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Introduction

Indigenous Studies: An appeal for
methodological promiscuity

Chris Andersen and Jean M. O’ Brien

*. What isn f Indigenous Studies? A question such as this, its grammatical Irregularity
- notwithstanding, tends to bedevil most new or smerging fields, especially those

" that seek the lofty status of discipline. More than fifty years of thinking, writing,
. presenting and publishing by committed scholars on Indigenous Studies have

iended 1o focus not so mauch on what it is or is not, but rather on what it should

© aspire to be. Emerging from the social and intellectual flux of the 1960s, early
" Tandigenous Studies scholarship initially ruminated on the importance of new

theoretical or methodological frameworks and Indigenous Studies’ relationship to
Indigenous sovereignty. Despite the formulation of journals purporting to speak
to Indigenous Siudies that began to publish scholarship under its aegis, littie
sustained effort has been exerted to reflect on the field’s origins, boundaries or
current trajectories,

Were we to understand Indigenous Studieg in all its various iterations — Native
American studies, American Indian studies, Native stadies, and so forth —as a
diseipline (hy no means a foregone conclusion), what does that mean in practice?
That is to say, what elements are important or even central to rendering otherwise
diverse fields of interest and knowledge production, well, disciplinary? Much of
the literature on disciplines in the academy focuses on them as a constitutive and
governing force in producing bodies of knowledge. Bryan Turner {2006: 183)
argues, for example, that “[dliscipline were instructions to disciples, and hence a
branich of mstruction or departinent of knowledge. This religious context provided
the modern educational notior of 2 ‘body of knawledge’, or a discipline such as
sociology or economics.”

Asg bodies of knowledge, disciplines thus possess important epistemological
prescriptions. Tony Becher (1981), for example, argues that disciplinary
boundaries are based on different intellectual clusters that include debates about
distinctive concepts, methods and fundamental aims. More specifically, he
suggests that since “research is a rule governed system of inguiry”, disciplines
produce and govern particular rules for debate and analysis (Bridges 2006).
Foliowing Krishnan’s {2009) discussion, we might then present a number of
defining characteristics of the intellectual aspect of disciplines: they focus on a
spectfic object of research thaf, over time, produces an accumulated body of
specialized knowledge through distinctive theories, concepts, terminologies and,




2 C Andersen and A (' Brien

of particular relevance here, methodologies, We delve into the importance of this |

volume as a methodological contribuiion in further detail below. We wish to flag

here, howeaver, the fact that as Indigenous Smdies continues to emerge, it continues

0 draw on a hugs array of disciplines and methodological debates w inform our
perspectives and work, and it has tended 1o do so in a context with listle collective
strategy or long-term planning — hence our use of “promyiscuity” in the title

{referring to its original Latin use, meaning “mixed, indiscriminate, in common, |

without discussion”) to modify “methodology™.
Perhaps more than any other national context, US-based Native American or

American Indian Studies scholars have reflected on the state of Indigenous Studies

as a discipline. For example, a number of “siate-of-the-discipline” pieces wiitten
urider the auspices of a flagship journal of American-based Indigenous Studies —
American Indian Quorterly — touch on varicus elements central to this endeavour.
We will briefly discuss aspects of these arguments because we believe that the
marketplace of ideas at play in an American contexi possesses significant
resonance outside of its geo-political context. In her state-of-the-discipline pigce,
scholar Clara Sue Kidwell (White Earth Ojibwe and Choctaw) argues for
Ammerican Indian smdies as a “legitimate field of intellectual inquiry” with five
central components: the central relationship between Indigenous colture and land
{or place); that historical relations between Indigenous societies and setiler
communities were just that — relational — and as such, have to be told from both
sides (which includes according agency to Indigenous history); that sovereignty ig
an inkerent right of Indian nations; that langnage is the essential key to
understanding culture and that therefore requires preservation; and finally, that
“contemporary Indian music, dance, art, and literatire express long-standing
values of tribal cultures while adapting them to modern media” (Kidwell 2009: 4),

Similarly, Indigencus Studies doyen Jace Weaver (2007) argues that debates in
Indigenous Studies have tended to produce more heat than light. In this context,
he suggests a number of intellectual features to which the discipline should aspire:
interdisciplinarity; comparativity: privileging an Indigenous perspective;
demonstrating a commitment to Native American community; employing a
“borderless” discourse that seeks to link the local with national and international
Indigenous issues and peoples. In his state-of-the-discipline piece, Duane
Champagne argued that

American Indian cultural emphasis on retaining culture, identity, self-
government, and stewardship of land and resulting contestations with the
U.S. government and society forms a body of empirical social action that
constitutes the subject matter of American Indian studies as an academic
discipline.

(2007: 353)

Champagne notes that American Indian studies can be extended internationally in
the form of Indigenous Studies. We note here that Weaver and Champagne are
less hopeful than Kidwell. Weaver characterized current American Indigenous

a
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:Sta_ldies a8 “a mess”, while Champagne suggested that “relatively little concepiual
g;c; toward developing theory and research that presents a coherent theoretical
- and methodological approach to the study of indigenous peoples”™ (2007: 354).
T EHzabeth Cool-Lynn argues that part of the mandate of Indigenous Studies {(what
':'Z:she terms “Indian Studies™) lies in “exposing the fies of the self-serving colonial
" scademic institutions of America, bolster[ing] the rights and obligation 1o
" disobedience, and resist[ing] the tyranny of the 1.5, fantasies concemning history and
" justice apd morality” {Cook-Lynn 1999: 16) — in other words, the hard work of
" decolonization. In this context, she suggests the Importance of Indian Studies scholars
- engaging wide and public sudiences and doing so in the context of our tribal nations
" and territories (1999: 20). More specifically, she argues that we work not for our
“gmdents, our faculties or ovr universities, but in the interests of creating “a mechanism

agress has been made toward defining American Indian Studies 25 a discipline
iy

in defense of the Indigenous principles of soversignty and nationhood” (1999: 20},
and one that is undertaken in an explicitly endogamous fashion (1997 11}

Despite the sophistication of these scholars’ labours, relatively little space has
been set aside for exploring the methodological prescriptions of Indigenous Studies.
We should pause here to note that owr umderstanding of Indigenous Studies
methodologies is that, although they might include these, they are not {(necessarily)
the same as the manner in which Indigenous methodologies have been famed
academically, a growing subfield of inguiry arguably most widely associated with
Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s Decolonizing Methodologies (1999). Nor, as we will explain
below, is Indigenous Studies necessarily the same thing as Indigenous lmowledge
— at least, as it is' normally conceived. Instead, ouwr understanding underscores the
importance of the approsch of Tnnes (2010), who has contributed a chapter to this
volume). In his introduction to a special issue of American Indian Culture and
Research Journal, Tnnes (2010 3) presents three central intellectual goals for
Indiganous Studies: to access, understand and convey Native cultural perspective(s),
to conduct research that benefits Native people and/or communities; and fo empioy
research methods and iheories that will achieve these goals.

Finally, Innes argues that Indigenous Studies must practice methodological
diversity. He suggests that Native studies ought to be broadly multi-disciplinary
insofar as the issues we examine should dictate the methods and theories used. For
Innes, the ethical relationship to the community with whom the research problem
is being formulated, rather than the specific theories and methods used, is part of
what distinguishes Native studies from other disciplines: “Developing an ethical
research relationship is more important than how the data is collected™ {Innes
2010: 6). The central importance of methodological diversity — or, without putting
too fine a point on it, interdisciplinary — has also been pointed to by scholar jace
Weaver, who makes a compelling case for the necessity of interdisciplinarity in
both pedagogical and scholarly knowledge generation contexts.

One of the complications that arises from this principle, Innes suggests, is the
realization that Native studies is not the same thing as Indigenous knowledge,
although in any given instance it may incorporate Indigenous knowledge as part
of its explanatory framework. Distinguishing between the two and not losing sight
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of their key differences is, we suggest, important to building the legitimacy of
Indigenous Studies in the academy ond in Indigenous cornmumities, both
theoretically and, more importanily here, methodologically. Indigenous Studies
entered Into academic histories under particular conditions and these early
conditions have since shaped the kind of training its progenitors undertook and the
kind of knowledge it produced. This means that Indigenous Studies is different

from — but in certain cases and under the right conditions can he broadly allied

with — Indigenous knowledge, particularly 25 situated and practised outside of the
academy. Acknowledging their difference without pronouncing their ontological
discretencss is far more effective than swallowing traditional pleties offered by
scadernics with little respect given to the complexity of the social relations that
animate them, Nowhers is the successful negotiation of this greative tension Mo
apparent than the recent and overwhelming achisvement of NAISA, the Native
American and Indigenous Studies Association.

Begun in the spring of 2007, with the fst organizing meeting held at the

University of Oklahoma, NAISA has grown into the largest Indigenous Studies

agsociation in the world, now regularly attracting more than a thousand scholars
_ most of them Indigenous - to locales across the United States and Canada, A
perusal of any of the programimes Over its past near-decade of existence evidences
the astounding range of methodological approaches erployed by scholars who,
through their participation in the annual meetings, shore up and build on the
intellectual richness of Indigenous Studies, While various scholars have noted the
limitations and houndaries of NAISA’s knowledge-production tendencies {see
TallBear, forthcoming), it nevertheless constittes 2 crucial fork in the road of
indigenons Studies’ growth as/into a discipline, And its methodological richness
and diversity are equally undeniable.

Tt is within this animus of acknowledging our methodelogical complexity that
this current volume, Sources and Methods in Indigenous Studies, took shape. We
have, through our own long-standing networks, brought together a disciplinarily
extensive and geographically expansive group of Indigenous Studies scholars
who have, regardless of their formal disciplinary affiliation and training, signalted
a commitment to Indigenous Studies as a growing field — perhaps — discipline. Cur
invitation to participate made clear that participation would not require a “toeing
the line” in terms of what we wanted the contribution to lock like. Instead, we left
the shape of the argument nearly solely up to the authors, linited only by word
count (about 4,000 words) and animated by a single question: “What is your
methodological approach to the way you mndertake research, and how does it
differ from past research in your fieid or discipline?”

As you will see, contributors responded with an astonishing amay of
sophisticated, subtle and above all usefid chapters that offer academics at afl levels
— from Masters-level students to senior scholars — much grist for the mill as they
undertake research in their varied fields of inquiry. One of the reasons for this
approach is that “literature review” essays — while invaluable — have a quality that
fixes them in time and, almost by definition, dates them, given production
schedules and the passing of time. Given the vibrancy of Indigenous Studies at
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" inis moment, we wanted to caphue 3 hyheid approach that both Jooks back at
- iﬁnportam souchstones for the field and lookste the exciting work being undertaken

o and aimed for in the fatare,

" The volume has been organized into two major paris {(“Emerging from the past”
" and “Alternative SOUrces and methodological recrientations”), the second of which

comprises five main sactions: Reframing Indigenous Studies; All in the family;

':_ Feminism, gender and sexuality; indigenous literature and expressive culfure; and
Indigenous peoples in and heyond the state. Part I, “Emerging from the past”, is
" peant to take on the various ways in which, while engaging with more venerable

disciplines, Indigenous Srudies scholarship has harnessed its ceniral concepts, but

' aiso moved beyond them, White Farth Ojibwe scholar jean M. O’'Brien begins with

a, discussion of historical sources and methodologies, laying out how American
Indian history in particnlar has fared within those methodological boundaries, then
moving to 2 discussion of what Tndigenous Studies” historical methods looks like.
Then, Daniel Heath Justice {Cherokee Nation) reflects on and explores the
intersection of Indigenous Studies with English lierature, in particular focusing on
the complex tise of “Indigenous literary aationatism” through a consideration of
shree works considered central to that subfield.

Following Justice’s piece, Pavline Tumer Strong speaks to the rools of
Indigencus Studies in history and anthropology, tracing its genealogy through the
emergence, in the postwar period, of ethnohistory, and the interdisciplinary
mmanner in which Indigenous Studies builds upon those complex roots. Finally,
Michif (M¢tis) scholar Chris Andersen and Maori scholar Tahu Kukutai speak to
the ways that quantitative information, particularly through official data like the
census, has constructed Indigenous cornmunities statisticaily, the manner in which
this has produced simplistic and stereotypical depictions, and how Indigenous
Studies scholars have more recently made creative uge of official datasets to
“speak back” against these copversations.

As mentioned above, Part II contains five sections, the first of which is dtled
“Reframing Indigenous Studies”. This section’s first chapter, by Kelly MecDonongh
(White Earth Ojibwe descent), uses a case study of the Nahuas to outline how and
why Tndigencus intellectualism and alphabetic writing have been obscured and
ignored by scholars until relatively recently. [t documents current efforts to
tecover both the memory and textual evidence of nearly 500 years of Nahua
knowledge production and dissemination as it relates to the written word. The
myriad ways in which Nahuas have engaged the world and the word through a
diverse array of written forms and genres are discussed, as are the cultural and
linguistic revitalization projects that aim to recormect Nehuas today with these. .
recovered writings. Following McDonough, Myskoke/Creek Nation scholar K.
Teianina Lomawaima offers an affective understanding of historical methodology
based in Deloria’s principle of relativity, agking us to think broadly not onily about
what historical subjects might have writien (or had written about them), but abiout
how they thought, did and felt, and the affective relationship of those elements f0
archival contents. i
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Then, Goenpul scholar Afleen Moreton-Robinson’s chapter presents relationalify
as an Indigenous regearch paradigm that can shape Indigenous social research. She.
explores how this paradigm s#s in marked contrast to Western methodologies, |
which operationalize being disconuected from the wosld as a presupposition of itg
application. She Hlustrates the valwe and wiility of this paradigm through an analysis’
of the research methodologies literature produced by Indigenous scholars in Canada,

the United States, Hawaii, Australia and New Zealand.

Following Moreton-Robinson, Kim TallBear (Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate and.
Cheyenne & Arapaho Tribes of Oklehoma) explores how the reciprocity or-
“giving back” that forms the basis of critical research communities is actually
predicated on 2 binary between those who inquire and those whose lives are.
studied. In this chapter and in the specific context of science and technology |
studies, she instead articulates overlapping intellectnal, ethical and institution-
building projects — to share goals while staying engaged in critical conversation ';f

through which new knowledge and insights are articulated together,

Next, Pohnpeian-Filiping Vicente Diaz’s chapter is based around a provocative
question of method: “Fust how do we smell owr histories?” I an invitation to think
through what a possible answer to this question might look like, Diaz considers
olfaction’s ontologies and their epistermological possibilities, that is, cHaction’s
various states of being in the mterest of studying their analytical (and other)
possibilities in general, and in the context of Indigenous pasts in particular.
Methodologically, Diaz encourages us to embrace total bodily immersion in the
most visceral of activities that are central fo projects of political and cultural

reclamation and nation re-puilding.

Following Diaz, Osage scholar Robert Warrior argues that inteliectual history
has played a large role in the development of Indigenous Studies over the past two
decades, and he offers two contexts for understanding the relationship between the
two: 1) the articulation of traditional Indigenous knowledges in the academic
field; and 2) the integration of theorizing and knowledge creation created in

antagonistic social and cultural concepis of Enro-American intellectual practices,
Warrior explores some of the methodelogical tensions in writing Indigenous
intellectual histories in the midst of these W tensions and offers methodological
insights that Indigenous intellectual history makes available in our attempts o
grapple with these tensions,

Next, Kanaka Maoli scholar Moenoe K. Bilva reviews the advent and
development of critical Hawaiian studies from the 1980s to the present day. She
focuses mainly on the work of Kanaka scholars who broke the ground {(or cleared
the path) for Kanaka-cenired study, making use of the large and long-standing
archives of writing in “dlelo Hawai {the Hawaiian language). Finatly, Cofl
Thrush’s chapter argues that although wrban and Indigenous histories are often
framed as though they are mutually exclusive, treating them instead as mutually
constitutive offers opportunities for nevw research and writing at the intersection of
those two fieids of history. Focusing on the United States, Canada, New Zealand
and Australia, Thrush offers three lenses of urban Indigenous history: the presence
of lecal peoples in whose territories settlar cities have been built; the migration of

fniroduction 7

diverse Indigenous peoples to urban places; and the use of Indigenous images in
FVETSE :
he urban imaginary.

- The.second section of Part IT, “All in the family”, contains chapters by
d;g'efégus guthors who speak to the central bmportance of family in the

sohetriction of their scholarly methodologies. We start with Maori scholar Alice

g Somervilie, who explodes our notions of what is - or coun.ts as — ain
: ghiire and within that context, makes use of two Pacific texts relating to the
TL 3 k3 } -

d:iér'cbmnectedness across time and space, and makes an appeal to understanding

“pepgraphical disparity in terms of presence rather tham sbsence. Next, Maori
oo

cholar Aroha Harris speaks to the complexity of oral history and its relaﬁonfship
; Maori tellings of their own histories. More specifically, she addresses questions

‘ahotit subjectivity and ethics, and provides an example of oral life his‘tories as
""ﬂl:ﬁr'ﬂinaﬁng source, well-suited to reading with and against the archives and
: xﬁéhuscﬁpts on which historians typicaily depend,

- Foliowing Harris, Cree scholar Robert Innes explores how researchers have

: be gun to employ storiss as theoretical frameworks to explain }.ndigenous_; P;g};leis‘
yiews, thonghts and motivations to gain a b?tter uncierstal'l(?.mg of th;eu § gr c
and cbntemporazy realities. His chapter outlines how t}radmozial stories Su§° ;3
“wkider Brother” can assist in exploring the comnection between the bz 1et§,
i insights, concepts, ideals, values, aﬁimdgs and .codes of conduct aza ) e
“ interactions of contemporary members of First I‘.Janc?ns. N.em, Amy D‘ez} uHen.
fi'ﬁ-"'e"xplores ways to understand and engage in h;sﬁ{ones Wlth_ coglmlunmgs.ﬁ [
\-chapters offers insights into the process of commW—based histoncg produc 0}1113
“snd discusses examples of Indigenous }sttorlc;aﬁs knowiedges that :Hgﬁnnate the
‘complexities, and transformatiogai possibilities, of historv-making as an
s social and political endeavour, . _
: .'.:@t;li?fgﬁig Den Ouci;:, Sweden-based Sami scholar May-Britt Chman Qresems
“iwhat she refers to as a “supradisciplinary methodology™, through wlhlch she
i addresses hier scholarly work in the context of Bami histog and present f;lllng from
" her own perspective, that of a Forest Sami of the Lule River Valley, Wl?hl{l the
- {colonial) academic context, she makes personal use of supradisciplinary

methodology to assist in recovering her own personal h‘id(.ien Sé.mi history, but
also, more broadly, to fight the amnesia regarding Sami 1{315‘[‘@1-')/ in general, and
then more particularly in her work with allies to promote Sarm’ 1'1{;]1‘55 s iandis‘ a.z?d
walers, defending and struggling for the survival of diverse Sami cultures within
gressively colonial Sweden. '

- ;ﬁf;i;f ‘{ngiiam Bauer {Wailacki and Concow of _the Rounlo‘l Valley Indllan
Tribes) explores the complex importance of oral hjst.ones to 11.1d1genmlis Sn:ndws.
He argues that oral histories are vital for understanding Aillg?ncan Indian hls:iory
because they provide information on the everyday experiences of Amema?
Indian people (women in particular), and stitch together a coliec.hve memory o

the American Indian past. Most imporiantly, Bauer argues, oral histories allow us

TS UL sovereignty. .

e ?ﬁhestsiﬁc;d section ff l?;rt 11, the volune furns to dynamics relating to ferninism,
gender and sexuality in Indigenous Studies. Jacki Thompson Rand {Choctaw
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Nation of Oldahoma) argues that scholars ought to actively reconsider their
reliance on the “status” of women as an analytical frame, subject to criticism ag
inconsistent with Indigenous perspectives, and congider sustainability as 2 way 10
capture women's economic, social and political roles in modern tribal commumities
and the challenges women face from without and from within, Scholars of native
women'’s studies work with limited primary sources, making the colfection of oral

histories and their careful analysis crucial to the field, conducive to community

coliaboration, and amenable to public humanities platforms. Then, Chickasaw
Nation scholar Shanmon Speed explores the issues involved in telling the siories
of Indigenous women migrants from Mexico and Central America. She nnpacks
some of the ethical and practical issues involved in an Indigenous feminist
anthropologist retelling of stories marked by extreme violence. She argues that
while the dilemmas and contradictions of anthropological representation are never
fully resolvable, using Indigenous femninist oral history practice allows both for
sustained attention to the avoidance of perpetuating further violence through the
representational process, and potentially for representations that challenge
hegemonic hierarchies of knowledge and truth in the colonized world.

Following Speed, Tonawanda Band of Seneca scholar Mishuana Goeman’s
chapier examines feminism and its relationship to colonjalism, social justice and
Indigenous Studies. The chapter fitst explores and critiques the historic approach
to feminism, then presents an alternative genealogy, breaking down the problems
with the three waves of ferninism, and presenting Indigenous worsen’s engagemernt
and relationship to mainstream and women-of-color feminism. Indigenovs
feminism’s goals support self-determination, sovereignty, healthy Indigenous
communities and g thriving planet. Mext, Maori scholar Brendan Hokowhite
explores how, unlike the typical ahistorical weatment of masculinity within the
general field, Indigenous masculinity scholarship is linked to the temets of
Indigenous Studies more broadly. That is, a common method that has developed
within this nexus has characteristically been “penealogical” in nature in that most
scholars have tended to focate the production of contemporary Indigenous male
bodies within the broader frames of settler colonialism and colonial history.

Finally, Mark Rifkin explains how, as a concept, “Indigenous” provides a
means of challenging settler political and social norms. He goes on to explain,
however, that it can also allow certain formulations of indigeneity to become the
norm through which the concept implicitly is defined. Rifkin sugpests that
although similar tension operates within the term queer, queer studies’ unpacking
and tracing of the fmplicit normalizations enacted through its use cen aid
Indigenous Studies in thinking about what is at stake in the ways the notion of
Indigenous/indigeneity circulates.

Following a discussion of these dynamics, the fourth section of Part I focuses
ou Indigenous Studies practitioners’ engagement with various elements of
expressive culture. In K'iche’ Maya Emilio del Valle Escalante’s chapter, he uses
literary text to explore the “poetics of survival” through which displaced Mayan
survivors of massacres by the Guatermnalan state narrate experiences of violence,
pain and chaos not only to disclose the operations of ssttler colonialism, but also
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we.member” the Maya social body by confronting the past. In doing so, he
_swrites or re-rights history in order 1o inseribe the historical memory of Maya
ufvu; ors of the armed conflict, Sherry Farrell Racette (Timiskaming First Nation)

--fhen explores material culture considerations of objecis as witnesses, archival

documents, storyiellers and teachers. Beginning with a brief historical context of
ihe relationship between Indigencus peoples and museums, she reflects on twenty

: '-véérs of musenm- and comumunity-based research cenired on objects, archives and
‘story. She shares a conversation initlated with two fellow scholars, asking the
basic gquestion, “Is there something fundamentally different about the way
"'-'Indzgeﬂous scholars engage with material culture?

. Resonating with Farrell Racette’s work, Piscataway Gabrielle Tayac’s chapter

‘presents a concept for curatorial practice that inscribes the place of museums and
Vexhibits as sites of indigenized three-dimensional awthorship. Musewmn-based
" gources are situated to overfurn colonial legacies. Indigenous Stadies students and
- geholars are encouraged to exercise three-dimensional authorship as a complement

-'i'to_public&ticn. Museum-based scholarship and curation should be elevated to
"parity‘ with published products across fields beyond fine arts disciplines. The

National Musenm of the American Indian provides a current example of work that

“ptitizes three-dimensional authorship. Finally, we turn to film, through the chapter -

of Michelle Raheja (Seneca heritage), which analyzes Indigenous film history
through the lens of settler colonialism, arguing that, since film’s inception, motion
picture companies have participated in a “logic of elimination” {Wolfe 2006)
designed to erase Indigenous people visually. The chapter contrasts thess desires
by demonstrating the success of contemporary Indigenous science fiction
filmmakers in drawing from both Indigenous speculative oral narrative as well as
colonial literary and visual culture representations of “first contact” to institute
new modes of thinking about Indigenons futurity.

The fifth section of Part II is titled “Indigenous peoples in and beyond the
state™. The section beging with Turtle Mountain Anishinaabe scholar Heidi
Kiiwetinepinesitk Stark, who makes the methodological argument that
understanding story as law not enly unearths a rich body of Indigenous thought, it
alse dispels the notion of the inviolability of the law, demonstrating that law is
likewise a set of stories. In examining the creation stories of the state, she explores
how Western law took form and functions to legitimate the settler nation-state
through Indigenous dispossession. The study of Indigenous law, in presenting
alternative frameworks for the restoration of Indigenous—state relations, not only
contains the potential t0 produce new mathodological approaches, but may also
unearth alierrtate methods for living together differently. Following Stark, bMétis
scholars Brenda Macdougall end Nicole St-Onge examine how the 45th parallel
effectively created a historical myth by atiributing Ametican and Canadian
national identities to Indigenous populations. They argue, however, that
designating Indigenous populations as either Canadian or American has obscured
the historical reality that the Northern Plains was an Indigenous space shaped by
these populations’ diplomatic protocols and internal frameworks for belonging.
During this era, the Métis in particular used the borderland to advance their own



“of rights an ership 7 they operationalized networks, conaections and
- ‘webs of exchange via the systerns of mobility necessitated by their frade economy.
" Nexty Margaret Jacobs explores how the study of Indigenous education
chillerigés the progressive mamatives of education in American history and adds
new dimensions o studies of colonialism worldwide. The sources that scholars
use fo examine lndigenous education have infiuenced their approaches and
interpretations. Those using government récords and the papers of missionary and
reform groups have emphasized the oppressive natare of Indi genous education as
a weapon of colonialism. Scholars who prioritize the use of Indigenous-authored
sources have given more weighi 1o the ambivalent experiences of Indigenous
survivors and how Indigenous communities have sought to gain control of
education as a key means of asserting sovereignty,

Following Jacobs, Mary Jane Logan McCaltum discusses some of the procedures
historiens undergo when researching modern institutional records pertaining to
Indigenous people — in particular, medical records to which public access is restricted
because they contain personal health information, After describing the records and
some early encounters with them, she discuss the complicated nexus of ethics codes

and the research agreement that has come o regulate her research, and she delineates

some of the methods used to research Indigencus institutional archives both in the
presence and in the absence of such regulations,

Following MeCallum, Jeffrey Ostler draws on recent trends in the overlapping
fields of seitler colonial and genocide smdies to propose possibilities for the
development of an alternative approach to the study of the history of genocide in
North America. Taking examples from recent Literature, the chapter discusses new
approaches to disease and itg intersection with other forces of destruction, patterns
of violence, state policy toward Indigenous people, and demography. Throughous,

the chapter emphasizes the methodological importance of a sustained analysis of'

native agency and survival.

Finally, Anishinaabe scholar Shery! Li ghtfoot (Lake Superior Band/Keweenaw
Bay Indian Community) positions the importance of Indigenous Studies in the
context of the recent spate of reconciliation projects engaged in by various nation-
states. Such projects are charged with improving relationships between Indigenous
peoples and the governments that have cansed them harm, This chapter argues
that scholarship and political activism can be effectively and ethically bridged
through research that engages active Indigenous—state reconciliation projects in
three “R” ways: Revealing, Reporting and Reflecting — the “past—present—future”
concept of researching social change.

It is our hope that this volume will provide readers with 2 sense of this
particularly dynamic moment in the emergence of Indigenous Studies. Following
maore than five decades of scholarship tilling new fields and searching for
approaches to capture Indigenous perspectives on the long history of setiler
colonialism globally, Indigenous Studies seems to have arrived at @ moment of
incredible synergy and unprecedented engagement on a global stage. We hope
this volume shines a spotlight on some of the ways in which scholarship is
transforming Indigencus Studies in innovative and exciting ways.
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istorical sources and meth
"in Indigenous Studies

~Touching on the past, looking to the future

Jean M. O Brien

‘Tadigenous histories have always existed. Indigenous notions of the past that
- cormect people to places, events, peoples, and memories help Indigenous peoples
'__:c'ieﬁne their place in the creaied world and explain its shepe, wonders, and human
Crelatons (like other kinds of history). Indigenous peoples have their own ways of
eckoning and remembering histories, inchuding over the past several decades
“incorporating historical methodologies associated with western European traditions
- (Nabokov 2002). Even though Indigenous peoples have always understood their
:place within the created world according to naratives {many rooted Inn oral
“transiuission supplemented with other memory techmologies, such as winter counts,
“wampum belis, memory piles, pictographs, and mose), Indigenous voices and
jﬁ'agency in producing historical narratives have rarely been accorded a place of
legitimacy in the formal discipline of history and have Instead been dismissed as
Smyth,” “legend,” “foiklore,” or “saga” (Nabokov 2002; Basso 1996).
i+ Philip Beloria periodizes ways of thinking about the history of American
-+ Indian history into four broad approaches: {1) Frontier imaginings, characterized
“ by spatial reckonings of encounters that moved from conflict to conquest
. {beginning in the “contact” era}; (2) Racial/developmental hierarchies as a way of
. mecounting for peoples, encounters, amd difference {dating from the late eighteenth
o century); (3) Modernist approaches that focused on the notion of fixed social
- boundaries between peoples, but also the possibility of their transcendence
{beginning in the late nineteenth century); and (4} Postmodern/posicolonial ways
of thinking about Indian hisiory, which focus on “the tension between the
. liberating discussion of boundaries and the constant reshaping of them as political
0 memories of the colonial past™ (roughly World War I to the present} (Deloria
©2002).

Deloria’s synthesis is remarkable in what it captures, including the easily
overlocked fact that certain traces (or even larger clements) of each of these
approaches continue to shape natratives about Indigenous peeples. Monographs
continiue o promote a narrative arc of an epic clash between Euro-American and
indigenous foes, which ends in the defeat of the admirabie Indigenous nations,
their struggles uitimately futile as they inevitably fade into insignificance, with no
acknowledgment of the continuation of their political existence. The historical
literature comtinues its fixation on “mixed bloods” as somehow racially and




thsiz "'s_ﬂgspbsédly “pure” forsbiears, ﬁ‘eguenﬂ
he degree of Fassimilation.” In these founuiatmg'

“channels analysis and interpretation in particular directions to the exclusion o

eliminating indigenous societies” (Wolfe 20083,

A standard means of framing the United States ag & nation might begin with:
“pre-contact” Mative North America, then proceed through “explovation,”

“discovery,” the claiming of Indigenous lands for Buropean nations, and the
coniest among Ewropean nations for mastery of the hemisphers. As Michael
Witgen has shown, claims to imperial mastery of Indigenous peoples existed in

their own fantasies rather than in actoal power relations throughout the upper-

Great Lakes region into the nineteenth century, depending on where in Native
North America you stood (Witgen 2007, 2012). In Latin America, Patricia Seed
has demonstrated convincingly the degree to which Spaniards engaged in mere
“ceremonies of possession” rather than claims 10 conquest that could be plausibly
defended (Seed 1995). In the case of the United States, a long period of “colonial”
history follows these claims of possession (however illusory), with the American

Revolution rendered as she “post-colonial” moment of the nation (meaning |

shedding the shackles of English colonialism for the free development of a
democratic republic, the United States). After the American Revolution, the
nation fends off internal and external threats 1o become the world power. With
these framings, the outcome is predetermined {the trivimph of the nation}, and plot
lines lead to “declension narratives” for Indigenous peoples. Many make the leap
from “declension” to the “extinction” of Indigenous peoples.

The fandamentat problem in national narratives of the United States is that they
cannot possibly account for the existence of more than 560 federally recognized
tribal nations engaged in continuing nation-to-nation relationships with the US
federal government, and they camnot adequately represent even a fraction of

Part of the problem for proponents of Indigenous history is that the discipling
of history is deeply wedded to national narratives ag the infrastructure tha

* othiers: The logical outcome is the rise and triumph of the nation-state in the face
of internal and external foes. In the case of the United States and its Indigenous
peoples, the standard plot line follows the Tong history of Indigenous displacement
(often figured as “territorial expansion” or “territorial acquisition”) that secureg
the land base of the nation, a process that in Indigenous Studies is understood ag
“seitler colonialism.” In Patrick Wolfe’s classic formmdation, “settler colonialism
is an inclusive, land-centred profect that coordinates a comprehensive range of
agencies, from the metropoiitan centre to the frontier encampment, with a view to
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historicat and confemporary experiencesn (whicjh inchaﬂ.de far more
o Y han sven the basic fact of federally recognized tribal nations stam?mg
5 Xltyt iﬁh‘zimshi@s to the United States, including state-recognized ?m%‘)es
.'?p}.ém-azibaicpeopl:es unrecognized by any external political bod’y) {\Rfﬂkmsﬂ
iﬁéo%i). Accounis that fail to ackﬂowledgeq the political dmensu_;; gi
+sus nationhood typically eleet to reckon Indigenous p'e{)pie as raci
o HQT'HS ities, which cannot capture the unigue status of First Peoples in the
Ti%é?;; {a;;d eisew\fhere}. Too often, narratives about indigenoui pe.oples
%(;when they train their focus too tightly on Indigenous “cuit}lre(s} ’ m‘thegt
;}m'é:_ for example, the power and prerogative Indigenous natzlcmsipgi.:sess f;
' di?heér cultural practices on the political and legal level, F raming In ‘ﬁi?iﬁe
. sies within the rubric of “multiculuralism” distorts thicu‘ place Iw; e
_lercolonial siate. Indigenous Smdizfes (}a;n.mot settle for the idea that Indigen
wiss have culfure in the absence of politics. 7 ,
“P%Siiﬁed accounts produced by nonéndi.genous pgoplé until w;?lhmz% éﬁ:z
ritieth century followed two basic trajectories. The ﬁrstﬁwas that »\Cfl 110@‘ p oied
o Wars for the West, the military history that eventually {lthspossesse TI; 1g~:ec{m€i
é‘bﬁiés in the service of casting the United States 2s a national power. The se

ncerned the proto-sthnology and then anthropology emerging largely from the

“nid-nineteenth century onward that purported to create a science of man, including

Tndigenous North Americans, as part of a racial hierarchy and then as a culturally

distinct mosaic of peoples whose ways of life faced constant threats the face of

modernity; this was figured as “salvage anthropology”, aimed at producing

;'shapshms of cultures in supposed eclipse.

- The tide seemed to turn for Indigenous history at the very end pf t'he 15605 an{;
m&o the 1970s. No book can claim the massive influence in the United States o

Sine Delorla, Trs Custer Died for Your Sins: An Indian Maniﬁesff? (1969),}w’mci
~boldly called out mainstream America for its treatment of Indian peog; e ans
| Indian history, and signalled a dramatically new dn‘ectiox? that many of u; . a;e ak
“the touchstone for the development of Indigenous Studies as a {ield. T is d;oou
':-:"'appeared amidst the Red Power movement, and the emergence of ethn:ic stg Lesrt
- mits and programs, as well as departments of American Iudya’n Stuaﬂhe;s, ; o i

- Berkhofer’s 1971 call for a New Indian history looked to interdisciplinarity

{especially between history and amthropology, or fhe e.,merge@ approach o?
ethnohistory) to write dynamic Indian hisiories that 1mag‘u.:zed Indians as paﬂfo-
the national *“present,” and tock Indians seriously as poIltlf:al actors -(Berkhe.) et
1971). Over time, the “New Indian History” took on the notion of placing Indians
themselves at the centre of historical analyses.

Indigenons history methodologies

At one time, many mainstream historlans regarded Indigenous histo:ry as III;;;?I;”Ig
on the basis that rich and thorough archives were sparse or non-fexaitent. ha .
do in the absence of “real archives” or “reliable documentation as t?f];.lc: 03110
figured by the discipline? How does one confront the demands of the disciplin
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history regarding particular kinds of written documentation, and the continued :
wmarginzlization of particudar kinds of sources — oral historles, for example? Who .
gets to decide what history matters, and what counts as reliable evidence? How |
does one narrate histories in the absence of documents historians routinely -
demand? What makes the sowrces of Indigenous history different {and what :

doesn 't make them different)? What kinds of sources oo exist that are core to the
discipline, as traditionally composed? These are crucial questions for the field
and areas of robust critical engagement for scholars of Indigenous history.

In fact, as recent scholarship has amply demonstrated, Tndigenous peoples have

been producing written documentation of and about their lives for hundreds of
years, even if the standard is writing in European languages (let alone the ancient
writing technologies in rich evidence across the Americas that pre-date the presence :

of Buropeans in this hemisphere) (see for example Deloria 2002; Jaskoski 1996;

O’Connell 1992; Warrior 2005; Round 20190), Beginning with the first Native
scholars in the Indian College at Harvard in the 1660s, Indigenous peoples have
been writing and publishing at an accelerating rate into the present (Deloria 2002).

The long-standing marginality of the field has produced a situation of rich -

possibiltities for transforming Indigenous histories, and, if there is the will, national

narratives as well. An active embrace of the many and diverse archives of °

Indigenous history, and openness to the methodologies of Indigenous approaches

that have been marginalized or disdained, promise the transformation of the field :
in fruitful directions (as outlined in this volume), From the perspective of ©
Indigenous histories, a couple of overarching notions are vital to bear in mind:

First, there is an abundance of documentation to support the pursuit of Indigenous
history. No Ionger can it be claimed that the sources just don’t exist to do justice
to that history. There are also “unexpected” archives that have been underutilized
and vnappreciated, many of them stemming directly from the relationship of tribat
peoples within settler colonialism. And second, these archives — those longer
known and those now being uncovered — must be appreciated from Indigenous
perspectives, which have overturned older understandings in countless imstances.

Indigenous Studies, Indigenous history, and, increasingly, a move toward
global approaches to Indigenous Studies and Indigenous history subsume an
expansive embrace of different perspectives on historical actors and evems,
imaginative approaches to identifying and vsing source materials, creativity in
developing rigorous analytical frares that can transform Indigenous histories and
their interventions, and an almost seamless interdisciplinarity that seeks to
illuminate historical experiences that have been kept on the margins, Indigenous
Studies as currently practised draws on many scholarly traditions, but no one
voiume captures the preoccupations, sthics, and fundamentally distinet research
methodologies betier than Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s path-breaking book
Decolonizing  Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples (1999),
Indigenous Studies requires the acknowledgment oftwo fundamental convnitments
in order to gain legitimacy in the view of other practitioners and of the peoples,
comununities, and/or nations involved: an acknowledgment of the positionality of
the researcher/writer in relation to the peoples, communities, and/or mations
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okved, and an acknowledgment of the accoumtability of the research/writer in
slation. o the peoples, communities, andfor nations. Smith’s elogquent study
“itains 8 wealth of insights sterming from these ethics and a thorough genealogy
f1he problem of Western kuowledge systems for Indigenous peoples. Indigenous
ta.idies pertains to Hving, breathing peoples, and what is written carries real
onisequences for the subjects of the research/writing, These relationships read
w differently from the notion of “objectivity™ formerty elevated to such heights
}16 dizcipline but now understood by imoest to be a problematic notion at best

.@iovack 1982},

“In the space remaining, I'd like 1o take account of some of the possible

‘atchives” for Indigenous history (by no means exhavstive), and some of the

methodologies already in use in fruithd and promising ways in Indigenous Studies
arid Indigenous histories.

_First and foremost, the obsession (in the case of the United States) of English
olonialism with the legalities of land ownership (broadly including the resources
on and underneath the land), inherited by the United States, has resulted in the

- production of massive, complex archives. These archives are far from perfect, and
gatiler colonial claims to “proper” transfer of Indigenous homelands to the colonial
“state by no means followed the espoused protocols whereby the United States
claimed the mantra of “expansion with honour” toward Indigenous peopies. Still,
+ the stated imperative to follow protocols regarding landownership resulted in the
- accumulation of rich materials for Indigenous history.

i, The “Mew Social History™ that emerged in the 19608 and 1970s embraced

" interdisciplinarity as an approach, including quentitative methods. Indigenous
i '_Studies has been somewhat slower to take up this approach {but see Chapter 4 in
*- this volume). Yet abundant raaterial is available for particular Indigenous peoples
"ot times. Such documentation is an outgrowth of the apparatus of settler
“colonialism, with the builiin mandate of surveillance of Indigenous subjects, -
“assimilationist” programs, and the bureaucracy of Indian affairs. In some cases,
" the state apparatus provides more abundant documentation for Indigenous people
" than non-Indigenous. For example, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) mandated

an anpual census on many Indian reservations in the United States in the late

- pineteenth and early twentieth centuries. While not upprobiematic, they are tich

and underutilized sources nonetheless. As well, assimilation mandates resuited in

* photographic and ethnographic studies of countless reservation communities, also
- underused and rich for analysis {Parker 2015).

Many tribes maintain their own archives, archivists, and museurmns, which vary
considerably in their composition (Roy et al. 2011; Sleeper-Smith 2009; Lonetree
2012}, The movement to organize, maintain, and protect archival material has
been a strong one in Indian Country for decades. These are important sites for
portraving Indigenous histories and the comtemporary world — an important
element in exercising sovereignty for tribal nations.

Material culture studies are of deep significance to Indigenous Studies.
Understanding the siudy of objects as 2 window into the complexity of Indigenous
cultural practices and the meanings objects are imbued with constitutes a
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methodological approach that deepens Indigenous history., Moving long past
nineteenth-century museum practices that fixed objects in cases to signify entire
cultures, dynamic approaches to the cultural complexes surrounding objects can
provide insights into Indigenous aesthetics, worldviews, technologies, and more
(Cruikshank 1998). In the United States, the passage of the Native American

Graves Protection and Repattiation Act {1978 and subsequently amended) has

provided a way for many tribes to reclaim cultural material and skeletal remains
seized from them through dubious means over a long history, though for many the
struggles for repatriation remain mired in contention and confrontation.

Family history is central to any reckoning of Indigenous history, and many of
the same archives used for non-Indigenous histories and genealogies contain rich

materials. Ancestry.com, a boon for professional and amateur genealogists alike,
contains a wealth of relatively easily accessible source material for Indigenous

history, including BiA annual censuses, land records, allotment records, and’

military records, in addition to the vital records that are at the heart of genealogical
approaches,

Particular Indigenous communities contain their own wealth of stories about
in this senmse, the communities themselves constitute’

their
“archives

histories, and,
7, Conducting oral histories in communities {throngh proper protocols
g g0 proper p

promises to shed light on the longer history of their compositions, the intrusion of

the state, and the activism of community members in asserting their nationhood.
Indigencus peoples frequently retain desp-seated suspicions about “researchers,’
which requires building relationships, establishing protocols, and working out
how accouniability will be assured. Comimnuniiies themselves frequently creste

their own boundaries around knowledge to be shared and that to be keep private,
including what kinds of historical narratives are appropriate for distribution versus -

those narratives that ought not to be made public.

Language is a deeply rooted archive of a particular sort, accessible only to-

those willing to dedicate themseives to the learning of Indigenous languages.

Languoages contain vital knowledge about worldviews, cultures, and perspectives

that lend particular insights into Indigencus communities and their histories.

Language preservation and revitalization is a major initiative in a great many -
Indigenous communities, and language research generally contributes to these .
efforts in important ways. Language studies have transformed certain areas of -
Indigenous Studies, such as in Hawaiian studies (see Chapter 11 by Noenoe Silva
in this volume). Silva’s own work in uncovering rich, deep archives in the |

language have absolutely wansformed cur understanding of Native Hawai'1.

As a final example, Tndigenous methods of reckoning place — through place -
names, mapping practices, and oral stories about the characteristics and meanings -
of physical features of the landscape — are related to language usage and the ways -
Indigenous people understood and understand their place in the created world
(Basso 1996; Cruikshank 2005). Important work has been done to understand the
sophistication and precision of Indigenous mapping prastices (Barr 2011; Wiigen
2007), and even the ways in which Indigenous land usage invelved complex :

understandings of the intricacies of ecosystems {Cronon 1983), and the
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mampuiaﬁora of land nsage for geopolitical purposes {Hamalainen 2010). The
osition of Western cartography on Indigenous systems of understanding place
s sreated gross distortions and bolstered false claims to Indigenous landscapes
Barr2011; Hamalainen 2010; Jormer 2015).

Tr sum, Indigenous history — in particular because of its attachment io the
:' oader methodologies of Tndigenous Studies beyond the discipline of history — is
ib'rant and dynamic ficld that is poised to re-write narratives of all gorts.
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Daniel Heath Justice

The year 2014 marked the fifteenth publishing anniversary of Craig Womack’s
Red on Red: Native American Literary Separatism and its affirmation of Musko ges
Creek-specific literary history; 2015 was the twentieth anniversary of “intelectuat
sovereignty” from Robert Warrior's Tribal Secrets: Recovering American Indian
ntellectual Traditions, with Jace Weaver's That the People Might Live: Native
merican Literatures and Native American Community and its notion of
ommunitism” celebrating its own twentieth amniversary in 2017, Although none
offthese 15 the first or last work in the critical mode now known as “Indigenous
iterary nationalism,” they arguably stand 25 the most prominent in both critical
_regard and controversy, This brief chapter considers the conversation around
literary nationalism between these and other interpretive projects in the field, with
_attention to their continuing importance 1o the intellectual and ethical concerns of
ndigenous literary studies.

By way of full disclosure, I look to all of these works as central io my own
cholarly development, with Womack’s Red on Red being the most immediately
ransformative. T read it shortly after its publication, when I was a first-year Ph.D,
student at the University of Nebrask. -Lincoln, and it was a revelatory experience,
especially Womack’s reading of Creek Hierature through Muskogee political
story and cultural expression, not the crossblood criticism or French Continents]
2oty in vogue at the time. Indeed, my coming-of-age as a scholar can quite
readily be divided into two chapters, pre- and post-Red on Red, and while other
works up until that point and after were incredibly significant, including those of
Weaver and Warrior noted above, Louis Owens’s Mixedblood Messages, and
Elizabeth Cook-Lynn’s varied essays, for me it was Womack’s book that had the
most electrifying scope of possibility, '

. Earlier literary criticism of the 1990s focused on hybridity and poststructuralist -
- play, the dynamic trickster mixedbloods and crossbloods of Owens (Choctaw/
Cherokee), Gerald Vizenor {(Anishinaabe), Diane Glancy {Cherokee), and others.
Worthy and important works, but over that decade (and after) the scholarship in- i
esponse was increasingly distanced from the lands and politics of Indigenous

- Movement over rootedness and grounded memory. (As an example, Vizenor's
onsistent aesthetic and intellectoal concerns with land and reimaginin,

ations and generally more focused on identity, pan-Native urbanity,: afd: -
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- Pauline Turner Strong

e relationship between history and anthropology is both productive and frapght.
. Prior to the emergence of Indigenous Studies as a multidisciplinary enterprise,
. Sftory and anthropology were intertwined in a number of forms, including
ltuial, social, and oral history; historical anthropelogy and archaeology;
ubaitem and colonial studies; and ethnohistory. The last field is most s1gmﬁcam
or Indigenous Studies: ethnchistory has focused squarely on the experiences of
- Indigenous peoples (if often through colonial lenses) and there is a direct line of
cholarship connecting ethnohistory to Indigenous Studies. While it is tempting to
opose that Indigenous Studies may become a “successor discipline” to
thnohistery (Haraway 1988), both of these multidisciplinary formations are
iirrently thriving, with a significant numuber of scholars actively participating in

Ethpohistory is a multidisciphinary approach to Indigenous, colonial, and
osteolomial history that developed in North America in the 1950s, Combining the
pproaches of history, cultural anthropology, and archaeology, ethnohistory
entres on the history of non-European peoples, including their experiences of
olonization, resistance, and cuitural change. Ethnohistory began as an applied
“field, as historians and anthropologists collaborated on US tribal land claims
ases, and soon became institutionalized in the organization now known as the
American Society for Fthnohistory (Harkin 2010). The dlsmplme expanded
: Uneven]y into other regional contexts, with the Americas remaining at its core,
‘Most ethnohistorians are trained primarily as anthropologists, historians, or
‘archaeologists, making ethnohistory a complex interdisciplinary pursuit.

i Over seven decades ethnohistory has both integrated and revealed tensions
_;among historical, anthropological, and Tndigenous perspectives on cultural and
historical processes {Krech 1991), These tensions have influenced the development
of Indigencus Studies, in which Indigenous sources, perspectives, and
methodolevles are of paramount imporiance.
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A genealogy of Ethnohistory

Following the enactiment in the United States of the Tndian Claims Commission
Act (1946), anthropologists and historians served as expert witnesses in court
cases adjudicating tribal claims to territory. This development was influenced by
an important Supreme Cowrt decision that defined the basis of Indigencus land
claims as evidence of occupancy from “sime Immemorial” {(McMillen 2007}
Conducting research for both sides {Indian tribes and the Justice Depariment)
expert witnesses relied on colondal documents, oral histories, and ethmographic
research to delineate Indigencus beliefs zbout territory and resources; Indigenous
patterns of land wvse; Indigenous and colonial understandings of treaty rights; the
history of appropriation of land and resources from Indigenous commoumitiss; and
cultural confinuities and changes among Indigenons populations. Afier 1978,
when the Indian Claims Commission issued its final report, anthrepologists and
historians, by then often identified as ethnohistorians, continmed to serve as expert
witnesses in other contexts, including tribal recognition cases,
By 1978, however, ethnohistorians were conducting research that went well
beyond the testimonial. Ethnohistory consolidated a previcusly marginalized
foces on Indian history within the field of history, while providing a corrective to
the synchronic nature of traditional ethnographic research, in which Indigenous
peoples were often treated as timeless (Wolf 1982). The neglect of history among
anthropologists should not be overemphasized, however, as Mooney’s work on
the Ghost Dance in the late nineteanth century demonstrates, Tn the early twentieth
century, anthropologists such as Swanton, Speck, Steward, and Fenfon used
historical methods to reconstruct Indigenous culture. The acculiuration studies of
Redfield, Herskovits, Lewis, and others in the 1930s also constituted a move
toward analyzing cultural change. Meanwhile, Evans-Pritchard moved British
anthropology away from the synchronicity of structural-functionalism, describing’
social anthropology as “a kind of historiography™ (1950: 123),
Ethnohistorians have produced numerous collections of primary decument
in¢luding documents in Indigenous languagss, as well as cultural histories of
particular Indigenous peoples. These are important for providing fine-graine
diachronic perspectives on Indigenous experiences. Wallace (1969), for example
drew on archival and ethnographic research to analyze the development of the
Handsome Lake religion among the Senecas in the eighteenth century. Wallace:
has influenced subsequent analyses of cultural revitalization, including Harkin’s.
(2004) collection, which shows the comparative power of Wallace’s approach b
considering Pacific cargo cults, the Ghost Dance movement on the US Plains, an
contemporary  social movements. Ethaohistorians have also considered
revitalization in the coptext of Indigenous schools, cuitural centres, languag
programs, and econornic development efforts, :
Research on the politics, economics, ideclogies, and social relations of ths
“colomial sitvation” (Cohn 1987) is central to ethnohistorical research
Hthnohistorians have analyzed the political economy of colonial empires, the
impact of epidemics on Indigenous populations, the nature of #mperial

pureaucracies, the acculturation of Indigenous children in boarding schools,
3'digenous strategies of survival and resistance, and Christian evangelization and
ndigencus responses, among other topics. Stdies of the gendered nature of the
lonial situation, and especially changes in gender roles under colomiatism and
hristianity, led to the development of feminist ethnohistory {Strong 1998},
cock conducted important early work in this area, researching the impact of
the fur irade on gender roles among the Innu. Etienne and Leacock ¢ 1980} offer a
storical materialist explanation of gender inequality, emphasizing how together
¢ allied forces of capitalism, colonizalism, and Christianity led to the degradation
omen’s status. Studies mspired by Leacock show that the impact of capitalism
ank:-Christianity on gender roles is extremely somplex, varying according 1o
indigenous gender relations as well as the way Indigsonous economies articulated
th capitalist economies. More recently, the ethnohistory of sexuality has
emerged in the work of scholars such as Gutierrez {1991}, Roscoe (1998), and
oler {1995), all interested in the dynamics of race, class, and sexuality in colonial
systems of inequality.
In political economy and environmental hisiory the research of White has been
particularly significant. Beginning with a monograph on the colonial production
ot dependence among the Choctaws, Pawnees, and Navajos, White (1983)
eveloped an ethnoldstorical approach that focuses on changing modes of
oduction, social relationships, and environmental relationships, He and others
ave chronicled the impact of the fur trade, farming, mining, and other European
riterventions on Indigenous ecologles and cconomies, analvzing the varlous
orms of dependence and innovation that these interventions engendered. Brooks
02) offers another approach to political economy, analyzing the transformation
Indigenous Southwestern forms of captivity, servitude, and adoption under
colonfalism. Subsequenily, Miles (2005) presented an intimate portrayal of
‘herokee slavery and family life. '
White is also known for the influential concept of the “middle ground” {1991),
ch refers to social and cultural patterns that develop under sustained culture
‘contact. Sahlins (1981) developed a somewhat similar concept, “structares of the
onjuncture,” in his analysis of the early history of Hawaii. Both scholars offer
ays of conceptualizing the hybrid sociocultural forms that develop over the
wourse of intercultoral encounters. Sahlins’s earlier work on foraging economies
‘Bas also been influential on ethnohistories like Brightman's (1993) that focus on
digenous economies and cultural logics.
elations between Indigenous peoples and the colenizing state have been 2
curring concern of ethnohistory. In his scholarship on India, Cohn (1987)
veloped the concept of “rufe by records,” which has inspired many important
studies of colonial rule as an exercise of knowledge and power (Axel 2002). Dirks
_QQI), for example, historicizes the notion of “caste,” analyzing it as a product of
Indigenous culture, colonialism, and resistance. In the North American comtext,
tany studies of the colonial state center on treaties and sovereignty issues
Wilkins and Lomawaima 2001}
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An especially productive arena of ethmohistorical research is the smdy of
colomial missions and Indigenous responses. Clendinnen (2003) considers
missionary work and resistance among sixteenth-century Yucatan Mayaes, whileg
Jean Comaroff {1985) analyzes the Church of Zion among the Tshidi of southern
Africa as a form of Indigenous agency. Among the many studies of religious
change in North America, Spicer’s work on the Southwest (1962) stands out for
its scope, while works by Axtell (1986}, Salisbury (1982), Kan (1989) and others
consider other regions. .

FEthnohistorians bave offered important contributions to the undesstanding of
“sthnogenesis” — the formation of social groaps through historical processes of
culture contact, Studies of the Méiis of Canada, the Seminoles of the US Southeast;,
the Garifuna of the Caribbean, and the Voruba of Afiica, among others, have’
employed this concept productively. Hill {1996) considers the development of
new cultural identities among Indigenous American aud Aftican American
groups, tying the emergence of new identities to global processes of demination;
resistance, and exchange. :

Silverstein {1997 has promoted the sthnobistory of “langnages of encounter,”
which concerns the reciprocal transformation of lnguistic forms and linguistic
communities, In this vein, Colling (1998) analyzes the relationship between
discourses of place and the expropriation of land among the Telowa,

Motable recent ethnohistorical works abandon “ethnographic authority” or
avthoritative history (Clifford 1988) for collaborative, polyphonic, and reflexive
modes of research and representation. For example, Ferguson and Colwell-
Chanthaphonh (2006} interweave perspectives of Tohono-(’odham, Hopd, Zuni,
and San Carlos Apache collaborators. Reflexive ethnohistorical scholarship

critically examines the role of history and anthropology in producing and:

circulating hegemonic representations of Indigenous people, Wilmsen (1989), for.

example, examines ideological constructions of the San of southwestern Africa as:

“primitive” rather then as a displaced and excluded underclass, O'Brien (2010):

analyzes the discursive extinction of Indian peoples in New England through the.
“last of his tribe” trope, while Deloria’s works (1988, 2004) offer wideurangingf
critiques of historical. ethnographic, and popular representation. Coming full

circle to the beginnings of ethnohistory, Campisi (1991} has reflected criticaily o
his experience as an expert witness in the Mashpee tribal recognition case.

Sources and methodologies

A recurrent theme in ethnohistory has been the tension between the methodologies

of anthropology and history, tensions aptly captured in Brown’s (1991} metaphot’
of “strange bedlellows, kindred spirits.” Historlans have relied primarily on the!
critical analysis of colonial and state docwments, while anthropologists have!

pursued oral history and “upstreaming,” as Fenton (2009} called informed

speculation about the past based on more recent cultural practices. Anthropologists:
have also emphasized comparative analysis and Indigencus conceptions of

history, leading Fogelson {1989) to advocate for “ethno-ethnohistory.”
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@ Fogelson's ironic term suggests, there has been sore debate over the very

same of the field. To what does the “ethno” in “ethnohistory” refer? For some it
geféfé substantively to Indigenous and other ethiric groups, making sthnohistory
g}i‘éhistt}fy of these groups. For others, it has methodological significance, and
.afers to an ethnological or ethnographic approach to history. For still others,
"'tﬁhohistory“ refers to sthuic and Indigenous groups’ conceptions of their own
pag?;s_';' All of these endeavours have taken place under the rubric of “ethnohistory™,
sometimes in the very same works. In light of these difficulties some scholars,
"s}ﬁe;éiaiiy those conducting research outside of the Americas, avoid the term
ipgether, referring instead to “historical anthropology’
"-Ei‘stoixyﬁ‘ Vet the term “sthnohistory™ persists, as does the scholarly tradition and
mumunity that has grown up around it,

Eihnohistorians typicatly rely on muitiple forms of data, all of which must be
tilized with considerable care. These include:

il

or “anthropological

= Colonial and other institutional documents, including travel journals and
-:'memoisfs; policy staternents; and missionary, administrative, judicial, and
- wreaty records. In interpreting primary documents the ethnohistorian attempts
~to distinguish official categories, prejudices, and misapprehensions from
Indigenous beliefs and practices, puiting the documents within the larger
. context of governmentality, The ethnchistorian must also be aware of the

selective and contingent nature of archiving (Dirks 2002; Galloway 2006).

. Written records in Indigenous languages. Particularty significant for literate
- cultures, these may exist for oral cultures in transcriptions. They also may
: exist in written form for Indigenous peoples like the Cherokee who developed
- a written form of thetr language after contact, or those, like the Lakota, who
Jdeamed to read and write in their netive language from missionaries.
. Regarding his work with Euro-American and Lakota documents, DeMallie
- writes, “in a fundamental sense they represent conflicting realities, rooted in
radically different epistemologies. The challenge of ethnohistory is to bring
i these two types of historical data together to construct a fuller picture of the
. past” (1993: 516},

Archaeological evidence, which offers a significantly lengthier diachronic

. dimension than historical and ethnographic evidence. Rogers and Wilson

(1993: 7) describe ethnohistorical and archaeological sources as “comple-
mentary investigative routes” imio cultural change, with archaeology

» particnjarly valuable for information on demography and geography,
«. settlement and land use patterns, travel routes, and ethnic relationships.

Coliections, including maps, iltustrations, photographs, and artifacts. Much
ethmohistorical research occurs i museum collections, which must be

~understood as subject to the same processes of selection, appropriation,

misinterpretation, reinterpretation, and loss as historical archives (Galloway
2008),

Oral traditions, including oval histories, genealogies, folk tales, and place
names. Like institutional documents, oral traditions must be contextualized
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Given the range of data, and the different training that historians, anthropologists,
and archeologists bring to their research, it is unsurprising that methodological
disputes arise frequently in ethnohistory. These concern, for example:

@
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otal histories, Hoxie argues for an ethnohistory that aims “to describe
omimunity lves in their own terms,” producing “stories that aflow for an
open vision— one that Is goherent bux attends 1o several layers of meaning and
gany co-existing interpretations” {1997: 606, 610). Fogelson {1989: 141)
sinmerates the difficulties posed 1o ethnohistorians by “multiculiural frames
raference,” by “different modes of discourse, by documentation thai cannot
always be limited to written manuseripts, and by recognition of different
onceptions of reality.”

The role of theoretical concepts in the field (e.g., Sahlins’s structuralism and
*Wolf s use of world systems theory). Hoxie (1997), for example, counterpoises
“the pleralistic ethnohistory he advocates against Wolf's (1982) infivental
“attempt to locate tribal histories within 2 global systern. And Sahting’s (1981,
1995) influential structural history has drawn vigorous opposition as a
misinterpretation of [ndigenons beliefs and actions (Obeyesekere 1997).

within contemporary social stuctires and projects. As Vansina (1985):
emphasizes, oral traditions vepresent the viewpoints of particularly situated
actors and often shift over time.
Eihnographic reseaich, including systematic participant-observation, aimed’
at finding traces of, or attitudes toward, the past in the present, For some;
ethnographic feldwork is what differentiates the ethnohistorian from the:
historian, for others, the difference resides in a more general “anthropological
oriemtation” toward culture {Cobn 1968). Regardlass, the resulis of
ethnographic research must alwave be undersivod as situated within g
patticular moment and particular ethnographic encounter. Ethnographic:
research produces its own archive, and ethnohistorians typically rely on the.
ethnographic research of previous generations as well as their own. Brown’s:
(2009) ethnohistorical works on the Giibwa, using materials from Hallowell’s
fieldwork in the 1930s, exemplify work with an ethnographic archive. ;

ohn (1587) mediated wisely between “anthropologyland” and “historyland,”
_' ing that history and anthropology have a common subject matter, “otherness™;
¢ommon project, itranslation; and & common interest in studying social
sformation. He called for an “anthropological history” in which the colondal
tuation presents a uaified analytic field for the stedy of the construction and
éﬁrésentation of culture - Idigenous, colonial, and postcolonial culture afike,
Requiring a working experience of both the field and the archive, this endeavour
must be highly reflexive and attuned to the ways in which cuwrrent scholarly
Zéo'ncepts {e.g., “culture,” “race,” “iribe™) are ofien remnants of colonial forms of
le. Even the division between history and anthropology is a remnant of colonial
‘notions of the timeless “primitive”; in overcoming this disciplinary divide, then,
thnolistory offers a way of moving beyond colonial idectogies.

The contingency and partiality of documentary sources, Galloway (2006)°
notes the significance of material not noticed by or not available to European
observess; material misinterpreted by Buropean observers, and material that
has been lost. Ethnohistory requires a methodology of suspicion and ;
convergence, in wiich documeniary sources are viewed as compromised and’
explanations are strengthened by the convergence of several lines of evidence.
The role of oral history, tribal history, and living memory as supplements or’
correctives to written documerds, which usually represent colonial:
perspectives. Vansina (1985) offers a methodology for the interpretation of
oral history, including a way of distinguishing among ecological, genealogical, -
sociological, and extracrdinary time. Anthropologists including Cruikshank
(1998) have emphasized the importance of prophecy and other Indigenous -
orientations to time, which contrast sharply with linear time. :
The problem of “mixed episteinologies.” with history, cultural anthropology.
and archaeology each relying on different modes of explanation and:
validation. Wilson contrasts an archeological approach focused on long-term '
and large-scale processes with historical approaches more concerned with -
small-scale, shorter-term processes. This difference in temporal scale poses
“the challenge of integrating macroprocesses and microprocesses of culture
change into a coherent analysis” (Rogers and Wilson 1993: 21, 23), '
Differences between Western and Indigenous epistemologies, which dwarf
the differences between disciplinary epistemologies highlighted by Wilson. -
Taking Indigencus epistemologies seriously is a hallmark of Indigenous
Studies (Smith 2012; Denzin et al. 2008). '
The ability of ethnohistory to deal adequately with plural interpretations,
including tensions between {and within} archacological, documentary, and

Ethnehistory and Indigenous Studies

he newer field of Indigenous Studies builds upon, critiques, and reframes
ethnohistory. In formative methodological works {Wilson and Yellow Bird 2005;
Smith 2012), Indigenous scholars critique colonizing knowledges; articulate
Indigenous knowledges and methodologies; foreground Indigenous experience
‘and agency; and argue for activist research agendas. Blackhawk (2006)
exemplifies this approach, productively coupling his account of imperial violence
during Anglo-American expansion into the Great Basin with an account of
Indigenons agency,
i Also characteristic of Indigenous Studies is a global comparative perspective,
which contrasts with the particularism of rouch ethnohistorical work. A particularly
significant comparative framework for Indigencus Studies is setiler colonialism
 (Walfe 1999; Veracini 2011), which emphasizes commonalities in the project of
+ eliminating and excluding Indigenous peoples found across settler states. Simpson
{2014) illustrates the transformative potential of the framework of settler
= colonialism, explicitly countering the ethnohistorical tradition of Wallace, Fenton,
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and others in emphasizing Iroquois sovereignty and resistance over traditionalizm
and revitalization,

There are no sharp lines between ethnohistory and Indigenous Studies, however,
Blackhawk’s book has been acclaimed across history, ethmohistory, and
Indigencus Studies. But Indigenous Studies has broadened the meanming of
interdisciplinary scholarship, expanded the scope of comparison, and focused
productively on Indigenous experience, knowledge, and agency. History,
ethnohistory, and Indigenous Studies are together forging productive discussions
on how the historical and cultural dimensions of Indigenous experience are related.
to other dimensions — the philosophical, the textual, the political, the economic;
the geographical, the artistic, the psychological — and how these can best be
researched and represented. '
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Reciaiming the statistical
“pative”

(Quantitative historical research
beyond the pale

Chris Andersen and Tahuy Kukuiai

This chapter examines the ways in which guantitative ressarch approaches and
statistical sources have constructed Indigenous peoples and Indigenous histories,
often to negative effect, and gives voice to the efforts of Indigenous scholars and
copumunities 1o transform those practices. There are three sections. The first
section describes the practice of quantitative bistory in relation to Indigenous
ﬁ_eopl;esf with a particular focus on demographic history. We identify key oritiques
ofithe field and discuss some of the broader methodological challenges of using
ghantitative methods to tell Indigenous histories. The second section focuses on
thie statistical sources used to inform historical representations of Indigenous
peonles, with an emphasis on the national population census. Tn the third section
we explore changes to the statistical field from one in which Indigenous peoples
had no say 1o one in which it is becoming increasingly difficutt to envision large-
+ soale data collection being carried out without the consent and active participation

-of Indigenous experts and communities. We argue that while there have been
. changes in terms of statistical coverage that will inform future history-telling, this
has yet to translate fully into Indigenous agency in telling of our histories in that
quantitative space, and this is where attention remains most needed,

- Quamitaﬁve history — “in the absence” of

0 contrast to an carlier reliance on texfual records and archival research,
quantitative historical analysis today relies heavily on the use of large (and now
- digitized) databases of economic and demographic data drawn from statistical
sources such as the population census, births, deaths and marriage registers,
- parish, taxation, military and hospital records, ship logs and voting rolls. These
Jorms of numerical data are typically collated and arranged by researchers into
- time-series datasets to fit their own analytical purposes, but increasingly,
-Tesearchers also have recourse fo large volumes of digitized historical data
~ceniralized in a single repository.

- Quantitative approaches to Indigenous histories most often take the form of
demographic histories focused on issues of past population change (see, for
‘example, Cock 1976; Cook and Borah 1979; Dobyns 1983; Pool 1991, 2015;
‘Thornton 1987, 2000). Population histories draw heavily on the use.of
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reation stories transmit theories explaining the world and its history. The
pline of History debstes it relationship with theory but churns out anthologies
: ;ammg the worlds of Indigenous history. Scanming edited volumes surveying
e Morth American history is one way to get at what we think, but most readers
Jikely well-acquainted with the literature. T will sacrifice a literature review fo
ncentate on thinking, feeling, and doing in other arenas, with an aside — read
oficctions on American Indigsn History {(Hurtado 2008). Calloway, Edmunds,
Hauptran, [verson, and Child appreciated selativity within Indigenous lives.

6 Mind, heart, hands

Thinking, feeling, and doing in
Indigenous history methodology

K. Tsignina Lomawaima

ing

Emctmns connect scholars, subjects, and Indigenous communities through
pansive Indigenous theories of kinship, including biological descent, adoption,

matriage, and clan affiliation. We rarely experience a cut-and-dried status, though,

4 insider or outsider. Indigenous identities are complicated and generate a
ontimmm for judging: tosider? Outsider? The cross-examining analytic of
relativity contextualizes two impassioned letters from the National Archives,
itten by Mative employees of the Office of Indian Affairs (0IA) in a matrix of
risider/outsider identity, emotion, and the work we do.

“We may view the OIA as monolithically oppressive, but Indians have always
worked there. They valued a steady paycheck; wished to serve Indian communities
with their talents and skills learned in school; and aspired to get ahead {Cahill
11). The OLA was never an sasy place for an Indian to work, simultaneously
insider and outsider. Carlos Montezuma felt any Indian working for the OLA was
raitor to the race, Employees — Charles Dagenets, Gertrude Bonmin — spiritedly
efended their service to Indian comamunities. Navigating tribal, pan-Indian, and
rofessional OlA identity was tough. The following letters attest to that toughness.
Ruth Muskrat Bronson {Cherokee teacher at Haskell Indian School) wrote the
ditor of the Good Housekeeping magazine on March 7, 1929 to protest articles
iﬂed “The Cry of a Broken People.” On March 10, 1932 Henry Roe Cloud
‘Winnebago, OIA Field Represevtative) wrote to a Native employee at the
Rosebud Agency, where Roe Clowd had investigated a complaint. Typed,
aginated, and carbon copied, the letiers were offtcial and public. Spectacularly
ong {17+ pages), each is packed with emotion: ouirage, self-certainty, wounded
ride, grief. Each letter emanated from the writer’s job, was intensely personal,
and expressed “insider” Native identity. Relativity guides us to exarmine their
ontent for braided strands of thinking, feeling, and doing.

In 2013, Thomas King wrote that:

[i}f there is any methodology in my approach ... it draws more on storviollin
techmiques than historiography. A good historian would have tried to keep biase
under control. A good historfan would have tried to keep personal anecdotes in
check. A good historian would have provided footnotes. I have not.

(2013: xit

A good historian also tells a good story, but King teases scholarly gravitas. Kin
is funny, and with humour opens up serious questions for Indigenous history
What do we think about in Indigenous history? How do we feel about it? How d
we do it7 What did our subjects think and feel and do? How do thinking, feeling,
and doing interact to produce Indigenous histories? To tackle these questions
hew to Vine Deloria, Ji.’s principle of relativity: '

“We are all relatives™ when taken as a methodological tool for abtainin,
knowledge means that we observe the natural world by looking fo
relationships between various things in it ... This concept is simply the'
relativity concept as applied to a universe that people experience as alive and
not as dead or inert.

{Deloria 1999: 34

Following Deloria, I search for relationships among thinking, feeling, and doing
Exaniples from the archive, scholarship, and teaching embody the interpretive and
methodological potential of an Indigenous principle of relativity.

Thinking ‘As an Indian™: Ruth Muskrat Bronson

folder in the Haskell records is labeled “Charges against Indian Service in
Good Housekeeping® 1929” {National Archives and Records Administration/
“NARA, Kansas City, 1929). Letters from (1A officials and “friends of the Indian”
/to the magazine’s editor protested the “scandalous™ attacks on the GIA made by
Vera L. Comnelly (NARA, Kensas City, 1929). They accused Connelly of

Personally, I’d want to hear a creation story, a story that recounts how the
world was formed, how things came 1o be, for contained within creation
stories are relarionships that help to define the nature of the universe and how
cuttures understand the world in which they exist.

{King 2003: 20, emphasis added)
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. excoriated agency perscrmel for thelr unfeeling treatment of Indians,

soially Clark Little Thunder, who lost his young son to tuberculosis. It was not
aﬁer that that three-year-old Henrv Roe Cloud, Fr. passed away after a brief
a5, Clearly Roe Cloud’s grief connected him to Little Thumnder, but his cutrage
.éoi' prang from his work as a Native person to make the OIA bureaucracy mors
and humane,

‘he letier began with accusations of local incompetence, continuing: “[Wlhat
arse ... [is your] atizck [on] the one friend [Roe Cloud] who came there to
st your adminisiration” (NARA, Seattle, 1232). Roe Cloud, like Bronson, took
job personally. He fillad 14 pages with the facts of the case. On page 15 he
ame to “Little Thunder and his boy Ellis.” On his first examination of Ellis the
. ¢y doctor reported his emaciation, with “affection of the knee joints of some
¢n months standing™ his knees were locked. “Great Caesar’s Ghost!” wrote
e Cloud. “What was he and the Superintendent doing during these seven long
_onﬁthsf Had the father become a ten per center {a complainer]? Does the ten per
center lose even the claims of humanity?” (NARA, Seattle, 1932). Roe Cloud
counted the “heart rending” tale of the father who searched unsuccessfully for a
‘carrving his son on 2 pallet in the back of his wagon. When he reached the
ic, the doctor noted Little Thunder gave his son a “multicolored sifk
andkerchief and some other worthless stuffi” (MARA, Seattle, 1932), Roe Cloud’s
'mmeni devastates:

veniriloguizing the “propaganda”™ of the Indian Defense Association and Johin
Collier. Bronson’s letter siands ouwt for fts length, its defensivensss, and an
emotional argument rocted in & Native employee’s pride in her work, '
Beginning “As an Indian I am impelied to protest,” Bronson repeatedly inv oked
her identity: -

According to Miss Connelly it would be something unusual for an Indian
woman t0 be so bold as to rise op and speak out in meeting, but 1 happen
come from 2 tribe whose women ... salected the iribal rulers, Therefora I @

o speak.
{(NARA, Kansas City, 192

Bronson also stressed her loyalty to the Bervice and its employees: “In justice o
my own people and in lovalty to those who have served us so nobly and 50 well
carmot ... remain stient” (NARA, Kansas City, 1929}, She responded to Connelly
picture of agents as “brutel, over-bearing, despotic, greedy, [and] indifferent” with
her own experience as a tesnaged assistand to an agent — also Cherckee — whi
encouraged her 1o attend college, counseled her on jobs, and devoted his life to
service to his people and io the OIA. Bronson admitted to “blunders — oh yes;
great many” but dended rampant viclousness and abuse (NARA, Kansas Cit
1929). Connelly’s critigue of boarding schools brought the importance of
Bronson’s doing 1o the foreground.
If Connelly were correct, Bronson wrote, Native teachers at Haskell * would
refuse to stay on the pay roll of such an institution. For we are not rascals, any af
s ... We have come to the Government Boarding School because we believe itt
be the best medium for the thing we wish to do” (NARA, Kansas City, 1929
Given the boarding school abuses and deficiencies documented by the Institute &
Government Research one year earlier (Meriam etal, 1928), Bronson’s unflagging
defense seems unrealistic. Good Housekeeping’s editor was amazed that “anyone
as inteiligent as you are should be 5o ignorant of the conditions that exist amon
vour people” (INARA, Kansas City, 1929). Bronson was indeed inielligent. I 4
not read her letter as a knee-jerk defense by a co-opted assimilationist. She wrot
from the cenire of where she thowght, and felt, and worked as a Native womai
dedicated to her people, within a bareancracy employing others who shared he
tdeals and commitment to the work, “the thing we wish to do.”

We who are Indians have all passed through the “silk handkerchie?” stage.
There was a time when a silk handkerchief meant more to us than anything in
- the world. This father found he conld not do any more for the body so wracked
- with disease, but he could do something for the spirit, the immortal part of s,
to build up, if he could, in the fast closing days, the morale of his son by
giving to bim what he knew he most desired. Let me say to you that in like
manner, to my own dying little son, I gave a pretty pair of moccasins. He
.. fondled them for a litle while for only one day, and left me the next day.
 What father in this world will not do anything, give all he has of wordly

goods if only to save his son?
{NARA, Seattle, 1932}

few paragraphs later, Roe Cloud closed:
. I have many faults, and these worry me often, but [ have not yet proved traitor

w0 the cause of our great government for the amelioration, justice and
civilization of our Indian people.

“We Who Are Indians”: Henry Boe Cloud

Henry Roe Cloud’s 1932 letter spoke to similar issues — pride as a govemmen
employee, frustration with “unfair” critiques, commitment to “his people” — but’
Roe Cloud vented his outrage against an agent who fit the image painted by
Cornelly, not Bronson. Like Bronsen, Res Cloud’s outrage wag rooted in 1if
experience, in his case the tragic loss of his young son. In 1932, as a Fiel
Representative, Roe Cloud investigated a complaint against the Rosebud Agent
afterward he corresponded with a Native smployee who supported the Agent. Ro

{NARA, Seattle, 1932)

Decades later, Roe Cloud’s emotion explodes from the archive, We cannot hope
o understand this episode absent the context of grief over his son, but it would be
equally impoverishing to Lft the “emotional” content of this letter out of the
context of Roe Cloud’s commitment — among “we who are Indians” - to his work
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Fection, respect, connectedness, and responsibility for scholarly diligence? How

and the work “of our great governmerit.,” Roe Cloud’s emotion interfaced wit
v consclentiously carry out those responsibiliies?

commitiment to family, community, and Indian peoples; his professionat pride; b
self-identification as Winnebago; and his lovalty in 1932 to an Tndian Office wheg
ke believed justice raight be possible.

Searching for relationships among thinking, feeling, and doing while 1@&&131
the iwo letters together makes more visitle the key importance of doing, of day.
to-day, year-to-year striving to effect change. Bronson and Roe Cloud believed i

what they were doing.

inking—fecling—deoing: a principle of relativity

ime e now! "4 Yavapai perspective on hisiory

tice Crandall (Yavapai-Apache Nation of Clarkdale, Arizona) visited the
wherry Library in Chicago, which holds the papers of Carlos Montermma,
arly twentieth-century Yavapai physician and Red Progressive. Crandall thought
iographers had done Monteruma justice, but reading the papers convinced him
ata Yavapal perspective could yield “an alternate narrative™ of Moriezuma’s
f6. (Crandall 2013: 2). Crandall pushes beyond the trope that Montezuma
reconnected” with Yavapai late in life; Montezuma “actively searched for his
amily from a young age,” and most importantly, his relatives never forgot him
13: 2). Crandall’s story exemplifies the principle of relativity, pursuing
{ationships among thinking, feeling, and doing: an inteliectual’s search for new
meaning in & well-combed archive, the affections binding families, and the
historian’s responsibility 1o represent Montezuma’s Iife enmeshed in horrific
dlence. The result is a rebalanced narrative. Crandail puts Montezuma’s 1871
piure and enstavement at the centre of his life story, and importantly, recognizes
fiat Montezmna does for the Yavapai-Apache Nation today:

Broing

When working from archives, what documenis should we leave on the shelf? In
provocatively brief article, Lawa Terrance shared two siorles of “resistance
colonial education™; the anonymons swtograph journal of “a young woman wii
attended a residential boarding school in the early twentieth century” (Terrant
2011: 621), and Zitkala-Sa’s published muobiographical account of her schooling
{Zitkala-Sa 2003), Terrance refused to use the journal because it was produce:
within the boarding school, an examplar colonial “state apparatus” that disciping
and denigrated Indian people (Terrance 2011: 622). Terrance admitted the journal’;
seductions, though: u

1 projected my interpretation-as-meaning into each of the entries, gradually
coming to feel like T “knew™ these stmdents. T came to like them, to respet

therm, to fecl 4 connectedness to thein. Carlos Montezuma connects us 1o an ephemeral past, one that was full of

(2011: 622 . horror and violence, and one from which a young boy eventually returned,
_ . showing us that we can always go home,
Resisting the feeling of “connectedness”™ and questioning “methodologies o (2013: 12)
knowledge production,” Terrance implemented an archival version of Audrg
Simpson’s ethnographic refusal (Z007).
Terrance questicned if archival sources should be used when the author did 1o
make a conscious effort to publish. Her archival refusal resonates through
Indigencus Studies; much of our evidence is unpublished, and ethical and mora
research issues pervade the field. Archives (like boarding schools) nest Hke
Russian dolls within layers of colonial state apparatuses that have silenced
countless Native people who never heard of or negotiated the publishing
opportunities pursued by Zitkala-3a. Hundreds of thousands of archived
documents are saturated with Indian voices, They were in some sense “published”
— in federal superintendents’ annual veports or independent investigative
committee transcripts, for example — but not usually with Indian intent or consent.
Indian-authored letters to superintendents, field inspectors, commissioners of
Indian Affairs, and elected officials were stored without Indian intent or consent,
Do we refuse them all? Is the resultant silence colomial, or anti-colonial, or just
a can of worms bouncing down a slippery slope? Archival refusal may not be
appropriate for all sources, but it raises demanding questions: What and where ate
our archives? Whom and what might we relose, and why? Where do we owé

Hearing voices: relationships with Abalone

Abalone Tales, co-produced by ten authors and the Cultural Committes of the
urok Tribe, is sub-titled Collaborative Explorations of Sovereignty and Identity
Newive Californic (Field et al. 2008). Tales respectfully elucidates Native
elationships with Abalone herself, Possessed of lustrous beauty, reflecting (fire)
ight, Abalone also speaks, When regalia enlivened with Abalone is danced in
'_erﬂmony, movement enables Abalong’s voice. Intellect and emotion connert
_Abalone, regalia, dancers, artisis, community, and all who hear Abalone’s voics
8 Native Californians come together to fix the world, the ultimate doing for
:thers Mind, heart, and hands pull together.

T kind of picture the regalia as children, because it’s my responsibility to
house them, 1o make sure they 're maintained ... And then it's my responsibility
to run that regalia all over, wherever the dances are going on ... it’s my
responsibility to make sure it gets 1o that place ... It's a life, it’s a spirit, it’s a
living being, and we don’t own other living beings ... But in the process of, 1
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Memories and emotions are powerfil engines, as i3 the courage of Deloria’s
}ce of his first chapter’s title and topic: violence. In 1903 on Lightning Creel,
hm steps of the gates in the fence marking the Pine Ridge reservation, shots
-out. Deloria tells a powerful story about the violence that enveloped Peter
ite Elk, Hope Clear, Charlie Smith, and their relatives and friends, Violence
‘defined too much Indigenous history, taken too many Indigenous lives, and
aﬁédtoe mAny Survivors.

efranice refused the archive because of the violence embodied by the bOardmg
ool where the journal was written. Connelly criticized the violence done to a
ple whom she called “broken,” while Bronson protested the violence done by
onneliy to fer people {and herself), whom she knew to be alive and kicking, and
orking for a better chance. Roe Cloud bitterly decried the violence of rampant
employment, malmurition, substandard health care, and bureaucratic disregard
he humanity of the so-calied ten-percenters in Indian Country. My studem
ppled fo assimilate all that violence students have never heard of that contradicis
tmost everything they have been taught their entire lives to be true about the
United States.

Violence is 2 noxious miasma that motivates and chokes, inspires and shrouds
doing Indigenous history, How do we do violence justice? What a thought. The
keenest writers and thinkers — Will Rogers, Vine Deloria, Jr., Paul Chaat Smith,
Thomas King — disembowel the monster of violence with a weapon of fiercely
rdonic humor. Humor is not necessarily disrespectful of tragedy; laughter can
be @ medicinal thread that stitches together thinking, feeling, and doing. Laughter

guess you could say, giving birth 10 the regalia, all of my emotions, all of m
feelings — my essence, in short — is going in to create that piece of mﬂalia

Bradley Marghall.
{Ficid et al. 2008; I’)g;

Connections clicked: relativity in the classroom

Fall semester, 2013: Twice a week, 250 stedents enrolled in Mawy Nations o
Native America met for 50 minutes in a big square classroom. We began in las
August. On December 2, I tried 10 represens the genocide of Native C'zbfomian
in the Gold Rush era. Two days later this email arrived:

Professor Lomawaima,

After class on Monday, T felt the topic we discussed was still bothering me:
sat and falked with my mom ... and we both felt very disturbed by it
Personaily, T have had a hard time fesling connected and concerned with ik
many topics we have discussed ... I know they are important, but 1 have
unfortunately found myself asking why does it matier so much, why is it 6
important to them? Afier Mondays lesson, 1 knew. As my mind wandered
after class, connections with so many past lessons clicked and I felt like
really cared about what had happened ... Just a little feedback, T hope it helps

in some way,

es the world, even as we struggle with violence.
Best, "
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This student though things over; talked things over with Mom; made connections;
and let me know. The student thought, and felt, and did. The doing made the
lesson real. Why did the connections click for this one student? T will never know,
but Lhope that 14 weeks of effort to attest to relationships helped: among thinking=
feeling—loing; among diverse sets of US citizens; among past, present, and future
Native experiences; among faculty, TAs, and students. On December 2, 2013, the
principle of relativity made a difference and the connections clicked.

Conciusion: What is at stake in doing Indigenous history?

In Indians in Unexpected Places, Philip Deloria (2004) roots his work in time
spent with his grandparents,

The memories and emotions contained in those encounters led me to start
thinking more seriously about Indian athietes and drivers and about the
inclination within American culture 10 insist on the separation of categories

tike Indian, sports, automobiles, and New York. _
(2004: i)
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Reiationality

A key presupposition of an
Indigenous social research
paradigm

Aifeen Moreton-Robinson

an expression of Indigenous sovereignty most Indigenous researchers adhere
4 research agenda informed by our respective cubtural knowledges, ethics and
totocols. In operationalizing this agenda we are creating a new social research
aradigm requiring rigorous and heavy intellectual work. Over the past three
iecades Indigenous scholars have built this paradigm, and our efforts have drawn
ttention. Usually this takes the form of a question; If there is an Indigencus
ocial research paradigm, what are its core components? An interesting guestion
iven that there are competing definitions of what constitutes a non-Indigenous
adigrs, and some argue it is the very mature of a paradigm to avoid the
pemﬁcmes of definition, while others tacitly agree that core components are
videnced by the standards that shape how research is operationalized within the
social sciences and humanities. In this chapter I do not define the general laws,

standards and methodological principles of an Indigenous social research
atadigm. Instead, my aim is to demonstrate a key presupposition of the paradigm:

elationality is the interpretive and epistemic scaffolding shaping and supporting
digenous social research and its standards are culturally specific and nuanced to
the Indigenous researcher’s standpoint and the cultural context of the research.

T}ns presupposition is revealed through an examination of Indigenous research
ethodologies Yterature produced in Canada, the United States, Hawaii, Australia
and New Zealand,

‘1 acknowledge that the United Nations has defined ‘Indigenous’ as including
those who self-identify as Indigenous peoples at the individual level and are
accepted by the community as its members; have a historical continuity with pre-
colonial and/or pre-settier societies; have astrong link to territories and surrounding
natural resources; have distinct social, economis or political systems; have distinct
language, culture and beliefs; form non-dominant groups in society; and resolve
t0 maintain and reproduce their ancestral environments and systems as distinciive
peoples and communities {(UNPFII 2015). Maori, Méts, First Nations, MNative
Americans and Aborigines all share these attributes with other Indigenous peopies.

However, our lands are cccupied by first-world Western states on the basis of an
alien form of judicial sovereignty and a shared genealogy of predominantly British
colonization. Qur legal status, marked respectively by the signifiers Native
American, Maori, First Nation, Métis, Native Hawaiian and Aborigine, is not




