to the land.'*'

Citizenship in the nineteenth century United States furthermore worked through
the exclusion of African Americans and American Indians. If citizenship vested in
property — and the productive (agrarian) use of the property — then both subjectivities
failed the naturalization test. For African Americans, property ownership was a non-

issue that the institution of slavery made moot.'**

For American Indian nations, though
the U.S. government admitted their quasi-ownership, or “tenantship,” of the land, and
subsistent modes of hunting and gathering disqualified them altogether from

citizenship.'?

In this vein, indigenous communities were not recognized by European
powers “as having any territorial claim whatsoever” let alone the trappings that
citizenship bestowed.'** Native nations in eighteenth and nineteenth century America —
what the Declaration of Independence called “merciless Indian savages”— could not be
allowed into the U.S. citizenry.'*> This was so, speculates Takaki, because the nation had
to have a homogenous population, a “people with the same laws and language...owners
of private property.” Diversity, he continues, was dangerous to republicanism, especially
when the “civilized” precepts of the “new American republic” had to mingle with

“cultures close to nature and the instinctual life.”'?® The “uniform rule” of the U.S.

government’s numerous naturalization acts, thus, occluded American Indian nations
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based on race — to be sure — but also on their mere “occupancy” of the land and their
inability to “produce” on the land as part of a larger U.S. citizenry.'”’

Still, U.S. citizenship — and the ways that American Indians were considered for
or occluded from the nation’s citizenry — was not always clear and was rarely consistent.
As Smith asserts, U.S. citizenship “has always been an intellectually puzzling, legally

confusing ... and contested status.”'**

When complicated by American Indians’
triangulated positions (tribal, state and federal affiliations) the naturalization processes of
the United States become even less clear. The following chapters read American Indian
and U.S. national identities through this lens of citizenship.

Overall, these theories and histories of governmental identity — and the way they
develop, evolve and function — serve as a critical template for analyzing the institutional
and Native discourses of removal and allotment. Following Beasley’s lead, this
perspective allows critics to grapple with the ways that subjectivities are interpellated into
a nation. Or, as she also puts it, “Perhaps, then, instead of continuing to ask only what
Americans’ shared beliefs are, we might also ask #ow they are — how and when they
come into being, how they are defined and understood, and how they thus constitute the
‘knowledge culture’ that is assumed to accompany American national identity.”'*
Identity contains a number of integral components including constitutive dynamics,
ideologies and hybridity; these components are next considered.

Constitutive Rhetoric and Ideology
Closely related to identity formation is the perspective of constitutive rhetoric.

Bearing in mind the constitutive nature of federal powers, Wald notes that such powers

“call attention to the symbolic processes through which the U.S. government constitutes
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130 . .
7Y The constructive role of discourse hearkens to

subjects: how Americans are made.
Charland’s conception of constitutive rhetoric, a vital identity-builder that explains how
“the people, in general, exist only through an ideological discourse that constitutes

them 99131

The process is broadened with the work of Jasinski, in which we find the
constitutive rhetoric of “The American subject ... residing, ironically enabled by those
excluded negative others: the white middle class woman, the American Indian warrior,
and the enslaved African-American. This dialectic between self and ‘other’ functions as
a central element in this dimension of discursive constitution.”'*? Constitutive rhetoric,
thus, reveals one element of institutional rhetoric: the representation of a subaltern
identity through juxtaposition against, and mergers with, a dominant group.

Furthermore, the American government inculcates an additional component of
constitutive power and identity formation. Executive orders, legislative acts and judicial
decisions move beyond constructing ethnic identities alone to achieving political ends by
the imbrication of broader national identities. Nationalism remains but one way humans
organize themselves around political and cultural circumstances. The idea of a nation
comprised of a people is a rhetorical function. It is “a creation brought about by a specific
sort of historical necessity and specific kinds of rhetorical action.”'*® The federal
government’s rhetorical action, here, involves the assumption that institutional discourse
is “conceived as a prime mechanism for furthering the political development of the
United States as a nation-state.”'** Oftentimes, then, governmental discourse helps
construct U.S. governmental identities through other subaltern identities.

This element of constitutive rhetoric illustrates the “community building”

function White discusses in noting that government discourses are not solely about “the
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message” of institutional language, but also about the “experiences” they offer the
community."*> Discourse moves beyond self-identity to broader collective purposes.
Rhetoric, according to Jasinski, “functions to organize and structure an individual’s or a
culture’s experience of time and space, the norms of political culture and the experience
of communal existence (including collective identity), and the linguistic resources of the
culture (including in particular, the stock fundamental political concepts that shape the
culture’s understanding of political existence).”'*® Of course, part of “communal
existence” involves racializing the nation through institutional rhetoric. Hence, Clark
reminds us that through institutional rhetoric, “Indian tribes in less than a century traveled
the pathway from nearly complete independence to restricted dependence under the
paternalism of the federal government.” The government “served as a powerful
instrument for confining Indians and forging drastic changes upon them.”"*’

Scholars of constitutive rhetoric, in addition to assuming a “top-down”
mechanism, also recognize the construction or reconstruction of identity from the
perspective of a subaltern group.'*® Whereas Jasinski’s work tends to view constitutive
rhetoric moving from the powerful to the less-powerful, the differing, and yet
complementary, “bottom-up” function of discourse provides for response, community-
building and reconstitution.'* Charland argues that people call themselves into existence
— or challenge another’s perception of them as a “people” — through discourse. He
continues that such a “constitutive rhetoric leads us to call into question the concept ...of
an audience composed of unified and transcendent subjects. If we are left with a subject,
that subject is partial and decentered. History, and indeed discourse itself, form the

ground for subjectivity.” '** Or, with Wald, we understand how identities were fashioned
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over time and across contexts by examining the discourses that label and establish the

borders of a subjectivity’s identities."*!

Part of this identity construction comes from the
subjectivities themselves — from their own voices — as well as institutional powers.

The emancipatory notion of a people calling themselves into existence holds a
long tradition in rhetorical studies. The early work of Campbell and Gregg leads us to
view subaltern voices as powerful in the reconstitution their own identities.'** Similarly,
McGee’s argument that people coalescing as a rhetorical union demonstrates how
responsive discourse can empower a group with agency in the face of grave exigencies
levied by institutional powers.'* From an American Indian perspective, Lake’s criticism
on Native discourse taking on consummatory purposes exemplifies the power of internal
discourse in uplifting Native communities.'** The constitutive and reconstitutive
function of language is integral to understanding the interaction of Native and U.S.
identities through the rhetoric that comes to craft these identities.

This project, overall, assumes that ideological forces are at work in constitutive
moments of identity formations surrounding removal and allotment. Wander writes that
such rhetorical criticism introduces ideology as a topic of judgment: “An ideological turn
in modern criticism reflects the existence of crisis, acknowledges the influence of
established interests and the reality of alternative world-views, and commends rhetorical
analyses not only of the actions implied but also of the interests represented.”'*’
Importantly, ideological criticism assumes the power of discourse — so vital to both
identity formations and constitutive rhetoric — in shaping hybrid cultural character. To

conceive of a text as ideological, according to Therborn, “is to focus on the way it

operates in the formation and transformation of human subjectivity ... Ideology operates
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as discourse, addressing or ... interpellating human beings as subjects.”*® Similarly,
McGee has argued that discourse and ideology intersect in the text and that “through the
analysis of rhetorical documents™ a “people” can be discovered to function.'*’ These
people or “culturally available subject positions” are, according to Campbell, “shifting,
not fixed, identities” and raise issues about “the formation of publics and
counterpublics.”'** Subjectivities can be tracked through discourse. A people’s myriad
identities, and how they interact with others’ identities, can then be examined through
texts.

This project also assumes that ideologies and texts can travel from one historical,
political, social and cultural era to other subsequent eras. According to Campbell, an
analysis of ideologies embraces a “diachronic concern for the movement of constitutive
transformative experiences over time.”'* Successive periods, therefore, are not isolated
but linked together by ideological formations that transcend moments in time. Or as
McGee argues, discourses “presuppose taken-for-granted cultural imperatives, all of

55150

culture is implicated in every instance of discourse. Longitudinal ideological studies

“could begin with a historical epoch and proceed to analyze ... a before and after
meaning.”""

The analysis that follows presumes that ideologies can be examined “by
comparisons over time” so as to “establish an analog” of their impact on discourses and,
in this case, U.S. governmental and American Indian identities.'*> Concerning nineteenth-
century governmental and American Indian discourses of removal and allotment, my

focus is on how identities formed and functioned within particular ideological contexts

that evolved over time. As Nelson asserts, “We might recalibrate our understanding of
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identity politics in the early nation ... to see Indianness not simply as a mythological
oppositional/negative contrast to ‘white’ identity, but as something more complex and
flexible than that...”'>* Indeed, U.S. and Native discourses were not always a simple
mirror image of the other, as Lepore has suggested, but a complicated ideological mosaic
of national identities.'** Senier argues that these discourses were participatory and yet
separatist; conciliatory and yet oppositional — they were hybrid."'>®
Hybridity

The concept of hybridity remains a vital component of this study. Hybridity
considers the process of rhetorical intermingling through which differing ethnicities
emerge as changed subjectivities.'>® According to Greaves, the defining quality of
hybridity is this “ritual of transition when a novitiate is neither the former nor the
subsequent social category.”"’ Instead of positioning identities as monolithic or static,
hybridity hypothesizes that upon interaction cultures experience a “blurring of
boundaries” that explodes characteristics formerly understood as “universal.”'*® There
exists during contact the sluicing of centers, or as Kaup suggests, “the forces of contagion
and continuity across boundaries” are stronger than entrenched identities. Overall,
hybridity accounts for how the “poetics of relationality” displace the insularity of
individual identities during intercultural relations.'>

Hybridity impacts Native and U.S. governmental identities in numerous ways.
One of the prevailing stances states that bringing together U.S. and Native identities
consequentially forces American Indians to assimilate and seemingly “kill oft” their
subject-positions.'® That is, while the United States represented the “great force of

change” and positioned itself as a dominant identity, Natives “represented what had been
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lost. Hybridity in this case leads to assimilation, a practice that assumes a “dialogic

contamination” that is “asymmetrical, not parallel.”'®*

American Indian Studies has challenged this unidirectional understanding of
hybridity. Scholars following this tradition have asserted that hybridity mostly takes on
emancipatory functions, allowing Natives to constitute and secure new subject-positions
by resisting U.S. Indian policies. Hybridity, thus, weakens the foundation of U.S.
centrality, and helps American Indians enter into conversations with the U.S.
government. Hybridity in this vein permits American Indians to operate “as a more or
less unrestricted actor in shaping [their] own life and a more general social destiny.”'®* Tt
provides indigenous communities the chance to experience being a particular subject for

themselves instead of becoming a subject of the United States.'®*

In Young’s estimation,
the “doubleness” created by hybridity brings together, fuses “but also maintains the
separation” of concession and self-agency in discourses.'®®

I view hybridity as an amalgam of the polar instantiations articulated above.
Hybridity calls into power the notion of the “Third Space” — alternatively known as the
“borderland” or “threshold” and, hence, involves both sides. According to Bhabha,
space' is needed for cultures to assemble, commingle and hybridize their identities
through discourse. In his view, “displacement and mixture give rise” to this zone of

167

contact. ~' Within space, “the transformational value of change lies in the re-articulation,

or translation, of elements that are neither the One ... nor the Other ... but something
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else besides which contests the terms and territories of bot In other words, this

“betweenness” becomes a space where a poetics of culture “as in-between” builds
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triangular relationships among the individual cultures entering an interaction and the third
hybrid postures that result.'®’

The convergence among, and fusion of, so many subject groups with the U.S.
government brings to light constructs of hybridity and cultural identities. Indeed, culture
is “as hybrid in America as anywhere in the world.”'”® One of the most time-tested
borderlands involves the U.S. government and American Indian nations. Kaup and
Rosenthal argue that the meeting ground between Native groups and the U.S.
government, in particular, have involved “identity changes [or hybridizations]” on behalf
of all the groups involved.'”" The syncretic impact of discourses points to a new
elevation of American Indian “orality and written texts” to the transformative levels of
U.S. governmental rhetoric. 172

This project rests heavily upon this shift toward “radical indigenism.”'”> My
reliance, here, borrows from Harmon who reminds us “... it would be a mistake to
downplay the power of Indian people in the definition process.” American Indians have
not just moved through their relations with the United States by consenting or remaining
indifferent. Alternatively, they have also acted by strategizing “to perpetuate themselves
in a state that comports” with them; they have worked “to achieve or retain economic
resources, power and autonomy, safety ... and the other necessities of human
existence.”'” American Indians did so, in part, by appropriating the government’s
rhetorical frameworks but also by articulating their own rhetorical strategies.

The power of governmental agency, though, should not ignored. The government
certainly set the discursive strictures of the U.S.-Native relationship. In turn, as my

analysis shows, the government enacted a greater leverage of power than American
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Indians. Thus, this study presumes a power differential that fails to completely balance
the power of Natives and the U.S. government.
Outline for Study

This study situates institutional and American Indian discourses at the interstices
of nineteenth ideologies that underscored interactions of the U.S.-Native relationship.
Specifically, the project argues that both U.S. governmental and American Indian voices
contributed to the policies of U.S.-Native relations throughout the nineteenth century’s
removal and allotment eras. Simultaneously, these discourses co-constructed the
identities of both the U.S. government and American Indian communities and contributed
textures to the relationship. Such interactions — though certainly not equal among groups
— demonstrated the hybridity extant in U.S.-Native affairs in the nineteenth century. That
is, both governmental and indigenous discourses added arguments, identity constructions
and rhetorical strategies to the relationship. Ultimately, the study argues that this
hybridity helped shape “Indian” policies and constituted cultural identities in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

American Indians, it is contended, achieved numerous goals in terms of impeding
the implementation of the removal and allotment policies. Likewise, by appropriating the
U.S. government’s discursive frameworks and inventing their own rhetorical strategies,
American Indian communities helped reshape their own and the government’s identities.
Natives, further, worked through the government’s homogenization of indigenous culture
to organize a pan-Indianism that allowed them to unify in opposition to the government’s
policies and constructions of American Indian identities. During the first third of the

twentieth century, American Indian agency was shown to impact the U.S.-Native
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relationship as Natives urged for the ultimately successful passage of the Indian
Citizenship Act of 1924 and the Indian New Deal of 1934. These acts granted U.S.
citizenship to American Indians and also allowed them connections to their tribal
cultures, respectively. As will be contended, American Indian resistance throughout the
removal and allotment eras helped motivate these more emancipatory policies of the
U.S.-Native relationship. American Indians concomitantly challenged the government-
instigated identity constructions of Natives as savage, childish, weak and uncivilized into
positive self-characterizations of independence, strength and unity. Similarly, American
Indians interrogated the government’s self-professed identities as benevolent, paternal,
just and civilized; in the process, they illustrated how the U.S. government acted through
deception and fraud.

In the end, Native communities were granted increased discursive power, though
the U.S. government still retained its control over American Indians. Part of this control
derived from the government’s territorial management of Natives, which functioned as a
crucial space for constituting American Indian and governmental identities. The Indian
Citizenship Act and the Indian New Deal — where this study concludes — demonstrated
the prevalence of the identity duality of U.S. citizenship that assimilated American
Indians to the nation, yet segregated them on reservations outside the spaces of the U.S.
civis. This duality of inclusion and exclusion was built incrementally through the
removal and allotment periods, and existed as residues of nineteenth century U.S.-Native
relations. Here, the U.S. government transformed its self-identity constructions as
paternal, benevolent and equitable into a controlled citizenship and controlled

sovereignty over American Indian communities. In so doing, the legislative and judicial

36



branches — led by the executive — reified its constructions of American Indians as
monolithically dependent, quasi citizens and unworthy of complete autonomy. At the
same time, the executive branch ascended as the principle force in U.S.-Native affairs.

Chapter One reviews the history of U.S.-Native relations, focusing on cultural
interactions and identities during the time period between European contact and the
beginning of the nineteenth century prior to the removal era. The chapter details the early
interactions among American Indians and both Europeans and Americans from the
fifteenth century to the removal era (1810s-1840s). Both institutional and Native
discourses are examined to demonstrate how hybridity undergirded the early relationships
preceding the Indian Removal Act of 1830. The chapter also introduces the ideologies of
expansion, territoriality, republicanism, paternalism and citizenship that carried into the
later decades of the nineteenth century.

Chapter Two examines U.S. governmental discourse surrounding the Indian
Removal Act by positioning it in the crucible of Jacksonian era ideologies. Specifically,
the chapter contends that as the executive, legislative and judicial branches codified the
removal policy they overcame disagreements regarding Native policies and American
Indian identities. The removal debate, and the final ratification of the Indian Removal
Act, significantly reduced such uncertainties for U.S. leaders and constructed American
Indians as perpetual wards of a paternal and controlling government. These identity
dynamics would remain intact until the dawning of the allotment era in the 1880s. The
chapter, too, shows how the government viewed territory through the doctrine of
discovery in order to occlude American Indians from citizenship as uncivilized and failed

toilers of their lands. Simultaneously, American Indian identities were homogenized,
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thereby eliding the nuances of individual indigenous communities. The Act clarified that
all American Indians — regardless of past efforts to assimilate or undertake “civilizing” —
would exist as controllable wards of a benevolent U.S. government. The executive
branch, therein, represented the government, and both legislative and judicial discourses
elevated the presidency (and its attendant cabinets) as the primary institutional force in
guiding U.S.-Native affairs. The government’s removal era rhetoric punctuated the
hybrid identities of itself and Native communities by creating a submissive-dominant
cultural hierarchy.

Chapter Three explores the ways that Native communities contributed to the
removal debate and responded to both the Indian Removal Act and the governmental and
Native identities it helped construct. American Indians were able to reshape these
identities by appropriating governmental arguments and rhetorical strategies as
empowering investitures into the removal debate. At the same time, American Indians
contributed differing governmental and Native identity constructions, which permeated
the government’s debate over removal. One such strategy involved the framing of
territory through moral inheritance that provided them with some semblance of
occupancy rights despite the government’s goals of segregation through removal. Such
interaction with governmental discourses punctuates the hybridity at work, as both the
U.S. government and American Indians added to the U.S.-Native relationship.
Specifically, the rhetoric of the Five Civilized Tribes, the Cherokee Nation and northern
and northwestern nations indicates that they sought sovereignties positioned outside the
scope of U.S. citizenship. To this end, they reconstituted themselves as independent,

worthy of territory, just, stable and godly. Alternatively, governmental identities —
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especially due to the Indian Removal Act’s passage — were constructed as untrustworthy,
sinful and ungrateful. Overall, the chapter contends that American Indians exhibited an
empowering agency that at once slowed the implementation of removal and also
challenged the governmental and indigenous identities stimulated by the policy.

Chapter Four addresses governmental discourses surrounding the Dawes Act of
1887 and the identity constructions that arose as the nation edged ever closer to removed
Native communities in the West. The chapter, particularly, argues that the U.S.
government transformed the paternal relationship it employed in the 1830s to exclude
Natives into a rhetorical strategy of assimilation. Territory, therein, was linked to — and
conflated with — citizenship, and hence Natives were at first viewed as potential yeoman
citizens. In the process, American Indians were constituted as dependent and yet
civilized enough for agricultural production as a key contribution to the U.S. nation-state.
This illustrated a commodification of Native communities through republicanism. And,
the government constructed itself as a republican father that would train American
Indians for possible citizenship through the allotment policy’s insistence on yeoman
farming. The late nineteenth century promises of citizenship pointed to the possibility
that American Indians could exist as equals within the civis. However, the Dawes Act
continued to distance American Indians from the U.S. nation. This conflation of
assimilation and segregation underscored the identity duality of U.S. nationalism. Native
communities therein were not granted full U.S. citizenship; the childish and dependent
identities attributed to American Indians in the removal era cropped up again in the
1880s. Instead, Natives were cordoned onto reservations as dependent occupants. But,

the possibility that citizenship was feasible — and the government’s notion that Natives
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could produce on their land — acted as a rupture that American Indians worked through to
petition for both U.S. citizenship and separate sovereignty.

Chapter Five analyzes the fashion in which American Indians challenged the
allotment policy, and did so in part by restructuring their dependent — and the
government’s self-professed paternal and controlling — identities codified in the Dawes
Act. American Indians crafted their rebukes to the policy through petitions, memorials,
biographical and literary works and public speeches that served to interrogate the identity
duality that was entrenched in the allotment scheme. And, they also worked through
territoriality as a topoi of garnering citizenship or sovereignty. Specifically, the chapter
argues that American Indians gave voice to this dualism and these identity constructions,
signifying both the hybrid relationship between the U.S. government and Native
communities and the power of indigenous voice in exposing the government’s
contradictions. That is, Dawes era Native discourses pierced the mythos of
republicanism and paternalism that the government imbricated, thus revealing the
incongruence of the allotment policy’s promises of citizenship combined with further
exclusion. The puncturing of such mythos also points to the ways that American Indians
added to the hybrid U.S.-Native relationship. Part of Native resistance generated from
pan-Indianism — the gathering of American Indians across particular individual nations.
Pan-Indianism appropriated the U.S. government’s homogenization of Natives in order to
channel it into an empowered rhetorical strategy. But, the ends of pan-Indianism were
not always the same. This chapter serves also to nuance the differences in American
Indian discourses between those indigenous groups wishing for U.S. citizenship and

those who sought an autonomous existence outside the scope of U.S. citizenship.
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Finally, the Conclusion considers the exchanges of governmental and American
Indian discourses in the first third of the twentieth century. Here, the chapter argues that
the passage of the Indian Citizenship Act of 1924 and the Indian New Deal of 1934
culminated from a merging of governmental and indigenous voices, thereby exhibiting
the hybridity present in the residues of their nineteenth century exchanges. Both of the
outwardly emancipating acts were symbolic of the power of Native agency over the
course of the removal and allotment eras. Seemingly, integrationist American Indians
would achieve the U.S. citizenship they had striven for throughout the allotment era
through the Indian Citizenship Act. Likewise, separatist Natives — who resisted during
the removal and allotment eras — would attain independence through the Indian New
Deal, which allowed for tribal restructuring. However, the acts also pointed to the ways
that the U.S. government retained its control over American Indians by reifying the
identity duality of U.S. nationalism. That is, the acts granted American Indian
communities a controlled citizenship and a controlled sovereignty. The government’s
management of Native territories was a synecdoche of this control. American Indians
could neither fully enact their citizenship in the U.S. civis as segregated sectors of the
nation, nor could they enjoy full separatist sovereignty because assimilation to the U.S.
nation functioned to block their autonomy. In the end, both U.S. governmental and
American Indian voices were blended into the resulting twin legislation that capped the
cultural exchanges extant in nineteenth century hybrid U.S.-Native relations.

Before delving into examinations of U.S. and American Indian discourses — and
how the voices therein helped constitute identities — a survey of the contexts leading to

the removal era is offered.
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END NOTES

! Though the designations of “tribe” and “nation” are both correct when attributed
to distinct American Indian groups, I use the term “nation” (lower case when discussing
groups in general; upper case when speaking of a particular indigenous group). “Tribe”
as a descriptor has come to represent a diminutive, powerless “group of people united by
ties of common descent from a common ancestor, community of customs and traditions,
adhering to the same leaders” (Newcomb). In a sense, here, “tribe” is more taxonomic
than political. “Tribes” exist apart from land, governments, negotiating power and
sovereignty. Alternatively, a “nation” is “a body of people, associated with a particular
territory, that is sufficiently conscious of its unity to seek or to possess a government
peculiarly its own” (Newcomb). Notice, here, that a “nation” is active and mindful; it
seeks government and possesses governmental ideologies. According to Newcomb
(Shawnee/Lenape), referring to American Indian groups as “tribes” constructs them in a
passive light — while elevating their U.S. counterparts as decision-makers, governments,
sovereigns, and confederations. With Newcomb’s argument in mind, I use “nation” to
demarcate American Indian groups, therefore applying “the most powerful terms in the
English language to express ... political identity” (Steven Newcomb, “On the Words
‘Tribe’ and ‘Nation,’” Indian Country Today 24:26 [8 December 2004], A3).

? Black Hawk, Black Hawk’s Autobiography (Ames: Iowa State U P, 1999), 9.

3 Black Hawk, Autobiography, 9-10.

4 Black Elk, “The Spider’s Web,” in Black Elk Speaks, ed. John G. Neihardt

(Lincoln: U of Nebraska P, 1931), 35-36.
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> Throughout this project, I will refer to Native populations in North America as:
American Indian, Indigenous and Natives, per the current trends in American Indian
cultural studies. These designations, in particular, are welcome identity signifiers
according to Eva Marie Garroutte, Real Indians: Identity and the Survival of Native
America (Berkeley: U of California P, 2003); Devon Mihesuah, ed., Natives and
Academics: Writing About American Indians (Lincoln, NE: U of Nebraska P, 1998); and
Russell Thornton, ed., Studying Native America: Problems and Prospects (Madison, WI:
U of Wisconsin P, 1998). Readers are encouraged to bear two precepts in mind. First,
the proper designation of Native populations in North America remains controversial.
Differences exist and divide sociologists, anthropologists, historians, and — most
importantly — Native folk themselves. Second, due to the variant descriptors
accepted/rejected, I am dedicated to integrating all three primary labels. Whenever
possible, I will designate populations based on their national affiliation (e.g., Seminole).
Also, due to the importance of representing the contextual bedding of this project, I quote
nineteenth-century sources that often refer to American Indians as “tribes,” “tribal,”
“children,” “heathen,” and “savage” among other dubious metonyms. Such labels arise
from the text of the particular epoch under investigation.

® Vine Deloria, Custer Died for Your Sins: An Indian Manifesto (Norman: U of
Oklahoma P, 1988), 14.

" David Leverenz, Paternalism Incorporated: Fables of American Fatherhood,

1865-1940 (Ithaca: Cornell U P, 2003), 6.
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¥ See Siobhan Senier, Voices of American Indian Assimilation and Resistance:
Helen Hunt Jackson, Sarah Winnemucca, and Victoria Howard (Norman: U of
Oklahoma P, 2001).

? Black Hawk, Autobiography, 9-10.

10 priscilla Wald, Constituting Americans: Cultural Anxiety and Narrative Form
(Durham: Duke UP, 1995), 16-17.

" Throughout this project, I refer to “U.S. identities” and “Native identities” (or
“American Indian identities”). I choose to pluralize “identity” in these cases taking into
account Hobsbawm’s argument that a national or group identity is never monolithic or
singular. That is, a nation or group is made up of a “myriad of voices” that come together
to form a mosaic of identities. See E.J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism Since 1780:
Programme, Myth, Reality (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge UP, 1990), 110. In terms of
U.S. identities, dominant nineteenth-century voices range from English and German to
Scottish and Irish ancestry, among numerable others. See Rogan Kersh, Dreams of a
More Perfect Union (Ithaca, NY: Cornell UP, 2001). Nineteenth-century American
Indian identities worked through — and alongside — some 500 nations and 300 languages.
See Donna Hightower Langston, The Native American World (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley and
Sons, 2003), 103. My use of “identities” reflects this plurality of voices within the two
broader cultures of the U.S. nation and American Indian communities. There were, of
course, also African-American voices extant as a part of U.S. identities during the
nineteenth century. This project focuses specifically, though, on the interaction of more

dominant U.S. identities and American Indian voices.
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2 Though I focus in this study on the hybridity between U.S. and American
Indian discourses in forging identities, I also recognize that other internal and external
forces played a role in incubating this hybridization. For instance, Britain influenced
much of the United States’ treatment of indigenous populations. Part of the War of 1812,

in fact, dealt with Britain’s role in gathering Native allegiances to oppose the American
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nation. Such external events affected the way the United States would later act toward,
and entreat with, American Indian populations through removal (See Prucha, The Great
Father). Intercultural hostilities also helped bring about internal policies and tensions.
British alliances with American Indians to overthrow the United States on the frontier
edges (during the War of 1812) also came to light with regard to the paranoia
surrounding the Monroe Doctrine. Spain could easily, it was argued in Monroe’s Annual
Message of 1823, inspire American Indian forces to take back some of the territories
siphoned-off by the Treaty of Ghent. Thus, he considered European alliances with
Natives “a manifestation of an unfriendly disposition towards the United States” (James
Monroe, “Monroe Doctrine — Annual Message of 1823 in 4 Documentary History of the
United States, 7d., ed., Richard D. Heffner [New York: Signet, 2002], 96-98). The self-
protectionist and dependent-protectionist ideology of the Monroe Doctrine may have
affected the United States’ justification for removal and reservationism (which kept
Natives at a safe distance and isolated them from outside forces) and, later, the
liquidation of these reservations (to further control dissident forces). Though these
external and internal contexts certainly relate to an analysis of U.S-Indian relations, I
choose instead to focus on the hybridity between and among the United States and
American Indian identities. It must also be acknowledged that Native identities preexist
the arrival of Europeans. Again, though, this project focuses on those identities present
and vibrant during nineteenth-century U.S-American Indian relations.
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